
From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject:  June 9 and June 16 IDT meeting; note that the June 16 meeting is EXTENDED TEAM
Date: 06/11/2010 10:03 AM

My apologies about the meeting room confusion at this past Wednesday's meeting. 
I sent you an agenda, with meeting room information, on Tuesday afternoon; but it
apparently got hung up somewhere in cyberspace.  I had sent it remotely from a
meeting at SWCA, and was having trouble with the server, but didn't get a rejection
notice on the mailing and assumed it went through.

Note that the June 16th meeting is in 6V6 from 9:00 to 12:00 and 12:30 to 3:30. 
Mary and Bill will be giving us a presentation on heritage resources in the project
area, the first of our team resource "tech transfers".  After that we'll be discussing
the DEIS, schedule and also project and other workload.  

Bev  

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject:  June 9 and June 16 IDT meeting; note that the June 16 meeting is EXTENDED TEAM
Date: 06/11/2010 10:02 AM

My apologies about the meeting room confusion at this past Wednesday's meeting. 
I sent you an agenda, with meeting room information, on Tuesday afternoon; but it
apparently got hung up somewhere in cyberspace.  I had sent it remotely from a
meeting at SWCA, and was having trouble with the server, but didn't get a rejection
notice on the mailing and assumed it went through.

Note that the June 16th meeting is in 6V6 from 9:00 to 12:00 and 12:30 to 3:30. 
Mary and Bill will be giving us a presentation on heritage resources in the project
area, the first of our team resource "tech transfers".  After that we'll be discussing
the DEIS, schedule and also project and other workload.  

Bev  

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: !!!!Core team meeting tomorrow morning with Jeanine and Reta - please read
Date: 01/07/2010 04:54 PM
Importance: High

Jeanine and Reta have asked for a meeting tomorrow morning to discuss the idea of
having an alternative that puts Rosemont waste material in the upper Las Cienegas
Watershed (this idea came up in our site visit with Horst Schor).  We'll be meeting in
Jeanine's office at 11:00.  Core team members please attend if possible.  Extended
team members are optional.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melissa Reichard; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Cc: Ken Houser; Charles Coyle; Matt Petersen
Subject: "Forest Service allowed to reject Rosemont Mine "
Date: 10/30/2009 01:32 PM

I’d be interested in seeing the letter when it comes out.  Here’s the story from AZBiz. com
 
http://www.azbiz.com/articles/2009/10/30/news/doc4aeb3a6a64138753454491.txt&amp;ct=ga&amp;cd=c9X1iuTI6DA&amp;usg=AFQjCNFzLiQkngzBpRMCSI8SVS2_4e-
SuA
 
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

04/09/2009 09:46 AM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Jamie Sturgess 
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject Design Storm and Precipitation

Bev – 
Thought your team may find this technical memorandum interesting regarding precipitation and design 
elements we are using for ponds, diversions, etc.  I had not planned on sending you a hard copy of this, 
but if you require one, please let me know.
 
Regards,
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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



SWCA Environmental Consultants/Coronado National Forest 
Rosemont Copper Project Coordination Meeting Agenda 

August 10, 2010 
 

Location:  SWCA Environmental Consultants, Tucson, AZ  85701 

Attendees:  Forest Service:  Bev Everson; SWCA: Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard  

Topics: 

Schedule and deliverables  

Affected environment review tracking/ Chapter 3 update 

Alternative water sources review 

Other business 

 

 
 

 



Augusta Resource Corporation 
Proposed Rosemont Mine 

Information Sheet 
 
 

 
 The Rosemont Ranch property consists of 132 patented mining 

claims encompassing approximately 3,000 acres and 850 unpatented 
mining claims of approximately 12,000 acres 

 
 Most of the unpatented mining claims are on Forest Service lands, 

but a limited number of claims in the northwestern part of the property 
are on BLM lands 

 
 The total disturbance of the operation as currently proposed would be 

approximately 4,000 acres, with about 840 acres on private land, 
3,135 acres on the Forest, and 20 acres on state trust lands 

 
 The proposed mine would cover an area of approximately 800 acres, 

most of which would be on private land (approximately 15 to 20% of 
the pit would be on the Coronado National Forest) 

 
 The proposed operation is in Pima County at an elevation of around 

5000’ to 5600’ in Madrean evergreen woodland 
 
 The operation as currently proposed would use an estimated 5,000 to 

8,000 ac-ft of water per year 
 
 Augusta Resource Corporation reports a resource of approximately 

440 million tons of copper, molybdenum and silver ore in the 
Rosemont deposit 

 
 The proposed mining rate of the ore deposit would be 27 million tons 

a year, for approximately 15 to 20 years 
 
 The estimated work force for the proposed mine and mill would be 

348 full time employees, with an average annual wage of $59,000 
plus benefits 

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@augustaresource.c
om> 

08/01/2008 07:39 AM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Reta Laford' <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 'Beverley A Everson' 
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc jsturgess@augustaresource.com

bcc

Subject Schedule and Studies

Reta and Bev – 
I have attached the schedule of studies that are currently underway for Rosemont – we have others in 
the works and I will continue to up date the list and try to pin down better deliverable dates as we go 
along.
 
Please let me know if you require anything else.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 

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

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

 



May 4, 2010, SWCA Environmental Consultants/ 
Coronado National Forest Rosemont 

Coordination Meeting Agenda 
 
 
Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, 
AZ.  85701.  
 
Attendees:  Forest Service: Reta Laford, Bev Everson, Mindee Roth; SWCA: Jonathon 
Rigg, Melissa Reichard 
 
Agenda: 
 
May 7 MPO description and analysis 
 
DEIS/EIS timeline 
 
May 17 reclamation meeting agenda 
 
SRK involvement in alternative water sources research and review 
 
Other business 
 
 
 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

11/25/2009 07:13 AM

To Dale PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>

cc Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason 
<tfurgason@swca.com>, Melissa Reichard 
<mreichard@swca.com>

bcc

Subject Re: Waste Rock Characterization for the Mine Waste 
Landform Feasibility Evaluation

Dale ‐ 
Sounds fine, I look forward to hearing from you.  I am glad to hear the meeting went well and that you 
had a good start.
Regards,
Kathy

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

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

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

From: Dale PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>
Date: Wed, 25 Nov 2009 08:09:39 ‐0600
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Cc: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Melissa Reichard <
mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: Waste Rock Characterization for the Mine Waste Landform Feasibility Evaluation

Kathy,
 
Yesterday’s site visit by George Annandale of Golder Associates, attended by Bev, Salek, & Debbie from 
the CNF, me and Tom from SRK, and Jeff with Rosemont, has resulted in a preliminary work plan to 
assess the feasibility of a landform approach to the mine waste pile drainage.  The goal for the day was 
to develop a work plan for assessing the preliminary feasibility of the landform approach for a waste pile 
the scale of Rosemont in the monsoonal climate of southern Arizona; with the initial focus on 
constructing a landform drainage scheme using the pit run waste rock.  The test case will be the east 
slope (facing SR83) of the Upper Barrel Canyon layout; if we are successful in developing the concept for 
the test case it will provide the fundamental design guidance to inform our judgment as to whether the 
approach is applicable to other alternatives.  Golder will provide a cost estimate next week for this phase 
of the work.



 
In order to expedite the effort I am charged with working with Rosemont to obtain information relevant 
to characterizing the gradation, durability, and likely chemical composition of the pit run waste rock.  I 
will be reviewing the information in the documents submitted to the CNF and posted to the WebEx site 
for applicable data and will contact you next week with a request for additional information should that 
appear necessary.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896‐2404 ‐ Arizona Office
(520) 449‐7307 ‐ Mobile
(435) 682‐2777 ‐ Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com <mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com> 
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623



Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS

07/10/2009 05:55 PM

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, John 
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

bcc

Subject Re: Kathy Arnold's Response to: Permission Requested to 
Place Tech Reports on the New RosemontEIS.us  Website

We've had this problem before...I'm not sure what's going on.  Here is the gist of what I previously sent to 
John and cc'd to you:

That I thought you were open to looking at one or two of the converted files to see whether or not the 
conversions distorted the information in the pdfs.

That you are concerned that the html documents could be modified by the public, and that I wanted John's 
thoughts on this, and

You and I talked about the disclaimer and agreed that the statement that the Forest Service has not 
accepted the reports is misleading, and that the disclaimer should be reworded to state (paraphrasing) 
that the Forest Service has received the technical reports and that agency specialists are reviewing them.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

07/10/2009 05:13 PM

To "beverson@fs.fed.us" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Re: Kathy Arnold's Response to: Permission Requested to 
Place Tech Reports on the New RosemontEIS.us  Website

Bev

This had no attachment or body 
Kathy
Kathy Arnold
Director Environmental & Regulatory Affairs
Rosemont Copper Company
P.O. Box 35310
Tucson, AZ 85740

Cell 520-784-1973
Phone 520-297-7723



----- Original Message -----
From: Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
To: John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>; Kathy Arnold
Sent: Fri Jul 10 19:08:49 2009
Subject: Re: Kathy Arnold's Response to: Permission Requested to Place Tech 
Reports on the New RosemontEIS.us  Website

*** Body Not Included ***



Katherine Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

07/21/2010 05:07 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Terry Chute 
<tjchute@msn.com>

bcc

Subject Response

Bev ‐ 
Attached is our response to Debby’s Visual Memos and a copy of the transmittal summary thus far for 
GIS layers.

Cheers!
Kathy
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs

Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com  

PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the 

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

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

To: Reta LaFord 

cc: Bev Everson, Jamie Sturgess 

From: Kathy Arnold 

Doc #: 037/08

Subject:   Additional Studies 
Date: July 31, 2008 
 

In response to our discussions today, here are some of the current studies and information 
regarding content and deliverable dates as available. 

Noise Study, Tetra Tech has performed baseline monitoring for areas near the project site.  
The draft report was to be delivered this week for review and will be available for presentation to 
the Forest Service during August.  The Noise Study was designed to provide a basis for 
modeling and analysis. 

Hydrogeological Drilling Program, Montgomery and Associates will completed drilling on the 
hydrogeologic program within the next two weeks.  During this program they will have drilled 27 
wells and 3 piezometers on both Forest Service and private land.  Short term pump tests are 
ongoing and longer term pump tests are scheduled for later this year.  A report on the drilling 
and the pump tests should be available by December.  This program was designed after 
discussions with the Forest Service and will provide information for the modeling program. 

West Side Modeling Program, Montgomery and Associates has been working on a modeling 
program for the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains near the production wells.  The model 
code discrepancies were worked out with ADWR and modeling code agreed upon.  Data is 
being collected and the model will be updated with information collected.  The result of this effort 
will be local and regional models to describe the effect of pumping and recharge in the area.  
This effort should be completed by January 2009. 

East Side Modeling Program, Montgomery and Associates will start work on a modeling 
program for the east side of the Santa Rita Mountains for the operations.  The modeling effort 
will include both a regional and local model of the area and incorporate the information being 
developed during the pump tests.  This effort should be completed by December 2009. 

Geochemical Model, Tetra Tech is working on a geochemical model for the pit area as well as 
a compilation and statistical analysis of the completeness of the data set.  The test results have 
been input into the model and Tetra Tech is waiting on information from Montgomery and 
Associate’s modeling effort to finish their analysis.  The modeling results should be available 
approximately one month after the hydrologic models are constructed.  The results of testing are 
complete and reports are being compiled. 
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Air Monitoring/ Modeling, Applied Environmental Consulting has been performing baseline air 
monitoring over the past year.  They will also perform modeling based on facilities arrangements 
and operations that will be presented to the Forest Service as part of the overall analysis.  This 
work is currently underway and should be available in October or November of this year. 

Traffic Study, Tetra Tech will kick off a traffic study in mid August.  The study will provide 
baseline traffic information for State Route 83 as well as traffic information from the winter visitor 
season.  Baseline information and traffic analysis will be available in September and winter 
visitor traffic and additional analysis will be available before December. 

Certificate of Environmental Compliance (CEC), EPG is preparating a CEC application for 
review by the Arizona Corporation Commission’s Line Sighting Committee.  This process will be 
on-going through the next eight months and will culminate in an application that will be 
presented to the committee. A number of studies will be prepared and presented during this 
process. 

Water Consumption and Conservation, An independent analysis of water consumption and 
conservation is being performed to review the water use figures that were presented in the Mine 
Plan of Operations.  The analysis will be made available in technical memorandum format when 
the study is complete. 

Lighting Code Analysis, An independent analysis of the Pima County Lighting Code, a review 
of the overall plans presented in the Mine Plan of Operations and a review of the designs is 
being performed to ensure the plans presented in the Mine Plan of Operations can meet the 
levels required for the lighting zone.  The analysis will be made available in technical 
memorandum format when the study is complete. 

Literature Search – Wildlife at Mines, WestLand staff is reviewing literature for discussion of 
wildlife use.   The results of this information will be presented to the Forest Service when the 
review is complete. 

Reclamation Plan Review, An independent review of the reclamation plan is being performed.  
This review will determine credibility and achievability and determine if the plan meets the 
requirements in the USFS Training Guide for Reclamation Bond Estimation and Administration.  
This analysis will not review bonding amounts but will look strictly at the plan performance 
expectations.  The results of this review will be provided to the Forest Service by September. 

Biological Assessment and Evaluation (BAE), WestLand has received comments on their 
draft BAE and is finalizing the review.  This report should be provided to the Forest Service 
before December. 

Plant Testing, Dr. Fehmi at the University of Arizona reports that the greenhouse pots are 
being measured for dry weight densities to give a measure of success of the project.  Additional 
test plots in the field approximately 3 acres in size are being reviewed for physical 
characteristics and some survey work has been completed. 

Pollution Prevention / Sustainability Analysis, An independent review of the operations to 
determine if there are additional opportunities for pollution prevention that exist within the 
operations.  The results of this analysis will be shared with the Forest Service as they become 
available.
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Technical Memorandum 
 

To: Tom Furgason, SWCA Date: February 10, 2010 

cc: Dale Ortman, P.E. From: Rob Bowell, Eur.Geol, C.Chem MR
S, C.Geol. FGS 

Corolla Hoag, R.G. 

Subject: Preliminary Geochemistry Review – 
Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 

Project #: 183101 

 
The following comments are related to three documents provided by SWCA concerning geochemical test 
work performed on rock and tailings materials at the Augusta Resource Rosemont Copper Project. These 
documents include the:  

 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan (Vector, 2006) 
 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Rosemont Copper (main text, Appendix A, and Appendix 

B) (Tetra Tech, 2007a), and 
 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Rosemont Copper, (Tetra Tech, 2007b). 

 
SWCA requested that SRK review these documents and provide a professional opinion as to whether the test 
assumptions, test procedures, analytical methods used, types of data collected, and results presented in each 
document are reasonable and in conformance with standard industry accepted practice. The review was 
limited to reading the documents provided although references to other documents, such as the APP 
application (Tetra Tech, 2009a) are made. A review of the laboratory analytical reports included in Tetra 
Tech (2007) was not performed. SRK has not undertaken an extensive literature search outside of documents 
provided so cannot comment on the full adequacy of information available in the public domain to 
supplement those documents submitted through SWCA. It was necessary, however, to refer to selected 
public technical reports as discussed and cited below to find information defining Rosemont waste and ore. 
Additionally, it is difficult for the senior author (Bowell) to confirm complete applicability of the test work 
as he has not been to the site and is not being personally familiar with the site conditions.  
 
SRK was not provided with a formal Sampling and Analysis Plan with sampling and test work protocols; 
industry test protocols are referred to in the documents. General comments on the test program (methods 
used) and specific comments about the suitability of the methods are provided below.  

1 Assessment of Investigation Methods and Protocols 
A brief assessment is provided below of the methods used in the geochemical characterization 
investigation. Documentation was not provided to answer all questions; for example the source of the 
tailings test materials and what stage of tailings deposition the samples represent is not adequately 
provided. The assumptions, sampling collection methods, tests, and analytical methods where 
referenced in these reports are in general conformance with industry standard practice. The results 
presented are reasonable given the background data available based on these reports. The scopes of 
the geochemical programs detailed in these documents, however, do have some deficiencies related 
to the characterization the materials present at the mine site and their long-term geochemical 
behavior. 
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A work plan for geochemical characterization should identify test work appropriate to characterize 
the potential discharging facility under the proposed operational method and address the physical and 
chemical characterization per regulatory guidelines. Rosemont Copper Company submitted an 
application for an Aquifer Protection Permit in February 2009 to the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality (ADEQ). The process recommended by ADEQ to characterize ore and waste 
materials is described in Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT (ADEQ, 2005). ADEQ recommends a tiered approach to 
characterize solid materials and potential leachates derived from the solids.  Static test work and 
studies performed under the Tier #1 stage include: 

 Description of mineralogy and lithology (rock, color, angularity, induration, grain-size 
distribution, mineral types and proportions to assess acid rock drainage and metal 
leachability, sulfide percentages, etc.); 

 Leaching Tests 
o Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP by EPA Method 1212), 
o Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (MWMP), and 
o Leachable Sulfates and Soluble Solids tests, 
o Bottle Roll Tests. 

 Acid-Base Accounting (ABA) Analysis 
o Acid generation potential (AGP), 
o Net neutralization potential (NNP), and 
o Net acid generating (NAG) pH. 

 Physical Characteristics 
o Grain size, density, shear strength, moisture content, permeability.       

 
Kinetic test work may be required under a Tier #2 stage to assess the rates of acid-generation, acid-
neutralization, sulfide oxidation, and metal release. Typical tests performed under Tier #2 include: 

 Humidity cells, column tests, barrel leach tests, and test plots; 
 Total metals analysis; 
 Radiochemical analysis; 
 Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP); and  
 Waste Extraction Test (WET). 

 
The approximate number of static tests by rock type planned to characterize waste rock materials and 
the remaining pit wall materials are listed in Table 1 of Vector (2006). To date, only very brief 
lithology descriptions of the tested samples have been prepared and submitted to ADEQ; no 
information is provided on the mineralogy of the samples tested. ABA and NAG pH  have been 
performed on all or nearly all of the tailings and waste rock samples. SPLP, MWMP, and total 
metals analyses have been performed on more than half the waste rock and tailings samples. 
Humidity cell tests have been performed on two of the four tailings samples and on four waste rock 
types (14 samples) that indicated a potential to generate acid. On-site columns were performed on 
three samples of andesite (potentially acid generating) and three mixed composites of uncertain 
potential. Physical testing of tailings materials include sieve and hydrometer testing, specific gravity, 
Atterberg Limits, Standard Proctor, Consolidation testing, Shear strength, Triaxial permeability, 
Capillary moisture retention, and Laboratory torque vane shear testing.   

1.1 Sample Collection Methods and Representativeness 
Summary – The methods used to collect representative geologic materials for geochemical testing 
follow standard industry practices. Waste rock samples collected for the geochemical investigation 
do appear to represent the rock types to be encountered during the mine life in appropriate 
percentages. Representative life-of-mine or early life-of-mine tailings has not yet been completed. 
Documentation was not provided to assess whether the sample materials actually tested are 
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representative of potential sulfide mill ore (subsequent tailings), oxide ore, or waste rock dump 
(WRD) material based on total copper cutoff grades and contained ore and gangue mineralogy. 
 
The goal of the geochemical investigation program was to perform test work that would characterize 
the geochemistry of potential leachates related to mine waste rock materials, heap leach materials, 
tailings, cover and construction materials, and the rock remaining in the pit walls and then assess 
risks related to the leachates. The geochemical sampling program was intended to represent the range 
of geologic materials including lateral and vertical variation that would influence the types and 
percentages of rocks and minerals to be encountered during the life-of-mine. In order to assess 
whether the sampling program sufficiently represents the materials expected in the waste rock and 
tailings storage facilities, it is necessary to understand the site-specific definition of waste rock, how 
the rock materials were classified in the geology model, what percentages of rocks (including 
mineralization, oxidization) are generally expected life-of-mine, and if the proportion of samples 
selected for analysis match the expected proportions of rock materials.  As mentioned above, 
geochemical programs generally follow a two-tiered approach where a selection of Tier I static tests 
are performed on a large number of samples to classify materials as potentially acid generating, of 
uncertain potential, and/or not acid generating.  Tier II test work such as humidity cells are 
performed on selected Tier 1 materials that were identified to be potentially acid generating or of 
uncertain acid generating potential.     
 
How is “Waste Rock” Defined at Rosemont?  – Waste rock is typically defined as rock material 
overlying an ore deposit or within a mine plan that is below the cutoff grade required for economic 
extraction and processing. The waste rock is removed to access the ore materials and requires 
subsequent disposal in an overburden pile or WRD. Cutoff grades may decrease or increase 
throughout the mine life owing to fluctuations in capital and operating costs, processing recovery 
effectiveness and efficiencies, or other reasons. No definition of the cutoff grade or mineralogical 
description of Rosemont waste rock is provided in the reviewed reports. Based on the description of 
measured and indicated resources reported in the 2007 NI 43-101 Technical Report for the Rosemont 
Copper Project, Updated Feasibility Study (M3 Engineering & Technology Corporation), sulfide 
waste at Rosemont was classified as material that falls below a grade of 0.20 percent total copper 
(%TCu). The current technical reports continue to use this sulfide cutoff grade (M3, 2009). Oxide 
waste is reported to be material with a grade below a 0.10 %TCu (M3, 2009, p. 5).      
 
Percentages of Reported Rock Types Representing Waste, Ore, Tailings  – The percentages of rock 
types comprising potential waste materials at Rosemont are tabulated in all of the reports (i.e. Tetra 
Tech, 2007b, Table 3.1; Tetra Tech, 2009 v. 1, Table 7.28). The percentage of tabulated waste 
relative to ore has decreased over time as additional mineralized material has been delineated. 
Greater than half of the waste materials consist of oxidized and unoxidized arkose and other oxidized 
basin-fill overburden formations; andesite and a variety of Paleozoic formations comprise the 
remaining waste rock materials. Much less documentation is available on the rock types expected to 
be present in sulfide ore (and by extension in tailings) and oxide ore. A tabulation is found in Table 2 
of Vector (2006). The copper sulfide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations 
consist primarily of Horquilla Limestone (50%), Colina Limestone (40%), quartz monzonite 
porphyry (QMP) (5%), and the Earp Formation (5%). Chalcopyrite, chalcocite, bornite,  and 
molybdenite are the dominant sulfide minerals. The sulfide ore will be processed through milling, 
flotation, and concentration processes and the residual material will be subsequently disposed of as 
dry-stack tailings. The copper oxide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations consist 
primarily of arkose (50%), QMP (15%), quartz latite porphyry, and andesite (35%). Copper oxide 
mineralization primarily includes copper-bearing limonite, chrysocolla, tenorite, malachite, and 
azurite; oxide ore will be processed by leaching with dilute sulfuric acid on a heap leach facility.  
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Method to Classify Material Types and Select Samples – Although the approximate percentages of 
waste rock and ore materials are tabulated in the reviewed reports1, the process of classifying the 
tested material as “ore” or “waste” was not described in detail in the reports reviewed. The general 
procedures for classifying ore and waste rock are described in more detail in the technical reports 
publically available to potential investors (i.e. WLR Consulting, 2006; M3 Engineering & 
Technology Corporation, 2009). Industry standard mine evaluation and design software was used by 
Rosemont personnel to interpolate the compiled drillhole data within boundaries established by the 
limits of topography, surface geology, and estimated subsurface geologic contacts. Rosemont’s 
three-dimensional geologic and resource block model assigned a rock type, mineralization type (i.e. 
oxide, sulfide), grade, and material type (i.e., waste, leach ore, sulfide mill ore) to each model block 
(50’ x 50’ x 50’) based on the geologic model including the laboratory analyses from surface 
samples, test pits, and diamond drill core. The block model was then used to estimate the percentages 
of various rock types that are potential ore and waste materials within the potential pit area.  The 
model and pit shell was used to identify specific drill core intervals that contain the rock types 
necessary to ensure representative geochemical analyses. Composite samples representing 50-foot 
mine benches at various depths were collected for geochemical analysis from coarse rejects using 
appropriate drilling intervals selected by Rosemont geologists familiar with the site-specific geology 
and mineralogy. 
 
The plan maps shown in Tetra Tech reports2 document the rock types sampled and the depth of the 
bench composite samples; sample depths range between 0 and 1,820 feet below ground surface. The 
sample data are clustered primarily in the center portion of the pit area but do appear to represent the 
major and minor rock types to be encountered within the pit area. The samples also appear to 
represent various bench elevations based the available figures and table. A plan map with labeled 
elevation contours for the proposed pit and the sample depths listed in feet above sea level or a 
profile section with the drillhole sample locations would have been helpful to verify the vertical 
distribution of the samples collected. No copper grades, however, are listed with the sample intervals 
to verify whether the samples are waste, leach ore, or sulfide ore (future tailings).   
 
The Tetra Tech sample location maps appear to provide sufficient lateral and vertical 
representativeness to provide a reasonable indication of the geochemical characteristics of the 
various waste rock types at this stage in the process. Tetra Tech (2007a) summarizes the rock types 
sampled and provides the borehole identification, depth of the sample, and the static test work 
performed. Detailed sample descriptions, however, were not provided that document what specific 
minerals were present in the samples, the proportions of potentially acid generating or acid 
neutralizing minerals that were present, and the oxidation type present.  
 
Only a brief description was found to describe the nature of the ore materials processed to simulate 
the four samples of tailings materials (Tetra Tech, 2009b).  Three tailings samples were evidently 
generated from Horquilla Limestone (May 2006, February 2007, and June 2007) although the rock 
type of the two earliest samples is not confirmed (see Table 1 in Tetra Tech, 2009b).  The last sample 
from July 2008 was generated from mixed rock types (72.9% Horquilla, 21.3% Earp, and 5.8% 
Escabrosa Limestone) that represent sulfide mill tailings in Year 0 to 3. The tailings samples were 
likely generated from coarse rejects from drillhole sample intervals or composites with total copper 
grades that matched the grades and mineralization types expected in the first few years of operation. 
This is an assumption as no sample documentation is provided with the drillhole name and depth 
interval, rock type, oxidation type, and approximate grade. SRK is therefore unable to verify whether 

                                                      
1 The percentage of waste rock types is listed in the all reports including the February 2009 APP application and has 
been updated through time.  The only tabulation listing the relative proportions of various rock types in sulfide mill ore 
(and by extension tailings) appears to be in Vector (2006). 
2Table A.1, Figures 2 and 3 and Table A.1 in Tetra Tech 2007a; Figures 2 and 3 in Tetra Tech 2007b 
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the generated tailings materials are representative of the future processed ore material based on the 
information compiled in the reports.   
 
Presumably, descriptions of the geology, mineralogy, and oxidation type are available in the surface 
sample data and drill logs for the waste, tailings, and other geochemical samples; this information 
was compiled from the drillhole logs in order to select the sample intervals to be tested. The rock 
type, type of copper sulfide/oxide minerals and associated rock-forming, gangue minerals present in 
each sample (and in what proportions), total copper grade, and other relevant characterization 
information should be recorded for each sample analyzed. The three reviewed reports as well as the 
geochemical data compiled in the APP (Tetra Tech 2009a), however, lack this basic information. 
Verification of representativeness is possible based only on the spatial location of the sampled 
intervals within the pit area. No verification was possible during this review for the materials that 
generated the four tailings samples. 
 
Was the Geochemical Sampling Program Representative Given the Stated Proportions of Rock 
Types in the Waste and Tailings? – The documentation for the waste rock sampling program is more 
comprehensive than that for the tailings or other sampling programs. The waste rock samples are 
considerably more numerous than other materials tested. SRK is satisfied that the geochemical 
program did sample and analyze samples representative of the waste rock that will be generated 
during the life-of-mine.  
 
Ore samples are initially drilled and analyzed to define the extent of the ore body; a portion of the 
drill core is kept as a physical record, which reduces the material available for metallurgical, 
geotechnical, or geochemical testing. Material representing mineralized sulfide drill core rejects/core 
of various rock types (or composite mixes) at various grade ranges is limited at this stage of the 
project. The Horquilla Limestone represents 50% of the potential sulfide mill tailings during the life 
of mine, but more than 90% of the tailings material generated and tested to date is this material. This 
may be appropriate based on the dominant sulfide mill tailings expected during the first years of 
operations. Tailings materials generated from rock types in proportions expected during the life-of-
mine (or in the dominant mixes by 5-year increments) have not yet been produced.   
 

1.2 Laboratories, Analytical Methods, and QA/QC Protocols 
The primary and sub-contracted laboratories used during this investigation are certified by the 
Arizona Department of Health Services to perform these types of environmental geochemical 
analyses in Arizona. The methods used for chemical analyses were standard test methods developed 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), ASTM, or by recognized academic experts. In 
addition, the static and kinetic (humidity cell) test work performed is approved by ADEQ for the 
classification of discharges related to mined materials as described in Arizona Mining Guidance 
Manual – BADCT, Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization by ADEQ (2005). 
 
The analytical method detection limits reported by the laboratories were appropriate with two 
exceptions – the Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (EPA Method 1312) test work 
performed in May 2006 by Turner Labs (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table 6.1) and the thallium results 
reported for the 2007 humidity cells test analyses by SVL Analytical (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A-6). 
The method detection limits for all 7 of the leachate parameters analyzed for the May 2006 event 
were above the Arizona Aquifer Water Quality Standards (AWQS). Generally, a method detection 
limit that is below the AWQS (or other water quality relevant standard) is preferred. The method 
detection limit for the 2007 thallium analyses was equal to the 0.002 mg/L AWQS for thallium; the 
majority of the results are reported as <0.002 mg/L. The Turner Labs results for May 2006 and the 
2007 SVL humidity cell thallium results should therefore not be used to assess compliance with 
AWQS.  
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The consulting reports reviewed did not list any duplicate samples that may have been sent for 
analysis to the primary laboratory or to a secondary laboratory. Although not required for test work, 
duplicates are typically a standard protocol with a minimum of at least one duplicate per every 20 
samples. SRK was not provided with companion documents that address protocols for QA/QC or 
field instrument calibration but assume they exist. 

1.3 Leaching Tests – Laboratory and Field Procedures 
Two types of kinetic tests were performed on waste materials – 35-week humidity cells under 
laboratory conditions and 21-week on-site column tests under field conditions. The humidity cells 
tests were conducted on 14 samples using an industry standard method published by American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM). The laboratory tests were performed by a qualified 
laboratory - SVL Analytical, Inc. of Kellogg, Idaho. Humidity cell tests are standard kinetic tests 
applicable to mine and waste materials found in a wide variety of climatic conditions including 
southern Arizona. Humidity cell tests are applicable to test work performed on conventional and dry 
stack tailings.  The purpose of humidity cells is to provide a determination of rates of accelerated 
leaching under controlled laboratory conditions. They are not intended as a demonstration of 
weathering rates but as calibration data for further predictive calculations to determine weathering 
rates. As such they are applicable to any form of tailings disposal as baseline or calibration data for 
numerical predictions. 
 
Tetra Tech (2007) provides only a limited description of the construction of the 6 on-site column 
tests and operational protocols, but SRK accepts the general test approach. Details on the column 
dimensions, the size fractions and volumes of materials loaded into the columns, and protocols for 
manual irrigation and leachate sample collection were not provided. Three tests were performed on 
splits of andesitic waste and on leach ore material tested by the humidity cell tests. The materials 
were selected for additional study from those samples that showed the potential (or uncertain 
potential) to generate acid using standard static tests. The field columns were to be subjected to 
ambient rainfall, sun, and temperature conditions. Owing to abnormally low rainfall conditions 
encountered during the test period, the columns were manually irrigated weekly using one liter of 
distilled water over a period of several hours; no details were provided on this field procedure. SRK 
assumes that field personnel performing the work received training to ensure consistency in 
irrigation methods, application rates, and that field instrument calibration was performed and 
documented.  

2 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan, Vector 
Arizona, June 2006 
The 2006 Vector memorandum is essentially a trip report and general work plan for Phase I of 
geochemical characterization. A general work approach and outline of the sampling and analysis 
plan is presented; a formal sampling and analysis plan is not attached. A detailed work plan for the 
later phases, if prepared, was not provided for review. Specific comments and concerns are provided 
below. The geochemical investigation, however, has already been executed. 
 

1. No mineralogical study is proposed during the program to assess which acid-generating and acid-
consuming minerals are present (and in what proportion) and how sulfide minerals occur in physical 
contact with the gangue minerals. This is an oversight because without it the results can only be 
interpreted as generalities, and will not be site-specific.   
 

2. SPLP and Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (ASTM E2242-02) analyses are proposed for 
approximately 20 percent of the waste rock samples. These methods are industry standard tests. 
Application of the SPLP test, however, will likely give a dilute result that is not really representative 
given the fresh nature and low pyrite content of the waste rock material described. A more 



SRK Consulting  Page 7 of 12 

 

 Rosemont_Geochem_Review_183101_ckh-rb_20100210_Draft_Issued.docx 

 Document for Deliberative Purposes Only – Not for Public Distribution 

aggressive static leach test is recommended, such as analysis of Net Acid Generation (NAG) metals 
and/or MWMP-type extraction. 
 

3. The high buffering nature of the material described will also likely give a positive (alkaline) bias to 
the results, especially with the low predicted sulfur. SRK recommends that NAG tests should be run 
to confirm the predicted acid generation behavior. Given the likely alkaline nature of the material, 
the generation of alkaline rock drainage (potentially still with water quality exceedances) may occur, 
and that salinity in the final pit lake may also be an issue. These questions need to be addressed.  
 

4. Sobek and NAG pH, total metals, and SPLP analysis are proposed for tailings samples created 
during the metallurgical test program. As noted above, application of the SPLP method to tailings is 
unsuitable, and SRK advocates using a more appropriate method for prediction of tailings leachate 
chemistry such as NAG metals and MWMP extraction. 
 

5. A review of the heap leach characterization program was not within SRK scope, but comments are 
provided based on the very brief description provided in the memorandum. The method for selecting 
the test materials based on copper grade and the expected leach ore rock types within the pit is a 
reasonable approach. The proposed program based on this work plan consists of analyzing the 
residues from three column leach tests performed by Mountain States R & D International for Sobek 
and NAG pH, whole rock analysis, and SPLP and MWMP extraction. One humidity cell test is also 
proposed. The proposed program will likely present a better impression of the resulting leachate 
chemistry than will actually occur. The high ore alkalinity will have a high acid consumption factor, 
which will cause the precipitation of gypsum – thus the heap may be a source of high sulfate 
concentrations. 

3 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Tetra Tech, June 2007 
This report is a compilation of geochemical test work completed on 94 waste rock, leach ore, and 
mill ore samples and 2 tailings samples through April 27, 2007.  
 
The report includes a number of compilation tables, illustrations, figures, and two appendices. 
Appendix A contains a compilation of test results. Appendix B provides copies of the analytical 
reports prepared by SVL Analytical, Inc. and Transwest Geochem in 2006 and 2007; no laboratory 
reports were noted for analyses by Turner Lab in 2006. Specific comments are provided below.  
 

1. The number of samples and geologic representativeness appears reasonable for the size and stage of 
the project. 
 

2. The section on mineralogy is poor and is based solely on published works, and thus is not site-
specific and is not directly applicable to the tested samples. 
 

3. The presentation of data is confusing. For example, the bar-chart approach shown in Illustration 5.3 
to represent sulfur speciation is not a standard method. The compiled analytical found in the main 
text and in Appendix A lack basic information such as the laboratory name, lab identifiers to match 
the compiled data to specific laboratory reports, and consistent reporting of analytical units.  
 

4. The data show a strong bias toward neutralizing conditions, but sample-specific mineralogy would 
have helped to confirm if the neutralizing conditions are directly related to carbonate-neutralizing 
potential (NP) or if some of the NP is an artifact of the test itself, as is common. The NAG pH data 
helps and reveals two samples that are clearly acid-generating (not potentially acid-generating, as 
stated in the report). The majority of the waste rock samples are neutralizing, although less strongly 
than predicted by the ABA results. 
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5. Whole rock chemistry indicates that elements mobile in alkaline environments (such as oxyanions, 
e.g. arsenic, antimony, molybdenum, and selenium) are strongly enriched in the deposit (see 
Illustration 5.6, p. 20). As expected, SPLP extraction tests at such high dilution on unweathered 
rocks show low solute leaching. Seven samples were analyzed after both SPLP and MWMP 
extractions were performed. The inclusion of MWMP tests is useful, and the results for selected 
constituents are compared in Illustration 5.8. The MWMP results reveal higher arsenic, selenium, 
and fluoride leaching than do the SPLP tests, although results for many other constituents are quite 
similar. 
 

6. On page 28, Tetra Tech states:  
 

“In general, approximately 73% of the material tested to date can be defined as inert based on the 
ADEQ draft policy titled “Policy for the Evaluation of Mining Rock Materials for the 
Determination of Inertness” (ADEQ, 1998). This policy defines inert materials as having a total 
sulfur concentration of less than 0.3% and an NNP greater than 0 or an NPR greater than 3. 
Those materials that are defined as inert by this definition do not require additional testing. 
However, it should be noted that materials defined as inert can have metals concentrations. 
Based on the data available, zinc and arsenic are present in the rocks and may be of concern 
when placed in the waste rock dump. Metals such as zinc, arsenic, and selenium can be mobile at 
alkaline pH values.” 
 

The reference in the unpublished ADEQ draft policy to what constitutes “inert” material should be 
replaced by the terminology used in guidance published by ADEQ in Appendix B of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT on the characterization of solution, ore, and waste (ADEQ, 2005). 
Appendix B classifies material as “non-acid generating with a low risk for acid drainage to develop” 
if the ratio of neutralization potential and acid production potential is greater than 3. Approximately 
30 percent of the samples (25 of 94) submitted for acid-base accounting (ABA) and sulfur speciation 
analyses (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A.2) have one or more components that exceed the criteria 
developed by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) (2005) to classify the 
material as non-acid generating mine rock material. Note that the ADEQ guidance only briefly 
addresses the potential to carry metals in solution under alkaline rock drainage conditions such as is 
discussed in Tetra Tech statement from page 28. 
 

7. Humidity cell tests are reported to 20 weeks, which are not be a sufficient duration to determine a 
trend or to develop meaningful estimates of leaching rates for some constituents. Copper, 
manganese, arsenic, antimony, selenium, and possibly zinc were above detection and/or elevated in 
humidity cells, indicating potential for solute leaching and probable sulfide oxidation. In comparison 
with Arizona AWQS, the leachates measured antimony and selenium in concentrations exceeding 
their respective limits. Selenium initially exceeded the AWQS of 0.05 mg/L but was below detection 
for the remaining weeks; antimony showed elevated concentrations that exceeded the AWQS of 0.06 
mg/L throughout the duration of the humidity cell tests. The on-site column tests show a possible 
early decrease in sulfate concentrations for some columns, which may indicate that flushing of the 
reactive alkalinity has taken place. It would be useful to see data obtained since the date of the June 
2007 report. 
 

8. The use of SPLP on tailings and only 10 weeks of humidity cell testing is insufficient to draw 
conclusions concerning the leaching behavior of the tailings. Additional data and the summary 
reports on test work and analyses completed after June 2007 are essential to complete a meaningful 
review. 
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4 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Tetra Tech, November 2007 
This report is an addendum to the June 2007 Tetra Tech Report. It summarizes the previous and new 
geochemical characterization data through September 2007. The report focuses primarily on the 
Phase I and Phase II test work performed on waste rock with lesser focus on geochemical 
characterization of tailings, heap leach grade ore, and soil samples. The samples were collected from 
drill core with specific rock types and copper grade, drill core rejects, soil samples, and test pits. The 
coarse rejects from drill core samples were taken to METCON Laboratory of Tucson to be split and 
prepared for analysis by SVL Analytical, Inc. (SVL) of Kellogg, Idaho. SVL is a laboratory certified 
by the Arizona Department of Health Services. Documentation to verify grade (ore/waste 
classification) and mineralogy is absent. 
 

4.1 Waste Rock Characterization 
Two phases of sampling and geochemical analysis have been performed.  Phase I sampling (42 of 
potential waste rock material, 1 composite sample, 4 historic waste rock dump (WRD), and 1 leach-
grade) provided a preliminary indication of rock).  Phase II included 121 samples of potential waste 
rock, 2 leach-grade samples, 4 test pits samples from existing WRDs, and 5 soil samples to 
characterize potential cover and construction borrow materials. Thirty-nine samples were tested by 
SPLP methods; 33 samples were tested using MWMP methods. The leachates from these tests were 
analyzed for a number of constituents – some of which have reference Arizona aquifer water quality 
standards. Humidity cell test were performed on 14 samples of Earp Formation, andesite, arkose, and 
arkose conglomerate based on the conclusions from the ABA tests. 
 

1. On a spatial basis, the waste rock geochem samples appear to be representative of life-of-mine 
materials. No documentation was provided to verify the materials are below the oxide/sulfide cutoff 
grades and are waste materials and what minerals are present such as percentage of silicate minerals, 
pyrite, and carbonate. 
 

2. Illustration 3.1 does not use standard graphing methodology to represent sulfur speciation in the 
ABA results. ABA results, however, do indicate that some waste rock types such as andesite and 
arkose have potential to generate acid in the absence of discharge management. 
 

3. It is very difficult to cross reference the individual samples in the summary tables owing to lack of 
consistent  presentation of sample identification, depth, laboratory identification numbers, and rock 
type. It is not possible without considerable effort to go from tabulated data to graphed data to verify 
conclusions. Verification of trends seen in the humidity cell results, for example, is difficult owing to 
the organizational format presented in data tables and graphs. Table 3.7 provides the rock type 
sampled and a Sample ID (drillhole name with sample number), but no sample footage interval; the 
Sample ID, sample depths, rock type sampled, and test work performed are shown in Appendix A 
Table A.1. The analytical results are tabulated by Sample ID in Appendix A Table A.7 with no 
cross-reference to laboratory job number or to rock type; the analytical results are graphed in 
Appendix A Illustration A.1 (Figures 1a through 15 b) but the Sample ID or rock type is not 
provided. A data compilation and statistical analysis by rock type would have assisted with the 
interpretation of the results based on waste type to be mined.  
 

4. SPLP and MWMP leachate results for waste show that more than half of the results are below 
analytical detection for metals.  There are number of samples, however, that exceeded the reference 
arsenic standard of 0.01 mg/L and isolated AWQS exceedances of other metals.  In some cases the 
method detection limit is at or above the numeric standard so the water quality result with respect to 
the reference standards cannot be assessed.   
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5. There are noticeable differences in results between the humidity cells and the field column tests, 
which is not discussed in the report. Humidity cells tests showed the effluent pH oscillated between 
approximately 7.2 to 8.2 pH; sulfate concentrations decreased from week 0 to week 2 and remained 
below 200 mg/L with minor oscillations throughout the duration of the tests. With increasing time, 
the pH in the field tests decreased approximately 2 pH standard units to between pH 7 and pH 6, and 
sulfate was cyclic with sulfate concentrations ranging from 0 to approximately 500 mg/L (Illustration 
3.7 and 3.8). The field columns appear to have been terminated too early and should have been 
continued until some stabilization of pH and sulfate was observed. The use of a 35-week humidity 
test with only 8 analytical samples over the 35 weeks is probably insufficient to draw any 
conclusions about the tests, especially with respect to metals. Generally, the most significant changes 
would be expected in weeks 0 to 5, and this period is not captured adequately in the metals data 
presented. Although it is true that the majority of reported results are below detection, there are 
several exceedances with respect to AWQSs for various constituents – noticeably antimony, 
selenium (Se), and arsenic (As).  Metal concentrations in leachates are shown in Illustration 3-10, but 
are not shown relative to time so it is not possible to determine changes in metal concentration over 
time. Se and As  show some exceedances with respect to their respective AWQSs in this illustration, 
and copper and manganese are elevated. No compilation or interpretation is provided by rock type or 
by constituent so it is difficult to derive meaningful relationships from the data for this review 
without significant effort.  

 
6. The humidity cell and field test data are not conclusive as to the weathering nature of the rock 

materials, and they cannot be conclusively verified as being non-reactive. The information needs to 
be presented in a clearer fashion in order to support the proposed trends. 

 

4.2 Tailings Characterization 
Four tailings samples were tested using standard industry methods for ABA, SPLP, and whole rock 
analysis; one humidity cell was completed at the time of this report (Tailings-022807). As stated 
previously, no details other basic rock type were provided on the source of the sample material used 
to make the simulated tailings so SRK is not able to verify how representative the samples are.   
 
SPLP results for February and June 2007 tailings samples of Horquilla Limestone indicate the 
leachate is near-neutral and metals are predominantly below detection. The results from May 2006 
are incomplete and not usable owing to the fact that the method detection level was above the 
relevant reference standards. MWMP results were reported for the June 2007 sample and show near-
neutral pH, and metals that are below detection with the exception of molybdenum. Molybdenum 
sulfide is a sulfide ore constituent.  The limited number of MWMP and SPLP tests completed at the 
time of this report is not sufficient to represent all ore types expected during the life of mine. 
 
The combination of sample leachates to represent a five-week period of sampling is not useful. The 
results confirm that the material has low reactivity.  Molybdenum and selenium are potentially 
elevated in the humidity samples. 

5 Summary of Comments and Questions  
SRK comments based on a review of three geochemical test reports prepared to characterize the 
Rosemont waste materials are summarized below.  
 

1. The materials tested are representative of the waste rocks to be encountered during the life of mine. 
A description of the oxidation type, grade, and minerals present in each sample was not provided to 
verify waste classification. 
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2. Mineralogy studies are recommended to assess the physical characteristics of the gangue metals and 
metalloids (for example, what percentage of pyrite is encapsulated in quartz or other silicate minerals 
and is therefore not accessible to be oxidized?).  

3. Insufficient, representative tailings tests have been completed by November 2007 to provide an 
accurate assessment of the tailings leachate. 

4. NAG metals are still recommended to assess the chemical character of tailings leachate to confirm 
potential behavior. 

5. Alkaline or neutral rock drainage with elevated metalloids and sulfate may occur based on the results 
of the 35-week humidity cell tests; this is not adequately addressed in these reports.  The tests need 
to be operated until some stabilization is observed in the field columns. 
 
SRK is aware that two other geochemical reports or summaries exist including Tetra Tech (2009a 
and 2009b), so additional information may be provided in these reports. SRK questions based on a 
review of the three reports are listed below: 

1. Is a description available for the oxidation type, mineralization observed, and total copper grade in 
the tested samples? 

2. Have NAG metals and/or MWMP-type extractions been performed on waste rock and tailings 
materials subsequent to the November 2007 report? 

3. Additional tailings test work was discussed in the Technology Transfer Meeting conducted on 
November 12, 2008 (Williamson, 2008, slide 9). Test work listed as “In Progress” as of November 
2008 included July 2008 samples for ABA, whole rock, SPLP, MWMP, and kinetic tests. Have the 
additional tests been performed on tailings materials and are the results available for review? 
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Proposed Paleontological Resource Survey Methodology:  Rosemont Copper Project.   
 
A. Pre-Survey Research 

1. Fossil locality data searches and literature searches have already been 
completed in conjunction with the preparation of the paleontological resources 
EIS section. 

2. Geologic map reviews and a preliminary aerial photo review have already been 
completed in conjunction with the preparation of the paleontological resources 
EIS section, and the preparation of the proposed scope of work and cost 
estimate for the paleontological field survey.  

3. Obtain a curation agreement from the AZMNH.  
4. Apply and obtain a USFS permit for the field survey.  
5. Coordinate with Dr. Robert McCord, local paleontologist with expertise in the 

survey area for purpose of assisting SWCA with field survey. Other paleontologists 
with experience in the area will also be contacted as recommended by Dr. 
McCord (e.g. Dr. Karl Flessa).  

6. Review geologic mapping, topographic maps and aerial photography in order 
to plan field survey schedule in detail and eliminate areas that do not require 
survey. Delineate all PFYC Class 3-5 units in survey area. Closely examine aerial 
photography of all Class 3-5 areas to further constrain survey area to non-
vegetated areas and areas not covered with slope wash, alluvium or where 
otherwise obscured.  

7. Upload all relevant data to Trimble GPS prior to initiating field work.  
 
B. Field Survey 

1. The survey crew will carry field tools, Trimble GPS units, digital cameras, collection 
bags and labels, field notebooks, and all other necessary field supplies.  

2. Only areas that can be accessed safely will be surveyed.  
3. For PFYC Class 5 units, examine 100% examination of all outcrops.  
4. For PFYC Class 3 units, systematically spot-check outcrops.  
5. No survey of PFYC Class 1 or 2 units will be conducted.  
6. In coordination and consultation with the USFS and AZMNH, all scientifically 

significant fossils discovered during the survey that can be collected and fully 
documented within approximately ½ day’s time will be collected during the 
survey. This is especially important for small vertebrate fossils that would be 
difficult to re-locate later. Larger fossils (such as a partial dinosaur skeleton or 
numerous smaller specimens preserved in a bone-bed, for example) will be 
documented at the time of discovery, but in coordination and consultation with 
the USFS and AZMNH, they will be collected later in order to complete the field 
survey as quickly and efficiently as possible.  

 
C. Post-Field Survey 

1. The field survey results will be documented in a technical report prepared using 
BLM guidelines (or as otherwise instructed by the USFS).  

2. All fossils and data collected during the field survey will be transferred to the 
AZMNH for laboratory preparation, identification, and curation.  

  



Assumptions 
• Small, isolated fossils (1/2 day of work maximum) with scientific significance will 

be collected during survey. Larger, or more numerous fossils will be documented 
but not collected. These are considered to be outside of the scope of this 
proposal, and will require further consultation with Rosemont and the USFS prior 
to proceeding with further work.  

• No more than 20 fossil localities will be discovered. 
• Costs of laboratory preparation, fossil identification, and museum curation are 

not included. Costs of Dr. McCord’s survey participation are also not included. It 
is assumed that this work shall be negotiated separately by the AZMNH. 
However, Dr. McCord’s participation is necessary to complete the scope of work 
based on the number of surveyors included in the current cost estimate.  

• The survey area is readily accessible using 4WD vehicles. 
• No inclement weather delays. 
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Memorandum 
 

To:  Bev Everson 

Cc:  Tom Furgason 

From:  Kathy Arnold 

Doc #:  4.6.2‐049/09 

Subject:    Transmittal of  Production Well Reports  

Date:  October 19, 2009 

 
 
Along with this transmittal memorandum, you will find electronic copies of the following reports: 

Results  of  Construction,  Development,  and  Testing  for  Production Water Well  (D‐17‐14)21add[RC‐2] 
Pima County, Arizona, E.L. Montgomery and Associates, Inc. dated April 24, 2009 

Results of Construction, Development, and Testing for Exploration Water Well (D‐17‐14)17bdd[E‐1] Pima 
County, Arizona, E.L. Montgomery and Associates, Inc.  dated April 27, 2007 

Both  reports  appear  to  have  been  transmitted  in  hardcopy  previously  to  the  Forest  Service,  but 
unfortunately, I am unable to find documentation of transmittal for either.  This memorandum and the 
attached electronic reports should rectify that situation. 

 

 

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@augustaresource.c
om> 

04/18/2008 06:34 PM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Beverley A Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc 'Jamie Sturgess' <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, 'Reta 
Laford' <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 'Tom Furgason' 
<tfurgason@swca.com>

bcc

Subject Documents

Bev – 
I just wanted to confirm that you received copies of the bound and indexed response to the Forest 
Service letter dated October 19.  As we discussed, I was able to confirm the documents delivered by 
WestLand and I over the past two weeks in bound format are the latest versions of all documents so 
your data room is completely up‐to‐date.  The only changes that were made to the Mine Plan of 
Operations, the Infrastructure Plan, and the Reclamation and Closure Plan were changes to the figures 
as itemized in the October letter and clarified by George McKay of your office.  The rest of the 
documents remain the same.  
 
I have the two additional copies of the reclamation plan you requested available.  To complete the 
supporting documents portion of the data room, I owe you copies of the Tetra Tech technical 
memorandum on Viewshed and the Vector technical memorandum on the Tailings Siting Study that are 
currently at the printer’s office for binding. My plan is to deliver those documents to you next week 
along with a letter that itemizes deliveries and what revisions (if any) were made to the documents.
 
We have also been working on the request from Reta LaFord to help produce an electronic version of 
the data that was accumulated for the data room.  I was able to review a draft run of that electronic file 
today and it appears almost complete.  We should be able to deliver the electronic version to the Forest 
Service for review next week as well.  
 
Please let me know if there is anything additional that you require.
 
Regards,
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com
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Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

11/05/2008 07:58 AM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject FW: Fw: Just a thought

Bev – 
Please advise me on what you would like me to do, I am working on the new schedule today.
 
Thank you – 
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
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From: Roger D Congdon [mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2008 2:50 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Salek Shafiqullah; Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: Fw: Just a thought
 

Well, that's not quite true. I might be able to make it to Tucson by about 10:00 AM if there aren't any 
delays between Phoenix and Tucson. However, Salek tells me there is a construction mess between the 
two cities. If I fly direct to Tucson I will get there by 11:15 and won't have to drive back to Tucson at the 
end of the day. I'm not too hot on the Phoenix option. If morning and afternoon sessions could be 
swapped, that would be best for me, and it avoids most unforeseen circumstances. Otherwise, it may not 
be worth my attending. 

Roger D. Congdon, PhD
Hydrogeologist
USDA Forest Service
333 Broadway Blvd SE
Albuquerque, NM 87102
(505)842-3835
FAX: (505)842-3152 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 

11/04/2008 11:43 AM 

ToRoger D Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

SubjectFw: Just a thought



 

Hi Roger, 

Please see Kathy's note, below.  I know that flying into Phoenix wasn't your first choice, but it would allow 
Kathy to keep the schedule in an order that progresses from one subject to another.  The other thing to 
keep in mind, which I don't think I mentioned to either you or Salek, is that all the presentations (and 
questions and answers) will be videotaped.  If you can't attend the meeting, the taping is another option to 
bring you up to speed on the information presented in the meeting and on the discussion generated by 
the presentations. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 11/04/2008 11:38 AM ----- 
Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

11/04/2008 10:08 AM 

ToBeverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc

SubjectJust a thought

 

Bev – 
I am working to see about rearranging the schedule today and may have some options – one thing that I 
found is that if Roger flies Southwest to Phoenix and drives down he will arrive in Phoenix at 7am and 
could be in Tucson by 9 or so.  If that is the case, I can push the geology/hydrology to the end of the 
morning and tada!  I think it will work fairly easily and still make some sense on how the talks are being 
built on one another.  If he cannot fly in to get there in the morning,  I think the day may not make as 
much sense for everyone else. 
  
Let me know what you think – 
Cheers!
Kathy 
  
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
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Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

02/24/2009 06:23 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Agenda

Bev – 
Sorry I didn’t get back to you, I see that Jamie did however and I have nothing additional.  I look forward 
to seeing you Friday.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
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Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

10/26/2008 10:26 PM

To Jim Davis <jdavis@elmontgomery.com>, "Joggerst, Jamie" 
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>, Brian Lindenlaub 
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>, David Moll 

cc "jsturgess@augustaresource.com" 
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, Lance Newman 
<lnewman@augustaresource.com>, Rod Pace 

bcc

Subject November 12th meeting

All – 
I have made a few changes to the schedule and have added and subtracted talks – if I have still forgotten 
something you are working on, please be sure to let me know and I will squeeze it in.  Please review the 
time scheduled for your talk and plan to include Q&A in your section.  Please confirm who will be 
presenting for your company.  I am also assuming that everyone will use PowerPoint presentation 
format so you can bring your talk on a thumb drive that can be pre‐loaded onto a computer.  I will 
provide the computer and am going to schedule a walkthrough of the Forest Service facilities with Bev 
before our meeting – as I understand it, the facility will have screens and projectors available along with 
an AV staff to ensure we are all set up.  If you need something else, please let me know ASAP.
 

On the 12
th

, lunch for all consultants will be provided by Rosemont at the Hilton Garden Inn which is 
within walking distance of the Forest Service Facility, please do not make other plans.  We will have 
salads and sandwiches or something similar but if you have specific dietary considerations please let me 

know.  This is the same location we are planning to use for the meetings on the 11
th

 – please contact 
Scott Walston for lodging information if you have staff flying in – I believe he has arranged for a block of 

rooms.  We will provide breakfast, lunch and food for all breaks on the 11
th

.
 
Bev – 
I would love to meet you this week if you have time – I think I am available Wednesday through Friday.  I 
would also like to bring someone from Strongpoint with me so we can be sure what we need to have 
available in order to videotape the meeting.  Please call me at your convenience to schedule a 
walkthrough.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
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Katherine Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.c
om> 

08/27/2010 10:18 AM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject Re: Materials--direction of flow

History: This message has been replied to and forwarded.

Bev ‐ 
Julia got it correct it will come from I‐10.  Where it comes from before it gets to the I‐10 and SR‐83 
interchange will be directly dependent upon suppliers and vendors that provide the materials being 
shipped.  Sorry I cannot be more specific but these items will be general commerce items and 
vendor/supplier/contractor dependent.

Regards,
Kathy

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  
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From: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Date: Fri, 27 Aug 2010 10:03:28 ‐0700
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Subject: Fw: Materials‐‐direction of flow

Hi Kathy, 

Any idea when I might have a response from you on this? 

Thanks. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist



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

Voice: 520‐388‐8428
Fax: 520‐388‐8305

‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/27/2010 10:02 AM ‐‐‐‐‐ 
Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 08/25/2010 11:56 AM 

To 

karnold@rosemontcopper.com 

cc
Subject 

Fw: Materials‐‐direction of flow 

Kathy, can you answer this question?  Thank you ‐ Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520‐388‐8428
Fax: 520‐388‐8305

‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/25/2010 11:55 AM ‐‐‐‐‐ 
"Julia Fonseca" <Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov> 08/25/2010 11:22 AM 

To 

"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 

cc
Subject 

Materials‐‐direction of flow 

Hi, Bev,



Do you have any idea from what direction supplies of sulfuric acid and
diesel for blasting would come from to supply the proposed mine?  I
understand that much of it would be shipped via I‐10, but from the Port
of Tucson or from points east?

Julia Fonseca, Environmental Planning Manager
Pima County Office of Conservation Science and Environmental Policy

201 N. Stone Ave.  6th floor
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 740‐6460
FAX (520) 243‐1610
Julia.Fonseca@pima.gov

http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/

<http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/> 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole 
use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
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Rosemont Copper Project Bat Field Trip Report 

 

First Draft reported by Larry Jones, Coronado National Forest, 21 October 2009. Reviewed by Mindee 

Roth and Ronnie Sidner (all attendees had an opportunity to review). Final Draft reported by Larry 

Jones,27 October 2009 

 

Field Trip Date: 13 October 2009 

 

In attendance: 

 

• Larry Jones, Coronado National Forest (CNF) 

• Rick Gerhart, CNF 

• Geoff Soroka, SWCA Consultants 

• Tom Strong, WestLand Resources, Inc. 

• Debbie Buecher, Buecher Biological Consulting 

• Ronnie Sidner, Ecological Consulting and Research 

• Scott Richardson, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 

 

Purpose:  This was intended to be an opportunity for the FWS, cooperating agencies, and the CNF to 

hear from WestLand about the bat surveys they conducted, which ultimately resulted in a report
1
 

(WestLand Resources, Inc. 2009 [March 11]. Lesser  Long-nosed Bat survey of the Rosemont holdings 

and vicinity. Unpublished report, on file with Coronado National Forest, Tucson, Arizona. 25 pp + figures 

and appendices). 

 

Participants:  The field trip was led by Tom Strong, WestLand Resources, Inc.  Debbie Buecher and 

Ronnie Sidner, private consultants to WestLand, are bat experts that were sub-contracted to assist with 

the surveys.  Scott Richardson, the Lesser Long-nosed Bat taxon lead for FWS, was present.  Geoff, Rick, 

Scott, and I had never visited these sites. 

 

Chronology of Site Visit 

 

0830h  Meet at FWS Office in Tucson 

 

0930 Meet at ATV loading facility on Barrel Canyon Road (no additional parties met us there) 

 

0945 Group went to the Hidden Valley Ranch to check in with Rosemont personnel, but the gate was 

locked and there was no Forest Service lock, a sign in sheet, or any other means to contact Rosemont 

personnel before going on the private lands.  However, Rosemont personnel were aware that we would 

be having a biologists’ field trip for bats on that day. 

 

0958 We parked at a jumpoff point to the Arizona Trail off Forest Road 4062 (UTMs 12 R 0527061, 

3525894; all UTMs in NAD 27). We hiked down the trail about ½ mile to where there were three adits 

(R37a-c and R-38a-b in WestLand report) that were surveyed.  One adit that the group visited  had three 

entrances (R37a-c).  This adit is a newly found (by WestLand) day roost site.  It is a significant roost site, 

having upwards of 4,500-5,000 LLNB present when surveyed (pers. comm., T. Strong, D. Buecher, and R. 

                                                           
1
 I do not know if this report is final or draft 
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Sidner). When referring to this site, the WestLand report does not offer a density estimate, but states (p. 

17) “the high density of yellow splatter…clustered in a very small area on Coronado National Forest 

northeast of the Property
2
 , suggests frequent use by a large number of bats”.  However, R. Sidner (pers. 

comm.) pointed out there are some apparent discrepencies because another report from 2009 surveys 

is being prepared currently. On our field outing, we saw signs of nectar-feeding bats in the entrance 

(yellow and red fecal “splats”) (Fig. 1), but no bats were seen, presumably because they had already 

begun their southward migration.  UTMs just down from the main opening (Figs. 2, 3) is 12 R 0527502, 

3526203.  The site is on FS-managed lands, just outside the Rosemont footprint.  Because of its 

proximity to the site, it should be included in the bounds of analysis. 

 

Because this is an important site (one of the few larger roost sites for LLNB in the United States), there 

were discussions about how we might protect the site, such as perimeter fencing and rerouting the 

Arizona Trail.  The site itself is “buffered” from the Rosemont footprint, and there should be little direct 

influence from Rosemont mine activities.  However, there could be significant indirect influence from 

Rosemont mine operations (light, noise, reduction of foraging areas nearby).  We can’t really predict if 

the adits will remain as important day roosts or if they will be abandoned, or something in-between.  

This suggests that the site will need to be monitored (in a non-intrusive manner) before, during, and 

after the proposed Rosemont Copper Mine activities. 

 

1152 On the main road to Gunsight Pass, we stopped by a known locality of Chiricahua Leopard Frog 

(Fig.  4) on the Rosemont private holdings (T. Strong, pers. comm.).  Apparently there were frogs seen in 

2008 but not 2009.  We did not see any frogs on this field trip, but didn’t even do a cursory survey, as we 

were focusing on bats.  UTMs for this site are 12 R 0523247 3521933, 5205 ft ASL.   

 

1215 Old Chicago Mine (Fig. 5).  This is a day roost of about 15 LLNB.  This site is where Rosemont open 

pit is proposed to be, and the main ore body is pretty much “underneath this site” (T. Strong, pers. 

comm.).  UTMs for the site are 12 R 0522394, 3521553.  This site is fenced off and has a large opening 

from earlier mining activities.  Near it is a small shaft that is fenced off, but bats are in the main opening. 

 

1440 Next stop was a “night roost” of LLNB at a mine south of the proposed project area, called  

R-2 on the WestLand  Report and map in the southern Sycamore Canyon drainage (Fig. 6)—not to be 

confused with the Sycamore Canyon that was discussed in alternative development.  It is apparently a 

day roost, too, because Ronnie Sidner documented 2 LLNB in there and got video footage during the 

field trip.  This site is on patented mining claims, but is about 0.5 mi outside the proposed project area.  

UTMs for this site are 12R 0522043, 3519864. 

 

1550 Site S (shaft, map # 38 of WestLand Report) and S-1 adit (map # 39) and access to shaft (Fig. 7).  

This site is apparently a roost site for about 50 Townsend’s Big-eared Bats, Corynorhinus townsendii  (T. 

Strong and R. Sidner, pers. comm.), a Forest Service sensitive species, based on WestLand Surveys.  

When we entered the adit, we saw bat guano piles, as well as moth wings and beetle elytra (Fig. 8), 

attesting to presence of insectivorous bats. We also saw Black Bear scat outside and tracks in mud inside 

the adit (Fig. 9).  UTMs for this site are 12R 0522410, 3522401.  Site 38 is not labeled on the WestLand 

Report map.  This is an important roost site for C. townsendii. 

 

                                                           
2
 “The Property” in this report refers to private Rosemont lands, patented mining claims of Rosemont (hence, 

Rosemont private lands), and unpatented mining claims (hence on National Forest System lands) 
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1700 From the west side of Gunsight Pass, and down the hill and to the north, we stopped on the road 

and overlooked a group of adits (Fig. 10) that are apparently on patented mining claims. These sites (T. 

Strong, D. Buecher, and R. Sidner, pers. comm.) are localities of Myotis thysanodes, M. velifer, and 

Choeronycteris mexicana, and one occurrence of Eptesicus fuscus.  Although these are currently outside 

the proposed project area, the utility corridors will likely be close by.  These are not numbered in the 

WestLand Report, but are the cluster of mines searched in that area of Section 24 on Fig. 9 of the 

WestLand Report. 

Fig. 10 shows the Palmer Agave testing area (about 4 acres, Bev Everson, pers. comm.).  We did not go 

to this site, but drove past it.  Palmer Agaves are the main food of LLNB in southeastern Arizona, are 

likely to be transplanted and planted as mitigation. 

 

Fig.  11 is a map that shows the sites we visited during this field trip.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

WestLand Resources, Inc. (WestLand), has been retained by Rosemont Copper Company to conduct a variety 

of baseline biological surveys in the vicinity of their proposed open-pit copper mine and associated 

processing facilities at the north end of the Santa Rita Mountains in Pima County. A species referable to the 

Rosemont talussnail (Sonorella rosemontensis) was identified by resource agencies as a species of interest 

that may be present in the mine vicinity. Species within the  genus Sonorella (Helmithoglyptidae) are 

commonly referred to as talussnails. As part of ongoing baseline biological studies, WestLand is conducting 

studies of Sonorella, including surveys to determine the distribution of Sonorella within and in proximity to 

the proposed copper mine. WestLand is also conducting morphological analyses to identify which species of 

Sonorella occur in the vicinity of the proposed mine (Figure 1; Appendix A). The purpose of this report is to 

provide a summary of the work that has been conducted between July 2008 and the present and to provide the 

status of work that is ongoing. 

The report is organized in four sections and includes the following: this introduction in Section 1; a 

description of the field surveys and the literature review, and the results of those efforts, in Section 2; the 

status of ongoing taxonomic studies in Section 3; and a list of references in Section 4. 

As part of the review of previous unpublished and published documents pertaining to Sonorella species in the 

Santa Rita Mountains, and particularly near the proposed mine site itself, we use the names of the snail 

species as they appear in the documents. We use the binomial S. rosemontensis in this document as it is used 

in these previous documents. We do not use the taxon S. rosemontensis beyond its use in previous documents. 

Pending completion of our analyses of the Sonorella specimens collected in the vicinity of the proposed mine, 

adjacent areas of the Santa Rita Mountains, and adjacent mountains, we remain neutral with respect to the 

validity of this taxon. 

2. FIELD SURVEYS AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 FIELD SURVEYS 

In 2008, WestLand conducted field surveys for Sonorella from July 14 to October 1. The surveys coincided 

with the monsoon season. Some searches occurred during a daytime local storm, others the morning after an 

intense nighttime storm. 

We adopted two approaches to searching for Sonorella. Within the proposed mine area, we walked along 

canyon bottoms while visually searching adjacent slopes for rocky outcrops and particularly rock 

accumulations (talus). The routes searched within the proposed mine area are provided in Figure 2. The other 

approach was to visit talus slopes visible on Google Earth® or visible in the field. During both approaches, 

when rock accumulations were found that had interstitial spaces between rocks, scattered locations on the 

talus were searched for snails or snail shells (Figure 2). Within the talus, rocks were removed at selected 

locations to a depth of 2 feet to search for snails or shells not visible from the surface. A site was determined 
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to be occupied by Sonorella if live snails were found or evidence of snails was found (i.e., a Sonorella shell). 

Notes were made describing the general conditions of the talus slopes, with special attention to collection 

locations.  

We found Sonorella generally  near the edges of talus slopes, where shrubs and small trees occurred and 

where there was a correspondingly greater accumulation of leaf litter. Near the edges of the talus, Sonorella 

probably would do not have to move as deep into the talus to find areas of higher humidity. The central parts 

of the slopes were searched for Sonorella, but very few were found in these areas. We observed Sonorella 

snails  feeding on lichens, plants, and leaf litter, particularly lichens. They may also feed on fungus growing 

in leaf litter below the surface. In Agua Caliente Canyon during one summer rain, two Sonorella were 

observed mating and another was found beside a cluster of snail eggs. General survey routes and specimen 

collection locations within the Rosemont holdings are shown on Figure 3. 

Shells of dead Sonorella were collected from 26 localities in the Santa Rita Mountains. Approximately 25 live 

Sonorella were collected (under Arizona Game and Fish Collecting Permit #SP637280), including Sonorella 

from the west slope near Gunsight Pass, from McCleary Canyon, in Gardner Canyon, in Agua Caliente 

Canyon, and on the slopes of Mt. Hopkins. Most of these Sonorella are still alive in captivity; examination, 

documentation, and preservation of their genitalia for species identification are planned in the near future. 

Live aestivating Sonorella, shells, and shell fragments were collected and their locations recorded with a 

handheld GPS unit. Photographs were taken of the Sonorella in situ and on the slopes and microsites where 

they occurred.  

Key findings of our 2009 field surveys include the following: 

 Distribution considerations 

o Most talus slopes that support Sonorella are deep, with loose clasts several decimeters to 

almost a meter in diameter. 

o Review of available geologic literature and historic photographs indicate that talus features 

are persistent elements in the landscape. 

o Space between the rocks is an important feature of talus for Sonorella because it allows for 

vertical migration of the snails in response to climatic variation. 

o Larger talus slopes west of the ridge are lined or nearly lined with shrubs and small trees. 

This increase in vegetation along the edge of talus slopes contributes directly to leaf litter 

that accumulates along the sides of the talus slope. 

o The soil beneath the talus slope is likely much wetter due to reduced evapo-transpiration 

(because of the lack of vegetation growing directly on the talus and because the talus rocks 

act as a deep mulch). 
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o Sonorella are not limited to deep talus slopes and can be found in canyon systems with 

extensive rock rubble. 

 There are only limited areas of talus or other suitable locations for Sonorella within the proposed 

impact footprint. 

 Within the northern portion of the Santa Rita Mountains the best developed and most extensive sites 

for potential Sonorella habitation are west of the ridge and outside of the proposed mine site. 

2.2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.2.1 Site Characteristics 

Land snails from the arid southwest have numerous microhabitat requirements, but very little detailed 

information is available for individual species of talussnails (Kroll et al. 2003, Wiesenborn 2003). Pilsbry 

(1939) noted that species within the genus Sonorella are primarily rock snails and that talus slopes (or rock 

slides) and rocky outcrops (i.e., outcrops that are sufficiently broken or fractured to provide refuge sites) are 

the sites where these snails are most commonly collected. Hoffman (1990) described site characteristics of 

Sonorella species in the Pinaleño Mountains as consisting of rock slides, canyons, and/or talus slopes that 

tend to face northwest. Based on his experience searching for snails in the Pinaleño Mountains, Hoffman 

reported  that the most favorable talus slopes are those consisting of a layer of rock at least 4-feet deep, or at 

drier locations, a rock layer up to 8-feet deep. Pilsbry (1939, p. 268) indicated that Sonorella snails in the 

drier mountains of Arizona can be found 1 to 2 feet below the surface, usually in talus slopes composed of 

igneous rocks, quartzite, or rarely limestone. Hoffman (1990) found that talus slopes occupied by Sonorella 

were free from choking debris or litter. It is unclear whether the entire talus slope was free from choking 

debris. In contrast, Pilsbry (1939) believed that some of the best locations to search for Sonorella were at the 

edges of talus slopes where trees and scattered bushes were present and provided fallen leaves which produce 

“cryptogamic food.” In our 2008 and 2009 surveys, we observed Sonorella during and after rains foraging on 

Xanthoparmelia, a foliose lichen abundant on the rocks of talus slopes in the Santa Rita Mountains.  

2.2.2 Taxonomic Considerations 

The genus Sonorella was first described by Pilsbry (1900) and several species had been discovered by Pilsbry 

by 1909. As a result of geological conditions (isolated mountain ranges) and an overall drying trend occurring 

throughout the Pleistocene period, the formerly widespread land snails in the genus Sonorella have split into 

numerous geographically isolated populations distributed across the southwest (Pilsbry 1939). Sonorella 

rosemontensis was described as a new species by Pilsbry in 1939 (p. 348-349). As described, it was a narrow 

endemic, known only in the “northern end of the Santa Rita Mountains near Rosemont (J. H. Ferriss), Type 

166642 A.N.S.P.; Helvetia; Greaterville” (Pilsbry 1939).  

In his treatment of 52 species of Sonorella in 1939, Pilsbry considered the morphology of a number of 

features of the genitalia, including the verge and penis morphology and size and the size of the vagina. Pilsbry 
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also considered shell size, shape, and coloring, and microscopic sculptural elements (rugae) on the embryonic 

shell. Pilsbry and Ferriss (1923) had originally ascribed to S. hesterna the type specimen Pilsbry recognized in 

1939 as S. rosemontensis. For S. rosemontensis, Pilsbry regarded the descending threads1 of the embryonic 

shell to set it apart from S. hesterna. Pilsbry also noted that the shell of S. rosemontensis is similar to 

S. walkeri aguacalientensis; but for the strongly spirally plicate verge, S. rosemontensis “would hardly be 

separated from S. walkeri” (p. 349). 

Pilsbry assigned S. rosemontensis to the subgenus Sonorella s. str. which was one of four subgenera 

recognized by Pilsbry. He notes that the species of Sonorella s. str. “are the most numerous and difficult 

group, differential characters are often feebly developed and specific limits uncertain” (Pilsbry 1939, p. 273). 

Pilsbry explicitly recognized that his taxonomy of this group was provisional and dependent on the extent of 

the collections available. 

Nearly 30 years later, in his revision of the genus, Miller (1967) recognized 68 valid species of Sonorella, 

57 of which were present in Arizona. Sonorella species occupy over two-thirds of the state of Arizona, 

excluding the extreme southwest and parts of the north and northeast (Bequaert and Miller 1973). The 

localized distribution pattern of Sonorella species contributes to concern over the conservation of species 

within this genus. In his review of the genus, Miller (1967) considered S. rosemontensis to be a valid species, 

although he pointed out that his dissection of genitalia of an adult specimen was very different from the 

drawing by Pilsbry. Miller (1967) believed that Pilsbry had inadvertently dissected a specimen of 

S. tumamocensis linearis and labeled the figure as S. rosemontensis (Miller 1967).  

As part of Miller’s re-evaluation of Sonorella species, he applied Ernst Mayr’s concept of species to 

Sonorella. For Mayr (1942), a species was not just a collection of individuals that were morphologically 

similar, but a population of interbreeding or potentially interbreeding individuals whose off-spring were fully 

fertile. “Potentially interbreeding” extended the definition of species to those populations that might now be 

isolated geographically, but if reunited, these populations could still interbreed with full fertility in the 

offspring. Miller applied Mayr’s species concept and collected immature snails from the type localities of 

magdalenensis, arida, tumamocensis, and linearis. He found that these snails, once they reached maturity in 

captivity, “interbred freely, producing viable F1 offspring, which in turn produced many F2 snails; further, his 

dissections of snails of magdalenensis, tumacacori, tumamocensis, arida, and linearis from their type 

localities showed no significant difference in their genitalia” (Bequaert and Miller 1973). Based on Pilsbry’s 

later revisions, Miller’s examination of the genitalia, and Miller’s experimental crosses between snails from 

the different type localities, Pilsbry and Miller subsumed at least eight of Pilsbry’s earlier species of Sonorella 

into the species S. magdalenensis. 

In the mid-1970s, Miller (1978) conducted a broad invertebrate resource survey (excluding insects) in the 

“Rosemont Area.” A central goal of this survey was aimed at re-locating and documenting the presence and 

distribution of S. rosemontensis. Miller (1978) referred to his previous field searches in 1965 and 1966 that 

found S. rosemontensis on the west side of the ridge near Helvetia Pass (Gunsight Pass), but searches by him 

                                                 
1 Some species, provided the shells are relatively unweathered, show sculpturing in the outer-half whorl of the embryonic shell. 
These sculptural elements can be parallel, thread-like, and curve inward as growth proceeds. For some other species, the sculpturing 
can even be pleated or braided in its appearance. 
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at the same time failed to find any specimens east of the ridge. Miller (1978) looked for S. rosemontensis in 

the Rosemont area as well as on the west slopes of the ridge that includes Hart’s Butte. Near Gunsight Pass, 

he found “several specimens referable to S. rosemontensis. Careful examination of shells and reproductive 

anatomies revealed no significant differences from S. walkeri Pilsbry and Ferriss, which is common farther 

south and at higher elevations in the Santa Rita Mountains, particularly in Florida, Madera, Josephine, and 

Gardner Canyons. It is the opinion of the author [Walter Miller] that S. rosemontensis is at least conspecific 

with S. walkeri and may possibly be a synonym” (Miller 1978). Miller doubted that S. rosemontensis was a 

distinct species, used both shell and genitalia in his evaluation, and was (likely) as familiar with the anatomy 

of genitalia of Sonorella as Pilsbry.  

Miller goes on to report that “every effort was made to look for populations of this species in the Rosemont 

area; none was found” (Miller 1978). He visited about 15 or more locations on the east side of the ridge, and a 

total of 23 locations. Miller found S. rosemontensis on the west side of the ridge, but not the east side. This is 

an issue because Pilsbry (1939) identifies the type locality as simply “near Rosemont,” and he recognizes this 

species extending to Greaterville and Helvetia.  

Until the present, the specific locations of Stations 48 through 51 where S. rosemontensis was originally 

collected remained unclear. WestLand has uncovered the text that documents the location of these stations. 

The text was written by Ferriss who drove an automobile through the American Southwest while collecting 

snails. His trips spanned almost two decades; our understanding of these trips comes from the resulting 

publications by Pilsbry and Ferriss. Ferriss sent the majority of his specimens to Pilsbry at the Academy of 

Natural Sciences of Philadelphia (ANSP). In 1923, Pilsbry and Ferriss briefly described the stations where 

Ferriss had collected snails during his 1917 road trip through the Southwest. The stations were numbered 

sequentially during a particular trip, but the numbering sequence of stations would start at number one again 

for a subsequent trip to the Southwest. By their convention, both Pilsbry and Ferriss identified a particular 

station by number and at least in their publications, parenthetically or with a hyphen, by year. The locality of 

S. hesterna (which later was described by Pilsbry as S. rosemontensis) was described as “Station 49 – 52 

(1917)” on page 60 by Pilsbry and Ferriss (1923) and “northern end of the Santa Rita Mountains, Station 49 

(1917) near Rosemont” on page 90 of the same publication. The year 1917 does not refer to the year of a 

publication; it refers to the year the specimen was collected.  

Pilsbry (1939) recognized the type locality of the type specimen (ANSP 166642) of S. rosemontensis 

(formerly included as S. hesterna) as Station 49. Confusion has arisen because Stations 48 to 52 were not 

described on page 51 in Pilsbry and Ferriss (1923). Although, using their usual format, they had included 

descriptions for each station up to and including Station 47 (in the Sierrita Mountains) and continued with 

Station 53 (Pictured [sic] Rocks in the Tucson Mountains). We recently located the missing station 

descriptions in the original typed correspondence from Ferriss to Pilsbry that is in the archives of the ANSP. 

We have included a photocopy of the page (Appendix B) that includes the Rosemont Stations 48 to 51. 

With the brief descriptions of the four stations and knowledge of the roads and camps of 1917, we are able to 

narrow down where Ferriss was when he made his collections in the northern end of the Santa Rita 

Mountains. 
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 Rosemont, the town, was essentially nonexistent by 1917. However, during the latter part of 1916 

and through 1917, the Narragansett Bay Mine was very active and produced most of its ore during 

this brief 1½-year phase. The “camp” referred to in the description of Station 48 is most likely the 

Narragansett Bay and Daylight Mines, and adjacent workings. It was a mining camp (not town), that 

included not only the workings but informal arrays of tents in the vicinity to accommodate as many 

as 200 to 300 miners in 1917. Station 49, “in saddle above 48,” becomes Gunsight Pass. Stations 50 

and 51 are the larger talus slopes within 150 meters southwest of Gunsight Pass and in view of 

Helvetia.  

 Because Ferriss traveled by automobile (which he referred to as the “machine”), he was restricted to 

collecting along roadways. The earlier geology map by Frank Schrader during his visit in 1909 to the 

Helvetia-Rosemont mining districts of the Santa Rita Mountains shows roads but is drawn at a scale 

too large and unrectified to identify with precision Ferriss’ route. It is a geology map by Thomas 

(1931) of the Narragansett Mine and adjacent mines surveyed and drawn between 1930 and 1931 (13 

or 14 years after Ferriss was in the area) that provide the best detail of the route of the road. Once 

again, Station 48 would be small quartzite “slides” south of the Narragansett-Daylight mining camp 

and the road, near the ridgeline. Stations 49 to 51 would be at the point where the road passes through 

Gunsight Pass (Station 49) and to the south of the road as it begins its descent towards Helvetia 

(Stations 50 and 51).  

The key findings for the taxonomic status of Sonorella are as follows: 

 There are only two Sonorella species recognized as occurring in the Rosemont/upper Helvetia area of 

the Santa Rita Mountains: S. rosemontensis (S. walkeri) and S. magdalenensis. It is Miller’s opinion 

that, “S. rosemontensis is at least conspecific with S. walkeri and may possibly be a synonym” (Miller 

1978). 

 The taxonomic status of the genus has been in a state of flux, with Pilsbry lumping many of his 

original species into fewer taxonomic groups as he continued his data collection and Miller (1967) 

continuing this trend by subsuming a handful of Pilsbry’s species (Pilsbry 1939) into 

S. magdalenensis. 

 In 1978, Miller (1978) reported no S. rosemontensis east of the ridgeline, within what is currently the 

proposed mine footprint. 

 The type locality of S. rosemontensis is at Gunsight Pass. 

3. ONGOING TAXONOMIC STUDIES 

Each live snail encountered during WestLand’s field surveys was collected and kept in captivity for further 

examination. To obtain positive identifications of some of the collected snails, a limited number of dissections 

were performed under a microscope. The genitalia of each animal, particularly the verge, were sketched. 
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Most of the specimens collected in our surveys were empty shells (or “bones,” using the terminology of 

Pilsbry and Ferriss). However, the literature on the genus Sonorella provides no morphometric analyses of the 

shells of species, nor a statistical evaluation of the reliability of ascribing a particular individual to a species 

using only shell morphology. 

A literature review of the mathematical description of logarithmically coiled shells was made. Sources 

consulted include D’Arcy Thompson (Canto Edition 1992), and numerous papers including Raup (1961, 

1966, 1972), Madec et. al. (2003), Lleonart et. al. (2000), Kohn and Riggs (1975), and Van Osselaer and 

Grosjean (2000). Other papers were consulted, but these cited papers are the basis for the methods developed 

for this project. Raup’s papers on the coiling geometry in gastropods (1961, 1966) were extremely useful, and 

his papers are referenced in almost all subsequent papers on the subject.  

To be consistent with other studies of shell morphology, our method of measurement is based on Raup’s four 

factors defining a logarithmically coiled shell. However, Raup’s method required that the shell be opened 

along the coiling axis to get clear measurements of the axis and the generating curve. In our case, all 

measurements had to be non-destructive. Photographic data were collected on shells from the ANSPs in 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Photographs of each shell were taken; the four views of the shells are: 

perpendicular to the coiling axis towards the protoconch (dorsal); the coiling axis from the umbilicus (basal); 

parallel to the coiling axis on the side of the last whorl (abapertural); and in the same plane as the face of the 

aperture (aperture). The same metrics will be made on photographs of the shells in WestLand’s collection.  

Raup’s four basic parameters are: 

1. The whorl expansion rate (W) 

2. The rate of whorl transition (T) 

3. The shape of the generating curve (S)  

4. The position of the generating curve relative to the coiling axis (D). 

These four unitless parameters define the shape of a shell but not the size. One more measurement, such as the 

maximum diameter is needed to define the size and shape. Also, Raup’s parameters are only valid from the 

end of the protoconch to the point at which the rate of whorl transition (T) increases as the shell approaches 

maturity. Measurements from the protoconch suture and the maturing section of the suture are also collected, 

but are not used to calculate any of Raup’s parameters.  

Figure 4 shows the abapertural view and the measurements used to calculate the whorl transition rate (T) and 

the generating Curve (S). Figure 4a shows the calculation of the location and direction of the coiling axis, and 

the enveloping angle (β) which is directly related to the whorl transition rate (T). 

Figure 4b shows the points used to calculate the generating curve (S). It appears that an ellipse closely fits the 

generating curve. The green ellipse is used as a starting point in the numerical program that finds a best-fit 
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ellipse by maximizing the coefficient of determination of a least-squares fit. The red ellipse is the result of the 

calculation. Figure 4c shows the record copy of the abapertural view with all measurements.   

Figure 5 shows the dorsal view and the measurements used to calculate the whorl expansion rate (W) and the 

maximum diameter. Figure 5a shows the points along the suture used to calculate W. The points start after the 

protoconch and are taken every 30 degrees along the suture until the whorl transition rate noticeably 

increases. The whorl expansion rate (W) is found by maximizing the coefficient of determination of a least-

squares fit of the points along the suture. The algorithm also finds the coiling axis and corrects for any angle 

in the coiling axis relative to the focal plane. Figure 5b shows the record copy of the dorsal view with all 

measurements including the maximum diameter. 

Figure 6 shows the record copy of the basal view with all measurements. The position of the generating curve 

relative to the coiling axis (D) is the ratio of the radius of the umbilicus to the distance to the outside edge 

opposite the aperture. 

Remaining work includes completion of measurements of the ANSP photographs, photographs and 

measurements of WestLand’s 2008 and 2009 specimens, an analysis of the distribution of values of each of 

the parameters measured, and a statistical analysis of the multi-dimensional data. 

The genitalia of the live snails at WestLand, once sacrificed, will be photographed and described. The 

information on the morphology of the genitalia will not be shared with the staff analyzing the shells until the 

statistical analyses of the shells are complete. 
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PHOTO 1.  Large-shelled talussnail. 

 
PHOTO 2.Talus slopes inside the Rosemont project area. 
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PHOTO 3.  Sonorella habitat with view along edge of talus. Talus edge is relatively 
stable with lichens covering rocks and shrubs along the talus edge. Center of talus 
slope is unstable with areas of rocks without lichens. 
 

 
PHOTO 4. Fungus growing on rocks buried within a humid talus slope. 
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Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

07/01/2009 10:25 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ann Ciapusci 
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Jamie Sturgess 
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject Rosemont's Role at the ID team Meetings and Cooperating 
Agency Meetings in July

Bev – 
Yesterday you asked what our role would be for the meetings during July when alternatives are 
discussed.  After some review, this is where Rosemont should fit into the alternatives process nicely.
 
The identification of mitigating measures to modify  “Technically and Economically Feasible Alternatives” 
to mitigate the impacts of mining activity on natural and human resources.  The end result being an 
improved alternative from an environmental perspective, but at the same time, an alternative that 
remains technically and economically feasible from a mining perspective.  If at any point the imposition 
of mitigation measures renders an alternative neither technically or economically feasible, that level of 
mitigation would have to be reduced or the alternative thrown out as not be feasible.  
 
We look forward to seeing you next week.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
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Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

09/10/2009 08:04 AM

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

cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David" 
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>

bcc

Subject RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Debby – 
Sorry for the delay, I was waiting for some additional information from David.  Right now they are trying 

to schedule a meeting on water management – this should happen the week of the 21
st

 sometime.  Once 
they have that meeting, then the reclamation plans and meetings should follow right behind, an 
integrated part of the reclamation is water management so it is a chicken and egg thing.
 
As to the benches on the pit, I am not sure where you are seeing 1000’ vertical feet, our line of site 
analysis shows approximately 50‐100’ at closure and at year 10 approximately 500’.  So in order to fully 
answer your question I need more information.  For one or two benches, we can do some work however 
for more than that we need to consider stability and other issues so we need to discuss more.
 
Finally, I have not received additional information from Permeon regarding updated information, lab 
data, etc.  
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
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From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2009 3:33 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan
 

Kathy, 

At the Permeon meeting a couple of weeks ago, David told me that he and Joy would likely have 
something to present soon.  Please let me know the status. 



Also, earlier this summer you said you would look into options for removing or breaking up the uppermost 
benches in the pit at the end of mining operations (which would help mitigate visual impacts by breaking 
up the horizontal lines).  SWCA did a quick elevation study recently and determined about 1000' vertical 
feet (or twenty 50-foot benches) would potentially be visible from Highway 83.  Have you had a chance to 
explore what might be feasible? 

Thanks. 

Debby

Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.
com> 

06/23/2009 02:53 PM 

ToBeverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
ccJamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "David.Krizek@tetratech.com" 

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com" <Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com> 
Sub
ject

RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Bev – 
I forwarded Debby’s request to David for an update and haven’t heard back from him.  We are going to have some 
internal meetings to discuss status and progress before the end of the month and I would like to see how those go 

before I push him too much.  Let’s have an informal discussion at the meeting on the 30
th

. 
  
Cheers!

Kathy 
  
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
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From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Debby Kriegel



Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan 
  

Kathy, can you give Debby and I an update on what your thoughts are on the next meeting and 
scheduling?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/17/2009 02:48 PM 

 
ToKathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
ccBeverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

SubjectFw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

  

 

Hi Kathy, 

Just wondering whether your team (Sage & Tetra Tech) are planning to meet with us sometime soon.   

Please keep me posted.  Thanks! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/17/2009 02:41 PM ----- 
Debby 
Kriegel/R3/USDAF
S 

06/03/2009 11:23 

 
ToKathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
ccBeverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David" <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, 



AM 
mbidwell@swca.com, Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subj
ect

Re: Meeting on Reclamation PlanLink

  

 

Kathy, 

If your team isn't ready to present their work yet, then Meeting after the 15th will be fine. 

My availability that week: 
Monday, June 15:  available from 11 am until 3 pm.   
Tuesday, June 16:  available only before 9 am (note: I'm usually in the office by 7) 
Wednesday, June 17:  Bev can let you know if I will need to be at a core team meeting this day.  If there's 
no meeting, I'd be available all day.   
Thursday and Friday, June 18 & 19:  available any time. 

At our meeting on May 7, Joy and David asked for evaluation criteria and affected environment input from 
SWCA for tomorrow's meeting.  I'm reviewing Marcie Bidwell's draft evaluation criteria today, and 
hopefully she can send this to you within a day or so.  The affected environment section is expected by 
the end of this month. 

Thanks. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/03/2009 10:45 AM 

 
To"dkriegel@fs.fed.us" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
ccBeverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David" 

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 
Subje

ct
Meeting on Reclamation Plan

  

 



Debbie – 
I spoke with David yesterday regarding a meeting on the Reclamation Plan items and based on the work that has 
been completed I think that we would be better off not meeting this week.  I have forwarded your shape files to 
David for consideration and will chat with him either this afternoon or early next week.  I propose that we review 

the possibility of meeting the week of the 15
th

 so that some forward momentum will be made prior to sitting down 

for discussion as I understand you are unavailable next week. 
 
Regards, 

Kathy 
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
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1.1 SEEDBED PREPARATION 
 

The seedbed was ripped using a motor grader and/or scarified to a depth of 
8 to 12 inches using tractor mounted steel shanks.  Scarification was 
performed running parallel to the contours.  
 

1.2 SEEDING 
 

The seed was applied by drilling and broadcasting simultaneously using a 
modified rangeland drill with depth control bands, packer wheels, 
agitators and augers, and picker wheels.  Light and fluffy seed was 
dribbled behind the drill and chain drags were used to cover the 
broadcasted seeds.  Seeding was not performed under windy conditions. 
 

1.3 SEED MIX 
 

The seed mixture was supplied by the seeding contractor Rocky Mountain 
Reclamation (RMR) and is listed below.  The seed mix deviated from the 
primary seed mix in Appendix C of the MMD permit to accommodate the 
availability of seed and requests from the New Mexico Department of 
Game and Fish and the MMD. 
 

Seed Mix: 
 

Common Name  Scientific Name          
Blue grama 

PLS lbs. per acre 
Bouteloua gracilis 0.25 

Sideoats grama  Bouteloua curtipendula 1.25 
Galleta grass Hilaria jamesii 0.40 
Green sprangletop Leptochloa dubia 0.15 
Sand dropseed Sporobolus cryptandrus  0.05 
Bottlebrush squirreltail Elymus elymoides 1.25 
Indian rice grass Oryzopsis hymenoides 1.75 
Streambank wheatgrass Agropyron riparium 1.50 
Rubber rabbitbrush Chrysothamnus nauseosus 0.15 
Mountain mahogany Cercocarpus montanus 1.00 
Winterfat  Certoides lanata 0.60 
White Prairie Clover Dalea candida 0.20 
Blue flax Linum lewisii 0.15 
Prairie coneflower Ratibida columnifera 0.20 
 

Rate of application: 8.9 PLS pounds per acre 
PLS = pure live seed 
 
 
 
 



 
1.4 MULCHING 

 
Certified weed-free, long-stem, hay mulch originating from Kansas and 
Nebraska was supplied by RMR.  The mulch was uniformly spread over 
the designated areas at the rate of about 2.0 tons per acre.  Mulching did 
not proceed during windy conditions and was completed following 
seeding operations. 

 
1.5 CRIMPING 

 
The mulch was anchored in the soil by crimping.  Straight coulter discs 
were used to anchor the mulch 3 to 4 inches into the cover material.  These 
coulters were spaced approximately 6 to 8 inches apart.  Crimping 
operations were performed parallel to the contours where appropriate.  
 

1.6 FERTILIZERS 
 
As approved by the MMD, no fertilizers were applied on the Dam 3X 
project based on the recommendations of the project soil scientist.  
Fertilizers are thought to encourage weedy species, discourage the 
promotion of diversity, and provide limited long-term benefits.       

 



SWCA Environmental Consultants/Coronado National Forest 
Rosemont Copper Project Coordination Meeting Agenda 

August 10, 2010 
 

Location:  SWCA Environmental Consultants, Tucson, AZ  85701 

Attendees:  Forest Service:  Bev Everson; SWCA: Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard  

Topics: 

Schedule and deliverables  

Affected environment review tracking/ Chapter 3 update 

Alternative water sources review 

Other business 

 

 
 

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@augustaresource.c
om> 

07/16/2008 01:06 PM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Beverley A Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Contact information

Bev – 
As we discussed, here are copies of the two letters I sent to FMI asking for access to their sites, please 
feel free to request a tour from these gentlemen as necessary and let me know if you need 
transportation and on what date.
 
Thank you – 
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 

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

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

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

03/09/2010 12:47 PM

To "beverson@fs.fed.us" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

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

bcc

Subject Fw: ASCE March Program Mark Krieski, P.E. Technical 
Review of the Proposed Rosemont Copper Mine

FYI. Just wanted to be sure that you knew about this. I was also concerned that the information 
presented was appropriate as the ad says he is a reviewer which does not distinguish from a decision 
maker. So his opinion may or may not be valid.

Regards 
Kathy

Kathy Arnold 
Director Environmental & Regulatory Affairs 
Rosemont Copper Company 
P.O. Box 35310 
Tucson, AZ 85740 

Cell 520-784-1972 
Phone 520-297-7723

From: Krizek, David <David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 
To: Kathy Arnold 
Sent: Thu Mar 04 09:05:37 2010
Subject: FW: ASCE March Program Mark Krieski, P.E. Technical Review of the Proposed Rosemont 
Copper Mine 

FYI
 
David Krizek | Principal 
Main: 520-297-7723 | Mobile: 520-260-3490 | Fax: 520-297-7724

Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road  |  Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any 
distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you 
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.

From: John Spiker [mailto:John.Spiker@rfcd.pima.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 03, 2010 5:03 PM
To: Krizek, David
Subject: [AzSCE SAB] ASCE March Program Mark Krieski, P.E. Technical Review of the Proposed 
Rosemont Copper Mine
 
Good afternoon members, I hope the wet weather is finding you all well. 
 

Please join us Wednesday, March 10th at El Parador Restaurant for our monthly luncheon o
program. This month ASCE is proud to have Mark Krieski, P.E. Pima County Regional Flood 
Control District presenting a technical review of the proposed Rosemont Copper Mine. Mark is 



part of the Pima County team reviewing the available documents provided by Rosemont Copper 
in coordination with the US Forrest Service and other agencies. 

 
Registration will begin at 11:30 with the program starting at noon. 
 
Please RSVP to me at the email or phone found below and we hope to see you next Wednesday.  

 
John Spiker, P.E.
Civil Engineering Manager
Pima County Regional Flood Control District
Ph - 243-1761
Web: www.rfcd.pima.gov
 
WHAT:  ASCE – Southern Arizona Branch March Branch meeting, Mark Krieski, P.E.

When:  March 10, registration begins at 11:30 am with the program starting at 12:00 pm
Where:  El Parador restaurant – 2744 E. Broadway
Cost:  $20
LUNCH INCLUDED

RSVP to John Spiker @ john.spiker@rfcd.pima.gov or by phone at 243-1761.
 

--------------------
This message was sent from the AzSCE Southern Arizona Branch to 
david.krizek@tetratech.com. 

You are receiving this e-mail based on your membership information on file with ASCE 
National. To update or change your ASCE National profile, including your e-mail address, 
please visit http://www.asce.org/myprofile or call 1-800-548-2723. 

For additional information about AzSCE, please visit http://www.azsce.org/
-------------------- 
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objectives have been established with which to judge the adequacy of the calibration.   Further, no standard 
iterative calibration has been conducted to demonstrate whether an optimal set of parameter values has 
been selected.   
 

• MWH recommends that a quantifiable set of calibration objectives be determined with which to 
judge whether the model simulations are reasonable.  Model reviewers could then decide whether 
the objectives and the calibration are acceptable.  The relationship between calibration objectives 
and simulation results will also aid in demonstrating the capabilities and limitations of the model 
predictions.  The modeling report does discuss limits to the models capabilities.  For example, the 
report explains that the model can only predict average groundwater levels and cannot simulate the 
large seasonal variations in groundwater levels.  These limitations should be considered along with 
the intended use of the model’s predictions to formalize quantifiable calibration objectives.   
 

• MWH recommends that an iterative calibration be conducted to determine optimal parameter 
values.  The modeling report documents that the updated model improves the match between 
measured and observed groundwater levels; however, the large residuals between simulated and 
measured values, and an apparent spatial bias in the distribution of residuals, suggests that further 
improvement may be possible.  Because the RCC model was constructed from a larger regional 
model, calibrating every parameter may not be practical or necessary.  MWH recommends that the 
calibration focus on the parameters that most affect groundwater levels within the RCC pumping 
influence.  These parameters may include storage coefficients and specific yield (which were left 
unchanged from the original model despite changes to hydraulic conductivity and layer elevations) 
and hydraulic conductivity/transmissivity values (which were modified from the original model based 
on assumptions about how the results of recent aquifer pumping tests should be distributed across 
model layers).  
 

• MWH recommends that the differences in simulation results between the original ADWR regional 
model and the updated model be illustrated with the differences and improvements to the original 
ADWR model clearly noted.  Figure 26 of the modeling report compares “actual” groundwater levels 
with the results of the original and revised model for the 1940 steady-state simulation.  A similar 
figure should to be created for the transient simulation for 1999 (last year of the original ADWR 
historical simulation).  These figures (or separate figures) should zoom into the area surrounding 
the RCC property and show a higher resolution of groundwater contours. 
   

2. 
The modeling report provides illustrations of groundwater level declines with and without RCC pumping, but 
the practical uses and limitations of these predictions are not clearly defined.  For one example, the model 
is designed to predict groundwater levels that are spatial and temporal averages.  The predicted 
groundwater levels are annual averages and cannot predict seasonal variations, which were shown to be 
between 10 and 100 feet.  The model predictions are also spatial averages across a grid cell, which range 
from 100 feet by 100 feet (nearest the RCC pumping) to 0.5 miles by 0.5 miles.  Given this construction, the 
model is capable of grossly predicting annual average groundwater levels, including impacts from RCC 
pumping.  The model would not be suitable, however, for predicting maximum declines and impacts at an 
individual well.  This could be an important distinction for owners of shallow wells.  

The capabilities and limitations of the model are not clearly delineated. 

  
• MWH recommends that the appropriate uses and limitations of the groundwater model be clearly 

defined.  Such a statement of limitations is often included in modeling reports.  The statement of 
limitations does not necessarily change the validity of the model conclusions, but it will aid in the 
understanding of the appropriate uses of these conclusions. 

         
3. 

Uncertainty is inherent in all model predictions.  An important source of uncertainty in the RCC model 
predictions arises from unknowns in future aquifer stresses.  The aquifer in the vicinity of RCC is highly 
stressed from agricultural, industrial, and private water users.   The actual locations and magnitude of the 

The uncertainties in the model are not clearly defined. 
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future aquifer stresses is uncertain.  M&A’s method of allocating future stresses based on committed 
pumping demands on file with the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) is reasonable, but the 
model report does not clearly document the uncertainties or potential deficiencies associated with these 
estimates or how these uncertainties affect model predictions. 
 

• MWH recommends that the potential effects of the uncertainties should be considered, 
quantitatively if possible, but at least qualitatively.  They could be considered quantitatively by 
conducting predictive simulations to test the sensitivity of the model predictions to a reasonable 
range of future groundwater stresses.  This would help bound the range of model predictions due to 
uncertain future stresses.  Two potential future aquifer stresses that should be included in such an 
analysis are the potential mitigation pumping for the Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Mine and recharge 
of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water.  Although these stresses may be difficult to characterize, 
they will, if implemented, have significant impacts on future groundwater levels in the Green 
Valley/Sahuarita area.  Estimated timing and magnitudes of potential Sierrita mitigation pumping 
and CAP recharge are available.  For example, Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita has posted the 
feasibility study and conceptual wellfield design for the sulfate mitigation on their website 
(www.fcx.com/sierrita/home.htm). 
 

• MWH recommends that a figure be included in the modeling report that shows the additional 
drawdown caused by RCC pumping alone (neglecting other aquifer stresses).  Such a figure could 
easily be created as the difference between the groundwater level declines with and without RCC 
pumping.  This figure will better illustrate the groundwater level declines attributable exclusively to 
RCC and will nullify the effects of uncertainty associated with other groundwater stresses. 

 
4. The plan view figures may be difficult to interpret. 

 
• MWH recommends that the modeling report include figures that show a profile view of groundwater 

levels and stratigraphy through sections that cross the maximum drawdown.  These figures may be 
more readily interpreted than the plan view of groundwater levels to those unfamiliar with 
hydrogeology and groundwater modeling.  

 
 
Reply to Responses 
 
For convenience in referencing, the original comments and responses, as presented in the M&A response 
letter, are repeated here in italics and numbered.  Our replies follow each response.   Replies are made to only 
responses 1 through 11 because the remaining responses (12 though 17) were made to summary comments, 
which are addressed in the first 11 responses.   
 
(1) MWH Comment: The methodology for model predictions also follows good practice, with the exception that 

future pumping may be over-allocated (which would result in over prediction of groundwater level 
elevations) and some future source/sink terms may not be included (which would result in over-prediction in 
some locations and under-prediction in others). 

 
M&A Response No. 1: The RCC mine supply groundwater modeling study assumed future residential 
groundwater pumping in the area would increase at a rate determined from committed and existing 
groundwater withdrawals, as provided by Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR). Due to the recent 
economic downturn and the resulting substantial decrease in the area’s residential growth, we agree that this 
approach will likely project more background groundwater level decline due to residential pumping than may 
actually occur. However, for purposes of the EIS study we did not speculate on how a reduced future residential 
pumping demand might occur. The future residential pumping simulated in the model is based on ADWR data 
and may result in conservatively larger background groundwater level declines (from residential pumping). The 
conservatively larger projection of background groundwater level declines will have limited effect on the 
projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping.  
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All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are determined from existing permits or pending 
permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on past documented quantities of historic pumping or 
recharge. We did not add new future sinks or sources to the model which were not at the permit submittal stage 
and where quantities and/or schedules were not well defined.   
 
Finally, the use of the term “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” is confusing, since the term over-
prediction implies neither groundwater levels being too high or too low; the concept is better described as: over-
prediction of groundwater level declines. 
 
MWH Reply:  MWH agrees that M&A’s approach to estimating future groundwater recharge and withdrawals is 
reasonable.  The purpose of the comment was to note that, although the approach is reasonable, the estimates 
may over-allocate the future withdrawals.  While the amount that future withdrawals have been over-allocated is 
difficult to quantify, the potential over-allocation should be noted.  The other future sinks and sources noted in 
our original comment had reference to the possibility of CAP water recharge and Sierrita mitigation pumping.  
We also acknowledge that these future stresses are not well defined, though they may nonetheless have 
significant impacts on future groundwater levels in the Sahuarita/Green Valley area.  Because the future aquifer 
stresses are highly uncertain, the sensitivity of the predictive simulations to this uncertainty should be evaluated 
and documented.  
 
MWH also agrees that over- or under-prediction of future groundwater withdrawals or recharge will have limited 
impact on the projected groundwater level decline (drawdown) due to Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) 
pumping.  An additional figure that shows the drawdown that is solely attributable to RCC pumping (i.e., 
additional drawdown caused by RCC pumping above the background groundwater level declines) could better 
illustrate RCC impacts while excluding most of the uncertainty associated with other groundwater stresses.  
Such a figure could easily be created as the difference between groundwater drawdown with Rosemont 
pumping and without Rosemont pumping (e.g., difference of Figure 31 and Figure 32).  
  
The confusing phrase “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” was misquoted.  The actual phrase 
read, “under-prediction of groundwater elevations.”  By under-predict, we mean to predict groundwater levels 
that are lower than the actual groundwater levels.  This is equivalent to “over-prediction of groundwater level 
declines” as suggested by M&A.    
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Historical Model” 
(2) MWH Comment: The major concern with the model updates is that no standard iterative recalibration of the 

aquifer parameters is performed. 
 
M&A Response No. 2: Accounting for the facts that most of the available observed groundwater level data are 
obtained during winter when agricultural pumping is not occurring, and simulated groundwater levels reflect 
annual average agricultural pumping simulated in the model, the updates to historical stresses in the study area 
resulted in a reasonable match of simulated groundwater levels and trends to observed data. The model is 
acceptably calibrated for purposes of simulating groundwater level decline due to proposed Rosemont 
pumping, although we agree it may over-predict future background groundwater level declines for reasons 
stated above. We believe further calibration is not required for this study. 
 
MWH Reply: MWH understands the difficulty in determining calibration targets.  The fact remains, however, 
that a recalibration of model parameters was not conducted, although layer elevations and hydraulic 
conductivities were revised in some portions of the model.  At a minimum M&A should demonstrate that the 
model results meet quantifiable calibration objectives.  Terms such as “reasonable match” and “acceptability 
calibrated” are subjective. 
 
(3) MWH Comment: It is possible that much of the error between measured and simulated groundwater levels, 

which can be several tens of feet and shows spatial bias in some areas, is partly a reflection of the model 
parameters being out of calibration. 
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M&A Response No. 3: We believe the model is reasonably calibrated and the differences between simulated 
and observed groundwater levels are acceptable. 
 
MWH Reply: See response to item (2) 
 
 
(4) MWH Comment: Another concern with the model updates is that no consideration is given for the Santa 

Cruz fault, which runs between the RCC wells and many of the other wells in the study area. Mason and 
Bota (2006) suspect the fault as a source of some of the large residuals (error between measured and 
simulated groundwater levels) in the ADWR model. M&A (2009b) documents the fault in the text and 
figures, but does not modify the model to account for the fault. The rationale for not explicitly accounting for 
the fault is not discussed in M&A (2009a, 2009b). 

 
M&A Response No. 4: The regional Santa Cruz fault is not considered to be a hydraulic barrier or conduit. In 
the area north from the proposed RCC well field Anderson (1987) (shown on Figure 6 of the EIS report) 
indicates vertical displacement along the fault resulted in a thicker deposition of the upper Tinaja beds on the 
east side of the fault relative to the west side of the fault. Knowledge of the Santa Cruz fault, including hydraulic 
conductivity data for the aquifer on both sides of the fault, has been previously incorporated into the ADWR 
model by the U.S. Geological Survey and ADWR.  Mason and Bota do not indicate they suspect the Santa Cruz 
fault is the cause of large residuals in T.15S.,R.13 and 14.E., they simply point out that “residuals are in an area 
of suspected perched groundwater and near the Santa Cruz fault”. The large residuals are predominantly 
indicating simulated groundwater levels are lower than observed. It has been M&A’s experience simulating 
groundwater levels at the T.15S., R.13 and 14E location (for other groundwater investigations) that perched 
groundwater is a significant cause of simulated groundwater levels being lower than observed. Further, the area 
Mason and Bota describe as having high residuals is located approximately 12 miles north from the proposed 
RCC wellfield. The RCC wellfield is located in T.17S.,R.14E., where the residuals shown in Mason and Bota’s 
2006 report are relatively good (see page 72 and Figure 27 of the Mason and Bota report). 
 
MWH Reply: Because the Santa Cruz Fault separates the RCC wells and most of the other public and private 
well, M&A should clearly document what effects the fault has on water levels and how this is accounted for in 
the model.  Otherwise, MWH finds M&A’s response acceptable to resolve this concern. 
 
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Predictive Model” 
(5) MWH Comment: Other potential future groundwater sinks/sources not included in the model that may 

impact future groundwater levels within the study area are potential mitigation pumping near Freeport-
McMoRan Sierrita Mine and delivery of underground storage of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water to the 
Sahuarita/Green Valley area. 
 

M&A Response No. 5: At the time of model construction the mitigation plan was still being developed and was 
not finalized or approved by Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. Sufficient information did not exist to 
justify including the potential mitigation pumping in the model. A CAP recharge site in the Green Valley area is 
under consideration, but has not been approved by regulatory agencies nor has a location for the site been 
selected; therefore, this potential recharge source was not included in the model. Potential CAP recharge in this 
area may mitigate drawdown impacts from the proposed RCC pumping. 
 
MWH Reply: See response to item (1) 
 
(6) MWH Comment: An assumption of the predictive model, which may be incorrect, is that boundary 

conditions are static. This assumption is refuted by the continual groundwater level declines throughout the 
study area. The correctness of the assumption is only a minor concern as the boundary heads likely have 
relatively little influence on the groundwater levels within the study area. 
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M&A Response No. 6: As concluded by MWH, the southern constant head boundary located 14.5 miles south 
from the RCC wellfield and the much more distant model boundaries in Marana and Avra Valley are too distant 
to have impacts on projected groundwater level change due to RCC pumping. 
 
MWH Reply: The conclusion that the model boundaries are too distant to have impacts on projected 
groundwater level changes due to RCC pumping should be tested and the results documented in the model 
report. 
 
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Model Predictions” 
 
(7) MWH Comment: As documented above, the confidence in the predictions of future groundwater levels in 

the numerical model is weakened by intrinsic model structural inaccuracies, calibration inaccuracies, and 
uncertainty and deficiencies in sinks/sources.  

 
M&A Response No. 7: We assume MWH’s decription of structural inaccuracies is a reference to the Santa Cruz 
fault since no other structural issues are presented by MWH. Representation of the Santa Cruz fault is 
addressed in M&A Response No. 4.  The model calibration is sufficiently accurate to project groundwater level 
declines due to proposed RCC pumping. All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are 
determined from existing permits or pending permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on 
past documented quantities of historic pumping or recharge. This may result in a model which will project 
conservatively larger background groundwater level declines in the RCC wellfield area; however, it should have 
limited effect on the projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping. We did not include 
potential Sierrita mitigation pumping or potential CAP recharge in the Green Valley area due to a lack of 
information regarding these potential sinks/sources. 
 
MWH Reply:  The Santa Cruz Fault is addressed in item (4) and model calibration is addressed in item (1) 
 
  
(8) MWH Comment: Seasonal variations and “calibration” errors are translated to predictive uncertainties that 

ranges from 10 to 100 feet due to seasonal variations and approximately a 25-foot under-prediction bias at 
RC-2. 
 

M&A Response No. 8: Recent continuous monitoring of groundwater levels at wells E-1 and RC-2 has resulted 
in documentation of seasonal variation of groundwater levels (ranging from 10 to 100 feet annually) at the 
proposed RCC wellfield. The purpose of the continuous monitoring was to remove uncertainty about seasonal 
variations from the model. Due to the continuous monitoring this variation is known and is not translated into 
predictive uncertainty. The match between simulated and observed groundwater level trends at well RC-2 is 
acceptable and correction of model projections for the 25-foot difference is consistent with standard modeling 
practice for predictive simulations. The 25-foot difference is not an uncertainty that is “translated” through to the 
predictive results. 
 
MWH Reply:  MWH acknowledges that a simulation with an annual stress period cannot resolve the large 
seasonal variations.  The way that M&A accounts for the seasonal variations is reasonable without refining the 
stress periods.  The question of whether the 25-foot bias at RC-2 is acceptable should be answered through the 
establishment of calibration objectives.  If the bias at RC-2 meets these objectives, then the correction applied 
at RC-2 is a reasonable way to handle the model bias at this location.  
 

 
(9) MWH Comment: M&A (2009b) does not adequately document or quantify predictive uncertainties due to 

parameter uncertainties and due to uncertainties in the future groundwater recharge and withdrawal. These 
predictive uncertainties could be bounded by conducting a sensitivity analysis of model predictions to 
parameter and future source/sink variations. Sensitivity analyses are often a component of modeling 
studies. 
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M&A Response No. 9: The substantial regional sinks and sources in the vicinity of the proposed RCC wellfield 
are the dominant factor in prediction of future groundwater levels. There is obvious uncertainty in these future 
stresses; however, quantification of uncertainties in rate of residential growth and future water demand in the 
area was not conducted as part of this study. For purposes of the EIS study, we have simulated stresses which 
may result in conservatively larger background groundwater level declines in the proposed RCC wellfield area 
than may occur. 
 
Although not typically conducted, statistical quantification of predictive model uncertainty can be determined 
through a rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity analysis; however, many of the observation wells had only 1 
data point (2005) obtained during the last 10 years and much of the data was affected by the substantial 
seasonal variation in groundwater levels. A rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity analysis for purposes of 
statistically determining predictive uncertainty would have required substantial assumptions that would have 
rendered the statistical determinations more qualitative than quantitative. Further, as described above, 
predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter sensitivity would be substantially less than uncertainty 
associated with future stresses. Ultimately we relied on the satisfactory match of simulated to observed 
groundwater level trends to determine confidence in the model’s ability to predict future groundwater level 
change.  
 
Finally, a sensitivity analysis where specific aquifer parameters are incrementally varied to determine sensitivity 
of the calibration to changes to those parameters was not conducted. This sensitivity analysis is used to 
determine aquifer parameters that the calibration is most sensitive to, which are the parameters requiring 
relatively more certainty in the accuracy of their simulated value in order to minimize predictive error. Aquifer 
parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrogeologic units encountered at the proposed RCC wellfield 
location have been extensively investigated and substantial aquifer parameter data have been collected for 
these units, including in the vicinity of the RCC wellfield; therefore, a sensitivity analysis was not considered to 
be beneficial. Note that aquifer parameters and layer thicknesses in the vicinity of the E-1 and RC-2 pumping 
tests were changed in the model to reflect results of test data; these modified parameters were not substantially 
different than original values in the model and the changes to simulated groundwater levels as a result of the 
modifications were minimal. 
 
MWH Reply:  The type of sensitivity analysis that is suggested by MWH is to determine the sensitivity of model 
predictions to parameter changes.  M&A states that predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter 
sensitivity would be substantially less than uncertainty associated with future stresses; however, no 
documentation exists that this statement has been tested.  Further, if only the drawdown due to RCC pumping 
is considered (as suggested in the reply to item (1)), the aquifer parameters may have a large effect.  M&A 
states that the aquifer parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrologic units encountered at the proposed 
RCC wellfield location have been extensively investigated.  If so, a realistic range of these parameter values 
with which to test predictive sensitivity should be known.  Whether or not a predictive sensitivity analysis is 
conducted, MWH recommends that the confidence in model predictions in relation to aquifer parameters be 
bounded, if possible.   
 

 
(10)  MWH Comment: The confidence in the predicted groundwater levels will further decrease away from the 

RCC property as the grid coarsens and aquifer parameters and source/sinks become less defined. 
 
M&A Response No. 10: For purposes of determining groundwater level declines due to proposed RCC 
pumping, the confidence/accuracy of projected declines distant from the RCC property decrease negligibly due 
to the model grid becoming coarser.  The grid is refined in the immediate area of pumping due to the substantial 
groundwater level gradients in the immediate vicinity of the pumping wells. As these gradients decrease with 
distance from the pumping wells, grid cells can increase in size without decreasing confidence in the projected 
declines due to RCC pumping.  
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MWH Reply:  This comment was made for completeness in discussing the model results.  The way that M&A 
refined the model grid is appropriate and is consistent with standard practice.  The decrease in model 
confidence/accuracy far away from the RCC property is not an important concern since the effects of RCC 
pumping will be minor in these outlying areas.  Still, the model report needs to clearly document that the 
appropriate use of the model is to predict large-scale and annual average groundwater levels.  For example, the 
model is not appropriate for prediction of instantaneous groundwater levels at individual wells and has less 
precision away from the RCC property as the grid coarsens.   
 
 
(11)  MWH Comment: MWH evaluated the estimates of the drawdown levels due to RCC pumping reported in 

the M&A (2009b, Figures 35, 36) using a simple (Dupruit) solution to estimate steady-state drawdown. 
Although this solution cannot capture the complexity and transience of the model, it does provide a rough 
check on drawdown predictions. According to this check, the estimates of groundwater level drawdown due 
to RCC pumping reported in M&A (2009b) are reasonable. 
 

M&A Response No. 11: As MWH has determined using their Dupuit analysis, the projected groundwater level 
declines due to proposed RCC pumping are reasonable.  The model superimposes these simulated drawdowns 
on model projected background groundwater level declines. These projected background declines are likely 
conservatively larger than may occur (discussed previously); therefore, final projected groundwater level 
elevations at the end of the 20-year RCC pumping period may be conservatively lower than may occur. 
 
MWH Reply:  The Dupuit analysis roughly confirms that the model results are reasonable given the model 
input; it does not provide a check on the model input parameters.  
 
  
 

 
 
 

 

 
      



Reasonably Foreseeable Activities

IDT 
Member

Year Start Actual  / 
Estimate

Year  End Actual  / 
Estimate

Activity Type Quantity Location / Description

AZGF 2010 Estimate 2015 Estimate Wildlife Unavailable Beaver Reintroductions -Cienega Creek

ADWR ? Water
2,858 AF 
annually

Community Water Company of Green Valley is currently 
planning potential CAP delivery and recharge in the Green 
Valley area. As of 10/9/09, ADWR is not aware of a definite 
location of storage site or amount of recharge. Community 
Water Company currently holds a CAP subcontract for 
2,858 AF.  EA for pipeline to bring in CAP water to the 
Sahuarita/Green Valley area completed by Bureau Of 
Reclamation in July 2010.

Pima 
County 2010 Estimate Ongoing Estimate Other

Conservation Plan: Activities may include acquisition of 
archaeological and historical sites and traditional use sites 
for conservation and heritage education purposes, tours, 
monitoring and other uses of sites by County staff and 
others.

Kriegel  Actual  Actual Other  Designation of Santa Ritas as a Traditional Cultural 
Place

Walt 2010 Estimate 2012 Estimate Road Unknown 
Miles

Maintenance of roads, both FS and private, for support of 
permitted Rosemont grazing operations, will continue.

Walt 2012 Estimate 2014 Estimate Road Unknown 
Miles

Road repair (pavement preservation) is scheduled to start 
October 2010 from Sonoita to milepost 43.



Reasonably Foreseeable Activities

IDT 
Member

Year Start Actual  / 
Estimate

Year  End Actual  / 
Estimate

Activity Type Quantity Location / Description

Town of 
Sahuarita Spring 2001 Estimate

Spring/ 
Summer 

2013 Estimate Road 2.25 miles

Sahuarita Road Phase II -- a continuation of Phase I, from La 
Villita Road to the eastern Town limit at approximately 
Country Club Road. Phase II will include the same features 
as Phase I, but will include a new bridge over the Santa 
Cruz River and potentially a new bridge over the Union 
Pacific railroad tracks east of the Nogales 
Highway/Sahuarita road intersection. This project also 
extends infrastructure into the 16 sections of Arizona State 
Trust Land currently being negotiated for annexation (for 
further details, see "Present Activities.")



Reasonably Foreseeable Activities

IDT 
Member

Year Start Actual  / 
Estimate

Year  End Actual  / 
Estimate

Activity Type Quantity Location / Description

Pima 
County Ongoing Actual Unknown Actual Other Pm10

Stakaer Parsons operates a concrete batch plant and 
crushed aggregate plant regulated by PDEQ at 18701 South 
old Nogales Highway, Sahuarita. Aggregate supplies for the 
facility will be provided from the on-site sand and gravel 
operation. The crushed and sized aggregate will then be 
washed for use in the concrete plant. A front-end loader 
will transfer the aggregate to be crushed and sized from 
the mining area on-site. The material will then be 
processed through crushers and screens and transported to 
the wash plat. A loader will then convey the washed 
aggregate to the concrete plant which is a series of 
hoppers, conveyors, and in turn, will transfer the aggregate 
from the hoppers to the aggregate load out hopper. After 
weighing, the aggregate will be dry batched into mixer 
trucks and water will be added. Mixer trucks will then 
transport the concrete mix off-site to various customers.

Emissions from the dry batch load out will be controlled 
with a water spray system. The system controls fugitive 
emissions from the load out into the mixer trucks. Fugitive 
emissions from the unpaved haul road will be controlled by 
water truck. Fugitive emissions from the loading of cement 
silos, supplemental silos, and lime silo will be controlled by 
bin vents on the tip of each silo.

The cement plant will operate on commercial power. The 
Kriegel  Actual  Actual Other  Forest Roads 4032 and 505 are slated for decommisioning, 

both within project area
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January 26, 2010 Project 84201191 

Kathy Arnold, P.E. 
Rosemont Copper 
P.O. Box 35130 
Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

Re: Rosemont Copper Project 
Responses to Dry Stack TSF Comments Provided by SRK 

Dear Ms. Arnold: 

AMEC Earth and Environmental has reviewed the comments provided by SRK, which were received via 
email on December 14, 2009.  The comments that require further clarification or discussions are included 
below.  The comments have been numbered and are shown in italics and offers the following responses 
(highlighted in blue). 

Comment and Response 5: SRK has reviewed the response and believes the original question was not 
completely answered.  Tailings at moisture contents exceeding 18 percent will be placed in the core of 
the TSF.  These tailings will likely be quickly buried, and therefore, limited evaporation will occur and 
excess moisture content will drain the field capacity (11 percent).  Please provide an upper bound 
seepage analysis using the maximum allowable moisture content.

Response:  In response to the above comment, a seepage analysis was conducted using the finite 
element seepage code SV-Flux. SV-Flux was used to simulate the draindown of moisture in a typical 50-
foot column of tailings. The tailings properties used for this analysis were the same as those used for the 
dry stack tailings design. The model simulated draindown seepage through the tailings column at varying 
initial gravimetric water contents, ranging from field capacity (11 percent gravimetric) to fully saturated 
(approximately 24 percent gravimetric).  To minimize external effects that can influence the outcome (e.g. 
climate), the draindown models were conducted without the affects of climate. As noted in previous 
submittals, the net evaporation conditions at the site actually reduce the overall seepage from the tailings 
column. Each tailings column was modeled with a uniform initial moisture content (initial condition) and 
was allowed to run for a period of 1 year.  The results of the seepage simulations are presented on Figure 
1, which plots initial gravimetric water content (%) against seepage (gpm/acre). As noted on Figure 1, the 
seepage rate from the tailings column does increase with increasing initial moisture content. However, 
there is an upper bound to seepage from the column, once the saturated tailings moisture content is 
reached. The seepage rates for fully saturated conditions agree with the maximum calculated values 
referenced in the BADCT application found in Appendix A of the Final Design Report.   

While the results from the seepage model show increased seepage with moisture content, the following 
must be noted: 

� As discussed in the dry stack Operations and Maintenance (O&M) manual, tailings with moisture 
contents greater than 18 percent gravimetric will be deposited into the center of the facility. These 
tailings are to be re-worked, using dozers with rippers, to reduce the in-place moisture content to 
within the specified moisture range. These materials will not be quickly buried as implied in the 
SRK question. 

� As noted above, the seepage model was used to evaluate draindown without including climate 
affects. The seepage models completed for the design of the dry stack facility indicate climatic 
conditions at the site and are anticipated to reduce seepage by an order of magnitude (see Figure 
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1). Therefore, the seepage values presented on Figure 1 represent temporal upper limits to 
seepage, not long-term seepage from the facility. 

Comment and Response 8: On Figure 1, the notes state that “the above data represent a typical 50 
foot column of tailings.”  The figure only shows 25 feet.  In general, at what depth does the moisture 
content of the as-placed value (18 percent) to the field capacity (11 percent).

Response:  The figure mentioned in the above comment was developed using a model with a 50-foot 
column of tailings. Only the upper 25 feet of this model is shown on the figure to provide sufficient 
resolution for the model results. At a scale showing the entire 50-foot tailings column, the model results 
for the upper 10 feet were difficult to read.  As a result, It was decided that it was not necessary to show 
the entire 50-foot column of tailings because the moisture content below 25 feet did not change in the 
model.

The depth at which the tailings draindown to the field capacity is a time dependant process, not simply a 
geometric problem.  To illustrate this issue, the SV-Flux model was used to simulate draindown from a 
50-foot column of tailings. The initial moisture content for the tailings column was set at a uniform 18 
percent gravimetric moisture content, which is consistent with the upper specified moisture content limit.  
The model was used to simulate draindown for 10, 25, and 50 years with and without climatic influence so 
that the impact of environmental factors such as evaporation could be assessed.  The results of the 
model are presented on Figure 2. As shown, the column of tailings modeled with climate can reach field 
capacity, but this is limited to the upper 8 to 10 feet for the time durations under consideration, which 
represents the store and release capability of the tailings.  The majority of the tailings will take longer to 
reach field capacity, which may not be a linear relationship with time due to localized variations in 
moisture content.  

Comment and Response 9 Part b: The original question (seepage volume) was not fully addressed in 
the analysis or in Response 9 Part b.  The “seepage analysis” in the original question (below) was in 
regards to seepage flow rather than seepage water chemistry. 

 “The seepage analysis does not include an analysis of potential infiltration through the rock 
 buttress contactingg the underlying tailings and subsequently exiting the toe of the tailings facility 
 to commingle with discharging storm water; what is to prevent this occurrence?”

Response:  In response to the above, a two-dimensional seepage analysis was conducted using the 
finite element seepage code SV-Flux modeling a 100-yr / 24-hour storm event followed by average yearly 
values of evaporation.  The tailings properties used for this analysis were the same as those used for the 
dry stack tailings design.  The results are shown on Figure 3 and indicate that for the particular storm 
modeled, the amount of precipitation exiting the facility is approximately 5 percent as runoff and 6 percent 
as interflow (shallow subsurface migration of meteoric waters in the upper, more porous zone, which is 
conveyed during or shortly after the precipitation event).  Migration of meteoric waters into the underlying 
tailings mass is very small (<1 percent over a month duration) because the tailings are compacted prior to 
the rock buttress placement and are subjected to high confining pressures due to the overlying material 
weight inducing consolidation over time.  The majority of the precipitation is stored within the rockfill 
buttress and lost to evaporation over time. 

Meteoric waters that flow either over the surface of the rockfill or within the shallow subsurface do not 
commingle with the underlying tailings and therefore are not considered impacted water.  Storage of 
meteoric water within the rockfill mass migrates laterally downward through the buttress until it is 
eventually lost to evaporation. 

Although the original question was not in regards to chemistry, it is pertinent to note the inert nature of the 
tailings.  Since the tailings are inert, and if meteoric waters commingled and were subsequently released, 
there would be a negligible impact to the environment and underlying aquifer systems. 
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If you have any questions or comments regarding these responses or would like to discuss the design in 
further detail, please contact us. 

Sincerely, 

AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc.

                 
John F. Lupo, Ph.D., P.E.       Justin Hall, P.E.  
Principal Engineer        Project Engineer 

JWH:jwh 









Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS

04/21/2008 01:54 PM

To karnold@augustaresource.com

cc

bcc

Subject Re: Documents

Hi Kathy,

I received the documents on Friday.  Thank you for the copies and the work that went into putting 
everything together.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Kathy Arnold <karnold@augustaresource.com>

Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@augustaresource.c
om> 

04/18/2008 06:33 PM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Beverley A Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc 'Jamie Sturgess' <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, 'Reta 
Laford' <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 'Tom Furgason' 
<tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Documents

Bev – 
I just wanted to confirm that you received copies of the bound and indexed response to the 
Forest Service letter dated October 19.  As we discussed, I was able to confirm the documents 
delivered by WestLand and I over the past two weeks in bound format are the latest versions of  
all documents so your data room is completely up-to-date.  The only changes that were made to 
the Mine Plan of Operations, the Infrastructure Plan, and the Reclamation and Closure Plan 
were changes to the figures as itemized in the October letter and clarified by George McKay of 
your office.  The rest of the documents remain the same.  
 
I have the two additional copies of the reclamation plan you requested available.  To complete 
the supporting documents portion of the data room, I owe you copies of the Tetra Tech technical 
memorandum on Viewshed and the Vector technical memorandum on the Tailings Siting Study 
that are currently at the printer’s office for binding. My plan is to deliver those documents to you 
next week along with a letter that itemizes deliveries and what revisions (if any) were made to 
the documents.
 
We have also been working on the request from Reta LaFord to help produce an electronic 
version of the data that was accumulated for the data room.  I was able to review a draft run of 



that electronic file today and it appears almost complete.  We should be able to deliver the
electronic version to the Forest Service for review next week as well.  
 
Please let me know if there is anything additional that you require.
 
Regards,
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 

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

 
PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any 
distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you 
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.  

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@augustaresource.c
om> 

06/19/2008 04:59 PM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Beverley A Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Emailing: AZDS061008Farr

 



Building Tag No
Pad Elevation 

(Civil)
Finish Floor 
Elevation Eave Height Peak Height

Electrical Room 050-BG-001 5050' 5050'-6" 5065' 5065' approx
Control Room 100-BG-001 5050' 5070 5101'-4" 5101'-4" elevated slab
Primary Crusher Electrical Room 100-BG-002 5050' 5050'-6" 5065' 5065'1 approx
Coarse Ore Stockpile Building 150-BG-001 5100' 5100'-6" N/A 5204'
Mill Building 300-BG-002 5040' Max 5040'-6" 5167'-8" 5179'-9"
Flotation Building 400-BG-001 5035' Max 5035'-6" 5113'-4" 5117'
Flotation Electrical Room 400-BG-002 5020' 5020'-6" 5035' 5035' approx
Copper Concentrate Loadout Building 500-BG-001 5020' 5020'-6" N/A 5076'-4"
Disc Filter Building 500-BG-002 5050' 5050'-6" 5096'-9" 5100'-5"
Electrowinning Building 580-BG-001 5039' 5039'-6" 5079' 5085'
Filter Building 600-BG-604 5080' 5080'-6" 5148'-6" 5166'-9" approx
Substation Control Building 700-BG-001 5110' 5110'-6" 5125 5130 approx
Reagent Building 800-BG-001 5020' 5020'-6" 5074 5078
Truck Shop Building 900-BG-001 5020' 5020'-6" 5087'-6" 5091
Administration Building 900-BG-002 5080' 5080'-6" 5093 5097'-4"
Warehouse Building 900-BG-003 4995' 4995'-6" 5014'-6" 5017'-9"
Laboratory Building 900-BG-004 5090' 5090'-6" 5106'-6" 5109'-2" approx
Guardhouse Building 900-BG-005 5000' 5000'-6" 5013'-1" 5015'-3" based on preliminary design
Changehouse Building 900-BG-006 4987' 4987'-6" 5000'-9" 5005'-2"
Truck Lube Building 900-BG-007 5020' 5020'-6" 5078'-6" 5080'-11"
Plant Maintenance Building 900-BG-008 5030' 5030'-6" 5050'-6" 5052'-8"
Power Magazine Building 900-BG-009 5472' 5472'-6" 5484'-9" 5486'-7" based on preliminary design
Detonator Building 900-BG-010 5472.5' 5473 5483'-10" 5484'-11" based on preliminary design
Tire Shop Office 900-BG-012 5018' 5018'-6" 5030'-6" 5032 based on prelimianry design
Truck Wash Water Recycle Building 900-BG-013 5020' 5020'-6" 5038'-6" 5041'-4"
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An Assessment of the Economic Impacts of the Rosemont Copper Project 

on the Economies of the Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area, 

the State of Arizona, and the United States 

 

Executive Summary 
 

This report summarizes the results of an economic impact analysis of the Rosemont Copper 

Project, an open-pit mining operation to be developed on a 15,000 acre site in Pima County 

about 30 miles southeast of Tucson. The analysis employed the REMI PI+ regional economic 

forecasting model to estimate the economic impacts of the Project for the Cochise/Pima 

County/Santa Cruz Counties study area, for the State of Arizona, and for the United States. 

 

 

Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties 

 

Construction Phase 
 

� Construction of the Project will generate an average annual increase of $96 million (all 

dollar-denominated figures refer to 2008$) in economic activity in the study area 

(measured in terms of demand for goods and services from local suppliers) over a four-

year engineering/construction period. 

� The engineering/construction phase will provide a total of 3,600 person-years of 

employment for local workers.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income (dividends, interest, rent, proprietors’ income, 

and net profits) produced by the economic activity associated with the 

engineering/construction phase will provide an average of $38 million per year in 

additional income to area residents. 

�  The engineering/construction phase will generate almost $5 million per year in 

revenues for local governments in the study area.  
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� Over the entire engineering/construction period, impacts will total $385 million in 

additional demand for goods and services from suppliers in the study area, $245 million 

in gross regional product, $152 million in personal income, and $18 million in local 

government revenues.  

 

Production/Post-Production Phase 
 

� Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $701 million per year in 

economic activity (measured in terms of incremental regional output) within the study 

area over a 20-year production period. 

� Mine and mill operations will employ an average of 406 workers – with peak 

employment of 444 – and will support an average of 1,700 other jobs – a total of 

approximately 2,100 additional jobs for area residents.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will 

provide an annual average of $140 million in additional income to area residents. 

�  Production activities will generate an average of $19 million per year in incremental 

revenues for local governments in the study area.  

� Over the entire expected production/post-production period, the overall impacts will be 

$15 billion in additional output, $8 billion in gross regional product, $3 billion in 

personal income, and $404 million in local government revenues. 

� The Rosemont Copper Project will have lasting positive effects on the economy of the 

study area. Permanent changes to the regional economy would occur as a result of the 

increased levels of economic activity associated with the development and operation of 

the Rosemont mine. These changes will result in residual economic impacts in the 

Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties area that will persist after the end of the Project. 

The forecast results indicate that the level of economic activity would be $52 million per 

year higher, the area residents’ income $68 million per year higher, employment more 

than 300 higher, and local government revenues $2 million per year more than if the 

Rosemont Copper Project never existed. 
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The State of Arizona 

 

Construction Phase 
 

� Construction of the Project will generate an average annual increase of $122 million in 

economic activity in the state (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from 

Arizona suppliers) over a four-year engineering/construction period. 

� The engineering/construction phase will provide a total of 3,900 person-years of 

employment for Arizona workers.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income resulting from the economic activity 

associated with the engineering/construction phase will provide an average of $45 

million per year in additional income to Arizona residents. 

�  The engineering/construction phase will generate almost $6 million per year in 

revenues during the engineering/construction period for state government.  

� Over the entire engineering/construction period, impacts will total $489 million in 

additional demand for goods and services from Arizona suppliers, $317 million in gross 

regional product, $182 million in personal income, and $23 million in state government 

revenues.  

 

Production/Post-Production Phase 
 

� Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $907 million per year in 

economic activity (measured in terms of incremental regional output) in the state over a 

20-year production period. 

� Mine and mill operations will support an average of 2,900 additional jobs for Arizona 

workers.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will 

provide an annual average of $214 million in additional income for Arizona residents. 

�  Production activities will generate an average of $32 million per year in incremental 

state government revenues.  
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� Over the entire expected production/post-production period, the overall impacts will be 

$19 billion in additional output, $11 billion in gross regional product, $5 billion in 

personal income, and $681 million in state government revenues. 

� The Rosemont Copper Project will have lasting positive effects on the Arizona economy. 

Permanent changes to the state’s economy would occur as a result of the increased levels 

of economic activity associated with the development and operation of the Rosemont 

mine. These changes will result in residual economic impacts in the state after the end of 

the Project. The forecast results indicate that the level of economic activity would be 

$111 million per year higher, state residents’ income $96 million per year higher, 

employment 500 higher, and state government revenues $4 million per year higher than 

if the Rosemont Copper Project never existed. 

 

 

The United States 

 

Construction Phase 
 

� Construction of the Project will generate an average annual increase of $568 million in 

economic activity in the nation (measured in terms of demand for goods and services) 

over a four-year engineering/construction period. 

� The engineering/construction phase will provide a total of 11,600 person-years of 

employment for U.S. workers.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income associated with the engineering/construction 

phase will provide an average of $167 million per year in additional income to U.S. 

residents. 

�  The engineering/construction phase will generate $53 million per year in additional 

revenues during the engineering/construction period for the federal government.  

� Over the entire engineering/construction period, the impacts will total $2.3 billion in 

additional demand for goods and services, $1.2 million in gross domestic product, $668 

million in personal income, and $210 million in federal government revenues.  
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Production/Post-Production Phase 

 

� Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $1.3 billion per year in 

economic activity in the nation (measured in terms of incremental output) over a 20-year 

production period. 

� Mine and mill operations will support a total of approximately 4,200 additional jobs for 

U.S. residents.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will 

provide an annual average of $352 million in additional income to U.S. residents. 

�  Production activities will generate an average of $128 million per year in incremental 

revenues for the federal government.  

� Over the entire expected production/post-production period, the overall impacts will be 

$27 billion in additional output, $15 billion in gross domestic product, $8 billion in 

personal income, and $3 billion in federal government revenues. 
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THE ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 

This report summarizes the results of an economic impact analysis of the Rosemont Copper 

Project, an open-pit mining operation to be developed on a 15,000 acre site in Pima County 

about 30 miles southeast of Tucson. The analysis employed the REMI PI+ regional economic 

forecasting model to estimate the economic impacts of the Project for the Cochise/Pima 

County/Santa Cruz Counties study area, for the State of Arizona, and for the United States. 

 

At prices of $1.75/lb. for copper, $15.00/lb. for molybdenum, and $10.00/ounce for silver, 

combined proven and probable sulfide mineral reserves total nearly 546 million tons grading 

0.45 percent copper, 0.015 percent molybdenum, and 0.12 ounces/ton silver. Proven and 

probable oxide mineral reserves total about 70 million tons grading 0.17 percent copper. 

Contained metal in the sulfide mineral reserves (proven and probable) is estimated to be 4.9 

billion pounds of copper, 161 million pounds of molybdenum, and 65 million ounces of silver. 

Contained metal in the proven and probable oxide mineral reserves is estimated to be 241 

million pounds of copper.  The mining operation is projected to produce more than 200 million 

pounds of copper per year. In addition to copper, it is also projected to produce an average of 

4.7 million pounds of molybdenum and 2.7 million ounces of silver per year (M3 Engineering 

and Technology Corp.). 

 

The total cost of developing the site for mining and construction of the processing facilities will 

be $897 million (2008$). When in operation, employment will average 406 per year, and total 

annual production costs will average $301 million per year during the 20-year production 

period (M3 Engineering and Technology Corp.). 
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1.1  Summary of the Results: Engineering/Construction Phase 

 
The results of the economic impact analysis indicate that the engineering/construction phase 

will generate an average annual increase of $96 million in economic activity in the three-county 

study area (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from local suppliers) and will 

provide a total of 3,600 person-years of employment for local workers during a four-year 

engineering/construction period. The jobs and non-labor income (dividends, interest, rent, 

proprietors’ income, and net profits) produced by the economic activity will also provide an 

average of $38 million per year in additional income to area residents and $5 million per year in 

incremental revenues to local governments in the study area. Over the entire 

engineering/construction period, impacts will total $385 million in additional demand for 

goods and services, $245 million in gross regional product, $152 million in personal income, and 

$18 million in local government revenues.  

 

For the State of Arizona, the economic impact analysis estimates that the 

engineering/construction phase will generate an average annual increase of $122 million in 

economic activity in the state (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from 

Arizona suppliers) and will provide a total of 3,900 person-years of employment for Arizona 

workers during a four-year engineering/construction period. The jobs and non-labor income 

resulting from the economic activity will also provide an average of $45 million per year in 

additional income to state residents and $6 million per year in incremental state government 

revenues. Over the entire engineering/construction period, the impacts will total $489 million 

in additional demand for goods and services from Arizona suppliers, $317 million in gross 

regional product, $182 million in personal income, and $23 million in state government 

revenues.  

 

For the U.S. economy, the engineering/construction phase will generate an average annual 

increase of $568 million in economic activity in the nation and will provide a total of 11,600 

person-years of employment for U.S. workers during a four-year engineering/construction 

period. The jobs and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will also provide an 

average of $167 million per year in additional income to U.S. residents and $53 million per year 
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in incremental revenues to the federal government. Over the entire engineering/construction 

period, impacts will total $2.3 billion in additional demand for goods and services, $1.2 billion 

in gross domestic product, $668 million in personal income, and $210 million in federal 

government revenues.  

 

1.2  Summary of Results: Production/Post-Production Phase 
 

The productive life of the Rosemont Copper Project is projected to be 20+ years. Based on the 

cost analysis in the feasibility study, the total costs associated with the production/post-

production phase of the Project, including reclamation and costs related to closure of the mine 

will total over $6 billion.  

 

For the three-county study area, production activities will generate an average annual increase 

of $701 million in economic activity (measured in terms of incremental regional output) and will 

support an average of 2,100 jobs for residents of the study area. The wages and salaries and 

non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $140 million 

per year in additional income to area residents and $19 million per year in incremental revenues 

to local governments in the region. Over the entire expected life of the Project, the overall 

impacts will be $15 billion in additional output, $8 billion in gross regional product, $3 billion in 

personal income, and $404 million in local government revenues.  

 

For the State of Arizona, production activities will generate an average annual increase of $907 

million in economic activity and will support an average of 2,900 jobs for Arizona workers. The 

wages and salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an 

average of $214 million per year in additional income for state residents and $32 million per 

year in incremental state government revenues. Over the entire expected life of the Project, the 

overall impacts will be $19 billion in additional output, $11 billion in gross regional product, $5 

billion in personal income, and $681 million in state government revenues.  

 

For the nation, production activities will generate an average annual increase of $1.3 billion in 

economic activity and will support an average of 4,200 jobs for U.S. residents. The wages and 
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salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average of 

$352 million per year in additional income to U.S. residents and $128 million per year in 

incremental federal government revenues. Over the entire expected life of the Project, overall 

impacts will be $27 billion in additional output, $15 billion in gross domestic product, $8 billion 

in personal income, and $3 billion in federal government revenues.  

 

1.3 Comparison of Results with the Previous Analysis Based on a 

Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area 
 

All three parts of the economic impact analysis were prepared using the latest version of the 

REMI regional economic forecasting model. The Seidman Institute previously conducted a 

similar analysis of the economic impact of the Rosemont Copper Project based on a two-county 

study area comprised of Pima and Santa Cruz Counties (Seidman Institute 2009). That study 

did not include impact analyses for the state or for the nation. The earlier analysis employed a 

different version of the REMI model. 

 

As a consequence of using the new version of the REMI model, the results for the three-county 

study area are not consistent with the previous estimates reported for the two-county study 

area. The estimated impacts for the engineering/construction phase are all substantially higher 

than the numbers reported in the previous study. For the production/post production phase, 

the employment, income-related, and government revenue numbers are higher, while output 

and gross regional product are somewhat lower than the earlier estimates.  

 

Regional Economic Models Inc., the builder of the REMI model, has been in business for nearly 

30 years and has a policy of continually updating their economic impact models based on the 

latest available data and advances in economic analysis and econometric methods. The model 

used for this analysis incorporates many changes to the previous version – including changes to 

both individual equations and to its overall structure. The parameters in the model have been 

re-estimated using a modified and updated dataset that included data through 2007. In 

addition, the economic forecasts incorporated into the new model were updated to reflect more 

recent views on future economic trends. The sum of these changes has resulted in somewhat 
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different results compared with the previous analysis. The fact that the numbers are different 

should be interpreted in that context rather than in terms of which numbers are “right.” The 

results of the current analysis should be taken as reasonable estimates of the economic impact of 

the Rosemont Copper Project produced by a state-of-the-art regional forecasting model based 

on the current state of the local, state, and national economies. 

 

2. Economic/Financial Overview 
 

The following discussion is based upon economic and financial information contained in the 

Rosemont Copper Project Updated Feasibility Study (M3 Engineering and Technology Corp.). All 

dollar-denominated figures in this report are stated in terms of 2008$ to be consistent with the 

cost/financial data in the feasibility study. 

 

The total cost of construction is estimated to be $897 million. The cost figures for the 

construction and development of the site for mining as reported in the feasibility study are 

summarized in Table 1. Expenditures for goods and services, payrolls, and tax payments 

associated with the engineering/construction phase will total $881 million over a four-year 

period. Table 2 lists the total and yearly expenditures for the engineering/construction phase. 

 

The productive life of the Rosemont Copper Project is projected to be 20+ years. Based on the 

cost analysis presented in the updated feasibility study, the total costs associated with the 

production/post-production phase of the Project, including reclamation and costs related to 

closure of the mine will total over $6 billion. Table 3 summarizes the cost figures for a 

representative year during the production phase as reported in the feasibility study. The total 

cost figure translates to $5.1 billion in expenditures for goods and services, payrolls, and 

government payments -- or approximately $252 million per year over the 20-year production 

period. Table 2 lists the total and yearly expenditures during the production/post-production 

phase of the Project. These figures include spending associated with the mining operations, 

processing of the ore, maintenance/replacement of facilities and equipment, reclamation, 

administration, taxes, and other outlays, but do not include accounting cost components such as 

salvage value and depreciation. 
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Cost Category

Site Development 8.5
Mine 214.6
Oxide Plant 53.6
Sulfide Plant 327.3
Power/Water Systems 82.0
Ancillary Facilities 26.9

Total Direct Cost 712.7

Indirect Costs (Field mobilization, EPCM, taxes, 184.4
   commissioning, spare parts, contingency funds, etc.)

Total Costs 897.2

Column may not add to totals due to rounding.

Source: Table 1-40, Rosemont Copper Project Updated Feasibility Study, 2009

Table 1: Rosemont Copper Project - Construction Costs
(Millions of 2008$)
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Engineering/Construction Production/Post-Production
Phase Phase

Total 880.6 5,138.2
Annual Average* 220.2 252.2

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 60.1
PP2 272.5 8.7
PP1 488.9 37.6

Production Phase
1 59.1 231.5
2 275.6
3 262.9
4 276.9
5 279.5
6 281.3
7 280.4
8 261.8
9 255.7

10 263.1
11 274.4
12 240.4
13 260.1
14 261.2
15 252.5
16 235.4
17 211.8
18 213.1
19 221.1
20 205.7

Post-Production Phase
21 42.9
22 3.9
23 0.9

*Annual average value for the Production/Post-Production Phase refers to years 1 - 20 when full
     production activity will occur.

Columns may not add to totals due to rounding.

Source: Computed from information in the Rosemont Copper Project Updated Feasibility Study, 2009

Table 2: Rosemont Copper Project - Total Expenditures by Year
(Millions 2008$)
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Cost Category For Year 2

Mine Operations 70.1
Processing - Mill 91.5
Processing - SXEW 18.4
Other Operating Costs 9.0
Shipping, Refining, and Smelting 62.4
Taxes/Royalty 30.8
Pre-production Mining Costs 2.9
Reclamation Costs 0.8
Other Costs/Salvage Value -2.1
Depreciation 173.4

Total Production Costs 457.1

The cost figures include financial and accounting cost components not  
   included in the annual expenditure figures reported in Table 2.

Column may not add to total due to rounding.

Source: Table 1-53, Rosemont Copper Project Updated Feasibility Study, 2009

Table 3: Rosemont Copper Project - Annual Production Costs
(Millions of 2008$)
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3. Economic Impacts 
 

Economic impacts are measured as changes in economic activity attributable to an event or 

policy change.  Economists distinguish between direct impacts and total impacts.  The direct 

impacts are changes in the economy that are the direct result of the event or policy change.  In 

this study, the event being analyzed is the Rosemont Copper Project and the direct impacts of 

the construction and operation of the Project will be the purchases of goods and services from 

suppliers, the wages and salaries paid to mine employees, and the taxes and other payments to 

governments. The total impacts of the Project will be the final changes in the area economy after 

all of the indirect effects caused by the direct impacts have worked their way through the 

economy.  Conventionally, the total impacts are measured by the additional economic activity 

that occurs as a result of the event or policy change – in terms of economic measures such as 

output, income, employment, etc. 

 

The estimates of the direct impacts and of the total impacts have been produced by very 

different methods. The direct impacts have been calculated from information in the Rosemont 

Copper Project Updated Feasibility Study in combination with other data from secondary sources. 

The total economic impacts of the Rosemont Copper Project were estimated using three 

different versions of the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model. These computer 

models were developed by Regional Economic Models Inc. for use by a consortium of Arizona 

state agencies, including Arizona State University. The estimates of the direct impacts were 

used as inputs to the process, and the REMI models generated detailed estimates of the total 

economic impacts. The methodology and data used to develop the estimates of the direct 

impacts and the operation of the REMI PI+ model are described in the Technical Appendix. 

 

The economic impacts for the Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties study area were estimated 

using a county-level version of the Arizona-specific REMI PI+ model. The economic impacts of 

the Project for the State of Arizona were estimated using a state-level version of the model, and 

the impacts for the U.S. economy were estimated using a national version of the REMI PI+ 

model. 
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3.1 Direct Impacts 
 

3.1.1 Engineering/Construction Phase 

 

Total spending associated with the engineering/construction phase will be $881 million. 

However, much of the equipment and specialized services to be purchased is not produced 

within the three-county study area or the State of Arizona. The total expenditures for goods and 

services from local suppliers in Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties (including the local share 

of the value of equipment ordered through local suppliers but produced elsewhere) are 

estimated at $205 million. Annual spending levels over the four-year engineering/construction 

period in the three-county study area are shown in Table 4. Most of these expenditures would 

be focused in the construction, mining support, and business services sectors. 

 

At the statewide level, total purchases of goods and services from Arizona suppliers would be 

slightly higher at $221 million. Annual expenditures in Arizona for the four-year 

engineering/construction period are listed in Table 5. Again, most of these expenditures would 

occur in the construction, mining support, and business services sectors. 

 

3.1.2 Production/Post-Production Phase 

 

Total direct spending associated with the production/post-production phase (including 

reclamation and mine closure activities) will be more than $5.1 billion over a 25-year period. 

These expenditures will produce the following direct economic impacts within the 

Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties study area: $1.5 billion in purchases of goods and services 

from local suppliers (shown as non-labor expenditures); an average of 406 jobs and $438 million 

in wages and salaries paid to area workers; and $132 million in revenues to local area 

governments. The annual figures for each of these measures are shown in Table 4. 

 

The direct economic impacts of the production/post-production phase for the State of Arizona 

will produce substantially larger amounts of purchases of goods and services from Arizona 
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Total 
Production/Post-Production

Expenditures
Engineering/ Wages Local 
Construction Non-Labor & Government
Expenditures Expenditures Salaries Revenues Employment

Total 204.9 2,101.1 1,531.4 437.8 132.0
Annual Average* 51.2 100.8 74.4 20.2 6.2 406

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 14.2 0.2
PP2 63.1 11.2 4.8 5.4 1.0 158
PP1 113.8 39.9 20.7 17.2 2.0 341

Production Phase
1 13.9 96.5 69.9 20.9 5.7 421
2 106.9 79.9 20.9 6.1 422
3 103.1 76.8 21.0 5.3 426
4 103.7 76.7 21.1 5.9 426
5 104.1 77.7 21.1 5.3 426
6 106.0 79.2 21.1 5.7 426
7 103.6 76.8 21.1 5.7 426
8 98.6 72.3 21.1 5.2 426
9 103.5 75.8 21.1 6.6 426

10 106.0 78.0 21.1 7.0 426
11 109.2 80.8 21.9 6.6 444
12 101.8 74.3 21.9 5.7 444
13 105.9 77.7 21.9 6.3 444
14 106.2 77.7 21.9 6.7 444
15 104.6 75.9 21.9 6.8 444
16 97.5 72.9 17.9 6.7 354
17 89.1 65.6 16.5 7.0 326
18 89.3 65.7 16.4 7.2 326
19 90.6 67.5 16.3 6.8 326
20 88.8 66.1 16.5 6.2 326

Post-Production Phase
21 33.4 17.4 11.5 4.4 326
22 1.1 1.1
23 0.1 0.1

*Annual average values refer to years 1 - 20 when full production activities will occur.

Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding.

Source: Computed from information in the results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

(Millions 2008$)

Table 4: Rosemont Copper Project - Direct Impacts by Year
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area
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Total 
Production/Post-Production

Expenditures
Engineering/ Wages State
Construction Non-Labor & Government
Expenditures Expenditures Salaries Revenues Employment

Total 221.4 2,584.9 1,922.3 437.8 224.8
Annual Average* 55.4 124.1 92.9 20.2 11.0 406

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 15.3
PP2 68.1 14.9 9.5 5.4 0.0 158
PP1 123.0 52.6 34.6 17.2 0.9 341

Production Phase
1 15.0 118.4 89.3 20.9 8.2 421
2 132.5 100.9 20.9 10.7 422
3 127.5 98.8 21.0 7.7 426
4 129.1 98.1 21.1 10.0 426
5 129.5 100.8 21.1 7.6 426
6 132.2 102.0 21.1 9.2 426
7 128.4 98.1 21.1 9.3 426
8 120.9 91.5 21.1 8.3 426
9 128.3 94.4 21.1 12.8 426

10 132.4 97.3 21.1 14.0 426
11 137.5 103.1 21.9 12.4 444
12 123.8 92.9 21.9 9.0 444
13 131.1 97.8 21.9 11.4 444
14 131.4 96.7 21.9 12.8 444
15 128.1 93.0 21.9 13.2 444
16 118.9 88.2 17.9 12.7 354
17 107.2 77.0 16.5 13.8 326
18 107.7 77.0 16.4 14.3 326
19 110.5 81.2 16.3 13.0 326
20 106.6 79.6 16.5 10.6 326

Post-Production Phase
21 32.8 18.3 11.5 2.9 326
22 1.1 2.2
23 0.1 0.3

*Annual average values refer to years 1 - 20 when full production activities will occur.

Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding.

Source: Computed from information in the results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

(Millions 2008$)

Table 5: Rosemont Copper Project - Direct Impacts by Year
State of Arizona
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suppliers – $1.9 billion – and $225 million in state government revenues. The annual figures for 

the direct impacts for the State of Arizona are shown in Table 5. 

 

3.2 Total Impacts 

 

This section summarizes the results from the REMI model. The total impacts of the Project are 

measured in terms of: 
� Output – The dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region. 

� Gross Regional Product – The dollar value of all goods and services produced for final 

demand in the region. It excludes the value of intermediate goods and services 

purchased as inputs to final production. 

� Personal Income – The total income received by residents of the region from all sources. 

� Total Employment – the number of full- and part-time jobs by place of work. 

� Government Revenues – taxes and other payments received by the region’s 

government(s). 

 

3.2.1 Engineering /Construction Phase 

 

3.2.1.A  Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties 

 

The development of the Rosemont Copper Project site over a four-year 

engineering/construction period will produce substantial benefits for the Cochise/Pima/Santa 

Cruz Counties study area. It will generate an average annual increase of $96 million in 

economic activity in the area (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from local 

suppliers) and will provide a total of 3,600 person-years of employment for local workers. The 

wages and salaries and non-labor income (dividends, interest, rent, proprietors’ income and net 

profits) produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $38 million per year in 

additional income to area residents and $5 million per year in incremental revenues to local 

governments in the region. Over the entire engineering/construction period, these impacts are 

equivalent to $385 million in additional demand for goods and services from local suppliers, 
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$245 million in gross regional product, $152 million in personal income, and $18 million in local 

government revenues (Table 6).  

 

The economic impacts of the engineering/construction phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 

will not be confined to the study area’s mining and construction industries. The overall 

economic impacts (taking into account the combination of the direct and indirect effects) will be 

felt across all sectors of its economy. The strongest impacts will be on the construction, 

manufacturing, trade, business services, and health/social assistance sectors. Appendix tables 

A1, A2, and A3 show the incremental private-sector economic activity in each of 19 major 

industries in terms of output, employment, and earnings respectively. 

 

 3.2.1.B  The State of Arizona 

 

The development of the Rosemont Copper Project site will produce even larger benefits for the 

State of Arizona. It will generate an average annual increase of $122 million in economic activity 

in the state (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from Arizona suppliers) and 

will provide a total of 3,900 person-years of employment for Arizona workers. The wages and 

salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $45 

million per year in additional income to state residents and $6 million per year in incremental 

state government revenues. Over the entire engineering/construction period, these impacts are 

equivalent to $489 million in additional demand for goods and services from Arizona suppliers, 

$317 million in gross regional product, $182 million in personal income, and $23 million in state 

government revenues (Table 7).  

 

The economic impacts of the engineering/construction phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 

will not be confined to Arizona’s mining and construction industries. The overall economic 

impacts (accounting for both the direct and indirect effects) will be felt across all sectors of its 

economy. The strongest impacts would be on the construction, manufacturing, trade, and 

business services sectors. Appendix tables A4, A5, and A6 list the incremental private-sector 

economic activity in each of 19 major industries in terms of output, employment, and earnings 

respectively. 
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Gross Local
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total* 385.4 245.4 151.5 3,627 18.0
Annual Average 96.4 61.3 37.9 907 4.5

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 25.2 15.8 9.0 245 1.2
PP2 114.2 72.0 41.7 1,089 5.3
PP1 207.8 130.9 77.3 1,930 9.7

Production Phase
1 38.2 26.7 23.6 363 1.8

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

* Total figure for employment is measured in terms of person-years of employment.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 6: Rosemont Copper Project - Engineering/Construction Phase - Total Impacts by Year

(Millions 2008$)
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area

Seidman Research Institute, W. P. Carey School of Business Page 20 of 56



Gross State
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total* 489.4 316.8 181.5 3,909 23.2
Annual Average 122.4 79.2 45.4 977 5.8

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 31.6 20.2 10.8 263 1.5
PP2 144.1 92.6 50.0 1,172 6.9
PP1 263.8 169.4 93.1 2,086 12.5

Production Phase
1 49.9 34.7 27.7 388 2.2

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

* Total figure for employment is measured in terms of person-years of employment.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 7: Rosemont Copper Project - Engineering/Construction Phase - Total Impacts by Year

(Millions 2008$)
State of Arizona
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3.2.1.C  The United States 

 

The development of the Rosemont Copper Project site will also produce substantial benefits to 

the national economy. It will generate an average annual increase of $568 million in economic 

activity (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from U.S. suppliers) and will 

provide a total of 11,600 person-years of employment for U.S. workers. The wages and salaries 

and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $167 

million per year in additional income to U.S. residents and $53 million per year in incremental 

revenues to the federal government. Over the entire engineering/construction period, these 

impacts are equivalent to $2.3 billion in additional demand for goods and services, $1.2 billion 

in gross domestic product, $668 million in personal income, and $210 million in federal 

government revenues (Table 8).  

 

The overall economic impacts (taking into account the combination of the direct and indirect 

effects) will be distributed broadly across all sectors of the U.S. economy. The strongest impacts 

would be on the manufacturing, trade, and business services sectors. Appendix tables A7, A8, 

and A9 show the incremental private-sector economic activity in each of 19 major industries in 

terms of output, employment, and earnings respectively. 

 

3.2.2  Production/Post-Production Phase 

 

The economic benefits associated with the operation of the Rosemont Mine will be much larger 

in scale than those generated by its construction for all three levels of geography.  

 

3.2.2.A  Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties 

 

Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $701 million in economic 

activity (measured in terms of incremental regional output) within the three-county study area 

and will provide an average of 2,100 jobs for area residents. The wages and salaries and non-

labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $140 million per 
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Gross Federal
Domestic Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total* 2,272.9 1,207.1 667.5 11,560 210.1
Annual Average 568.2 301.8 166.9 2,890 52.5

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 157.9 81.3 39.2 840 14.2
PP2 705.8 370.8 191.2 3,669 64.6
PP1 1,270.5 674.7 357.0 6,386 117.5

Production Phase
1 138.8 80.2 80.1 665 14.0

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well and value added.
Gross domestic product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

* Total figure for employment is measured in terms of person-years of employment.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 8: Rosemont Copper Project - Engineering/Construction Phase - Total Impacts by Year

(Millions 2008$)
United States of America
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year in additional income to area residents and $19 million per year in incremental revenues to 

local governments in the study area. (All measured over the 20-year production period.) Over 

the entire production/post-production period, these impacts are equivalent to $15 billion in 

additional output, $8 billion in gross regional product, $3 billion in personal income, and $404 

million in local government revenues (Table 9).  

 

The economic impacts of the production/post-production phase of the Rosemont Copper 

Project will not be confined to the mining industry. The overall economic impacts (taking into 

account both the direct and indirect effects) will be felt across all sectors of the study area’s 

economy. The strongest impacts would be on the mining, utility, manufacturing, trade, real 

estate/rental/leasing, and business services sectors. Appendix tables A10, A11, and A12 show 

the incremental private-sector economic activity in each of 19 major industries in terms of 

output, employment, and earnings respectively. 

 

3.2.2.B  The State of Arizona 

 

Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $907 million in economic 

activity (measured in terms of incremental output) within the State of Arizona and will provide 

an average of 2,900 jobs for state residents. The wages and salaries and non-labor income 

produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $214 million per year in 

additional income to state residents and $32 million per year in incremental state government 

revenues. (All measured over the 20-year production period.) Over the entire production/post-

production period, these impacts are equivalent to $19 billion in additional output, $11 billion in 

gross regional product, $5 billion in personal income, and $681 million in state government 

revenues (Table 10).  

 

The economic impacts of the production/post-production phase of the Rosemont Copper 

Project will not be confined to the state’s mining industry. The overall economic impacts (taking 

into account the combination of direct and indirect effects) will be widely distributed across all 

sectors of the Arizona economy. The strongest impacts would be on the mining, utility, 

construction, manufacturing, trade, real estate/rental/leasing, and business services sectors. 
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Gross Local
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total 14,649.7 8,053.9 3,144.7 404.0
Annual Average* 701.3 382.5 139.8 2,106 18.8

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3
PP2 65.0 39.8 19.0 495 2.3
PP1 166.9 100.9 46.9 1,156 5.8

Production Phase
1 620.4 338.3 91.2 2,045 15.8
2 812.2 433.4 107.4 2,227 17.5
3 664.5 364.9 110.5 2,178 16.8
4 741.1 401.2 118.1 2,204 17.7
5 656.7 362.9 121.6 2,178 17.3
6 718.6 391.6 128.1 2,199 18.0
7 731.0 396.4 131.6 2,175 18.1
8 733.1 395.0 133.3 2,116 17.4
9 725.7 394.4 139.9 2,168 19.3

10 747.1 405.2 145.2 2,196 20.0
11 717.6 393.7 151.6 2,253 20.2
12 594.3 336.4 149.9 2,153 19.1
13 684.7 378.7 156.7 2,211 20.2
14 731.6 400.6 162.1 2,232 20.9
15 738.5 404.0 165.9 2,224 21.2
16 694.4 379.2 156.6 1,973 19.6
17 697.7 376.9 153.0 1,852 19.3
18 716.0 385.1 155.4 1,851 19.6
19 690.7 374.6 158.8 1,861 19.5
20 609.6 338.2 158.4 1,819 18.9

Post-Production Phase
21 286.5 177.0 136.2 1,455 14.4
22 57.3 46.2 77.3 438 2.7
23 48.6 39.2 70.1 369 2.3

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

*Annual average values refer to years 1 - 20 when full production activity will occur.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 9: Rosemont Copper Project - Production/Post-Production Phase - Total Impacts by Year 

(Millions 2008$)
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area
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Gross State
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total 19,206.2 10,833.3 4,808.4 681.4
Annual Average* 907.1 508.5 214.1 2,906 31.9

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3
PP2 113.3 68.4 32.9 689 4.2
PP1 280.2 166.0 78.1 1,581 11.1

Production Phase
1 798.9 444.7 143.1 2,810 25.6
2 1,008.5 553.0 168.7 3,111 29.9
3 854.9 477.1 169.8 2,929 26.7
4 940.6 522.2 184.0 3,045 29.7
5 851.4 477.5 184.9 2,903 27.3
6 918.1 510.7 195.0 2,965 29.4
7 930.0 515.6 199.6 2,934 29.5
8 923.1 506.4 197.7 2,778 28.1
9 934.6 524.4 216.3 3,038 33.8

10 966.0 543.1 227.3 3,130 35.7
11 943.4 532.6 234.5 3,139 35.1
12 803.0 460.4 224.7 2,864 30.8
13 905.0 512.4 236.2 3,007 34.1
14 959.2 540.8 246.5 3,086 36.2
15 968.7 546.4 252.9 3,090 36.9
16 901.8 509.0 238.3 2,765 34.0
17 899.0 505.9 236.1 2,669 34.0
18 921.9 517.6 241.6 2,688 35.0
19 900.0 506.7 244.7 2,654 34.1
20 813.0 463.1 240.3 2,517 31.6

Post-Production Phase
21 450.0 274.2 204.2 1,940 19.4
22 119.8 83.9 111.7 631 4.9
23 101.9 71.0 99.6 523 4.2

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

*Annual average values refer to years 1 - 20 when full production activity will occur.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 10: Rosemont Copper Project - Production/Post-Production Phase - Total Impacts by Year 

(Millions 2008$)
State of Arizona
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Appendix tables A13, A14, and A15 present the incremental private-sector economic activity in 

each of 19 major industries in terms of output, employment, and earnings respectively. 

 

3.2.2.C  The United States 

 

Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $1.3 billion in economic 

activity for the nation and will provide an average of 4,200 jobs for U.S. residents. The wages 

and salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average 

of $352 million per year in additional income to U.S. residents and $128 million per year in 

incremental revenues for the federal government. (All measured over the 20-year production 

period.) Over the entire production/post-production period, these impacts are equivalent to $27 

billion in additional output, $15 billion in gross domestic product, $8 billion in personal income, 

and $3 billion in federal government revenues (Table 11).  

 

The overall economic impacts (accounting for both the direct and indirect effects) will be widely 

distributed across all sectors of the U.S. economy. The strongest impacts would be on the utility, 

manufacturing, trade, finance/insurance, and business services sectors. Appendix tables A16, 

A17, and A18 show the incremental private-sector economic activity in each of 19 major 

industries in terms of output, employment, and earnings respectively. 

 

4. Concluding Observations 
 

4.1 Population Changes 
 

Unlike most other regional economic impact models, REMI is a dynamic model that produces 

integrated multiyear forecasts and accounts for dynamic feedbacks among its economic and 

demographic variables.  As such, it provides forecasts of the demographic impacts of the 

development and operation of the Rosemont mine in addition to forecasts of economic 

variables.  
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Gross Federal
Domestic Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total 27,267.7 15,283.3 7,578.7 2,660.5
Annual Average* 1,309.4 732.4 352.3 4,169 127.5

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3
PP2 166.1 89.9 44.3 813 15.6
PP1 477.7 254.2 122.0 2,250 44.3

Production Phase
1 1,213.9 658.5 259.1 4,422 114.6
2 1,489.9 814.7 316.7 5,094 141.8
3 1,254.3 676.3 284.6 4,266 117.7
4 1,372.2 755.2 321.5 4,641 131.5
5 1,247.0 674.5 304.2 4,109 117.4
6 1,342.9 732.1 328.5 4,344 127.4
7 1,334.0 729.7 332.5 4,188 127.0
8 1,256.9 664.0 295.0 3,563 115.6
9 1,389.5 788.4 378.4 4,656 137.2

10 1,447.2 830.7 403.0 4,875 144.6
11 1,422.8 805.1 401.4 4,719 140.1
12 1,161.6 647.4 342.2 3,703 112.7
13 1,320.6 742.9 381.3 4,156 129.3
14 1,399.6 794.1 407.0 4,375 138.2
15 1,383.1 789.0 409.5 4,313 137.3
16 1,273.1 728.9 382.7 3,797 126.9
17 1,252.2 728.7 383.9 3,750 126.9
18 1,290.3 750.7 393.5 3,797 130.7
19 1,259.3 722.7 383.2 3,594 125.8
20 1,078.2 614.7 337.4 3,016 107.0

Post-Production Phase
21 497.3 298.7 233.6 1,656 52.0
22 -28.8 -1.6 75.8 -219 -0.3
23 -33.4 -6.2 57.6 -250 -1.1

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross domestic product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

*Annual average values refer to years 1 - 20 when full production activity will occur.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 11: Rosemont Copper Project - Production/Post-Production Phase - Total Impacts by Year 

(Millions 2008$)
United States of America
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The results of the analysis indicate that net migration into the Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz 

Counties study area will increase by more than 300 per year in the early years of operation and 

then lessen, with an annual average net migration figure of about 150 over the entire 20-year 

production period. This increase in net migration would mean that the population of the study 

area would be approximately 2,000 larger after five years and more than 4,000 larger by the end 

of the production period compared with a situation in which the Rosemont Copper Project was 

not developed. 

 

Similarly, the results of the state-level analysis indicate that net migration into Arizona will 

increase by more than 500 per year in the early years of operation and then lessen, with an 

annual average net migration figure of about 230 over the entire 20-year production period. 

This increase in net migration would mean that the state’s population would be approximately 

3,000 larger after five years and 7,000 larger by the end of the production period compared with 

a situation in which the Rosemont Copper Project had not been developed. 

 

4.2 Residual Impacts 
 

Results from the REMI forecasts of economic activity for the years after the closure of the mine 

show that the Rosemont Copper Project would have lasting effects on the economy of the three-

county study area over and above the impacts during its 26-year ”active” period. Permanent 

changes to the business community, to the labor market, to local governments, and to many 

other aspects of the local economy would occur as a result of the development and operations of 

the Rosemont mine. These changes will result in residual economic impacts in the 

Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties area. The forecast results indicate that the level of 

economic activity would be $52 million per year higher, area residents’ income $68 million per 

year higher, employment more than 300 higher, and local government revenues $2 million per 

year higher than if the Rosemont Copper Project had never existed. Annual figures for each of 

these measures for the ten years after closure are listed in Table 12. 

 

The REMI state-level forecast for years after the closure of the mine show that the Rosemont 

Copper Project would also have similar lasting effects on the Arizona economy. Permanent 

Seidman Research Institute, W. P. Carey School of Business Page 29 of 56



Gross Local
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total* 518.4 382.3 675.6 22.9
Annual Average 51.8 38.2 67.6 347 2.3

Year
Post-Closure

24 45.1 36.0 65.9 338 2.2
25 44.5 34.9 63.6 326 2.1
26 45.4 34.9 62.8 325 2.1
27 47.3 35.7 63.1 331 2.1
28 50.0 36.9 64.5 340 2.2
29 52.7 38.4 66.6 350 2.3
30 55.1 39.6 68.6 357 2.4
31 57.4 40.9 70.9 363 2.4
32 59.5 42.0 73.4 368 2.5
33 61.4 43.1 76.2 371 2.6

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

*Total figures refer to the sum of years 24-33. Residual impacts would continue after year 33.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 12: Rosemont Copper Project -  Residual Impacts by Year 

(Millions 2008$)
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area
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changes to the business community, to the labor market, to the state government, and to many 

other aspects of the Arizona economy would occur as a result of economic activity induced by 

the development and operation of the Rosemont mine, and these changes would result in 

residual economic impacts within Arizona. The state-level forecast results indicate that the level 

of economic activity would be $111 million per year higher, the state residents’ income $96 

million per year greater, employment 500 higher, and state government revenues $4 million per 

year higher than if the Rosemont Copper Project had never existed. Annual figures for each of 

these measures for the ten years after the end of operations are provided in Table 13.  

 

Results from the REMI national forecast do not show similar lasting effects for the overall U.S. 

economy. 
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Gross State
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total* 1,111.6 655.6 956.4 43.7
Annual Average 111.2 65.6 95.6 498 4.4

Year
Post-Production Phase

24 94.8 58.8 92.5 474 3.9
25 94.1 57.8 89.2 458 3.9
26 97.2 59.0 88.3 462 3.9
27 102.0 61.2 89.2 475 4.1
28 107.7 63.9 91.3 490 4.3
29 113.1 66.4 94.0 504 4.4
30 118.8 69.0 97.4 518 4.6
31 123.5 71.2 100.8 526 4.7
32 128.2 73.4 104.9 534 4.9
33 132.3 75.1 109.0 539 5.0

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

*Total figures refer to the sum of years 24-33. Residual impacts would continue after year 33.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 13: Rosemont Copper Project - Residual Impacts by Year 

(Millions 2008$)
State of Arizona
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX 
 

A1. Economic Impact Analysis Using the REMI Model 
 

This study used the REMI PI+ regional forecasting model to produce numeric estimates of the 

economic impacts associated with the construction, operation, and closure of the Rosemont 

mine.  The general method for estimating impacts using the REMI model involves 4 steps: 

 

1. Preparation of a baseline or control forecast for the study area – this baseline scenario 

provides a forecast of the future path of the study area’s economy based on a 

combination of the extrapolation of current economic conditions and an exogenous 

forecast of relevant economic variables without any changes in public policy or other 

external factors. 

2. Development of a policy scenario – this policy scenario describes the direct effects that 

the event(s) – in this case the construction, operation, and closure of the Rosemont mine 

would have on the study area’s economy. 

3. Preparation of a forecast simulation of the area economy based on the policy scenario – 

this alternative forecast provides a forecast of the future path of the area economy 

incorporating the effects of the changes specified in the policy scenario. 

4. Comparison of the baseline and policy scenario forecasts – the differences between the 

future values of each variable in the forecasts provide numeric estimates of the nature 

and magnitudes of the economic impacts of Rosemont Copper Project on the study area. 

 

A2. The REMI Model 
 

REMI is an economic-demographic forecasting and simulation model developed by Regional 

Economic Models Inc.  REMI is designed to forecast the impact of public policies and external 

events on an economy and its population.  The REMI model is recognized by the business and 

academic community as the leading regional forecast/simulation tool available. A complete 

explanation of the model and discussion of the empirical estimation of the 

parameters/equations are given in Regional Economic Modeling: A Systematic Approach to 
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Economic Forecasting and Policy Analysis (Treyz), Policy Insight 9.5: Model Documentation (REMI),  

Introduction to PI+: The Next Generation of Policy Insight (REMI), and PI+: Changes from Policy 

Insight v9.5 (REMI).  

 

The REMI models used for this analysis were all versions of Policy Insight Model PI+ Version 

1.1 leased from Regional Economic Models Inc. by a consortium of State agencies, including 

Arizona State University, for economic forecasting and policy analysis.   

 

A3.  Updating of the Baseline or Control Forecast 
 

The PI+ v 1.1 models were delivered with national and local datasets containing data through 

2007 and also with national and local baseline forecasts prepared by Regional Economic Models 

Inc. The REMI model incorporates procedures for updating the datasets and the baseline 

forecasts with more recent data. The research team performed these procedures to prepare 

updated baseline forecasts for this study. In practice, the methodology requires first updating 

the national baseline forecast since forecast values of national economic variables are important 

inputs to the state-level and county-level forecasts. 

 

The national forecast was updated by using 2008 data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic 

Analysis and forecast data for the 2009–2017 period from the latest available Global Insight 

national forecast (September 2009). The baseline forecast of the Arizona model was updated 

based on 2008 employment data from the Arizona Department of Commerce.  

 

A4. Definition of the Local Study Area 
 

REMI is a county-based model, so that the study area must be defined in terms of one or more 

Arizona counties. The site on which the Rosemont Copper Project is being developed is located 

in Pima County southeast of the Tucson urbanized area, near the border with Santa Cruz 

County, and also in relatively close proximity to Cochise County. The approved bounds of 

analysis for the environment impact assessment have been defined by the U.S. Forest Service to 

include three counties – Cochise, Pima, and Santa Cruz Counties. Based on this definition, the 
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combined three-county region was specified as the study area for the county-level REMI 

economic impact analysis. 

 

A5. Definition of the Study Period 
 

REMI is a dynamic model that produces integrated multiyear forecasts.  The analysis of the 

economic impacts of the Rosemont Copper Project has employed this feature of the model. The 

feasibility study provides annual information relating to both capital and operating costs for the 

projected lifetime of the Project. The timeline for the Project in the study includes three pre-

production years (designated years PP3 through PP1 in this report), a production period of 20 

years (designated years 1 through 20), and a post-production period of three years (years 21 

through 23). The first year of the post-production period (Year 21) includes some production 

activity during the first part of the year. The economic impact analysis of the construction phase 

provides estimates of the impacts over the four-year engineering/construction period specified 

in the feasibility study (year PP3 to year 1). The analysis of the production/post-production 

phase encompasses a 25-year period (years PP2 through year 23).  

 

The REMI model requires specification of calendar year time periods for its forecast process. 

Based on a timeline on the Rosemont Copper Project website, the study period starting date 

(PP3) was assumed to be 2009. 

 

A6. Calculation of the Direct Impacts 
 

All of the estimates of the direct impacts of the Rosemont Copper Project were based on the 

economic and financial information contained in the Rosemont Copper Project Updated Feasibility 

Study (M3 Engineering and Technology Corp.). Information from two other reports relating to 

the Rosemont Copper Project was also used to supplement the information in the feasibility 

study: 

� Data relating to reclamation costs from the Mined Land Reclamation Plan (Tetra Tech Inc). 

� Information relating to various aspects of construction and operation from the Mine Plan 

of Operations (WestLand Resources Inc). 
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The REMI model requires input data in very specific formats. In particular, the data must 

conform to the 70 economic sectors in the model. In many cases the economic data provided by 

the feasibility study and the other two reports were not sufficiently detailed to be used directly 

as inputs for the REMI model. Detailed data from the direct requirements table in the U.S. 

Benchmark Input-Output Accounts (U. S. Bureau of Economic Analysis) were used to convert the 

information into a form usable by the model. The direct requirements coefficients for each 

industry specify the dollar amount of inputs from each supplying industry needed to produce a 

dollar of industry output.  

 

A7. Government Revenues 
 

Estimates of revenues received by each of the three levels of government from Rosemont 

Copper operations were based on tax information contained in the Rosemont Copper Project 

Updated Feasibility Study. The share of state transactions privilege tax, severance tax, and income 

tax collections distributed to the area local governments was calculated from data in the 

Arizona Department of Revenue FY2008 Annual Report. 

 

Estimates of revenues received by area local governments and the state government as a result 

of the incremental economic activity induced by Rosemont Copper operations and/or 

construction activities were based on ratios of collections per dollar of gross regional product 

calculated from data obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s State and Local Government Finances 

database. Estimates of revenues received by the federal government as a result of the incremental 

economic activity induced by Rosemont Copper operations and/or construction activities were 

based on ratios of collections per dollar of gross domestic product calculated from data 

obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2009 Statistical Abstract. 
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total Non-Farm Private Sector 385.4 96.4 25.2 114.2 207.8 38.2
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mining 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0
Utilities 4.9 1.2 0.3 1.4 2.5 0.8
Construction 80.7 20.2 4.9 22.9 42.8 10.0
Manufacturing 104.4 26.1 7.4 32.2 58.3 6.6
Wholesale Trade 9.7 2.4 0.6 2.9 5.2 1.0
Retail Trade 21.0 5.3 1.3 6.0 10.9 2.9
Transp, Warehousing 2.5 0.6 0.2 0.7 1.3 0.3
Information 6.0 1.5 0.4 1.7 3.1 0.8
Finance, Insurance 12.2 3.1 0.9 3.9 6.7 0.8
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 24.2 6.0 1.4 6.6 12.3 3.8
Profess, Tech Services 71.0 17.8 4.7 21.5 38.9 5.9
Mngmt of Co, Enter 2.2 0.6 0.2 0.7 1.2 0.2
Admin, Waste Services 9.9 2.5 0.6 2.9 5.3 1.1
Educational Services 0.9 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.2
Health Care, Social Asst 21.0 5.3 1.4 6.4 11.2 2.0
Arts, Enter, Rec 1.8 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.3
Accom, Food Services 5.6 1.4 0.3 1.5 2.8 0.9
Other Services (excl Gov) 7.1 1.8 0.5 2.1 3.8 0.8

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including all 
  intermediate goods as well as value added.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A1: Total Economic Impacts

Output by Industry
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area

(Millions of 2008 $)

  Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 

Seidman Research Institute, W. P. Carey School of Business Page 39 of 56



Annual
Industry/Year Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Private Non-farm Employment 789 212 948 1,686 311
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 1 0
Utilities 2 0 2 3 1
Construction 196 50 227 416 91
Manufacturing 103 31 130 226 23
Wholesale Trade 15 4 18 31 5
Retail Trade 64 17 75 131 32
Transp, Warehousing 6 2 7 12 2
Information 5 1 6 11 2
Finance, Insurance 20 6 27 44 4
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 38 9 42 77 24
Profess, Tech Services 166 46 204 363 50
Mngmt of Co, Enter 5 1 6 11 1
Admin, Waste Services 46 12 55 98 17
Educational Services 6 1 6 11 4
Health Care, Social Asst 51 14 61 106 21
Arts, Enter, Rec 12 3 14 26 6
Accom, Food Services 26 6 29 53 17
Other Services (excl Gov) 31 9 39 66 11

Employment includes full-time and part-time jobs by place of work. Employees, sole proprietors, 
  and active partners are included, but unpaid family workers and volunteers are excluded.
  Public sector and farm workers are excluded. 

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Private Non-Farm Employment by Industry
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area

Appendix Table A2: Total Economic Impacts
 Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project  
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total, Non-Farm Private Sector 149.8 37.4 9.3 42.9 79.3 18.2
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mining 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
Utilities 0.9 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.2
Construction 31.1 7.8 1.9 8.7 16.3 4.2
Manufacturing 32.7 8.2 2.1 9.5 18.1 3.1
Wholesale Trade 4.1 1.0 0.2 1.2 2.1 0.6
Retail Trade 8.8 2.2 0.5 2.4 4.4 1.5
Transp, Warehousing 1.2 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.2
Information 1.8 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.3
Finance, Insurance 4.9 1.2 0.3 1.5 2.6 0.5
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 1.8 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.3
Profess, Tech Services 35.8 9.0 2.4 10.8 19.4 3.2
Mngmt of Co, Enter 1.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.1
Admin, Waste Services 5.5 1.4 0.3 1.5 2.8 0.8
Educational Services 0.6 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1
Health Care, Social Asst 12.5 3.1 0.8 3.5 6.3 1.8
Arts, Enter, Rec 0.8 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.1
Accom, Food Services 2.5 0.6 0.1 0.6 1.2 0.5
Other Services (excl Gov) 3.2 0.8 0.2 0.9 1.6 0.5

Earnings by place of work is the sum of wage and salary disbursements, supplements to 
  wages and salaries, and proprietors’ income.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A3: Total Economic Impacts

Earnings by Place of Work by Industry
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area

(Millions of 2008 $)

Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total Non-Farm Private Sector 489.4 122.4 31.6 144.1 263.8 49.9
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mining 1.0 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.1
Utilities 6.2 1.6 0.4 1.7 3.2 0.9
Construction 99.5 24.9 5.9 27.7 52.3 13.7
Manufacturing 127.0 31.7 8.8 38.8 70.7 8.7
Wholesale Trade 20.6 5.2 1.3 6.1 11.1 2.1
Retail Trade 27.2 6.8 1.6 7.7 14.3 3.6
Transp, Warehousing 7.2 1.8 0.5 2.1 3.9 0.7
Information 9.9 2.5 0.6 2.9 5.3 1.1
Finance, Insurance 22.9 5.7 1.6 7.3 12.7 1.2
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 34.4 8.6 2.0 9.5 17.7 5.2
Profess, Tech Services 70.0 17.5 4.6 21.2 38.3 5.9
Mngmt of Co, Enter 5.6 1.4 0.4 1.7 3.1 0.4
Admin, Waste Services 12.6 3.1 0.8 3.7 6.8 1.2
Educational Services 1.8 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.3
Health Care, Social Asst 23.8 6.0 1.6 7.2 12.8 2.2
Arts, Enter, Rec 3.1 0.8 0.2 0.9 1.6 0.4
Accom, Food Services 7.7 1.9 0.5 2.1 3.9 1.2
Other Services (excl Gov) 8.8 2.2 0.6 2.6 4.7 0.9

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including all 
  intermediate goods as well as value added.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A4: Total Economic Impacts

Output by Industry
State of Arizona

(Millions of 2008 $)

  Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 
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Annual
Industry/Year Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Private Non-farm Employment 858 229 1,029 1,832 341
Forestry, Fishing, Other 1 0 1 1 0
Mining 1 0 1 2 0
Utilities 2 0 2 4 1
Construction 199 49 226 418 102
Manufacturing 123 37 155 270 30
Wholesale Trade 23 6 28 48 8
Retail Trade 72 19 85 150 35
Transp, Warehousing 13 3 16 28 5
Information 9 2 11 18 3
Finance, Insurance 30 9 39 66 5
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 36 9 40 73 22
Profess, Tech Services 157 43 193 344 49
Mngmt of Co, Enter 7 2 9 15 2
Admin, Waste Services 44 12 54 96 15
Educational Services 8 2 8 15 5
Health Care, Social Asst 53 14 64 113 20
Arts, Enter, Rec 13 3 15 26 6
Accom, Food Services 32 8 35 65 20
Other Services (excl Gov) 38 11 47 80 13

Employment includes full-time and part-time jobs by place of work. Employees, sole proprietors, 
  and active partners are included, but unpaid family workers and volunteers are excluded.
  Public sector and farm workers are excluded. 

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Private Non-Farm Employment by Industry
State of Arizona

Appendix Table A5: Total Economic Impacts
 Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project  
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total, Non-Farm Private Sector 181.9 45.5 11.3 52.0 95.8 22.8
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mining 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.1
Utilities 1.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.2
Construction 37.6 9.4 2.2 10.3 19.5 5.6
Manufacturing 37.5 9.4 2.4 11.0 20.6 3.5
Wholesale Trade 8.6 2.2 0.5 2.4 4.5 1.2
Retail Trade 11.1 2.8 0.6 3.0 5.6 1.8
Transp, Warehousing 2.9 0.7 0.2 0.8 1.5 0.4
Information 2.7 0.7 0.2 0.8 1.4 0.4
Finance, Insurance 8.9 2.2 0.6 2.6 4.7 1.0
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 3.2 0.8 0.2 0.8 1.6 0.6
Profess, Tech Services 35.1 8.8 2.3 10.6 18.9 3.2
Mngmt of Co, Enter 2.9 0.7 0.2 0.8 1.5 0.3
Admin, Waste Services 7.1 1.8 0.4 2.0 3.7 1.0
Educational Services 1.2 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.2
Health Care, Social Asst 13.3 3.3 0.8 3.8 6.8 1.8
Arts, Enter, Rec 1.3 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.7 0.2
Accom, Food Services 3.3 0.8 0.2 0.9 1.6 0.6
Other Services (excl Gov) 3.6 0.9 0.2 1.0 1.9 0.5

Earnings by place of work is the sum of wage and salary disbursements, supplements to 
  wages and salaries, and proprietors’ income.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A6: Total Economic Impacts

Earnings by Place of Work by Industry
State of Arizona

(Millions of 2008 $)

Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total Non-Farm Private Sector 2,272.9 568.2 157.9 705.8 1,270.5 138.8
Forestry, Fishing, Other 1.855 0.5 0.1 0.6 1.0 0.1
Mining 82.395 20.6 5.8 25.5 45.8 5.3
Utilities 22.237 5.6 1.7 7.0 12.2 1.4
Construction 97.960 24.5 6.7 28.9 53.8 8.5
Manufacturing 1079.157 269.8 75.2 333.8 602.8 67.4
Wholesale Trade 115.598 28.9 7.8 35.8 65.1 6.8
Retail Trade 69.244 17.3 5.1 22.1 39.0 3.0
Transp, Warehousing 53.695 13.4 3.7 16.9 29.9 3.2
Information 77.871 19.5 5.2 24.0 44.3 4.3
Finance, Insurance 139.464 34.9 9.5 43.9 78.9 7.2
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 94.772 23.7 6.8 29.5 52.4 6.1
Profess, Tech Services 179.112 44.8 12.2 55.0 100.1 11.9
Mngmt of Co, Enter 60.346 15.1 4.4 18.9 33.6 3.5
Admin, Waste Services 43.503 10.9 2.9 13.4 24.4 2.9
Educational Services 6.793 1.7 0.5 2.1 3.8 0.4
Health Care, Social Asst 78.996 19.7 5.3 26.0 44.4 3.3
Arts, Enter, Rec 11.410 2.9 0.8 3.6 6.4 0.6
Accom, Food Services 24.171 6.0 1.9 7.7 13.4 1.2
Other Services (excl Gov) 34.369 8.6 2.4 11.0 19.3 1.7

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including all 
  intermediate goods as well as value added.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A7: Total Economic Impacts

Output by Industry
United States of America

(Millions of 2008 $)

  Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 
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Annual
Industry/Year Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Private Non-farm Employment 2,862 832 3,634 6,325 657
Forestry, Fishing, Other 6 2 7 13 3
Mining 85 25 106 186 21
Utilities 6 2 8 14 1
Construction 212 60 252 462 72
Manufacturing 822 244 1,045 1,798 199
Wholesale Trade 127 38 162 281 27
Retail Trade 198 63 260 439 31
Transp, Warehousing 104 29 132 230 24
Information 50 15 64 111 10
Finance, Insurance 135 38 174 301 25
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 69 20 87 151 16
Profess, Tech Services 327 91 404 727 85
Mngmt of Co, Enter 56 17 71 124 13
Admin, Waste Services 165 45 206 365 42
Educational Services 28 8 35 62 7
Health Care, Social Asst 183 51 242 410 27
Arts, Enter, Rec 45 12 58 99 9
Accom, Food Services 96 29 122 214 19
Other Services (excl Gov) 152 43 199 338 26

Employment includes full-time and part-time jobs by place of work. Employees, sole proprietors, 
  and active partners are included, but unpaid family workers and volunteers are excluded.
  Public sector and farm workers are excluded. 

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Private Non-Farm Employment by Industry
United States of America

Appendix Table A8: Total Economic Impacts
 Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project  
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total, Non-Farm Private Sector 770.4 192.6 50.0 228.6 414.5 77.3
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0.9 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.2
Mining 31.5 7.9 2.2 9.6 17.0 2.6
Utilities 4.7 1.2 0.3 1.4 2.4 0.6
Construction 41.1 10.3 2.7 11.6 21.6 5.1
Manufacturing 279.9 70.0 18.1 83.7 153.4 24.6
Wholesale Trade 45.1 11.3 2.9 13.2 24.2 4.7
Retail Trade 29.3 7.3 2.0 8.6 15.4 3.3
Transp, Warehousing 22.1 5.5 1.5 6.6 11.8 2.4
Information 23.3 5.8 1.5 6.7 12.5 2.6
Finance, Insurance 55.2 13.8 3.5 16.3 29.5 5.8
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 8.5 2.1 0.5 2.4 4.4 1.2
Profess, Tech Services 96.1 24.0 6.3 28.6 51.7 9.5
Mngmt of Co, Enter 28.3 7.1 2.0 8.6 15.1 2.6
Admin, Waste Services 22.9 5.7 1.4 6.6 12.1 2.8
Educational Services 4.7 1.2 0.3 1.3 2.4 0.7
Health Care, Social Asst 46.0 11.5 2.9 13.8 24.2 5.1
Arts, Enter, Rec 5.2 1.3 0.3 1.5 2.7 0.6
Accom, Food Services 10.4 2.6 0.7 3.0 5.4 1.3
Other Services (excl Gov) 15.4 3.8 1.0 4.6 8.1 1.6

Earnings by place of work is the sum of wage and salary disbursements, supplements to 
  wages and salaries, and proprietors’ income.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A9: Total Economic Impacts

Earnings by Place of Work by Industry
United States of America

(Millions of 2008 $)

Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 
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Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

05/26/2009 09:41 AM

To Charles Coyle <ccoyle@swca.com>

cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason 
<tfurgason@swca.com>

bcc

Subject Report Schedule

History: This message has been replied to.

Charles,
Here is where we are with our report scheduling.  Let me know if you have questions…
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 



Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/11/2009 10:54 AM

To karnold@rosemontcopper.com

cc

bcc

Subject draft air report

Hi Kathy,

Bob LeFevre and Dennis Haase are looking for  information from the Air Permit/Air Modeling 
Information/Permit Application Permit report, and I'm wondering if the draft report has been completed, 
and if so, if I can get a copy of it.

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



May 4, 2010, SWCA Environmental Consultants/ 
Coronado National Forest Rosemont 

Coordination Meeting Agenda 
 
 
Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, 
AZ.  85701.  
 
Attendees:  Forest Service: Reta Laford, Bev Everson, Mindee Roth; SWCA: Jonathon 
Rigg, Melissa Reichard 
 
Agenda: 
 
May 7 MPO description and analysis 
 
DEIS/EIS timeline 
 
May 17 reclamation meeting agenda 
 
SRK involvement in alternative water sources research and review 
 
Other business 
 
 
 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

04/07/2009 08:23 AM

To Dale Ortman PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>

cc "emde.jeff@azdeq.gov" <emde.jeff@azdeq.gov>, Beverley A 
Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

bcc

Subject Hydrogeological Conference Calls

History: This message has been replied to and forwarded.

Dale – 
I spoke with Bev regarding tying ADEQ and specifically Jeff Emde into the discussions regarding the 
hydrogeology on the East Side, can you make sure he is invited to the conference call on Tuesdays?
 
Thank you – 
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 

First Draft reported by Larry Jones, Coronado National Forest, 21 October 2009. Reviewed by Mindee 

Roth and Ronnie Sidner (all attendees had an opportunity to review). Final Draft reported by Larry 

Jones,27 October 2009 

 

Field Trip Date: 13 October 2009 

 

In attendance: 

 

• Larry Jones, Coronado National Forest (CNF) 

• Rick Gerhart, CNF 

• Geoff Soroka, SWCA Consultants 

• Tom Strong, WestLand Resources, Inc. 

• Debbie Buecher, Buecher Biological Consulting 

• Ronnie Sidner, Ecological Consulting and Research 

• Scott Richardson, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 

 

Purpose:  This was intended to be an opportunity for the FWS, cooperating agencies, and the CNF to 

hear from WestLand about the bat surveys they conducted, which ultimately resulted in a report
1
 

(WestLand Resources, Inc. 2009 [March 11]. Lesser  Long-nosed Bat survey of the Rosemont holdings 

and vicinity. Unpublished report, on file with Coronado National Forest, Tucson, Arizona. 25 pp + figures 

and appendices). 

 

Participants:  The field trip was led by Tom Strong, WestLand Resources, Inc.  Debbie Buecher and 

Ronnie Sidner, private consultants to WestLand, are bat experts that were sub-contracted to assist with 

the surveys.  Scott Richardson, the Lesser Long-nosed Bat taxon lead for FWS, was present.  Geoff, Rick, 

Scott, and I had never visited these sites. 

 

Chronology of Site Visit 

 

0830h  Meet at FWS Office in Tucson 

 

0930 Meet at ATV loading facility on Barrel Canyon Road (no additional parties met us there) 

 

0945 Group went to the Hidden Valley Ranch to check in with Rosemont personnel, but the gate was 

locked and there was no Forest Service lock, a sign in sheet, or any other means to contact Rosemont 

personnel before going on the private lands.  However, Rosemont personnel were aware that we would 

be having a biologists’ field trip for bats on that day. 

 

0958 We parked at a jumpoff point to the Arizona Trail off Forest Road 4062 (UTMs 12 R 0527061, 

3525894; all UTMs in NAD 27). We hiked down the trail about ½ mile to where there were three adits 

(R37a-c and R-38a-b in WestLand report) that were surveyed.  One adit that the group visited  had three 

entrances (R37a-c).  This adit is a newly found (by WestLand) day roost site.  It is a significant roost site, 

having upwards of 4,500-5,000 LLNB present when surveyed (pers. comm., T. Strong, D. Buecher, and R. 

                                                           
1
 I do not know if this report is final or draft 
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Sidner). When referring to this site, the WestLand report does not offer a density estimate, but states (p. 

17) “the high density of yellow splatter…clustered in a very small area on Coronado National Forest 

northeast of the Property
2
 , suggests frequent use by a large number of bats”.  However, R. Sidner (pers. 

comm.) pointed out there are some apparent discrepencies because another report from 2009 surveys 

is being prepared currently. On our field outing, we saw signs of nectar-feeding bats in the entrance 

(yellow and red fecal “splats”) (Fig. 1), but no bats were seen, presumably because they had already 

begun their southward migration.  UTMs just down from the main opening (Figs. 2, 3) is 12 R 0527502, 

3526203.  The site is on FS-managed lands, just outside the Rosemont footprint.  Because of its 

proximity to the site, it should be included in the bounds of analysis. 

 

Because this is an important site (one of the few larger roost sites for LLNB in the United States), there 

were discussions about how we might protect the site, such as perimeter fencing and rerouting the 

Arizona Trail.  The site itself is “buffered” from the Rosemont footprint, and there should be little direct 

influence from Rosemont mine activities.  However, there could be significant indirect influence from 

Rosemont mine operations (light, noise, reduction of foraging areas nearby).  We can’t really predict if 

the adits will remain as important day roosts or if they will be abandoned, or something in-between.  

This suggests that the site will need to be monitored (in a non-intrusive manner) before, during, and 

after the proposed Rosemont Copper Mine activities. 

 

1152 On the main road to Gunsight Pass, we stopped by a known locality of Chiricahua Leopard Frog 

(Fig.  4) on the Rosemont private holdings (T. Strong, pers. comm.).  Apparently there were frogs seen in 

2008 but not 2009.  We did not see any frogs on this field trip, but didn’t even do a cursory survey, as we 

were focusing on bats.  UTMs for this site are 12 R 0523247 3521933, 5205 ft ASL.   

 

1215 Old Chicago Mine (Fig. 5).  This is a day roost of about 15 LLNB.  This site is where Rosemont open 

pit is proposed to be, and the main ore body is pretty much “underneath this site” (T. Strong, pers. 

comm.).  UTMs for the site are 12 R 0522394, 3521553.  This site is fenced off and has a large opening 

from earlier mining activities.  Near it is a small shaft that is fenced off, but bats are in the main opening. 

 

1440 Next stop was a “night roost” of LLNB at a mine south of the proposed project area, called  

R-2 on the WestLand  Report and map in the southern Sycamore Canyon drainage (Fig. 6)—not to be 

confused with the Sycamore Canyon that was discussed in alternative development.  It is apparently a 

day roost, too, because Ronnie Sidner documented 2 LLNB in there and got video footage during the 

field trip.  This site is on patented mining claims, but is about 0.5 mi outside the proposed project area.  

UTMs for this site are 12R 0522043, 3519864. 

 

1550 Site S (shaft, map # 38 of WestLand Report) and S-1 adit (map # 39) and access to shaft (Fig. 7).  

This site is apparently a roost site for about 50 Townsend’s Big-eared Bats, Corynorhinus townsendii  (T. 

Strong and R. Sidner, pers. comm.), a Forest Service sensitive species, based on WestLand Surveys.  

When we entered the adit, we saw bat guano piles, as well as moth wings and beetle elytra (Fig. 8), 

attesting to presence of insectivorous bats. We also saw Black Bear scat outside and tracks in mud inside 

the adit (Fig. 9).  UTMs for this site are 12R 0522410, 3522401.  Site 38 is not labeled on the WestLand 

Report map.  This is an important roost site for C. townsendii. 

 

                                                           
2
 “The Property” in this report refers to private Rosemont lands, patented mining claims of Rosemont (hence, 

Rosemont private lands), and unpatented mining claims (hence on National Forest System lands) 
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1700 From the west side of Gunsight Pass, and down the hill and to the north, we stopped on the road 

and overlooked a group of adits (Fig. 10) that are apparently on patented mining claims. These sites (T. 

Strong, D. Buecher, and R. Sidner, pers. comm.) are localities of Myotis thysanodes, M. velifer, and 

Choeronycteris mexicana, and one occurrence of Eptesicus fuscus.  Although these are currently outside 

the proposed project area, the utility corridors will likely be close by.  These are not numbered in the 

WestLand Report, but are the cluster of mines searched in that area of Section 24 on Fig. 9 of the 

WestLand Report. 

Fig. 10 shows the Palmer Agave testing area (about 4 acres, Bev Everson, pers. comm.).  We did not go 

to this site, but drove past it.  Palmer Agaves are the main food of LLNB in southeastern Arizona, are 

likely to be transplanted and planted as mitigation. 

 

Fig.  11 is a map that shows the sites we visited during this field trip.
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Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

07/22/2010 05:28 PM

To karnold@rosemontcopper.com

cc

bcc

Subject Fw: Rosemont Water Development (guzzler) question

Hi Kathy,

Here's the question I just asked you (below).  If this info is in the MPO or reclamation plan, could you 
please let me know where?

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/22/2010 05:27 PM -----

"Terry Chute" 
<tjchute@msn.com> 

07/22/2010 04:19 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Rosemont Water Development (guzzler) question

Bev,
 
I remember from the presentation during the field trip that Rosemont is going to drill  wells and 
install solar pumps and guzzlers to provide wwater sources for wildlife and livestock.  Is that 
contained somewhere in the MPO, or alternatives, or mitigation??



"STRUNK, SARAH" 
<SSTRUNK@FCLAW.com> 

11/18/2008 02:31 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject RE: Response to Confidentiality of FOIA Request

You are welcome.  Let me know if you need anything further or have questions.

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2008 3:50 PM
To: STRUNK, SARAH
Subject: Re: Response to Confidentiality of FOIA Request

Thank you, Sarah.  I received the copies of the report from you today. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"STRUNK, SARAH" <SSTRUNK@FCLAW.com> 

11/14/2008 02:32 PM 

To <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, 

<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 
Subje

ct
Response to Confidentiality of FOIA Request

Dear Beverly:

Please see the attached response to the FOIA request.  The two copies of
the marked and redacted mineral report have been mailed to your
attention today.  Please call me if you have any questions.  

Thank you,

_____________________________________________________
Sarah A. Strunk | Fennemore Craig, P.C.
3003 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2600 | Phoenix, AZ 85012
Tel: 602.916.5327 | Fax: 602.916.5527 | Mobile: 602.920.8811
Email: sstrunk@fclaw.com | Website: www.fclaw.com
Admitted in Arizona, California, New York, Connecticut and Kansas
Bio: http://www.fclaw.com/attorneys/bio.cfm?aid=51000
Phoenix | Tucson | Nogales | Las Vegas  | Denver



www.fennemorecraig.com

IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by 
the IRS, we inform you that, to the extent this communication (or any 
attachment) addresses any tax matter, it was not written to be (and may not 
be) relied upon to (i) avoid tax-related penalties under the Internal Revenue 
Code, or (ii) promote, market or recommend to another party any transaction or 
matter addressed herein (or in any such attachment). For additional 
information regarding this disclosure please visit our web site.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this message may be 
protected by the attorney-client privilege. If you believe that it has been 
sent to you in error, do not read it. Please immediately reply to the sender 
that you have received the message in error. Then delete it. Thank you.



 
1 

Memorandum 
 

To: Bev Everson 

Cc: Tom Furgason 

From: Kathy Arnold 

Doc #: 4.6.2-048/09 

Subject:   Transmittal of  Baseline Stormwater Data 

Date: October 13, 2009 

 

Attached to this transmittal is a copy of a summary of stormwater quality data gathered to date for the 
Rosemont Project site.  The sites sampled thus far include RP-2 a site in the wash near well RP-2 and 
Factory 125/Junction/Junction 1 all near the Rosemont Junction area. 

All samples would have been taken with the “first flush” of stormwater running through the site, 
although not all had the required 0.10 inches of official rainfall to be considered a sample event.  We 
were concerned with getting baseline samples and so we did not disqualify any event. 

The Factory 125 sampler is an ISCO automatic sampler.  The other samples were taken in nalgene 
stormwater sampler bottles that are located in holes in the wash.  Sampling success for either sampler is 
determined by a number of factors such as where the water flows in response to the storm event, if 
someone has tampered with the sampler, or if debris has clogged the intake on the device.  The nalgene 
samplers are easier to locate and thus have been more successful in the wash than the ISCO samplers.  
However, the ISCO samplers provide localized rainfall measurements and can provide flow data so once 
permanent sampling points are established, it is expected the ISCO samplers will provide better 
sampling information.  

 

 





Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

03/10/2009 12:14 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Jamie Sturgess 
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject Meetings on March 30 and April 1 and 2

Bev – 
Attached is a draft schedule to start discussions regarding the Issues presentation by the FS and the 
workshops for the Cooperating Agencies.  Please review and let me know your thoughts.  It is fairly 
important that Rosemont get our team together to hear the issues so the sooner you can let me know 
the better. I would like to take advantage of advance purchase airfares if necessary.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

04/29/2010 05:32 PM

To Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>, Beverley 
Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject Record Request

Melissa ‐ 
Attached is our records listing request.

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

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

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.



Katherine Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

08/13/2010 11:29 AM

To Dale PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>

cc Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, Beverley 
Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Terry Chute 
<tjchute@msn.com>, Tom Furgason 

bcc

Subject Re: Site Water Management & Mine Water Supply Technical 
Review Memoranda

Dale ‐ 
I am in receipt of the review memoranda referenced in the Subject line of this email.  Thank you for 
sending them.

At this point, I believe the Golder review is clear and Rosemont/Tetra Tech will be able to respond to all 
items raised without further clarification, if this changes I will let you know.

The MWH review is less clear and I believe we need to understand the review characterization and goal 
of the review.  It is also unclear that the appropriate level of impact is being analyzed and how 
Rosemont/EL Montgomery can respond to the items raised.  Because of this I would like to request that 
you schedule a technical meeting between the MWH reviewers and EL Montgomery so that we can 
clarify expectations and bring this review to conclusion. Based on current schedules for other modeling 
at ELM, the last week of August or the first week of September may be easiest to arrange.

Please let me know if this is would be appropriate and if there is anything that I can do to help.  

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

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

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

From: Dale PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>
Date: Mon, 9 Aug 2010 08:51:10 ‐0700
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Cc: Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Terry Chute <
tjchute@msn.com>, Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, 'Jonathan Rigg' <jrigg@swca.com>, 'Melissa 
Reichard' <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: Site Water Management & Mine Water Supply Technical Review Memoranda



Kathy,
 
Attached are technical review memoranda for the following:
 
1.      Site Water Management Plan Update – Final Technical Memorandum prepared by Golder 
Associates

2.      Mine Water Pumping Supply Model – Review of Montgomery response to previous MWH review 
comments on the mine water supply pumping model.  The attached memo is a draft; however it has 
been reviewed by the CNF and authorized for release without revision.  The draft version is being 
forwarded to expedite the process.  The final version will be forwarded when available.

Please let us know if you want to initiate an issue resolution process similar to that being used for the 
mine site groundwater model, or how you want to proceed with the review process.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896‐2404 ‐ Arizona Office
(520) 449‐7307 ‐ Mobile
(435) 682‐2777 ‐ Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com <mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com> 
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

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









Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@augustaresource.c
om> 

08/01/2008 07:43 AM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Beverley A Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc 'Reta Laford' <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 'Mary Rowley' 
<mary@strongpointpr.com>

bcc

Subject Mission Information

Bev – 
As we discussed, here is the information on Mission as it compares to Rosemont.  I hope you enjoy your 
day next week and have a great tour.  I will get you the Carlota information as soon as I hear back from 
Dan.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 

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

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

 



Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

05/06/2009 03:22 PM

To karnold@rosemontcopper.com

cc

bcc

Subject Fw: Final Tailings Design Report - Preliminary Review

As promised.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/06/2009 03:21 PM -----

"Dale Ortman PE" 
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

05/03/2009 09:33 AM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Salek 
Shafiqullah'" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Charles Coyle'" 
<ccoyle@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'" 
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Final Tailings Design Report - Preliminary Review

Attached is a memorandum summarizing my review of the Final Tailings Design Report.  The 
intent of the memo is to assist the IDT specialists in their review of the report and initiate a list of 
questions and comments in preparation for the upcoming Technology Transfer meeting with 
Rosemont and AMEC on May 12

th

.  I strongly recommend that I meet with the USFS IDT 
specialists early in the upcoming week to discuss the report and prepare a final list of questions 
for submission to Rosemont.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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Attendees:  Forest Service: Teresa Ann Ciapusci Bev Everson, Mindee Roth, Reta Laford, 
SWCA: Charles Coyle, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard 
 
Agenda: 
 
Scoping report 3 review scheduling 
 
Issue Statements status 
 
IDT meeting 
 
Other business 
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         

 

PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 

 
To: Steve Taylor (MWH) 

Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA); Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson 
(CNF)  

From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 17 February 2010   

Subject: 

Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate 
Response to MWH October 23, 2009 Review of Groundwater Modeling 
Conducted for Rosemont Copper Company’s Proposed Mine Supply 
Pumping 

 
This memorandum presents the scope of work and requests a cost estimate for the technical 
review of the following document (attached) for environmental resource areas that may be subject 
to impact from the project: 
 
Document: 

1. Montgomery & Associates (2010). Response to MWH October 23, 2009 Review of 
Groundwater Modeling Conducted for Rosemont Copper Company’s Proposed Mine 
Supply Pumping, February 9, 2010 

 
The referenced document comprises the response to issues raised by the subconsultant in a 
previous review (attached).   
 
The subconsultant will review and be familiar with the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) 
submitted to the Coronado National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007) and will 
review the subject document in the context of the MPO.   
 
POINTS OF CONTACT 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 

• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation 

and report review  
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Scope of Work 
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the 
memorandum of July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for 
Preparation of Review Memoranda and include the specific tasks listed below:  
 

Task 1: Review subject report including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or 
selected by subconsultant and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject 
report and the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine 
Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 
 
Task 2: Verbally consult with SWCA and CNF as to whether the responses satisfy the 
issues raised in the previous subconsultant review. 
 
Task 3 (Optional at SWCA/CNF Direction): Attend a one-day meeting in Tucson, 
Arizona to resolve any outstanding issues in the previous subconsultant review. 
 
Task 4: Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare draft Technical Review 
Memoranda as per the schedule of deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in 
black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 
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Task 5: Final Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare final Technical Review Memoranda 
following SWCA and CNF review as per the schedule of deliverables.  Cost estimate to 
assume one round of SWCA/CNF review only resulting in editorial comments.  Any 
additional technical review requested by the SWCA/CNF review will be out of the scope 
of this work.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch 
format, unless approved by SWCA. 

 
Schedule of Deliverables 
 

• Tasks 1 & 2: One week following Notice to Proceed 
• Task 3: As negotiated 
• Task 4: Two weeks following completion of Task 2 or Task 3, depending on inclusion of 

Task 3 in the SOW.  In the event Task 3 in implemented but does not resolve all 
outstanding issues the subconsultant will complete the draft Technical Review 
Memorandum indicating all remaining issues. 

• Task 5: One week following receipt of final SWCA and CNF comments.  
 
Cost Estimate 
 
Please provide a spreadsheet showing a T&M cost estimate for each task with hourly unit rates 
for all anticipated labor. 



February 9, 2010 

Kathy Arnold 
ROSEMONT COPPER COMPANY 
3031 West Ina Road 
Tucson, AZ  85741 

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO MWH OCTOBER 23, 2009 REVIEW OF 
GROUNDWATER MODELING CONDUCTED FOR ROSEMONT 
COPPER COMPANY’S PROPOSED MINE SUPPLY PUMPING 

Kathy:

We have prepared the following responses to comments submitted by MWH resulting 
from their review of the following two documents prepared by Montgomery & Associates 
(M&A) in support of Rosemont Copper Company’s (RCC) Environmental Impact Study 
(EIS):

Second Update to ADWR Model in Sahuarita/Green Valley Area; April 27, 
2009.
Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont 
Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita, Arizona; April 30, 
2009.

 Each of the MWH comments is given below in italics, and is followed by our 
response.  Some MWH comments were not specifically addressed if their subject matter was 
addressed in our responses to other MWH comments. 

RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings”

MWH Comment: The methodology for model predictions also follows good practice, with 
the exception that future pumping may be over-allocated (which would result in over-
prediction of groundwater level elevations) and some future source/sink terms may not be 
included (which would result in over-prediction in some locations and under-prediction in 
others). 
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M&A Response No. 1:  The RCC mine supply groundwater modeling study 
assumed future residential groundwater pumping in the area would increase at a rate 
determined from committed and existing groundwater withdrawals, as provided by 
Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR).  Due to the recent economic 
downturn and the resulting substantial decrease in the area’s residential growth, we 
agree that this approach will likely project more background groundwater level 
decline due to residential pumping than may actually occur.  However, for purposes 
of the EIS study we did not speculate on how a reduced future residential pumping 
demand might occur.  The future residential pumping simulated in the model is based 
on ADWR data and may result in conservatively larger background groundwater 
level declines (from residential pumping).  The conservatively larger projection of 
background groundwater level declines will have limited effect on the projected 
groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping. 

All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are determined from 
existing permits or pending permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on 
past documented quantities of historic pumping or recharge.  We did not add new 
future sinks or sources to the model which were not at the permit submittal stage and 
where quantities and/or schedules were not well defined. 

Finally, the use of the term “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” is
confusing, since the term over-prediction implies neither groundwater levels being 
too high or too low; the concept is better described as:  over-prediction of 
groundwater level declines. 

RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Historical Model”

MWH Comment: The major concern with the model updates is that no standard iterative 
recalibration of the aquifer parameters is performed. 

M&A Response No. 2:  Accounting for the facts that most of the available 
observed groundwater level data are obtained during winter when agricultural 
pumping is not occurring, and simulated groundwater levels reflect annual average 
agricultural pumping simulated in the model, the updates to historical stresses in the 
study area resulted in a reasonable match of simulated groundwater levels and trends 
to observed data.  The model is acceptably calibrated for purposes of simulating 
groundwater level decline due to proposed Rosemont pumping, although we agree it 
may over-predict future background groundwater level declines for reasons stated 
above.  We believe further calibration is not required for this study. 

MWH Comment: It is possible that much of the error between measured and simulated 
groundwater levels, which can be several tens of feet and shows spatial bias in some areas, 
is partly a reflection of the model parameters being out of calibration. 
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M&A Response No. 3:  We believe the model is reasonably calibrated and the 
differences between simulated and observed groundwater levels are acceptable. 

MWH Comment: Another concern with the model updates is that no consideration is 
given for the Santa Cruz fault, which runs between the RCC wells and many of the other 
wells in the study area.  Mason and Bota (2006) suspect the fault as a source of some of the 
large residuals (error between measured and simulated groundwater levels) in the ADWR 
model.  M&A (2009b) documents the fault in the text and figures, but does not modify the 
model to account for the fault.  The rationale for not explicitly accounting for the fault is not 
discussed in M&A (2009a, 2009b). 

M&A Response No. 4:  The regional Santa Cruz fault is not considered to be a 
hydraulic barrier or conduit.  In the area north from the proposed RCC wellfield, 
Anderson (1987) (shown on Figure 6 of the EIS report) indicates vertical 
displacement along the fault resulted in a thicker deposition of the upper Tinaja beds 
on the east side of the fault relative to the west side of the fault.  Knowledge of the 
Santa Cruz fault, including hydraulic conductivity data for the aquifer on both sides 
of the fault, has been previously incorporated into the ADWR model by U.S. 
Geological Survey and ADWR. 

Mason and Bota do not indicate they suspect the Santa Cruz fault is the cause of large 
residuals in T.15S.,R.13 and 14.E., they simply point out that “residuals are in an area 
of suspected perched groundwater and near the Santa Cruz fault”.  The large residuals 
are predominantly indicating simulated groundwater levels are lower than observed.  
It has been M&A’s experience simulating groundwater levels at the T.15S.,R.13 and 
14E. location (for other groundwater investigations) that perched groundwater is a 
significant cause of simulated groundwater levels being lower than observed.  
Further, the area Mason and Bota describe as having high residuals is located 
approximately 12 miles north from the proposed RCC wellfield.  The RCC wellfield 
is located in T.17S.,R.14E., where the residuals shown in Mason and Bota’s 2006 
report are relative good  (see page 72 and Figure 27 of the Mason and Bota report).

RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Predictive Model”

MWH Comment: Other potential future groundwater sinks/sources not included in the 
model that may impact future groundwater levels within the study area are potential 
mitigation pumping near Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Mine and delivery of underground 
storage of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water to the Sahuarita/Green Valley area. 

M&A Response No. 5:  At the time of model construction the mitigation plan was 
still being developed and was not finalized or approved by Arizona Department of 
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Environmental Quality.  Sufficient information did not exist to justify including the 
potential mitigation pumping in the model. 

A CAP recharge site in the Green Valley area is under consideration, but has not been 
approved by regulatory agencies nor has a location for the site been selected; 
therefore, this potential recharge source was not included in the model.  Potential 
CAP recharge in this area may mitigate drawdown impacts from the proposed RCC 
pumping.  

MWH Comment: An assumption of the predictive model, which may be incorrect, is that 
boundary conditions are static.  This assumption is refuted by the continual groundwater 
level declines throughout the study area.  The correctness of the assumption is only a minor 
concern as the boundary heads likely have relatively little influence on the groundwater 
levels within the study area. 

M&A Response No. 6:  As concluded by MWH, the southern constant head 
boundary located 14.5 miles south from the RCC wellfield and the much more distant 
model boundaries in Marana and Avra Valley are too distant to have impacts on 
projected groundwater level change due to RCC pumping. 

RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Model Predictions”

MWH Comment: As documented above, the confidence in the predictions of future 
groundwater levels in the numerical model is weakened by intrinsic model structural 
inaccuracies, calibration inaccuracies, and uncertainty and deficiencies in sinks/sources. 

M&A Response No. 7:  We assume MWH’s decription of structural inaccuracies 
is a reference to the Santa Cruz fault since no other structural issues are presented by 
MWH.  Representation of the Santa Cruz fault is addressed in M&A Response 
No. 4.

The model calibration is sufficiently accurate to project groundwater level declines 
due to proposed RCC pumping. 

All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are determined from 
existing permits or pending permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on 
past documented quantities of historic pumping or recharge.  This may result in a 
model which will project conservatively larger background groundwater level 
declines in the RCC wellfield area; however, it should have limited effect on the 
projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping.  We did not 
include potential Sierrita mitigation pumping or potential CAP recharge in the Green 
Valley area due to a lack of information regarding these potential sinks/sources.
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MWH Comment: Seasonal variations and “calibration” errors are translated to 
predictive uncertainties that ranges from 10 to 100 feet due to seasonal variations and 
approximately a 25-foot under-prediction bias at RC-2. 

M&A Response No. 8:  Recent continuous monitoring of groundwater levels at 
wells E-1 and RC-2 has resulted in documentation of seasonal variation of 
groundwater levels (ranging from 10 to 100 feet annually) at the proposed RCC 
wellfield.  The purpose of the continuous monitoring was to remove uncertainty 
about seasonal variations from the model.  Due to the continuous monitoring this 
variation is known and is not translated into predictive uncertainty. 

The match between simulated and observed groundwater level trends at well RC-2 is 
acceptable and correction of model projections for the 25-foot difference is consistent 
with standard modeling practice for predictive simulations.  The 25-foot difference is 
not an uncertainty that is “translated” through to the predictive results. 

MWH Comment: M&A (2009b) does not adequately document or quantify predictive 
uncertainties due to parameter uncertainties and due to uncertainties in the future 
groundwater recharge and withdrawal.  These predictive uncertainties could be bounded by 
conducting a sensitivity analysis of model predictions to parameter and future source/sink 
variations.  Sensitivity analyses are often a component of modeling studies. 

M&A Response No. 9:  The substantial regional sinks and sources in the vicinity 
of the proposed RCC wellfield are the dominant factor in prediction of future 
groundwater levels.  There is obvious uncertainty in these future stresses; however, 
quantification of uncertainties in rate of residential growth and future water demand 
in the area was not conducted as part of this study.  For purposes of the EIS study, we 
have simulated stresses which may result in conservatively larger background 
groundwater level declines in the proposed RCC wellfield area than may occur. 

Although not typically conducted, statistical quantification of predictive model 
uncertainty can be determined through a rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity 
analysis; however, many of the observation wells had only 1 data point (2005) 
obtained during the last 10 years and much of the data was affected by the substantial 
seasonal variation in groundwater levels.  A rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity 
analysis for purposes of statistically determining predictive uncertainty would have 
required substantial assumptions that would have rendered the statistical 
determinations more qualitative than quantitative.  Further, as described above, 
predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter sensitivity would be 
substantially less than uncertainty associated with future stresses.  Ultimately we 
relied on the satisfactory match of simulated to observed groundwater level trends to 
determine confidence in the model’s ability to predict future groundwater level 
change.
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Finally, a sensitivity analysis where specific aquifer parameters are incrementally 
varied to determine sensitivity of the calibration to changes to those parameters was 
not conducted.  This sensitivity analysis is used to determine aquifer parameters that 
the calibration is most sensitive to, which are the parameters requiring relatively more 
certainty in the accuracy of their simulated value in order to minimize predictive 
error.  Aquifer parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrogeologic units 
encountered at the proposed RCC wellfield location have been extensively 
investigated and substantial aquifer parameter data have been collected for these 
units, including in the vicinity of the RCC wellfield; therefore, a sensitivity analysis 
was not considered to be beneficial.  Note that aquifer parameters and layer 
thicknesses in the vicinity of the E-1 and RC-2 pumping tests were changed in the 
model to reflect results of test data; these modified parameters were not substantially 
different than original values in the model and the changes to simulated groundwater 
levels as a result of the modifications were minimal. 

MWH Comment: The confidence in the predicted groundwater levels will further decrease 
away from the RCC property as the grid coarsens and aquifer parameters and source/sinks 
become less defined. 

M&A Response No. 10:  For purposes of determining groundwater level declines 
due to proposed RCC pumping, the confidence/accuracy of projected declines distant 
from the RCC property decrease negligibly due to the model grid becoming coarser.  
The grid is refined in the immediate area of pumping due to the substantial 
groundwater level gradients in the immediate vicinity of the pumping wells.  As these 
gradients decrease with distance from the pumping wells, grid cells can increase in 
size without decreasing confidence in the projected declines due to RCC pumping. 

MWH Comment: MWH evaluated the estimates of the drawdown levels due to RCC 
pumping reported in the M&A (2009b, Figures 35, 36) using a simple (Dupruit) solution to 
estimate steady-state drawdown.  Although this solution cannot capture the complexity and 
transience of the model, it does provide a rough check on drawdown predictions.  According 
to this check, the estimates of groundwater level drawdown due to RCC pumping reported in 
M&A (2009b) are reasonable. 

M&A Response No. 11:  As MWH has determined using their Dupuit analysis, the 
projected groundwater level declines due to proposed RCC pumping are reasonable.  
The model superimposes these simulated drawdowns on model projected background 
groundwater level declines.  These projected background declines are likely 
conservatively larger than may occur (discussed previously); therefore, final projected 
groundwater level elevations at the end of the 20-year RCC pumping period may be 
conservatively lower than may occur. 
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RESPONSES TO “(3) Summary of Concerns”

MWH Concern & Comment 1:  (Concern) Aquifer parameters not calibrated to 
historical model. – (Comment) The potential impact of this concern is unknown because an 
analysis of the sensitivity of model prediction to aquifer parameter values is not performed. 

M&A Response No. 12:  The model is reasonably calibrated to the historical data; 
we do not share MWH’s concern on this issue.  As stated in M&A Response 
No. 9, statistical quantification of predictive uncertainty through a rigorous 
sensitivity analysis of aquifer parameters was determined to not be feasible due to the 
substantial seasonal variation in groundwater levels and paucity of observed 
groundwater levels from the last 10 years.  The uncertainty analysis would have 
required substantial assumptions that would have rendered the statistical 
determinations more qualitative than quantitative. 

MWH Concern & Comment 2:  (Concern) Santa Cruz fault is not explicitly included in 
model. – (Comment) The Santa Cruz fault could have an important impact on the predicted 
influence of RCC pumping because the fault runs between the RCC property and many of the 
municipal, mining, and agricultural water suppliers.  M&A (2009a, 2009b) may have a good 
reason for not including the fault, but the rationale is not discussed. 

M&A Response No. 13:  As described in M&A Response No. 4, knowledge of 
the Santa Cruz fault and representative characteristics of hydraulic properties on 
either side of the fault have been incorporated into the model by U.S. Geological 
Survey and ADWR.  Further, in the area of the proposed RCC pumping the model 
reasonably matches observed groundwater level response to stresses located on both 
sides of the fault.

MWH Concern & Comment 3:  (Concern) The assumption that future pumping will 
achieve its full build-out demand as described in assured water supply documents will likely 
over-predict pumping and groundwater level declines – (Comment) This assumption likely 
results in under-prediction of groundwater levels, particularly to the west and north of RCC 
property.  An analysis of the sensitivity of model predictions to this assumption would aid in 
bounding the uncertainty in model predictions. 

M&A Response No. 14:  As stated in M&A Responses Nos. 1 and 9, we 
agree that the projected groundwater level decline may result in lower projected 
groundwater levels than may actually occur.  The conservatively larger background 
groundwater level decline has limited effect on the model’s ability to project 
groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping.  We did not conduct a 
quantification of uncertainty for rate of residential growth and future water demand in 
the area; therefore, we did not attempt to estimate the uncertainties in model 
projections based uncertainties of future growth and water demand. 
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MWH Concern & Comment 4:  (Concern) Potential future mitigation pumping by 
Sierrita Mine is not included. – (Comment) Sierrita Mine mitigation pumping could 
further decrease groundwater levels southwest of the RCC property.  North of the 
RCC property, the impacts will likely be minor. 

M&A Response No. 15:  As stated in M&A Response No. 5, at the time of 
model construction the mitigation plan was still being developed and was not 
finalized or approved by Arizona Department of Environmental Quality.  Sufficient 
information did not exist to justify including the potential mitigation pumping in the 
model.

MWH Concern & Comment 5:  (Concern) Potential future aquifer recharge from 
proposed CAP delivery is not included. – (Comment) Recharge by CAP water could 
significantly increase future groundwater levels in the vicinity of RCC property. 

M&A Response No. 16:  As stated in M&A Response No. 5, a CAP recharge 
site in the Green Valley area is under consideration, but has not been approved by 
regulatory agencies nor has a location for the site been selected; therefore, this 
potential recharge source was not included in the model.  Potential CAP recharge in 
this area may mitigate drawdown impacts from the proposed RCC pumping. 

MWH Concern & Comment 6:  (Concern) No sensitivity analysis performed. – 
(Comment) The level of confidence in the model predictions cannot be fully evaluated 
without an analysis of the sensitivity of the model predictions to the assumptions future 
pumping and specified aquifer parameters. 

M&A Response No. 17:  As stated in M&A Response Nos. 9 and 12, the 
substantial regional sinks and sources in the vicinity of the proposed RCC wellfield 
are the dominant factor in prediction of future groundwater levels.  There is obvious 
uncertainty in these future stresses simulated in the model; however, we do not 
attempt to estimate the uncertainties as we have no basis for quantifying uncertainty 
in rate of residential growth and future water demand in the area.  For purposes of the 
EIS study we have simulated stresses which will likely result in conservatively larger 
background groundwater level declines in the proposed RCC wellfield area than now 
expected based on current residential growth.  A rigorous aquifer parameter 
sensitivity analysis for purposes of statistically determining predictive uncertainty 
would have required substantial assumptions that would have rendered the statistical 
determinations more qualitative than quantitative.  Further, as described above, 
predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter sensitivity would be 
substantially less than uncertainty associated with future stresses. 
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M&A SUMMARY

The RCC mine supply EIS modeling was conducted using the latest available version 
of the ADWR Tucson Active Management Area (TAMA) model.  Use of this model is 
typically required for groundwater withdrawal applications to ADWR under the assured 
water supply program.  Hydrogeology of the TAMA, including aquifer parameters and 
hydrogeologic units, has been substantially investigated, including in the area of the proposed 
RCC wellfield.  These data have been incorporated into the model over the almost 40 years 
of its development by the U. S. Geological Survey and ADWR.  A sensitivity analysis to 
evaluate aquifer parameters was not considered to be beneficial for purposes of this study. 

In the area of the proposed RCC wellfield the region’s historic groundwater stresses 
are the dominant factors influencing how well the model is able to simulate observed 
groundwater levels and trends, and future groundwater stresses are the dominant factor 
influencing groundwater level projections.  Work for the EIS modeling included a rigorous 
effort to update all substantial historic and future groundwater stresses in the region.  The 
updated model reasonably matched observed groundwater levels and trends in the area of 
proposed RCC wellfield.  The future background groundwater level projections are 
considered conservative because they may be lower than actual due to simulated residential 
pumping volumes that may be higher than actual. 

Ultimately this model is best suited for projecting groundwater level decline due to 
the proposed RCC pumping.  MWH confirms this conclusion with their analytical model.  In 
the EIS model this projected decline is superimposed on the projected background 
groundwater level declines for the area.  Less future residential pumping would reduce 
background groundwater level declines but the projected groundwater level decline due to 
proposed RCC pumping would be approximately the same. 

If you have questions or require further discussion, please contact us. 

    Sincerely, 

    ERROL L. MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

    Hale W. Barter 

    Marla E. Odom 

SENT VIA EMAIL

1232/0905/MWH_Response_Final.doc/09Feb2010 



Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

07/29/2010 05:19 PM

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

cc

bcc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject clarification on request

Hi Kathy,

David Krizek called me today about my request to you yesterday on the geochem analyses.  He 
understood that I was looking for the baseline geochemistry report.  I explained to him, and wanted to also 
clarify with you, that I'm not looking for any of the reports, I'm looking for information on the formations that 
the two composite samples came from - what percentage from which formations.

Thanks for the quick response to my request.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

10/29/2008 02:16 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "jsturgess@augustaresource.com" 
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject November 4th meeting agenda items

 
Bev –
As you requested, here are the items I would like to add to your agenda for the meeting on the 4th:

Presentation schedule for November 12th (Comments, questions, concerns?) with a 
discussion of the AV requirements.  I also want to cover what your expectations are for this day 
so that we meet the objectives of the Forest Service – i.e. can we assume that everyone has read 
the MPO and this is simply an update and a look toward on‐going studies? 

MOU with the Udall Center (Is a copy of the language available yet?)

Comment analysis schedule (Is report about ready?)

Work schedule for the Forest Service around Thanksgiving and Christmas (What are the 
recognized holidays for the government and what is the schedule for our project during that 
period? I assume that the weekly meetings will take place and the regular extended ID team 
meeting will happen but do you have more meetings planned during that period because of the 
deliverables in January?)

Review of second trip of tribes to the site (What was the overall site review process and 
how did the second visit go?)

Additional tour opportunities
Status of adding the SRK and MWH consulting groups to the project – will they be 
available for the meeting on November 12th?

 
I would also like to get a copy of the comments on disk.
 
Thanks – 
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

 
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
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Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

03/25/2009 05:26 PM

To "beverson@fs.fed.us" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Re: Draft of Schedule

As good as done. 
Thanks!
Kathy

From: Beverley A Everson 
To: Kathy Arnold 
Sent: Wed Mar 25 19:19:40 2009
Subject: Re: Draft of Schedule 

Kathy, 

Please make the following changes to the agenda: 

Starting time March 30 is 1:30, so Welcoming Remarks are from 1:30 to 1:45.  Adjust everything else on 
that day accordingly. 

On the 30th, the Training on alternatives process will be done by me instead of Teresa Ann. 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper .c
om> 

03/11/2009 04:53 PM 

To Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us> 
cc Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Tom 

Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 
Su
bje

ct

Draft of Schedule



Reta – 
Spoke with Teresa Ann and got your comments.  Please let me know if you have additional concerns. 
  
Cheers! 
Kathy 
  
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the 

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately. 
  

  



 

 
 

 
 

February 9, 2010 
 
 

Kathy Arnold 
ROSEMONT COPPER COMPANY 
3031 West Ina Road 
Tucson, AZ  85741 
 
 
SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO MWH OCTOBER 23, 2009 REVIEW OF 

GROUNDWATER MODELING CONDUCTED FOR ROSEMONT 
COPPER COMPANY’S PROPOSED MINE SUPPLY PUMPING 

 
Kathy: 

 
We have prepared the following responses to comments submitted by MWH resulting 

from their review of the following two documents prepared by Montgomery & Associates 
(M&A) in support of Rosemont Copper Company’s (RCC) Environmental Impact Study 
(EIS): 

 
• Second Update to ADWR Model in Sahuarita/Green Valley Area; April 27, 

2009. 
• Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont 

Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita, Arizona; April 30, 
2009.   

 
 Each of the MWH comments is given below in italics, and is followed by our 
response.  Some MWH comments were not specifically addressed if their subject matter was 
addressed in our responses to other MWH comments. 
 
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings” 
  
MWH Comment:  The methodology for model predictions also follows good practice, with 
the exception that future pumping may be over-allocated (which would result in over-
prediction of groundwater level elevations) and some future source/sink terms may not be 
included (which would result in over-prediction in some locations and under-prediction in 
others). 
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M&A Response No. 1:  The RCC mine supply groundwater modeling study 
assumed future residential groundwater pumping in the area would increase at a rate 
determined from committed and existing groundwater withdrawals, as provided by 
Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR).  Due to the recent economic 
downturn and the resulting substantial decrease in the area’s residential growth, we 
agree that this approach will likely project more background groundwater level 
decline due to residential pumping than may actually occur.  However, for purposes 
of the EIS study we did not speculate on how a reduced future residential pumping 
demand might occur.  The future residential pumping simulated in the model is based 
on ADWR data and may result in conservatively larger background groundwater 
level declines (from residential pumping).  The conservatively larger projection of 
background groundwater level declines will have limited effect on the projected 
groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping. 
 
All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are determined from 
existing permits or pending permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on 
past documented quantities of historic pumping or recharge.  We did not add new 
future sinks or sources to the model which were not at the permit submittal stage and 
where quantities and/or schedules were not well defined. 
 
Finally, the use of the term “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” is 
confusing, since the term over-prediction implies neither groundwater levels being 
too high or too low; the concept is better described as:  over-prediction of 
groundwater level declines. 
 
 

RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Historical Model” 
 

MWH Comment:  The major concern with the model updates is that no standard iterative 
recalibration of the aquifer parameters is performed. 
 

M&A Response No. 2:  Accounting for the facts that most of the available 
observed groundwater level data are obtained during winter when agricultural 
pumping is not occurring, and simulated groundwater levels reflect annual average 
agricultural pumping simulated in the model, the updates to historical stresses in the 
study area resulted in a reasonable match of simulated groundwater levels and trends 
to observed data.  The model is acceptably calibrated for purposes of simulating 
groundwater level decline due to proposed Rosemont pumping, although we agree it 
may over-predict future background groundwater level declines for reasons stated 
above.  We believe further calibration is not required for this study. 
 

MWH Comment:  It is possible that much of the error between measured and simulated 
groundwater levels, which can be several tens of feet and shows spatial bias in some areas, 
is partly a reflection of the model parameters being out of calibration. 
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M&A Response No. 3:  We believe the model is reasonably calibrated and the 
differences between simulated and observed groundwater levels are acceptable. 
 

MWH Comment:  Another concern with the model updates is that no consideration is 
given for the Santa Cruz fault, which runs between the RCC wells and many of the other 
wells in the study area.  Mason and Bota (2006) suspect the fault as a source of some of the 
large residuals (error between measured and simulated groundwater levels) in the ADWR 
model.  M&A (2009b) documents the fault in the text and figures, but does not modify the 
model to account for the fault.  The rationale for not explicitly accounting for the fault is not 
discussed in M&A (2009a, 2009b). 
 

M&A Response No. 4:  The regional Santa Cruz fault is not considered to be a 
hydraulic barrier or conduit.  In the area north from the proposed RCC wellfield, 
Anderson (1987) (shown on Figure 6 of the EIS report) indicates vertical 
displacement along the fault resulted in a thicker deposition of the upper Tinaja beds 
on the east side of the fault relative to the west side of the fault.  Knowledge of the 
Santa Cruz fault, including hydraulic conductivity data for the aquifer on both sides 
of the fault, has been previously incorporated into the ADWR model by U.S. 
Geological Survey and ADWR. 
 
Mason and Bota do not indicate they suspect the Santa Cruz fault is the cause of large 
residuals in T.15S.,R.13 and 14.E., they simply point out that “residuals are in an area 
of suspected perched groundwater and near the Santa Cruz fault”.  The large residuals 
are predominantly indicating simulated groundwater levels are lower than observed.  
It has been M&A’s experience simulating groundwater levels at the T.15S.,R.13 and 
14E. location (for other groundwater investigations) that perched groundwater is a 
significant cause of simulated groundwater levels being lower than observed.  
Further, the area Mason and Bota describe as having high residuals is located 
approximately 12 miles north from the proposed RCC wellfield.  The RCC wellfield 
is located in T.17S.,R.14E., where the residuals shown in Mason and Bota’s 2006 
report are relative good  (see page 72 and Figure 27 of the Mason and Bota report).  
 
 

RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Predictive Model” 
 
MWH Comment:  Other potential future groundwater sinks/sources not included in the 
model that may impact future groundwater levels within the study area are potential 
mitigation pumping near Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Mine and delivery of underground 
storage of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water to the Sahuarita/Green Valley area. 
 

M&A Response No. 5:  At the time of model construction the mitigation plan was 
still being developed and was not finalized or approved by Arizona Department of 
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Environmental Quality.  Sufficient information did not exist to justify including the 
potential mitigation pumping in the model. 
 
A CAP recharge site in the Green Valley area is under consideration, but has not been 
approved by regulatory agencies nor has a location for the site been selected; 
therefore, this potential recharge source was not included in the model.  Potential 
CAP recharge in this area may mitigate drawdown impacts from the proposed RCC 
pumping.  
 

MWH Comment:  An assumption of the predictive model, which may be incorrect, is that 
boundary conditions are static.  This assumption is refuted by the continual groundwater 
level declines throughout the study area.  The correctness of the assumption is only a minor 
concern as the boundary heads likely have relatively little influence on the groundwater 
levels within the study area. 
 

M&A Response No. 6:  As concluded by MWH, the southern constant head 
boundary located 14.5 miles south from the RCC wellfield and the much more distant 
model boundaries in Marana and Avra Valley are too distant to have impacts on 
projected groundwater level change due to RCC pumping. 
 

 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Model Predictions” 
 
MWH Comment:  As documented above, the confidence in the predictions of future 
groundwater levels in the numerical model is weakened by intrinsic model structural 
inaccuracies, calibration inaccuracies, and uncertainty and deficiencies in sinks/sources. 
 

M&A Response No. 7:  We assume MWH’s decription of structural inaccuracies 
is a reference to the Santa Cruz fault since no other structural issues are presented by 
MWH.  Representation of the Santa Cruz fault is addressed in M&A Response 
No. 4. 
 
The model calibration is sufficiently accurate to project groundwater level declines 
due to proposed RCC pumping. 
 
All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are determined from 
existing permits or pending permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on 
past documented quantities of historic pumping or recharge.  This may result in a 
model which will project conservatively larger background groundwater level 
declines in the RCC wellfield area; however, it should have limited effect on the 
projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping.  We did not 
include potential Sierrita mitigation pumping or potential CAP recharge in the Green 
Valley area due to a lack of information regarding these potential sinks/sources.   
 



 
 

5

MWH Comment:  Seasonal variations and “calibration” errors are translated to 
predictive uncertainties that ranges from 10 to 100 feet due to seasonal variations and 
approximately a 25-foot under-prediction bias at RC-2. 
  

M&A Response No. 8:  Recent continuous monitoring of groundwater levels at 
wells E-1 and RC-2 has resulted in documentation of seasonal variation of 
groundwater levels (ranging from 10 to 100 feet annually) at the proposed RCC 
wellfield.  The purpose of the continuous monitoring was to remove uncertainty 
about seasonal variations from the model.  Due to the continuous monitoring this 
variation is known and is not translated into predictive uncertainty. 
 
The match between simulated and observed groundwater level trends at well RC-2 is 
acceptable and correction of model projections for the 25-foot difference is consistent 
with standard modeling practice for predictive simulations.  The 25-foot difference is 
not an uncertainty that is “translated” through to the predictive results. 

 
MWH Comment:  M&A (2009b) does not adequately document or quantify predictive 
uncertainties due to parameter uncertainties and due to uncertainties in the future 
groundwater recharge and withdrawal.  These predictive uncertainties could be bounded by 
conducting a sensitivity analysis of model predictions to parameter and future source/sink 
variations.  Sensitivity analyses are often a component of modeling studies. 
  

M&A Response No. 9:  The substantial regional sinks and sources in the vicinity 
of the proposed RCC wellfield are the dominant factor in prediction of future 
groundwater levels.  There is obvious uncertainty in these future stresses; however, 
quantification of uncertainties in rate of residential growth and future water demand 
in the area was not conducted as part of this study.  For purposes of the EIS study, we 
have simulated stresses which may result in conservatively larger background 
groundwater level declines in the proposed RCC wellfield area than may occur. 
 
Although not typically conducted, statistical quantification of predictive model 
uncertainty can be determined through a rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity 
analysis; however, many of the observation wells had only 1 data point (2005) 
obtained during the last 10 years and much of the data was affected by the substantial 
seasonal variation in groundwater levels.  A rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity 
analysis for purposes of statistically determining predictive uncertainty would have 
required substantial assumptions that would have rendered the statistical 
determinations more qualitative than quantitative.  Further, as described above, 
predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter sensitivity would be 
substantially less than uncertainty associated with future stresses.  Ultimately we 
relied on the satisfactory match of simulated to observed groundwater level trends to 
determine confidence in the model’s ability to predict future groundwater level 
change. 
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Finally, a sensitivity analysis where specific aquifer parameters are incrementally 
varied to determine sensitivity of the calibration to changes to those parameters was 
not conducted.  This sensitivity analysis is used to determine aquifer parameters that 
the calibration is most sensitive to, which are the parameters requiring relatively more 
certainty in the accuracy of their simulated value in order to minimize predictive 
error.  Aquifer parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrogeologic units 
encountered at the proposed RCC wellfield location have been extensively 
investigated and substantial aquifer parameter data have been collected for these 
units, including in the vicinity of the RCC wellfield; therefore, a sensitivity analysis 
was not considered to be beneficial.  Note that aquifer parameters and layer 
thicknesses in the vicinity of the E-1 and RC-2 pumping tests were changed in the 
model to reflect results of test data; these modified parameters were not substantially 
different than original values in the model and the changes to simulated groundwater 
levels as a result of the modifications were minimal. 
 

MWH Comment:  The confidence in the predicted groundwater levels will further decrease 
away from the RCC property as the grid coarsens and aquifer parameters and source/sinks 
become less defined. 
  

M&A Response No. 10:  For purposes of determining groundwater level declines 
due to proposed RCC pumping, the confidence/accuracy of projected declines distant 
from the RCC property decrease negligibly due to the model grid becoming coarser.  
The grid is refined in the immediate area of pumping due to the substantial 
groundwater level gradients in the immediate vicinity of the pumping wells.  As these 
gradients decrease with distance from the pumping wells, grid cells can increase in 
size without decreasing confidence in the projected declines due to RCC pumping. 
 

MWH Comment:  MWH evaluated the estimates of the drawdown levels due to RCC 
pumping reported in the M&A (2009b, Figures 35, 36) using a simple (Dupruit) solution to 
estimate steady-state drawdown.  Although this solution cannot capture the complexity and 
transience of the model, it does provide a rough check on drawdown predictions.  According 
to this check, the estimates of groundwater level drawdown due to RCC pumping reported in 
M&A (2009b) are reasonable. 
  

M&A Response No. 11:  As MWH has determined using their Dupuit analysis, the 
projected groundwater level declines due to proposed RCC pumping are reasonable.  
The model superimposes these simulated drawdowns on model projected background 
groundwater level declines.  These projected background declines are likely 
conservatively larger than may occur (discussed previously); therefore, final projected 
groundwater level elevations at the end of the 20-year RCC pumping period may be 
conservatively lower than may occur. 

 
 



 
 

7

RESPONSES TO “(3) Summary of Concerns” 
 
MWH Concern & Comment 1:  (Concern) Aquifer parameters not calibrated to 
historical model. – (Comment) The potential impact of this concern is unknown because an 
analysis of the sensitivity of model prediction to aquifer parameter values is not performed. 
  

M&A Response No. 12:  The model is reasonably calibrated to the historical data; 
we do not share MWH’s concern on this issue.  As stated in M&A Response 
No. 9, statistical quantification of predictive uncertainty through a rigorous 
sensitivity analysis of aquifer parameters was determined to not be feasible due to the 
substantial seasonal variation in groundwater levels and paucity of observed 
groundwater levels from the last 10 years.  The uncertainty analysis would have 
required substantial assumptions that would have rendered the statistical 
determinations more qualitative than quantitative. 
 

MWH Concern & Comment 2:  (Concern) Santa Cruz fault is not explicitly included in 
model. – (Comment) The Santa Cruz fault could have an important impact on the predicted 
influence of RCC pumping because the fault runs between the RCC property and many of the 
municipal, mining, and agricultural water suppliers.  M&A (2009a, 2009b) may have a good 
reason for not including the fault, but the rationale is not discussed. 
  

M&A Response No. 13:  As described in M&A Response No. 4, knowledge of 
the Santa Cruz fault and representative characteristics of hydraulic properties on 
either side of the fault have been incorporated into the model by U.S. Geological 
Survey and ADWR.  Further, in the area of the proposed RCC pumping the model 
reasonably matches observed groundwater level response to stresses located on both 
sides of the fault.  

 
MWH Concern & Comment 3:  (Concern) The assumption that future pumping will 
achieve its full build-out demand as described in assured water supply documents will likely 
over-predict pumping and groundwater level declines – (Comment) This assumption likely 
results in under-prediction of groundwater levels, particularly to the west and north of RCC 
property.  An analysis of the sensitivity of model predictions to this assumption would aid in 
bounding the uncertainty in model predictions. 
  

M&A Response No. 14:  As stated in M&A Responses Nos. 1 and 9, we 
agree that the projected groundwater level decline may result in lower projected 
groundwater levels than may actually occur.  The conservatively larger background 
groundwater level decline has limited effect on the model’s ability to project 
groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping.  We did not conduct a 
quantification of uncertainty for rate of residential growth and future water demand in 
the area; therefore, we did not attempt to estimate the uncertainties in model 
projections based uncertainties of future growth and water demand. 
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MWH Concern & Comment 4:  (Concern) Potential future mitigation pumping by 
Sierrita Mine is not included. – (Comment) Sierrita Mine mitigation pumping could 
further decrease groundwater levels southwest of the RCC property.  North of the 
RCC property, the impacts will likely be minor. 

  
M&A Response No. 15:  As stated in M&A Response No. 5, at the time of 
model construction the mitigation plan was still being developed and was not 
finalized or approved by Arizona Department of Environmental Quality.  Sufficient 
information did not exist to justify including the potential mitigation pumping in the 
model. 

 
MWH Concern & Comment 5:  (Concern) Potential future aquifer recharge from 
proposed CAP delivery is not included. – (Comment) Recharge by CAP water could 
significantly increase future groundwater levels in the vicinity of RCC property. 
  

M&A Response No. 16:  As stated in M&A Response No. 5, a CAP recharge 
site in the Green Valley area is under consideration, but has not been approved by 
regulatory agencies nor has a location for the site been selected; therefore, this 
potential recharge source was not included in the model.  Potential CAP recharge in 
this area may mitigate drawdown impacts from the proposed RCC pumping. 
  

MWH Concern & Comment 6:  (Concern) No sensitivity analysis performed. – 
(Comment) The level of confidence in the model predictions cannot be fully evaluated 
without an analysis of the sensitivity of the model predictions to the assumptions future 
pumping and specified aquifer parameters. 
  

M&A Response No. 17:  As stated in M&A Response Nos. 9 and 12, the 
substantial regional sinks and sources in the vicinity of the proposed RCC wellfield 
are the dominant factor in prediction of future groundwater levels.  There is obvious 
uncertainty in these future stresses simulated in the model; however, we do not 
attempt to estimate the uncertainties as we have no basis for quantifying uncertainty 
in rate of residential growth and future water demand in the area.  For purposes of the 
EIS study we have simulated stresses which will likely result in conservatively larger 
background groundwater level declines in the proposed RCC wellfield area than now 
expected based on current residential growth.  A rigorous aquifer parameter 
sensitivity analysis for purposes of statistically determining predictive uncertainty 
would have required substantial assumptions that would have rendered the statistical 
determinations more qualitative than quantitative.  Further, as described above, 
predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter sensitivity would be 
substantially less than uncertainty associated with future stresses. 
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M&A SUMMARY 
 
The RCC mine supply EIS modeling was conducted using the latest available version 

of the ADWR Tucson Active Management Area (TAMA) model.  Use of this model is 
typically required for groundwater withdrawal applications to ADWR under the assured 
water supply program.  Hydrogeology of the TAMA, including aquifer parameters and 
hydrogeologic units, has been substantially investigated, including in the area of the proposed 
RCC wellfield.  These data have been incorporated into the model over the almost 40 years 
of its development by the U. S. Geological Survey and ADWR.  A sensitivity analysis to 
evaluate aquifer parameters was not considered to be beneficial for purposes of this study. 

   
In the area of the proposed RCC wellfield the region’s historic groundwater stresses 

are the dominant factors influencing how well the model is able to simulate observed 
groundwater levels and trends, and future groundwater stresses are the dominant factor 
influencing groundwater level projections.  Work for the EIS modeling included a rigorous 
effort to update all substantial historic and future groundwater stresses in the region.  The 
updated model reasonably matched observed groundwater levels and trends in the area of 
proposed RCC wellfield.  The future background groundwater level projections are 
considered conservative because they may be lower than actual due to simulated residential 
pumping volumes that may be higher than actual. 

 
Ultimately this model is best suited for projecting groundwater level decline due to 

the proposed RCC pumping.  MWH confirms this conclusion with their analytical model.  In 
the EIS model this projected decline is superimposed on the projected background 
groundwater level declines for the area.  Less future residential pumping would reduce 
background groundwater level declines but the projected groundwater level decline due to 
proposed RCC pumping would be approximately the same. 

 

If you have questions or require further discussion, please contact us. 
 

    Sincerely, 

    ERROL L. MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

         
    Hale W. Barter 

    
    Marla E. Odom 
 
SENT VIA EMAIL 

1232/0905/MWH_Response_Final.doc/09Feb2010 



Rosemont Copper Project Alternatives

Presentation to Cooperating Agencies

July 15, 2010



Project
Location



No Action 
Alternative



Proposed Action Overview

• Mining of copper, molybdenum, 
silver and  gold in a 1.2 mile  
diameter open pit

• Ore concentrating and metal   
recovery in mill and solvent    
extraction electrowinning plant

• Waste rock and dry stack           
tailings facilities with 3        
by 1 mile footprint



Proposed 
Action 

Facilities 
Design



Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement Alternatives 

• Proposed Action

• No Action

• Phased Tailings

• Scholefield

• Barrel Only (Landforming)



Phased Tailings 
Alternative 

Facilities Design



Scholefield 
Facilities Design



Traditional Tailings and Waste Rock 
Topography



Barrel Only Landforming Alternative 
Reproducing Natural Landscape Topography



Barrel Only 
(Landforming) 

Alternative 
Facilities 

Design





Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

10/27/2009 10:46 AM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject RE: A Rosemont report

History: This message has been replied to.

Same thing this time.

Kathy

Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
 

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 10:35 AM
To: Larry Jones; Kathy Arnold
Cc: Deborah K Sebesta; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; Richard A Gerhart
Subject: Re: A Rosemont report

*** Body Not Included ***



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

06/02/2009 02:08 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford 
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "jderby@fs.fed.us" <jderby@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject June 15 meeting

History: This message has been forwarded.

Bev – 

Is there any way that we can move the June 15
th

 , 1 pm meeting to June 17
th

 at 9:00 am.  We had a 
potential conflict come up and if possible we would like to adjust the date.  If not, that’s okay but please 
let me know.
 
Regards,
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

03/23/2009 02:25 PM

To "beverson@fs.fed.us" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Re: March 30 meeting time changed to 1:30

Bev 
I sure do and it's available on the 2nd if it's needed. 
Cheers!
Kathy 

From: Beverley A Everson 
To: Kathy Arnold 
Cc: ccoyle@swca.com ; Jamie Sturgess; mreichard@swca.com ; rlaford@fs.fed.us ; tfurgason@swca.com 
; Teresa Ann Ciapusci 
Sent: Mon Mar 23 16:07:16 2009
Subject: Re: March 30 meeting time changed to 1:30 

Sounds good.  I assume you have the same room reserved for all three days? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontc
opper.com> 

03/23/2009 01:15 PM 

To "beverson@fs.fed.us" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "ccoyle@swca.com" <ccoyle@swca.com>, 
"tfurgason@swca.com" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "mreichard@swca.com" <mreichard@swca.com>, Jamie 

Sturgess <jsturgess@rosemontcopper.com>, "rlaford@fs.fed.us" <rlaford@fs.fed.us> 
cc
Su
bje

ct

Re: March 30 meeting time changed to 1:30

Bev 
We have a meeting room at the Arizona hotel. With screens, flip charts, etc. 
Let's plan on using that meeting room since all arrangements have been made already.

Cheers!
Kathy 

From: Beverley A Everson 
To: ccoyle@swca.com ; tfurgason@swca.com ; mreichard@swca.com ; Kathy Arnold; Jamie Sturgess; 



Reta Laford 
Sent: Mon Mar 23 15:08:24 2009
Subject: March 30 meeting time changed to 1:30 

Hi All; the meeting will be held in 4B.  Please SWCA and Rosemont folks, pass this information on to your 
colleagues who will be attending the meeting.  Thanks.  Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

12/14/2009 01:22 PM

To Dale PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>

cc Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Beverley Everson 
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Hale Barter 
<hbarter@elmontgomery.com>, Jamie Sturgess 

bcc

Subject Hydrogeology Meeting

History: This message has been replied to.

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

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

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

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

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.



Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

09/18/2009 05:31 PM

To karnold@rosemontcopper.com, 
jsturgess@rosemontcopper.com, Michael A 
Linden/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

bcc

Subject request to visit project area and core shed in February

Hi Kathy,

Mike Linden, out Regional Geologsit, is helping to coordinate a meeting of Forest Service certified mineral 
examiners (CMEs) in Tucson in February.  He asked me if it would be possible for the group to visit the 
project area, and I am requesting a visit on his behalf.  Along with the project area visit, I'm hoping that 
you would be willing to arrange a visit to the core shed, and presentation by Jeff on the deposit geology 
and ore reserve calculations (similar to the talk he gave to the IDT several months ago).

Please respond to Mike on this request.  He is cc'd in this email, and also can be reached by phone at 
505.842.3158.  

In introducing you and Mike, I should mention that he's one of the two mineral examiners that did the 
mineral exam, report and recommendation for the Rosemont patents in the 1990s.

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS

04/29/2009 12:37 PM

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc Dale Ortman PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Wittwer, 
Derek" <Derek.Wittwer@amec.com>, Teresa Ann Ciapusci 
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason 

bcc

Subject Re: Dry Stack Tailings Presentation

Hi Kathy,

The morning of May 12 is fine.  I will reserve a conference room in the Federal Building once I know how 
many attendees there will probably be.

T.A., do you know if any of the cooperatoring agency folks might want to attend?

Bev   

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.c
om> 

04/27/2009 03:29 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Dale Ortman PE 
<daleortmanpe@live.com>, Tom Furgason 
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Wittwer, Derek" 
<Derek.Wittwer@amec.com>

Subject Dry Stack Tailings Presentation

Bev – 
Please be advised that AMEC has informed me that they are available to present or simply 
answer questions for the Forest Service technical team on May 12 in the morning.  They will be 
meeting with ADEQ on Monday and can stay over to discuss their design report with those who 
may be interested.
 
Please let me know ASAP if you wish for them to stay so that Derek and John can make their 
arrangements.
 
Thanks!
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com



 

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

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

 
From: Wittwer, Derek [mailto:Derek.Wittwer@amec.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2009 3:26 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Lupo, John F
Subject: ADEQ metting
 
Hi Kathy,
 
I spoke with Steve Vevang and we are scheduled to meet in their office on the 11

th

 of May from 
12-4 PM.  I spoke with John Lupo and we are available for the 12

th

 of May as well.  Would you 
like us to plan on meeting with USFS on the 12

th 

?   Please let me know when you get a chance 
and we will make our travel arrangements.
 
Best Regards,
Derek
 
Derek T. Wittwer, P.E.
Associate Engineer

AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc.
304 Inverness Way South, Suite 490, Englewood, Colorado 80112
Ph:  303.433.0262     Fx:  303.433.0362     Cell: 720.284.7783
derek.wittwer@amec.com 

 

The information contained in this e-mail is intended only for the individual or entity to whom it is 
addressed. 
Its contents (including any attachments) may contain confidential and/or privileged information. 
If you are not an intended recipient you must not use, disclose, disseminate, copy or print its contents. 
If you receive this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete and destroy the 
message.
 



Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/20/2009 07:53 AM

To karnold@rosemontcopper.com

cc

bcc

Subject status meeting agenda 

Hi Kathy,

Do you have any items you would like for me to add to the agenda?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



 

Tucson Office 
3031 West Ina Road 

Tucson, AZ 85741 
Tel 520.297.7723  Fax 520.297.7724 

www.tetratech.com 

 
Technical Memorandum 

 

To: Kathy Arnold From: Grady O’Brien and Michael Gabora
Company: Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) Date: April 10, 2010 
Re: Rosemont Backfill and Pit Lake 

Management Approaches 
Doc #: 123/10-320869-5.3 

CC: Jamie Sturgess (RCC); 
David Krizek, P.E. (Tetra Tech) 

 

1.0 Introduction 

Rosemont Copper Company (Rosemont) plans to develop an open pit mining operation on the 
east side of the Santa Rita Mountains, about 30 miles southeast of Tucson, Arizona in Pima 
County. This Technical Memorandum provides background information on how the post-closure 
conditions related to the Rosemont Copper Project (Project) might be affected by partial 
backfilling of the Open Pit. 

The backfill approaches considered in this Technical Memorandum have been raised during 
development of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) associated with the Project. The 
physical processes related to pit lakes and how the backfill alternatives may affect the post-
closure pit lake and the larger groundwater flow system are also discussed. 

The comments expressed herein represent Tetra Tech’s current understanding of the Open Pit 
(pit) and the groundwater flow system. The basis for the comments is engineering judgment and 
experience: specific numerical simulations and analytical analyses related to the backfill 
approaches have not been completed. Therefore, discussions related to partial backfill of the 
proposed Open Pit developed herein are conceptual in nature and provide a basis for 
considering potential backfill approaches to address issues raised during project scoping. 

The pre-mining condition where groundwater is flowing from the topographically high areas on 
the west side of the Project area to lower areas to the east is conceptually illustrated on 
Figure 1. Development of the Open Pit, located in the northern Santa Rita Mountains, will 
require dewatering during mining. Groundwater flow modeling completed by Montgomery & 
Associates (M&A) in 2009 indicates that the Open Pit will create a hydraulic sink and that a 
post-mining pit lake will develop (M&A, 2009). 

Partial backfilling of the Open Pit is being considered to reduce the amount of drawdown 
associated with the maintenance of a perpetual pit lake. A terminal-sink (hydraulic sink) created 
by a pit lake results in drawdown of the groundwater flow system. Drawdown concerns have 
been identified as having the potential to impact other water resources in the area such as 
springs, wells, and riparian vegetation. Under some conditions, partial backfilling may reduce 
the potential for drawdown and associated impacts. 
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There are benefits and risks associated with pit backfilling. By understanding the physical 
processes related to pit lakes and backfilling, these benefits and risks can be compared. In 
addition to partial backfilling, there are other pit backfill and management methods available that 
may reduce groundwater drawdown effects. 

Four (4) backfill or pit lake management approaches are evaluated herein that have potential 
application at Rosemont: 

 Backfill above the pre-mining groundwater elevations; 

 Partial backfill below the pre-mining groundwater elevations; 

 A Quick-Fill option; and 

 A managed stormwater inflow option. 

The general hydrogeologic conditions related to pit lakes are briefly discussed in Section 2.0. 
The post-mining pit lake water level and post-mining equilibrium groundwater conditions are 
driven by the system water balance, which is an accounting of water entering and leaving the pit 
lake. At equilibrium or steady state, the inflows equal the outflows. How the water balance is 
altered due to the four (4) backfill options listed above is then discussed. 

2.0 Hydrogeologic conditions 

As indicated above, the water balance of a pit lake describes how water flows into and out of the 
lake. Depending on the relative magnitudes of these flows, a pit lake will form or the pit could 
remain dry. For the following discussion, it is assumed conditions are favorable for the formation 
of a post-mining pit lake. The pit lake level and the rate at which the pit fills are controlled by the 
post-closure water balance. The post-closure water balance can be expressed as: 

Δpit lake volume = Iprecip + Irunoff + Ipit runoff + GWinflow– Epit- GWoutflow (Equation 1) 

Where: 

Δpit lake volume is the change in pit lake volume; 

Iprecip is the inflow from direct precipitation falling on the lake surface; 

Irunoff is the inflow from runoff from upgradient drainages; 

Ipit runoff is the inflow from pit wall runoff (the fraction of precipitation falling on the pit walls 
that ultimately reaches the pit lake); 

GWinflow is the groundwater inflow to the pit lake; 

Epit is the open water evaporation from the pit lake surface based on a modified pan 
evaporation rate; and 

GWoutflow is the outflow of groundwater from the pit lake. 

The interaction between these parameters for a terminal-sink pit, which has no groundwater 
outflow (GWoutflow = 0), is presented schematically on Figure 2. 

There are two (2) types of pit lakes: terminal-sink and flow-through. A terminal-sink pit lake has 
no groundwater leaving the pit (Equation 1: GWoutflow = 0). A flow-through pit has a component of 
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groundwater leaving the pit (Equation 1: GWoutflow > 0). Evaporation must be greater than sum of 
precipitation, runoff, and groundwater inflow for a terminal-sink pit lake to form. 

At steady-state conditions, evaporation is expected to exceed the other individual components 
of the water balance at the Rosemont Project. Due to the steep walls of the proposed Open Pit 
(roughly cone shaped), the surface area of the pit lake is initially small, but increases as the lake 
stage rises. Therefore, evaporation losses increase as the surface area increases. The lake 
level will stabilize when the evaporation rate equals the sum of the inflow components. A 
terminal-sink pit lake will create a cone-of-depression or water-level declines (also termed 
drawdown) around the Open Pit as a result of groundwater inflow (Figure 3). As long as the 
groundwater elevations around the pit never become low enough to reach the pit lake elevation, 
groundwater will flow toward the pit. A hydraulic sink is created when the elevation of the 
groundwater divide is greater than the lake level (Figure 3). Over the long-term there would be a 
net loss of water due to evaporation in a terminal-sink pit lake. 

Drawdown of groundwater levels occurs most dramatically in the vicinity of the Open Pit, with 
decreasing drawdown at greater distances from the pit. The magnitude and extent of the 
drawdown depends on the pit lake water balance (Equation 1) and the hydraulic properties of 
the surrounding rocks. The water balance determines the pit lake level, which in turn determines 
the magnitude of the drawdown. This drawdown can be advantageous by capturing process 
area contaminates and preventing their migration away from the pit. Drawdown in a regional 
groundwater flow system, however, can reduce flows and stages in streams, springs, and lakes. 
Over time, the drawdown associated with the pit lake will continue to expand outwards until 
there is sufficient capture of water from other areas to create a new stable water table. 

Conversely, a flow-through pit lake has groundwater elevations that reach the lake level over a 
portion of the lake, allowing groundwater to flow out of the pit (Figure 4). If the pit lake water 
quality is poor, undesirable down-gradient consequences could occur. However, flow-through 
conditions created by backfilling the pit above the pre-mining water level results in no long-term 
evaporative losses, thus allowing the flow system to return to approximate pre-mining conditions 
(Figure 5). 

3.0 Backfill Objectives 

In general, there are several considerations related to backfilling an open pit after the cessation 
of active mining. The most important consideration is whether a flow-through pit or a terminal-
sink pit is desired. Additionally, the backfill level will depend on the desired post-mining 
hydrologic condition and the backfilling objective. The following are some of the objectives for 
backfilling an open pit: 

 Cover acid rock drainage (ARD) generating rock located in the pit; 

 Create a free draining surface; 

 Eliminate the pit lake or reduce the lake’s depth; 

 Restore aesthetics (i.e. move material back into the pit from waste piles); and 

 Decrease drawdown. 

With respect to the Rosemont Project, the only practical backfill consideration would be a partial 
backfill approach with the goal of reducing the amount of drawdown associated with the 



   

4 

anticipated presence of a perpetual pit lake. By raising the lake stage, the hydraulic gradient is 
reduced and groundwater inflow into the pit is minimized. 

The reduction in groundwater consumption depends on how much groundwater inflow (GWinflow) 
to the pit is reduced due to the higher pit lake stage. In this sense, the level of backfill in the pit 
can be used as a management tool for creating the desired post-mining conditions. However, 
there is the risk of backfilling too high and inadvertently creating a flow-through condition. This 
outcome could have unintended consequences if the quality of the pit lake water was poor or if 
the sink was being used for passive containment for the operations areas. Even though 
potential seepage from the remaining major facilities at the Rosemont Project is expected to be 
at or slightly above Arizona Aquifer Water Quality Standards (AWQS), the pit is still expected to 
be used for passive containment of these facilities at closure. 

4.0 Management Options 

As indicated in Section 1.0, four (4) backfill or pit lake management approaches are reviewed 
herein for the Rosemont Open Pit: 

 Backfill above the pre-mining groundwater elevations; 

 Partial backfill below the pre-mining groundwater elevations;  

 Quick-Fill option; and 

 A managed stormwater inflow option. 

4.1 Backfilling Above Pre-Mining Groundwater Elevations 
Creating a flow-through pit from a terminal-sink condition requires backfilling to a level above 
the groundwater elevations of the surrounding aquifer, which over the long-term would be 
similar to pre-mining water levels (Figure 5). 

Due to the size of the excavated pit, it could take hundreds of years for the water table to re-
equilibrate to near pre-mining levels assuming groundwater inflow and recharge rates were low. 
Backfilling the pit would accelerate the rate at which the pit would refill with groundwater. Less 
inflow would be required since the backfill material would take up most of the empty space. For 
example, typical backfill might have a porosity of 25%. As a result, only 25% of the volume of 
water would be necessary to fill the pit to a particular level. Also, because the backfill would be 
placed higher than the water level in the pit, there would be minimal evaporation. This would 
effectively accelerate the rate of groundwater level recovery. 

An important negative component of this approach is that potentially impacted water can 
migrate out of the pit as a result of creating a flow-through condition. In the case of the 
Rosemont Project, existing studies have been performed predicting the pit lake water quality. 
After 200 years of simulation, modeling has indicated the pit lake water quality would resemble 
that of local groundwater (Tetra Tech, 2010a). Infiltration, Seepage, and Fate and Transport 
modeling has also been performed on the waste rock, dry stack tailings, and spent ore pile 
associated with the Heap Leach Facility (Tetra Tech, 2010b). The results of this analysis 
indicated that any potential seepage from these facilities would have measured constituents 
mostly below the AWQS. 
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4.2 Partial Backfill Below Pre-Mining Groundwater Elevations 
Backfill can be used to manage the pit lake level when a terminal-sink condition is desired. 
Water levels in the backfill will rise until the inflows are balanced by evaporation. When the 
water-level depths are significantly below the backfill, groundwater inflow and infiltration into the 
backfill (from pit wall runoff, upgradient runoff, and precipitation) are occurring but open water 
evaporation is not. Shallow, seasonal water ponding on the backfill would occur if the pit lake 
levels were just below the backfill level and evaporation losses were closely matched to the pit 
inflows (Figure 6). This backfill scenario would maintain a hydraulic sink, but with less drawdown 
than a no-backfill scenario. 

If backfill is determined beneficial to achieve a specific goal, the optimum level depends on the 
specific project objectives and the site specific hydrogeologic conditions. The optimum level is 
achieved when a terminal-sink is maintained, drawdown is minimized, and the desired factor of 
safety is maintained. The critical issue is ensuring that the pit lake level is sufficiently low to 
maintain a terminal-sink condition. A groundwater divide must be maintained between the pit 
and the down-gradient areas. The distance from the pit lake level to the top of the groundwater 
divide is termed the “factor of safety” (Figure 6). The larger the factor of safety, the more likely it 
is that a terminal-sink condition will be maintained if the hydrogeologic conditions change or if 
they are not accurately known. 

Partially backfilling a pit to reduce drawdown effects, however, is not a common practice since it 
does not result in significantly different groundwater levels. After active dewatering ceases, 
drawdown will continue to propagate down-gradient through the groundwater flow system, even 
while water levels in the pit area are recovering. 

Over the long-term (hundreds of years), a higher pit-lake stage (as a result of backfilling above 
the predicted, non-backfilled, steady-state lake stage) will reduce the steady-state groundwater 
inflow into the pit. This decrease in inflow is due to smaller hydraulic gradients between the lake 
level and the surrounding groundwater table. In turn, the smaller gradients and lower inflows 
reduce the steady-state drawdown associated with the hydraulic sink of the pit lake. 

4.3 Quick-Fill Option 
Adding an external source of water to the pit after the end of dewatering would accelerate the 
water-level rise within an open or backfilled pit. This has been termed the Quick-Fill option. 
Adding large volumes of external water to the pit could also potentially shorten the time to reach 
equilibrium conditions in the areas near the pit. Although the Quick-Fill option results in less 
water being removed from storage in the aquifer, drawdown would not be significantly affected. 
Drawdown in the aquifer continues to propagate outwards after dewatering ceases and is not 
immediately influenced by the near pit water levels. Furthermore, the steady-state pit lake 
elevation would be unchanged, as would the long-term groundwater inflow to the pit (Figure 7). 

The Quick-Fill option could be used in conjunction with backfilling to increase water inflows and 
decrease the effects of evaporation temporarily, thus increasing the rate at which water levels in 
the immediate vicinity of the pit would rise (Figure 7). Quick-Filling would have to be closely 
managed to ensure that a temporary flow-through condition is not created. Adding too much 
water, too quickly could raise the pit lake level above the groundwater elevations in the 
surrounding aquifer. This situation could temporarily result in pit lake water flowing down-
gradient. This condition could reverse and a terminal–sink condition could reestablish itself once 
the external water source is stopped and equilibrium is restored. 
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4.4 Managed Stormwater Inflow Option 
Managing the volume of surface runoff into the pit is a variation on the Quick-Fill option. The 
Rosemont Landform (tailings and waste rock piles) and/or mine operations areas could be 
graded to direct stormwater runoff into the pit (Figure 8). This would provide a long-term, 
perpetual source of water to the pit lake, whereas the Quick-Fill option would typically supply 
external water for one (1) to three (3) years. The addition of stormwater runoff could offset water 
lost to evaporation, which may reduce the long-term groundwater inflows into the pit lake. 
Reducing long-term groundwater inflows to the pit would also reduce the long-term drawdown 
due to the pit. 

5.0 Potential Applications 

A complete or near complete backfilling of the proposed Open Pit to above pre-mining water 
levels would create a flow-through condition. This would result in pit lake water and/or water 
interacting with pit walls and waste rock to flow down-gradient away from the Project site. In this 
scenario, there would be no pit lake formation and no perpetual consumption of groundwater by 
evaporation. As a result, the groundwater flow system would be expected to eventually recover 
to a flow condition similar to what persisted prior to mine development (Figure 5). However, the 
water flowing out of the system after adding waste rock backfill to the pit may or may not result 
in a quality resembling pre-mining conditions. Also, there would also be no passive containment 
of the major facilities provided by the Open Pit. 

As discussed in Section 4.0, there are three (3) potential options that could reduce the long-term 
drawdown and consumption of groundwater while maintaining a terminal-sink pit lake condition: 

 Partial backfill to an optimized level; 

 Partial backfill with Quick-Fill option; and 

 Managed Stormwater Inflow option. 

Results of the M&A groundwater flow model (M&A, 2009) frame the discussion on how the 
partial backfill alternatives could be applied to the proposed Rosemont Open Pit. The pre-mining 
water level is approximately (~) 5,000 feet above mean sea level (amsl) in the pit area. The 
predicted pit lake elevation, with no backfill and after 100 years of model simulation, results in 
~1,000 feet of drawdown or a water level of ~4,000 feet amsl. Groundwater elevations on the 
east side, or down-gradient side, of the pit are expected to be ~4,500 feet amsl. 

After about 100 years following the cessation of mining, the relative difference in the predicted 
pit lake elevation (~4,000 feet amsl) and the groundwater elevation (~4,500 feet amsl) on the 
east side of the pit is therefore ~500 feet. Accounting for a factor of safety for maintaining a pit 
lake, with no backfill, at the predicted equilibrium elevation of ~4,000 feet amsl, is therefore 
~500 feet. 

Where the groundwater levels on the down-gradient side of the pit ultimately equilibrate is 
dependant on the water balance, the hydrogeologic properties of the rocks, and the final lake 
stage. Pit backfill can be used in an attempt to mange the final lake stage and the factor of 
safety. 

In order to maintain a terminal-sink pit lake in combination with a partially backfilled pit, the 
maximum backfill elevation would need to be determined above the predicted lake stage of 
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~4,000 feet amsl. The backfill level would be something less than 500 feet above the predicted 
lake stage. Maintaining a high safety factor would entail a backfill level closer to an elevation of 
~4,000 feet amsl. The safety factor diminishes as the backfill elevation approaches ~4,500 feet 
amsl. The highest factor of safety against creating a flow-through condition is achieved by not 
adding any backfill to the pit. 

Assuming a factor of safety of 300 feet (pit backfill to ~4,300 feet amsl) may be appropriate 
based on the level of uncertainty in the analysis and the potential for short or long-term changes 
in climate. In this case, the drawdown at the pit would be approximately 20% (200 feet) less 
(800 feet vs. 1000 feet) than the no-backfill scenario. This reduction in drawdown would 
decrease groundwater inflow, but comparatively increase evaporation losses, so the net 
reduction in groundwater consumption would be less than 20%. 

In the Quick-Fill option, less water will be withdrawn from aquifer storage and equilibrium 
conditions could be obtained in less time. This option, however, is unlikely to significantly affect 
the drawdown magnitude and the long-term water consumption associated with the pit lake. 

The Managed Stormwater Inflow option is a variation of the Quick-Fill option and has the 
potential to further accelerate refilling of the pit lake. Inflows need to be managed to avoid 
creating a flow-through condition or over-flow condition. Stormwater inflows greater than that 
lost to evaporation will raise pit lake levels. The unpredictable timing and magnitude of 
stormwater runoff events would need to be considered in this option. Temporary flow-through 
conditions could be created if the rate of inflow creates a lake level higher than the groundwater 
divide (Figure 5). The use of managed stormwater inflow will require calibration in order to 
maintain an adequate safety factor against developing flow-through conditions. 

6.0 Summary  

The most important consideration when managing a post-mining pit lake is whether a flow-
through pit or a terminal-sink is desired. In the case of the Rosemont Project, maintaining a 
terminal-sink pit lake condition is desired. 

Based on groundwater modeling results (M&A, 2009), a terminal-sink pit lake is expected to 
form. Even though geochemical modeling has indicated that the pit lake water quality would 
resemble that of local groundwater (Tetra Tech, 2010a) and that any potential seepage from the 
other major facilities would have measured constituents mostly below Arizona Aquifer Quality 
Standards, maintaining a terminal-sink condition is desired. Maintaining a terminal-sink 
condition provides tertiary containment of these major facilities at closure. Additionally, pit lake 
predictive geochemical modeling has not been performed assuming any pit backfill scenarios. 
The desire to maintain the Rosemont Open Pit as a hydraulic sink eliminates backfilling above 
or close to the pre-mining groundwater elevations. 

In terms of partial backfill or other pit lake management approaches, the following options are 
available: 

 Partial backfill; 

 Quick-Fill; and 

 Managed stormwater inflows. 
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Partially backfilling the pit is not expected to result in significantly different groundwater levels. 
After active dewatering ceases, drawdown will continue to propagate down-gradient through the 
groundwater flow system, even while water levels in the pit area are recovering. Depending on 
the final partial backfill elevation, a 20% reduction in the equilibrated drawdown elevations 
around the pit may be achieved. A reduction in short-term groundwater inflows would also be 
achieved by the partial backfill option. 

Quick-Fill may result in reaching equilibrium conditions sooner than the other approaches, but it 
would not significantly impact the long-term drawdown impacts. 

Depending on actual precipitation and inflow conditions, the Managed Stormwater Inflow option 
could be used to reduce groundwater inflow to the pit. This alternative would require grading the 
post-closure mine area so that the desired surface area contributes a predictable and 
manageable volume of stormwater runoff into the pit.  

In all partial backfill and pit lake management approaches, an appropriate factor of safety is the 
key to maintaining a terminal-sink condition. The factor of safety refers to the difference 
between the pit lake water surface elevation and the elevation of the down-gradient 
groundwater divide. Considering all the partial backfill and other management alternatives, the 
Managed Stormwater Inflow option has the greatest potential for variability in terms of affecting 
the pit lake elevation, and thus the highest chance for flow-through conditions to occur. 
Selection of the stormwater management area is therefore critical to this option. 

7.0 Conclusions 

Backfilling above or close to the pre-mining groundwater elevation does not allow Rosemont to 
maintain the desired condition of having a terminal-sink pit lake and maintaining tertiary 
containment of the post-mining facilities. Additionally, partially backfilling the pit is not 
anticipated to have a large effect on the overall groundwater drawdown conditions since a 
sufficient vertical distance or safety factor must be maintained between the pit lake elevation 
and the down-gradient groundwater divide. 

Assuming a limited application period, the Quick-Fill option has the opportunity to reduce short-
term groundwater inflows to the pit until equilibrium conditions are achieved. This option, 
however, does not significantly effect the overall groundwater drawdown. 

The Managed Stormwater Inflow option has the opportunity to replace water lost to evaporation 
for a longer period than the Quick-Fill option. Over the long-term the Managed Stormwater 
Inflow option may reduce groundwater inflows to the pit. As with the partial backfill and Quick-
Fill scenarios, a large reduction in the overall groundwater drawdown is not anticipated. In this 
scenario, however, managing stormwater inflows to the pit is a key design component in order 
to maintain an appropriate safety factor or elevation difference between the maximum 
anticipated pit lake elevation and the elevation of the groundwater divide. 
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Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

05/18/2009 01:15 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject RE: Need for updated information

History: This message has been forwarded.

Bev – 
The acreage is not changing from what is below.  The acres in the MPO included an amount that gives us 
a little flexibility and any changes for alternatives we are making are within those acres shown and 
proposed.  I will verify that the footprints are internal to the MPO proposal.  For the purposes of what is 
being completed in the BA I thought they would be using the MPO acres and analyzing alternatives as 
they are presented.  Please let me know if I misunderstood what the purpose was.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 12:54 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Fw: Need for updated information
 

Hi Kathy, 

I'm enclosing a request from SWCA, below.  Can you let me know if you can provide the information 
that's being requested? 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor



Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2009 12:51 PM ----- 
"Melissa Reichard" 
<mreichard@swca.com> 

05/18/2009 10:14 AM 

To"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc"Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Ken 

Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com> 
Subj

ect
Need for updated information

 

Bev- 
The information below is from MPO Table 1. Kathy Arnold has spoken a few times about boundaries getting 
clarification and acreage totals changing. Could you please request an updated chart ASAP. Our Biologist needs this 
information for our BA. 
  
Thank you for your help! 
  
Melissa 
  
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant 

  

Table 2-1. Anticipated Project Disturbance (Acres) 

Disturbance Category Private 
Lands

CNF Surface 
Ownership

BLM 
Lands

State Trust 
Lands

Other 
Private

Total

Primary access road 10 65 0 0 0 75 
Plant site 40 240 0 0 0 280 
Tailings/waste rock/leach pad 235 2,660 0 0 0 2,895 
Pit 590 360 0 0 0 950 
West access road and utility corridor 0 5 15 75 120 215 
Total 875 3,330 15 75 120 4,415

 



SWCA Environmental Consultants/Coronado National Forest 
Rosemont Copper Project Coordination Meeting Agenda 

June 16, 2010 
 

Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701 

Attendees:  Forest Service:  Mindee Roth, Bev Everson;  SWCA: Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa 
Reichard 
 

Topics: 

Project Record (FOIA) 

Chapter 2 review; Rock Creek Mine EIS vs. Idaho Cobalt format 

Deliverables 

Meeting scheduling, vacation scheduling 

Other business 

 

 



Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS

10/15/2008 09:44 AM

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, Salek 
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D 
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Hale Barter <hbarter@elmontgomery.com>, Jim Davis 
<jdavis@elmontgomery.com>, Mark Thomasson 
<mthomasson@elmontgomery.com>, Reta Laford 

bcc

Subject Re: Hydrogeology technical team

Kathy, 

Our team would be Roger Congdon in the Regional Office and Salek Shafiqullah here (388.8377).  I am 
cc'ing this response to both of them, but as Sal is on the core team, he would probably be the best one to 
coordinate the meetings.  Sal, I would appreciate be included in the first meeting if possible, to get an 
updated on the work that's being done.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

10/14/2008 03:58 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Mark Thomasson 
<mthomasson@elmontgomery.com>, Jim Davis 
<jdavis@elmontgomery.com>, Hale Barter 
<hbarter@elmontgomery.com>

Subject Hydrogeology technical team

Bev –
Our hydrogeologic / hydrologic consultants would like to start having technical meetings with 
your technical group can you let me know who they should contact?  
 
They have some higher level issues they would like to start discussing with your team with 
regard to on-going test work and modeling plans and it is timely right now as they are finalizing 
some longer pumping test plans.
 
Thank you – 
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com



 

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

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

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

09/09/2008 09:35 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject FW: Technology Transfer Day - November 12

Bev – 
I already thought of one study I forgot – Air, I will add that to the schedule and resend.  Sorry – 
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Kathy Arnold 
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2008 9:18 PM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Subject: Technology Transfer Day - November 12
 
Bev – 
Here is the schedule I am proposing for November 12, please review and let me know what you think – 
looks like a big day.  Hope your meeting went well – 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@augustaresource.c
om> 

07/14/2008 01:10 PM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Vail Arizona' <vailaz@hotmail.com>, 
jsturgess@augustaresource.com, 'John Able' 
<jable@fs.fed.us>, 'Reta Laford' <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 

cc

bcc

Subject FW: Request for Hard Copy MPO

Elizabeth – 
I just wanted to complete the record on your request for a hard copy of the MPO and supporting 
documents.  I delivered a box containing copies of the documents to your store on July 13 at about 1:30 
pm, your husband accepted them from me and promised to deliver them to you.  
 
The set included the documents that make up the complete mine plan of operations:

Mine Plan of Operations 
Reclamation and Closure Plan
Electrical Power Supply and Water Supply Supplement
Volumes 1 and 2 of the Supplemental Information requested by the Forest Service

 
In addition to those documents you received the following reports by Tetra Tech:

Geotechnical Study Report (multiple volumes)
Baseline Geochemical Characterization Report (multiple volumes)
Dry Tailings Facility Design
Leaching Facilities Design Report
Waste Management Plan
Site Water Management Plan
Groundwater Management Plan
Geologic Hazards 
Supporting Documents (multiple volumes)

 
This information includes all documents that we have provided for the reading room maintained at the 
Forest Service Offices.
 
I also wanted to clarify, your email states below that you requested these documents from the Forest 
Service on June 7 however on the phone you said that you were incorrect in the email and that it was 
actually July 7 that the documents were requested from the Forest Service.  Your email to Jamie was 
dated July 11 and we finally were able to meet on July 13.
 
Regards,
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 

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



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

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, July 12, 2008 9:22 PM
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: Request for Hard Copy MPO
 
Kathy,
 
Sorry about that, we didn't get home until after 6pm and then we always forget to check the messages 
on the home phone! I tried to call your cell once while we were out but I didn't leave a message because 
there was a sheriff and I needed to get off the phone!
 
ANYHOW, I usually get to work around 9amish on Sundays so I will give  you a call then!
 
Thanks!
 
Elizabeth
 
P.S. 10pm on on KVOA tonight so about 3  people should see it! Who knows how they will edit it because 
it is only a 1 minute 20 second piece.

Date: Sat, 12 Jul 2008 15:33:29 -0700
From: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: Request for Hard Copy MPO
To: vailaz@hotmail.com
CC: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; jable@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; ron.barber@mail.house.gov; 
tciapusci@fs.fed.us

Elizabeth – 
I just tried the number you gave me, please call me on my cell at your convenience.
 
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 

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

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



 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, July 12, 2008 1:05 PM
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: Request for Hard Copy MPO
 
Kathy!
 
I do not get cell service at home. 
 
My home number is 762-1648.
 
We are doing a press thing today about the Forest not allowing a hearing in the Vail/Cienega Corridor 
(some actually called us) go figure? That is at Hilton Rd and the mailboxes at 3:00pm and I could drive 
somewhere after that but I know that sort of notice is WAYYYYY to short.
 
I was just thinking everything that is not a color copy image, but just  all of the text and graphs and so 
forth from the disk MPO? I can then reference the large images from the disk.
 
Anyhow, I will be working all day tomorrow in downtown Vail at my store. Maybe my husband could pick 
something up tomorrow?
 
I do appreciate it. I am concerned about the legal time limit of the 14th!
 
Thanks,
 
Elizabeth
 

 

Date: Sat, 12 Jul 2008 12:33:34 -0700
From: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: Request for Hard Copy MPO
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; jable@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; 
ron.barber@mail.house.gov; tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Elizabeth – 
I received this from Jamie, he is out on vacation for a few more days and has asked me to contact you 
regarding what you need and how we can best get it to you.  I will try to call you to find out what you 
had in mind for receiving the documents, I have also left you a voice message on your phone.
 
Please give me a call or respond via email.
 
Cheers!
Kathy 
 
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724



karnold@augustaresource.com

 

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
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From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, July 11, 2008 1:50 PM
To: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; John Able; Reta Laford; ron.barber@mail.house.gov; 
tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Subject: Request for Hard Copy MPO
 
Jamie,
 
It will probably thrill you to death to know that the Forest Service is completely ignoring anything we 
have to say so I am forced on the advice of someone else to ask you for this as I do not have to the 
money to go do it myself. It was also suggested that I just ask for the text to be printed and I could look 
at the images on the disk. (which is fine because the images would not print in high enough resolution)
 
I put in an ADA request for a hard copy of the MPO with the Coronado National Forest on June 7th but 
they will not respond to my request one way or the other.
 
I was wondering if I could get a hard copy of the same MPO that is on the DVD (all of the documents, 
minus the image files unless they are like the small charts in a document)
 
I would like to get my comments in before the 14th and it is very difficult to read off of the monitor and 
try to write for long periods of time with this condition I have right now (Kathy knows about it), in 
addition to a learning disability. In college I was able to get accommodations for it. Obviously there is a 
time constraint but I read extremely fast from hard copies.
 
At any rate, have I groveled enough? Let me know.
 
Thanks,
Elizabeth
247-3838
 
For some reason my cell is not picking up when it rings, so just leave a message.
 

 
 



Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road, Tucson, AZ 85741  

Tel 520.297.7723 Fax 520.297.7724 www.tetratech.com

Technical Memorandum 
 

To: Daniel Roth – M3 

Cc: Jamie Joggerst – Tt 

From: Joel Carrasco 

Doc #: 057/09-320807-5.3

Subject: Rosemont Copper Project Design Storm and Precipitation 
Data/Design Criteria 

Date: April 7, 2009 
 

1.0 Introduction 
This memo was developed in order to solidify various design criteria for use at the 
Rosemont Copper Project (Project) site by various consulting groups. The goal of this 
analysis was to review information generated from various weather stations and select 
appropriate precipitation and pan evaporation data applicable to the Project site. 
Baseline information provided in Tetra Tech’s Stormwater Management Plan (2007) was 
supplemented with updated weather station information. Hydraulic design parameters 
needed to update the site-wide stormwater management plan is required as a 
supplement to this memorandum. 

2.0 Precipitation and Pan Evaporation 
Meteorological records for the immediate vicinity of the Rosemont Project site are of 
limited use for selecting appropriate precipitation and pan evaporation data. A 
meteorological station was installed at the Rosemont site in early-2006 to record 
precipitation. Pan evaporation was added to this station in mid-2008. The station is 
located at the center of the proposed open pit at an elevation of 5,350 feet above mean 
sea level (amsl). 

Weather stations located within an approximate 30 mile radius of the Project site are 
shown on Figure 1 and listed in Table 2.1. 
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Table 2.1: Station Summary 

Name ID No. Latitude Longitude
Elevation

(feet amsl) 
Period of 
Record

Canelo 1 NW 021231 310 33’ 1100 32’ 5,010 1910 – 2007 

Helvetia 023981 310 52’ 1100 47’ 4,300 1916 – 1950 

Santa Rita 027593 310 46’ 1100 51’ 4,300 1950 – 2005 

Tucson U of A 028815 320 15’ 1100 57’ 2,440 1894 – 2007 

Nogales 6 N 025924 310 25’ 1100 57’ 3,560 1952 – 2007 
Note:   The on-site Rosemont weather station is at 5,350’ amsl. 

The Santa Rita station has inconsistent readings from 2006-2007; therefore 
these years were not used in any analysis. 

Canelo is located about 23 miles to the southeast of the Project site at an elevation of 
5,010 feet amsl. Helvetia is located 5 miles to the west at an elevation of 4,300 feet 
amsl. The Santa Rita Experimental Range, located about 11 miles to the southwest of 
the site, is at 4,300 feet amsl. The Tucson U of A station is located about 31 miles to the 
north at an elevation of 2,440 feet amsl, and Nogales 6 N, located about 34 miles 
southeast, is at an elevation of 3,560 feet amsl. 

The annual average precipitation for the Rosemont area, estimated by Sellers 
(University of Arizona, 1977) for the period 1931 through 1970, was approximately 16 
inches. Based on records available from the Western Regional Climate Center (WRCC, 
2006), the average annual precipitation for Helvetia for the period 1916 through 1950 
was 19.72 inches. 

For comparison with more recent information, the average annual precipitation recorded 
at the Santa Rita Experimental Range station for the period from 1971 through 2005 was 
22.19 inches. Average annual precipitation for Canelo for the period 1971 through 2007 
was 18.10 inches. Average annual precipitation for the Tucson U of A station for the 
period from 1894 through 2007 was 11.13 inches, and the average annual precipitation 
for Nogales 6 N for the period from 1952 through 2007 was 17.37 inches (WRCC, 2006). 

Precipitation and evaporation summary data for the five (5) off-site stations shown in 
Figure 1 are summarized in Tables 2.2 and 2.3, respectively. 
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Table 2.2: Average Monthly Total Precipitation Summary (in) 

Month

Tucson
U of A 

(1894-2007) 
Nogales

(1952-2007) 
Canelo 1 NW 

(1910-2007) 
Helvetia

(1916-1950) 

Santa Rita 
Experimental

Range
(1950-2005)

JAN 0.88 1.10 1.22 1.58 1.63 

FEB 0.83 0.85 1.17 1.72 1.46 

MAR 0.76 0.90 0.93 1.14 1.48 

APR 0.39 0.39 0.45 0.52 0.69 

MAY 0.18 0.22 0.20 0.28 0.24 

JUNE 0.26 0.47 0.72 0.67 0.62 

JULY 2.06 4.34 4.41 4.05 4.87 

AUG 2.15 4.13 4.04 4.15 4.32 

SEPT 1.15 1.55 1.70 2.19 2.15 

OCT 0.74 1.33 1.03 0.68 1.62 

NOV 0.77 0.66 0.84 1.22 1.15 

DEC 0.96 1.43 1.39 1.52 1.96 

TOTAL 11.13 17.37 18.10 19.72 22.19 
  Note: Average over recorded history. 

Only two of the stations, U of A and Nogales, recorded pan evaporation data over an 
extended period of time. This data is shown in Table 2.2. 
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Table 2.3: Average Monthly Pan Evaporation Summary (in) 

Month

Tucson
U of A 

(1894-2007)
Nogales

(1952-2007) 

JAN 3.25 3.59 

FEB 4.57 4.46 

MAR 6.95 7.01 

APR 9.88 9.35 

MAY 12.87 11.91 

JUNE 14.91 13.31 

JULY 13.17 10.00 

AUG 11.65 8.28 

SEPT 10.35 8.06 

OCT 7.81 7.17 

NOV 4.73 4.49 

DEC 3.37 3.57 

TOTAL 103.51 91.20 
Note:  U of A Station is at 2,440’ amsl. 

              Nogales Station is at 3,560’ amsl. 
                                              Rosemont Station is at 5,350’ amsl. 

As indicated, Rosemont Copper installed an on-site monitoring station that began 
recording meteorological data in April 2006. This station is monitored by Applied 
Environmental Consultants (AEC), and the monitoring program includes data processing 
and instrument audits, calibrations, and maintenance. Measurements of pan evaporation 
were added at the Rosemont Weather Station in June 2008.  However, they were not 
included in any analysis due to the short period of recorded data.   

The Rosemont meteorological monitoring site is located at the center of the proposed 
open pit at an elevation of 5,350 feet amsl. Table 2.4 summarizes the average monthly 
precipitation for the data recorded over the last two (2) years (April 2006 through 
September 2008). Detailed precipitation information, as needed, can be found on the 
quarterly reports provided by AEC. Data is recorded daily and provided to Rosemont on 
a quarterly basis. 
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Table 2.4: Average Monthly Precipitation Summary (in) 

Month

Rosemont
Station

(2006-2008) 

JAN 0.59
FEB 0.79
MAR 0.45
APR 0.45
MAY 0.51
JUNE 0.98
JULY 5.51
AUG 3.74
SEPT 1.62
OCT 0.24
NOV 1.11
DEC 1.16

TOTAL 17.12
   Note:  Rosemont Station is at 5,350’ amsl. 

3.0 Climatology 
Rainfall totals for various rainfall events were taken from the online National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) site. The methods used to determine the 
temporal distribution of the various rainfall events are discussed in Appendix A1 of Atlas 
14 (NOAA, 2004). Arizona lies in the convective precipitation area (Figure A.1.1 from 
Atlas 14), and 52% of the convective storms have the majority of rainfall occurring in the 
first quartile (first one and a half hours) of the rainfall event. Figure A.1.9.A from Atlas 14 
was used for the temporal distribution. Pertinent climatology data derived from the 
NOAA Atlas is presented in the Attachment A of this memo. 

Table 3.1 presents the flood frequency analysis rainfall depths from the NOAA Atlas, i.e. 
rainfall depths recommended for the use of the Rosemont Copper Project. The temporal 
distributions for runoff modeling are derived from the 6-hr temporal distributions 
compressed into a 1-hr distribution and are summarized in Table 3.2. Attachment A 
provides backup information from the NOAA Atlas. 
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Table 3.1: Flood Frequency Storm Precipitation Summary (in) 

Event 1-Hour 3-Hour 6-Hour 24-Hour

2-Year 1.42 1.60 1.83 2.21 

5-Year 1.85 2.03 2.30 2.75 

10-Year 2.16 2.38 2.68 3.18 

25-Year 2.57 2.86 3.22 3.77 

50-Year 2.87 3.24 3.66 4.23 

100-Year 3.17 3.63 4.12 4.75 

500-Year 3.84 4.59 5.24 6.00 

1000-Year 4.14 5.03 5.76 6.57 

Table 3.2: 1-hr Flood Frequency Design Precipitation Hyetographs

% of % of Time Storm Depth (in)
Duration Rainfall (min) 2-Yr 5-Yr 10-Yr 25-Yr 100-Yr

0.0% 0.0% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

8.3% 23.1% 5 0.33 0.43 0.50 0.59 0.73

16.7% 44.8% 10 0.64 0.83 0.97 1.15 1.42

25.0% 65.0% 15 0.92 1.20 1.40 1.67 2.06

33.3% 81.6% 20 1.16 1.51 1.76 2.10 2.59

41.7% 90.1% 25 1.28 1.67 1.95 2.32 2.86

50.0% 93.6% 30 1.33 1.73 2.02 2.41 2.97

58.3% 96.5% 35 1.37 1.79 2.08 2.48 3.06

66.7% 98.6% 40 1.40 1.82 2.13 2.53 3.13

75.0% 99.7% 45 1.42 1.84 2.15 2.56 3.16

83.3% 99.9% 50 1.42 1.85 2.16 2.57 3.17

91.7% 100.0% 55 1.42 1.85 2.16 2.57 3.17

100.0% 100.0% 60 1.42 1.85 2.16 2.57 3.17

Storm depths and temporal distributions illustrated above were based on the latitude and 
longitude of the Rosemont Project site. These values are applicable to sizing stormwater 
conveyance channels, etc. 
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4.0 Results 
Data derived from the Nogales weather station was selected to represent the long-term 
weather conditions at the Rosemont site. In comparison to Rosemont, the total average 
annual rainfall for the Nogales station is 17.37 inches which is less than a 2% difference 
(0.25 inches) of the Rosemont station. Although the Nogales station is located at an 
elevation of 3,560 feet amsl versus 5,350 feet amsl for the Rosemont station, the 
Nogales station is the closest station to the Rosemont that includes more than 50 years 
of continuous data for both precipitation and evaporation measurements. Pan 
evaporation data from the Nogales was adjusted to the Rosemont project site based on 
a linear trend with the each station’s elevation.  Table 4.1 summaries the Nogales station 
meteorological measurements and the projected Rosemont pan evaporation values. 
This data is recommended where precipitation and pan evaporation data is required, 
such as infiltration modeling. 

Table 4.1: Average Monthly Nogales Station Summary (in) 

Month Precipitation Pan
Evaporation

Rosemont Projected 
Pan Evaporation 

JAN 1.10 3.59 4.13 

FEB 0.85 4.46 4.28 

MAR 0.90 7.01 7.11 

APR 0.39 9.35 8.50 

MAY 0.22 11.91 10.38 

JUNE 0.47 13.31 10.75 

JULY 4.34 10.00 4.93 

AUG 4.13 8.28 2.89 

SEPT 1.55 8.06 4.40 

OCT 1.33 7.17 6.15 

NOV 0.66 4.49 4.11 

DEC 1.43 3.57 3.89 

TOTAL 17.37 91.20 71.52 
Note:  Nogales Station is at 3,560’ amsl. 

              Rosemont Station is at 5,350’ amsl. 

5.0 Hydrology Methodology 
Rosemont Copper site can be divided into two (2) types of areas for hydrologic 
purposes. The two (2) types of areas include small watersheds and large watersheds.   
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One hour storms will be utilized for the peak design flow for sizing of channels. 24-hour 
storms will be utilized where volume design is required such as pond sizing.   

Small Watersheds (5 acres or less):

The Rational Method will be used for estimating peak run-off rates from small 
watersheds such as building roofs, walkways, parking lots, and other small structures. 
For volume design requirements, the 24-hour storm should be used.   

The Peak Flow Rate can be estimated using: 
Q =CIA 

Q  = Flow rate, ft3/s
C = Run-off Coefficient 
I     = Rainfall Intensity, in/hr 
A = Area, acres 

Large Watersheds (more than 5 acres):

The SCS procedure will be utilized for watershed basins greater than 5 acres. The SCS 
procedure consists of selecting a design storm and computing direct run-off with the use 
of curve numbers and numerous soil cover combinations.

Lag Time equation: 

5.0

7.08.0

1900
)1(

y
SLLg �

�

Lg = Lag Time, hrs. 
L = Distance of the Longest Watercourse, ft. 
Y = Average watercourse slope, %. 

101000
��

CN
S

Curve Number 

The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) has developed a widely 
used curve number procedure for estimating run-off. This procedure will be used 
to estimate the direct runoff for each watershed basin. 

Rainfall infiltration losses depend primarily on soil characteristics and land use 
(surface cover). The NRCS method uses a combination of soil conditions and 
land use to assign run-off factors known as run-off curve numbers. These 
represent the run-off potential of an area when the soil is not frozen (i.e. the 
higher the CN, the higher the run-off potential). 
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Hydrologic soil data is compiled by the NRCS as part of soil surveys developed 
for the through the United States. The data used is from the detailed Soil Survey 
Geographic Database (SSURGO) data set. The hydrologic soil group is an 
indication of the run-off potential of the soil. Soils are classified A, B, C, D 
according to run-off potential. 'A' type soils, such as sandy soil, have very low 
run-off potential. Heavy clay and mucky soils are of type 'D' and have very high 
run-off potential.  Land use areas are tabulated in the SCS TR-55 manual and 
correspond to specific curve numbers based on soil types. These curve numbers 
are applicable to average antecedent moisture conditions. 

6.0 References 

Applied Environmental Consultants Meteorological Data (2007-2008) 

NOAA Atlas 14 Vol. 1 Version 4- Precipitation-Frequency Atlas of the United States
(NOAA, 2008); http://hdsc.nws.noaa.gov/hdsc/pfds/sa/az_pfds.html

Site Water Management Plan (Tetra Tech, 2007) 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service. 1993. National Engineering 
Handbook, Section 4, Hydrology (NEH-4). 

U.S. Soil Conservation Service.  Technical Release 55: Urban Hydrology for Small 
Watersheds.  USDA (U.S. Department of Agriculture).  June 1986.  

Western Regional Climate Center (WRCC, 2008) 
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Site Water Management Rosemont Copper

CLIENT: Rosemont Copper
PROJECT: Rosemont Copper Project JOB NO: 114-320807
SUBJECT: Climatology BY: J. Carrasco
DETAILS Average Monthly Total Precipitation Date: 12/19/2008

Station Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total
Nogales 6 N 1.1 0.85 0.9 0.39 0.22 0.47 4.34 4.13 1.55 1.33 0.66 1.43 17.37

Tucson U of A 0.88 0.83 0.76 0.39 0.18 0.26 2.06 2.15 1.15 0.74 0.77 0.96 11.13
Rosemont Copper 0.59 0.79 0.45 0.45 0.51 0.98 5.51 3.74 1.62 0.24 1.11 1.16 17.15

Source: http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/Climsmaz.html
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Site Water Management Rosemont Copper

CLIENT: Rosemont Copper  
PROJECT: Rosemont Copper Project JOB NO: 114-320807
SUBJECT: Climatology BY: J. Carrasco
DETAILS Average Annual Total Precipitation Date: 12/19/2008

Station Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total
Nogales 6 N 1.1 0.85 0.9 0.39 0.22 0.47 4.34 4.13 1.55 1.33 0.66 1.43 17.37

Tucson U of A 0.88 0.83 0.76 0.39 0.18 0.26 2.06 2.15 1.15 0.74 0.77 0.96 11.13
Rosemont Copper 0.59 0.79 0.45 0.45 0.51 0.98 5.51 3.74 1.62 0.24 1.11 1.16 17.15

Source: http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/Climsmaz.html
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Site Water Management Rosemont Copper

CLIENT: Rosemont Copper
PROJECT: Rosemont Copper Project JOB NO: 114-320807
SUBJECT: Climatology BY: J. Carrasco
DETAILS Average Monthly Pan Evaporation Date: 1/16/2009

Station Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total Elevation
Tucson U of A 3.25 4.57 6.95 9.88 12.87 14.91 13.17 11.65 10.35 7.81 4.73 3.37 103.51 2440

Nogales 6 N 3.59 4.46 7.01 9.35 11.91 13.31 9.89 8.28 8.06 7.17 4.49 3.57 91.09 3560
Rosemont Copper (Measured) 4.77 2.92 4.11 2.32 2.20 2.22 18.53 5350

Rosemont (Projected) 4.13 4.28 7.11 8.5 10.38 10.75 4.93 2.89 4.4 6.15 4.11 3.89 71.52 5350

                                                                                                                                    

Source: http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/Climsmaz.html
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POINT PRECIPITATION
FREQUENCY ESTIMATES

FROM NOAA ATLAS 14
Arizona 31.862 N 110.692 W 4429 feet

from "Precipitation-Frequency Atlas of the United States" NOAA Atlas 14, Volume 1, Version 4
G.M. Bonnin, D. Martin, B. Lin, T. Parzybok, M.Yekta, and D. Riley

NOAA, National Weather Service, Silver Spring, Maryland, 2006
Extracted: Fri Dec 19 2008

Precipitation Frequency Estimates (inches)
ARI*

(years)
5

min
10
min

15
min

30
min

60
min

120
min 3 hr 6 hr 12 hr 24 hr 48 hr 4

day 7 day 10
day

20
day

30
day

45
day

60
day

1 0.35 0.54 0.66 0.89 1.10 1.22 1.27 1.47 1.72 1.77 1.98 2.37 2.84 3.30 4.54 5.76 7.17 8.48
2 0.45 0.69 0.85 1.15 1.42 1.55 1.60 1.83 2.15 2.21 2.47 2.95 3.55 4.13 5.67 7.19 8.95 10.57
5 0.59 0.90 1.11 1.49 1.85 1.99 2.03 2.30 2.68 2.75 3.07 3.69 4.46 5.15 7.01 8.80 10.84 12.78
10 0.69 1.04 1.30 1.75 2.16 2.33 2.38 2.68 3.11 3.18 3.57 4.31 5.20 5.97 8.03 10.02 12.23 14.38
25 0.82 1.24 1.54 2.08 2.57 2.80 2.86 3.22 3.72 3.77 4.26 5.19 6.24 7.09 9.39 11.58 13.97 16.36
50 0.91 1.39 1.72 2.32 2.87 3.16 3.24 3.66 4.20 4.23 4.81 5.90 7.07 7.96 10.42 12.73 15.22 17.77

100 1.01 1.53 1.90 2.56 3.17 3.53 3.63 4.12 4.71 4.75 5.39 6.65 7.94 8.87 11.46 13.86 16.44 19.13
200 1.10 1.68 2.08 2.80 3.46 3.90 4.04 4.59 5.23 5.28 5.99 7.44 8.85 9.81 12.49 14.97 17.61 20.43
500 1.22 1.86 2.31 3.10 3.84 4.40 4.59 5.24 5.94 6.00 6.82 8.55 10.12 11.09 13.86 16.39 19.09 22.06
1000 1.32 2.00 2.48 3.35 4.14 4.79 5.03 5.76 6.50 6.57 7.47 9.45 11.14 12.09 14.90 17.45 20.18 23.25

* These precipitation frequency estimates are based on a partial duration series. ARI is the Average Recurrence Interval.
Please refer to NOAA Atlas 14 Document for more information. NOTE: Formatting forces estimates near zero to appear as zero.

* Upper bound of the 90% confidence interval
Precipitation Frequency Estimates (inches)

ARI**
(years)

5
min

10
min

15
min

30
min

60
min

120
min

3
hr

6
hr

12
hr

24
hr

48
hr

4
day

7
day

10
day

20
day

30
day

45
day

60
day

1 0.40 0.60 0.75 1.00 1.24 1.37 1.42 1.65 1.92 1.93 2.17 2.60 3.13 3.64 4.97 6.28 7.80 9.22
2 0.51 0.77 0.96 1.29 1.60 1.74 1.79 2.06 2.40 2.42 2.71 3.25 3.92 4.56 6.22 7.85 9.74 11.50
5 0.66 1.00 1.24 1.67 2.07 2.23 2.27 2.58 2.99 3.00 3.37 4.07 4.92 5.68 7.69 9.61 11.81 13.92
10 0.77 1.17 1.45 1.95 2.41 2.60 2.66 3.01 3.47 3.48 3.92 4.74 5.74 6.58 8.82 10.95 13.33 15.67
25 0.91 1.39 1.72 2.31 2.86 3.12 3.19 3.62 4.15 4.19 4.67 5.70 6.90 7.83 10.32 12.68 15.25 17.87
50 1.02 1.55 1.93 2.59 3.21 3.53 3.62 4.12 4.70 4.75 5.29 6.49 7.83 8.80 11.47 13.95 16.66 19.45

100 1.13 1.72 2.14 2.88 3.56 3.96 4.08 4.66 5.30 5.35 5.93 7.33 8.82 9.84 12.64 15.22 18.04 21.00
200 1.24 1.89 2.35 3.16 3.91 4.40 4.57 5.22 5.93 5.99 6.63 8.24 9.87 10.93 13.84 16.48 19.38 22.49
500 1.40 2.12 2.63 3.55 4.39 5.01 5.25 6.03 6.82 6.88 7.60 9.55 11.36 12.43 15.46 18.16 21.12 24.43
1000 1.52 2.32 2.87 3.87 4.79 5.52 5.83 6.70 7.54 7.61 8.38 10.60 12.60 13.64 16.72 19.42 22.44 25.88

* The upper bound of the confidence interval at 90% confidence level is the value which 5% of the simulated quantile values for a given frequency are greater than.
** These precipitation frequency estimates are based on a partial duration series. ARI is the Average Recurrence Interval.
Please refer to NOAA Atlas 14 Document for more information. NOTE: Formatting prevents estimates near zero to appear as zero.

* Lower bound of the 90% confidence interval
Precipitation Frequency Estimates (inches)

ARI**
(years)

5
min

10
min

15
min

30
min

60
min

120
min

3
hr

6
hr

12
hr

24
hr

48
hr

4
day

7
day

10
day

20
day

30
day

45
day

60
day

1 0.32 0.48 0.60 0.80 0.99 1.10 1.15 1.31 1.55 1.62 1.82 2.17 2.60 3.02 4.16 5.29 6.61 7.79
2 0.41 0.62 0.77 1.03 1.28 1.40 1.45 1.64 1.93 2.03 2.27 2.71 3.24 3.77 5.20 6.61 8.24 9.71
5 0.52 0.80 0.99 1.33 1.65 1.78 1.83 2.05 2.39 2.52 2.82 3.38 4.06 4.69 6.41 8.07 9.98 11.73
10 0.61 0.93 1.15 1.55 1.92 2.07 2.13 2.38 2.77 2.91 3.27 3.93 4.72 5.42 7.33 9.17 11.24 13.18
25 0.72 1.09 1.36 1.83 2.26 2.47 2.54 2.83 3.28 3.43 3.88 4.69 5.63 6.41 8.54 10.57 12.80 14.95
50 0.80 1.21 1.50 2.02 2.50 2.76 2.83 3.18 3.67 3.82 4.34 5.29 6.34 7.15 9.43 11.58 13.89 16.20

100 0.87 1.32 1.64 2.21 2.74 3.05 3.14 3.52 4.05 4.22 4.83 5.92 7.07 7.91 10.30 12.56 14.93 17.38
200 0.94 1.43 1.77 2.39 2.96 3.32 3.43 3.86 4.43 4.62 5.32 6.56 7.81 8.66 11.15 13.48 15.91 18.47
500 1.02 1.56 1.93 2.60 3.22 3.67 3.81 4.30 4.93 5.14 5.98 7.41 8.79 9.65 12.24 14.63 17.12 19.80
1000 1.08 1.65 2.05 2.76 3.41 3.93 4.09 4.63 5.29 5.54 6.48 8.08 9.56 10.41 13.05 15.46 17.98 20.75

* The lower bound of the confidence interval at 90% confidence level is the value which 5% of the simulated quantile values for a given frequency are less than.
** These precipitation frequency estimates are based on a partial duration maxima series. ARI is the Average Recurrence Interval.
Please refer to NOAA Atlas 14 Document for more information. NOTE: Formatting prevents estimates near zero to appear as zero.
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These maps were produced using a direct map request from the
U.S. Census Bureau Mapping and Cartographic Resources
Tiger Map Server.

Please read disclaimer for more information.

Other Maps/Photographs -

View USGS digital orthophoto quadrangle (DOQ) covering this location from TerraServer; USGS Aerial Photograph may also be available
from this site. A DOQ is a computer-generated image of an aerial photograph in which image displacement caused by terrain relief and camera tilts has been removed. It combines the image
characteristics of a photograph with the geometric qualities of a map. Visit the USGS for more information.

Watershed/Stream Flow Information -

Find the Watershed for this location using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's site.

Climate Data Sources -

Precipitation frequency results are based on data from a variety of sources, but largely NCDC. The following links provide general information
about observing sites in the area, regardless of if their data was used in this study. For detailed information about the stations used in this study,
please refer to NOAA Atlas 14 Document.

Using the National Climatic Data Center's (NCDC) station search engine, locate other climate stations within:
 ...OR...  of this location (31.862/-110.692). Digital ASCII data can be obtained directly from NCDC.

Find Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) SNOTEL (SNOwpack TELemetry) stations by visiting the
Western Regional Climate Center's state-specific SNOTEL station maps.

Hydrometeorological Design Studies Center
DOC/NOAA/National Weather Service
1325 East-West Highway
Silver Spring, MD 20910
(301) 713-1669
Questions?: HDSC.Questions@noaa.gov

Disclaimer

Precipitation Frequency Data Server http://hdsc.nws.noaa.gov/cgi-bin/hdsc/buildout.perl?type=pf&units=us&se...
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Appendix A.1.  Temporal distributions of heavy precipitation associated with NOAA Atlas 14 
Volume 1

1. Introduction
Temporal distributions of heavy precipitation are provided for use with precipitation frequency 
estimates from NOAA Atlas 14 Volume 1 for 6-, 12-, 24- and 96-hour durations covering the 
semiarid southwestern United States.  The temporal distributions are expressed in probabilistic terms 
as cumulative percentages of precipitation and duration at various percentiles.  The starting time of 
precipitation accumulation was defined in the same fashion as it was for precipitation frequency 
estimates for consistency. 

The project area was divided into two sub-regions based on the seasonality of observed heavy 
precipitation events.  Figure A.1.1 shows the areal divisions for the temporal distribution regions. 

Temporal distributions for each duration are presented in Figures A.1.2 and A.1.3.  The data were 
also subdivided into quartiles based on where in the distribution the most precipitation occurred in 
order to provide more specific information on the varying distributions that were observed.  Figures 
A.1.4 through A.1.11 depict temporal distributions for each quartile for the four durations.  Digital 
data to generate all temporal distribution curves are available at 
http://hdsc.nws.noaa.gov/hdsc/pfds/pfds_temporal.html.  Table A.1.1 lists the number and proportion 
of cases in each quartile for each duration and region.  

2. Methodology.  This project largely followed the methodology used by the Illinois State Water 
Survey (Huff, 1990) except in the definition of the precipitation accumulation.  This project computed 
precipitation accumulations for specific (6-, 12-, 24- and 96-hour) time periods as opposed to single 
events or storms in order to be consistent with the way duration was defined in the associated 
precipitation frequency project.  As a result, the accumulation cases may contain parts of one, or more 
than one precipitation event.  Accumulation computations were made moving from earlier to later in 
time resulting in an expected bias towards front loaded distributions when compared with 
distributions for single storm events. 

The General and Convective Precipitation Areas (Figure A.1.1) were established using factors set 
forth in previous work (Gifford et al., 1967; NOAA, 1989), including the seasonality of maximum 
precipitation and event types.  Maximum events in the General Precipitation Area were dominated by 
cool season precipitation while maximum events in the Convective Precipitation Area occurred in the 
warm season. 

For every precipitation observing station in the project area that recorded precipitation at least 
once an hour, the three largest precipitation accumulations were selected for each month in the entire 
period of record and for each of the four durations.  A minimum threshold was applied to make sure 
only heavier precipitation cases were being captured.  The precipitation with an average recurrence 
interval (ARI) of 2 years at each observing station for each duration was used as the minimum 
threshold at that station.

A minimum threshold of 25-year ARI was tested.  It was found to produce results similar to using 
a 2-year ARI minimum threshold.  The 25-year ARI threshold was rejected because it reduced the 
number of samples sufficiently to cause concern for the stability of the estimates. 

Each of the accumulations was converted into a ratio of the cumulative hourly precipitation to the 
total precipitation for that duration, and a ratio of the cumulative time to the total time.  Thus, the last 
value of the summation ratios always had a value of 100%.  Within the General Area, and separately 
within the Convective Precipitation Area, the data were combined, cumulative deciles of precipitation 
were computed at each time step, and then results were plotted to provide the graphs presented in 
Figures A.1.2 and A.1.3.  The data were also separated into categories by the quartile in which the 
greatest percentage of the total precipitation occurred and the procedure was repeated for each 
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quartile category to produce the graphs shown in Figures A.1.4 through A.1.11.   A moving window 
weighted average smoothing technique was performed on each curve.   

3. Interpreting the Results
Figures A.1.2 and A.1.3 present cumulative probability plots of temporal distributions for the 6-, 12-, 
24- and 96-hour durations for the General and the Convective Precipitation Areas.  Figures A.1.4 
through A.1.11 present the same information but for categories based on the quartile of most 
precipitation.  The x-axis is the cumulative percentage of the time period.  The y-axis is the 
cumulative percentage of total precipitation. 

The data on the graph represent the average of many events illustrating the cumulative probability 
of occurrence at 10% increments.  For example, the 10% of cases in which precipitation is 
concentrated closest to the beginning of the time period will have distributions that fall above and to 
the left of the 10% curve.  At the other end of the spectrum, only 10% of cases are likely to have a 
temporal distribution falling to the right and below the 90% curve.  In these latter cases the bulk of 
the precipitation falls toward the end of the time period.   The 50% curve represents the median 
temporal distribution on each graph. 

First-quartile graphs consist of cases where the greatest percentage of the total precipitation fell 
during the first quarter of the time period, i.e., the first 1.5 hours of a 6-hour period, the first 3 hours 
of a 12-hour period, etc.  The second, third and fourth quartile plots, similarly are for cases where the 
most precipitation fell in the second, third or fourth quarter of the time period. 

The time distributions consistently show a greater spread, and therefore greater variation, 
between the 10% and 90% probabilities as the duration increases.  Longer durations are more likely to 
have captured more than one event separated by drier periods; however, this has not been objectively 
tested as the cause of the greater variation at longer durations.  The median of the distributions 
gradually becomes steeper at longer durations.  The cases of the Convective Precipitation Area had 
steeper gradients than the cases of the General Precipitation Area for all durations and quartiles. 

The following is an example of how to interpret the results using Figure A.1.8a and Table A.1.1.  
Of the 1,728 cases in the General Precipitation Area, 630 of them were first-quartile events: 

� In 10% of these cases, 50% of the total rainfall (y-axis) fell in the first 1.8 hours of 
event time (7.5% on the x-axis).  By the 12th hour (50% on the x-axis), all of the 
precipitation (100% on the y-axis) had fallen. 

� A median case of this type will drop half of its total rain (50% on the y-axis) in 5.4 
hours (22.5% on the x-axis). 

� In 90 percent of these events, 50% of the total precipitation fell by 10.2 hours (42.5% 
on the x-axis). 

4. Application of Results
Care should be taken in the use of these data.  The data are presented in order to show the range of 
possibilities and to show that the range can be broad.  The data should be used in a way that reflects 
the goals of the user.  For example while all cases represented in the data will preserve volume, there 
will be a broad range of peak flow that could be computed.  In those instances where peak flow is a 
critical design criterion, users should consider temporal distributions likely to produce higher peaks 
rather than the 50th percentile or median cases, for example.  In addition, users should consider 
whether using results from one of the quartiles rather than from the "all cases" sample might achieve 
more appropriate results for their situation. 

5. Summary and General Findings
The results presented here can be used for determining temporal distributions of heavy precipitation 
at particular durations and amounts and at particular levels of probability.  The results are designed 
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for use with precipitation frequency estimates and may not be the same as the temporal distributions 
of single storms or single precipitation events.  A majority of the cases analyzed were first-quartile 
cases regardless of precipitation area or duration (Table A.1.1).  Fewer and fewer cases fell into each 
of the subsequent quartile categories with the fourth quartile containing the fewest number of cases.  
The time distributions show a greater spread between the percentiles with increasing duration.  The 
median of the distributions becomes steeper with increasing duration.   Overall, the Convective 
Precipitation Area distributions showed a steeper gradient and therefore depicted more initially 
intense precipitation than the General Precipitation Area distributions regardless of duration. 

Table A.1.1.  Numbers and proportion of cases in each quartile for each duration and temporal 
distribution region associated with NOAA Atlas 14 Volume 1. 

Convective Precipitation Area 

1st Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 
Total number 

of cases 
6-hour 1679 (52%) 744 (23%) 509 (16%) 284 (9%) 3216 

12-hour 1753 (51%) 769 (22%) 567 (17%) 354 (10%) 3443 
24-hour 1751 (50%) 645 (19%) 571 (17%) 492 (14%) 3459 
96-hour 1952 (63%) 707 (19%) 530 (14%) 527 (14%) 3716 

General Precipitation Area 

1st Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 
Total number 

of cases 
6-hour 669 (36%) 471 (26%) 468 (25%) 243 (13%) 1851 

12-hour 596 (33%) 465 (26%) 469 (26%) 277 (15%) 1807 
24-hour 630 (36%) 442 (26%) 380 (22%) 276 (16%) 1728 
96-hour 841 (46%) 376 (21%) 292 (16%) 320 (17%) 1829 
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FIGURE A.1.5
TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION: 6-HOUR DURATION 

CONVECTIVE PRECIPITATION AREA

A. 1ST-QUARTILE CASES B. 2ND-QUARTILE CASES

C. 3RD-QUARTILE CASES D. 4TH-QUARTILE CASES
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August 4, 2009 SWCA Environmental Consultants/ 
Coronado National Forest Rosemont Oversight 

Meeting Agenda 
 
 
Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701.  
 
Attendees:  Forest Service: Reta Laford, Bev Everson, Mindee Roth, SWCA: Charles Coyle, 
Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard 
 
Agenda: 
 
Alternatives, subcontractor involvement 
 
Audit/EIS development progress 
 
Alternative 6c review 
 
August 12 IDT meeting, WebEx overview 
 
Other business 
 
 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

11/04/2008 10:12 AM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Just a thought

Bev – 
I am working to see about rearranging the schedule today and may have some options – one thing that I 
found is that if Roger flies Southwest to Phoenix and drives down he will arrive in Phoenix at 7am and 
could be in Tucson by 9 or so.  If that is the case, I can push the geology/hydrology to the end of the 
morning and tada!  I think it will work fairly easily and still make some sense on how the talks are being 
built on one another.  If he cannot fly in to get there in the morning,  I think the day may not make as 
much sense for everyone else.
 
Let me know what you think – 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

09/14/2009 04:06 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject RE: FW: Test Plot Summary

History: This message has been replied to.

Bev – 
This was something pulled together in case there were inquiries.  I think we are good if you want to 
share it for information.  It really isn’t proposed action/project related so you guys would have to speak 
to FOIA‐ability of the info but I can’t see where it would hurt either way.
 
Thanks for asking – 
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2009 12:14 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Jamie Sturgess; Andrea W Campbell
Subject: Re: FW: Test Plot Summary
 

Kathy, 

I just noticed the disclaimer on your email.  I believe this correspondence would be subject to FOIA, and 
so further distribution may be inevitable.  Please tell me if there is proprietary information in the email that 
you believe should be redacted. 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor



Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

09/10/2009 07:22 AM 

ToBeverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
ccJamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

SubjectFW: Test Plot Summary

 

Bev – 
For your information in case you have further questions.  The test plots are located near our Hidden Valley Offices 
(T18S R16E Section 21 NE4), and the other is between the proposed pit and our proposed substation location 

(T18S R16E Section 30 near the middle of the NW4). 
  
Cheers!

Kathy 
  
Kathy 
  
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company   
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the 

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately. 
 

  
From: Holly Lawson 
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2009 4:11 PM
To: Dennis Fischer; Fermin Samorano; Kathy Arnold; Jeff Cornoyer; Kelly Medlock; Lance Newman; 
Oscar White; Rod Pace; Scott Walston; Jamie Sturgess
Subject: Test Plot Summary 
  
Hello, 
  
I have attached the test plot summary, updated with revisions. Please read through the summary and let me know 



if you find any changes that need to be made. 
  
Thank you, 
Holly 
  



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

05/11/2009 01:37 PM

To Jennifer Malleo <jennifer@strongpointpr.com>

cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

bcc

Subject RE: Filming at the Forest tomorrow [Scanned]

Thank you Jennifer!
 
Bev – 
Please see Jennifer’s message below regarding filming the Technical Transfer meeting on Dry Stack 
tomorrow.  Sounds like everything is in place.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Jennifer Malleo [mailto:jennifer@strongpointpr.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2009 1:36 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Filming at the Forest tomorrow [Scanned]
 
Hi Kathy,
 
John Maniscalco from Visual Images Productions is all set for filming at the Forest Service 
offices tomorrow. I asked him to get there by 8:30 so he had a few minutes to get through 
security and set up. He has your contact information and Bev’s. If you need to reach him, 
his cell number is 546-2040.
Please let me know if you would like me to send his information to Bev.
 
Thank you!

- - - - - - - 
Jennifer Malleo
Regional Vice President & Account Director

Arizona    California



520.795.1566, ext. 228
415.205.3253
Cell: 520.403.6797
Fax: 520.795.3685
jennifer@strongpointpr.com

 
 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

04/27/2009 03:29 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Dale Ortman PE 
<daleortmanpe@live.com>, Tom Furgason 
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Wittwer, Derek" 

bcc

Subject Dry Stack Tailings Presentation

History: This message has been replied to.

Bev – 
Please be advised that AMEC has informed me that they are available to present or simply answer 
questions for the Forest Service technical team on May 12 in the morning.  They will be meeting with 
ADEQ on Monday and can stay over to discuss their design report with those who may be interested.
 
Please let me know ASAP if you wish for them to stay so that Derek and John can make their 
arrangements.
 
Thanks!
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Wittwer, Derek [mailto:Derek.Wittwer@amec.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2009 3:26 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Lupo, John F
Subject: ADEQ metting
 
Hi Kathy,
 

I spoke with Steve Vevang and we are scheduled to meet in their office on the 11
th

 of May from 12‐4 PM.  

I spoke with John Lupo and we are available for the 12
th

 of May as well.  Would you like us to plan on 

meeting with USFS on the 12
th 

?   Please let me know when you get a chance and we will make our travel 
arrangements.
 
Best Regards,
Derek
 



Derek T. Wittwer, P.E.
Associate Engineer

AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc.
304 Inverness Way South, Suite 490, Englewood, Colorado 80112
Ph:  303.433.0262     Fx:  303.433.0362     Cell: 720.284.7783
derek.wittwer@amec.com 

 

The information contained in this e-mail is intended only for the individual or entity to whom it is 
addressed. 
Its contents (including any attachments) may contain confidential and/or privileged information. 
If you are not an intended recipient you must not use, disclose, disseminate, copy or print its contents. 
If you receive this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete and destroy the 
message.
 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

11/20/2009 03:34 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Re: call or email from Marc Kaplan

Thank you Bev ‐ 
You too, I spoke with Marc and we got that squared away as well.

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

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

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

From: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Date: Fri, 20 Nov 2009 15:25:48 ‐0600
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Subject: Re: call or email from Marc Kaplan

That's fine, and thanks so much.  Have a good weekend. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520‐388‐8428
Fax: 520‐388‐8305

Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 11/20/2009 01:39 PM 



To 

Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 

cc
Subject 

Re: call or email from Marc Kaplan 

Thanks Bev ‐ 
I will make arrangements to have more copies of the MPO and the Reclamation plan made – it will 
probably be next week before they are completed.  Is that soon enough?

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

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

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

From: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us <beverson@fs.fed.us> >
Date: Fri, 20 Nov 2009 14:31:44 ‐0600
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> >
Subject: call or email from Marc Kaplan

Just wanted to give you a heads up that Marc will be contacting you concerning a FOIA we're responding 
to on the project.  

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor



Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520‐388‐8428
Fax: 520‐388‐8305



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

02/24/2010 07:14 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Mindee Roth 
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, Jonathan Rigg <jrigg@swca.com>, 
Rochelle Desser <rdesser@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject Partial Pit Backfill Mitigation

Attached please find the language requested to address partial pit backfill in the mitigation table.  Sorry 
this took me a little longer than expected, I wanted to be sure it was correct.

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

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

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.



John Able/R3/USDAFS 

07/10/2009 10:29 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

bcc

Subject Kathy Arnold's Response to: Permission Requested to Place 
Tech Reports on the New RosemontEIS.us  Website

History: This message has been replied to.

FYI.

We've spent over a week getting these into html.  I am probably not the correct person to respond to 
Kathy, but I have put some thoughts in red text in her email below.  Also, here are some additional 
thoughts:

These tech reports need to be in html is to make them more accessible to the public.  At present, pdf 1.
documents can only be searched individually (using Adobe Acrobat Reader -- a third-part browser 
add-on, which may be ubiquitous, but is not universally used by everyone). In addition, pdf documents 
are not as fully 803b compliant as html.
PDF files are huge, requiring significant bandwidth.  Some of the pdf files on the Rosemont site are so 2.
large they cannot possibly be downloaded by anyone with a dial-up, and are even difficult with 
broadband.  This makes them essentially inaccessible by some, especially to those in rural areas 
without access to broadband.  Jimmy Pepper has already thanked me for our pdf to html conversions, 
since this significantly improves their access in the Sonoita area.

I will keep the tech report files on the site unless directed otherwise.

See remainder of comments below.

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Voice or Text:  520.405.4256
Twitter: @johnable
----- Forwarded by John Able/R3/USDAFS on 07/08/2009 12:30 PM -----

Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

07/04/2009 10:28 AM

To John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, 
Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Permission Requested to Place Tech Reports on the 
New RosemontEIS.us Website

John – 
After much deliberation and discussion, we are going to decline to provide our documents in HTML 
format.  The pdf’s are searchable in and of themselves and the reports are prepared with information 
supporting the conclusions so to separate them into disparate statements would be incorrect and 
possibly misleading. [The tech reports are presented in the original sequence of pages, graphics, tables, 
etc.  To the extent possible, much of the formatting in the pdf files is matched in html.  In my opinion, they 
are not separated into "disparate statements."]   We are also concerned that the format changes will 
make the reports unreadable, for example all AutoCAD drawings are exported to pdf so the formats are 
correct these cannot be so simply pulled into an HTML format. [Graphics will be left in pdf format.  In 



some cases, we may also provided a lower‐bandwidth alternative image format, such as jpg.  If we have
time, it would improve public accessibility if we convert maps into the kml format used by Google Earth 
and Microsoft Virtual Earth.  ESRI ArcView also uses it now.  Kml is the international standard of the Open 

Geospatial Consortium.  It is the emerging preferred format for geospatial data provided by government.]  
Additionally, I have not budgeted to transform the numerous reports to an HTML format and expending 
more money doing that at this point is simply not in the cards. [No additional budget required.]
 
The disclaimer that the reports have not been accepted by the Forest Service is also troubling – all 
reports have been accepted and are currently under review.  The way this is worded makes them sound 
like they are not believable on its face – a statement that is insulting to the process, to the registered 
engineers/scientists that produced the reports, and to Rosemont. [Either the reports have been 
accepted, or they have not. I was told they were not.  Perhaps this an item that should be discussed with 
the proponent at a future meeting. Until I am told otherwise, I will continue with the disclaimer as is.]
 
Finally, all reports that have been submitted to the Forest Service as part of the EIS process have been 
submitted with the knowledge that they will be public.  If there is some doubt, please do not hesitate to 
contact me but if you have received it in pdf, chances are it has been posted to our website.  Only a very 
few have not been posted at this point as we are going through a similar change over on our website 
and I have not transmitted the reports while I was waiting for the transfer to be complete. [Now I'm 
curious: Which reports are missing?]
 
Regards,
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: johnable23@gmail.com [mailto:johnable23@gmail.com] On Behalf Of John Able
Sent: Monday, June 22, 2009 8:24 AM
To: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Permission Requested to Place Tech Reports on the New RosemontEIS.us Website
 
Hi, Kathy.  

One of the main features of the new RosemontEIS.us website is that all text on the site will be 
searchable. To accomplish that, text must be in HTML format.  While it's been our practice to 
link to the the MPO and Tech Report docs on Augusta's or Rosemont Copper's sites, we'd now 
like to request permission to reformat these into HTML and place the docs at 
http://rosemontcopper.com/OtherReports.asp on RosemontEIS.us.  



To the extent possible, the converted docs will retain essential formatting, including graphics, 
photos, maps, tables, etc.  We will link to the original documents on the Augusta Resource or 
Rosemont Copper sites.  Also, we will disclaim the documents with something like the 
following:

"These technical reports have not yet been accepted by the Forest Service, but are provided as a 
service to the public.  While these documents are available in PDF format on the Augusta 
Resource and Rosemont Copper Company websites (see links), they are provided here in a 
format that makes them more accessible and searchable." 

Obviously, we cannot publish anything in these reports that is proprietary or copyrighted.  Am I 
safe to assume that's the case with the docs as they currently exist online?

Thanks in advance for your help with this.
  
John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Participation, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Text or Voice:  520-405-4256



Katherine Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

07/21/2010 10:51 AM

To Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>

cc Terry <tjchute@msn.com>, Beverley Everson 
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, William Gillespie 
<wgillespie@fs.fed.us>, Mary M Farrell <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, 

bcc

Subject Re: Heritage Surveys

Tom ‐ 
We submitted the first of the surveys on June 2 for the Santa Rita Roadway alignment.  EPG finished the 
field work on the other alignment (46 kV alignment) last week and are working on the reports – I hope 
that we will have the report for the 46 kV alignment within the next 2‐3 weeks that is ready for submittal 
(best guess is mid‐August).

The fence boundaries that we submitted lately have been adjusted to keep people a bit further back 
from the operations.  I think any other changes are based on additional information requests that we 
have gotten from the Forest – i.e. Monitor well locations, power poles, water management structures, 
etc. that caused us to re‐evaluate.  Because of this we have pushed some of the fence polygons out to be 
sure it includes all pieces.  I would be curious to know specifically what pieces have changed so we can 
be sure to address them.

Finally, as to a meeting with EPG – as with all other meetings on the alignments and the powerline ‐ 
please coordinate with Lauren Weinstein at EPG, she will make appropriate staff available.

Cheers!
Kathy   

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

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

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

From: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>
Date: Wed, 21 Jul 2010 09:57:40 ‐0700
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Cc: Terry <tjchute@msn.com>, Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, William Gillespie <
wgillespie@fs.fed.us>, Mary M Farrell <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, Jerome Hesse <jhesse@swca.com>, 
Suzanne Griset <sgriset@swca.com>, Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>, Jonathan Rigg <



jrigg@swca.com>
Subject: Heritage Surveys

Kathy,
 
When can we expect EPG’s cultural survey results?  I would also like to suggest a meeting between the 
Coronado’s and SWCA’s Archeologists, Rosemont, and EPG to discuss the final Area of Potential Effect 
(APE is a term specific to Section 106).  We have noticed that the fence boundary for the MPO has 
changed from our original survey (i.e, the Ballcourt site was originally excluded from the MPO and the 
new fence line includes the Ballcourt).  We have also received different polygons for some of the other 
alternative boundaries that will need clarification very soon.
 
It would also be beneficial for the Coronado to review the powerline alternatives and determine the APE 
for each link.  This needs to be determined as soon as possible to complete the Heritage portion of 
Chapter 3.  I don’t believe that the surveys need to be completed beforehand.
 
I will have either Suzanne Griset of Melissa assist in setting up a meeting.  Who from Rosemont and EPG 
should I contact to request attendance?  Thanks.

 

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

(520) 820‐5178 mobile

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



Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

07/29/2008 05:04 PM

To karnold@augustaresource.com, 
jsturgess@augustaresource.com

cc

bcc

Subject Fw: 1950-3; (2820-6); Interdisciplinary Team Project Initiation 
Letter for Rosemont Copper Project EIS 

Hi Kathy and Jamie,

Attached is a copy of the Project Initiation Letter that was signed by Jeanine Derby on the 25th, and 
delivered to the Interdisciplinary Team this morning.  I will be providing hard copies to you in our meeting 
on Thursday.

See you then.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

       



Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS 

11/06/2009 02:36 PM

To jim_rorabaugh@fws.gov, msredl@azgfd.gov, 
jason_douglas@fws.gov, Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov, 
Mike_Martinez@fws.gov, tfurgason@swca.com, 

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

bcc

Subject trip reports

History: This message has been forwarded.

Rosemont Coop Agency Bios:

Attached are three previous coop agency and FWS biologist field trip reports. We went out with WestLand 
to talk about their surveys and talk about the proposed Rosemont Copper Mine project and implications 
for the target taxa (Lesser Long-nosed Bat, talussnails, and Chiricahua Leopard Frogs).  Part of the 
reason I put together this group email list is because many of the coop agency bios didn't know about the 
field trips.  But, at least I can share the reports and we can plan trips in the future!

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

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us
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An Assessment of the Economic Impacts of the Rosemont Copper Project 

on the Economies of the Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area, 

the State of Arizona, and the United States 

 

Executive Summary 
 

This report summarizes the results of an economic impact analysis of the Rosemont Copper 

Project, an open-pit mining operation to be developed on a 15,000 acre site in Pima County 

about 30 miles southeast of Tucson. The analysis employed the REMI PI+ regional economic 

forecasting model to estimate the economic impacts of the Project for the Cochise/Pima 

County/Santa Cruz Counties study area, for the State of Arizona, and for the United States. 

 

 

Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties 

 

Construction Phase 
 

� Construction of the Project will generate an average annual increase of $96 million (all 

dollar-denominated figures refer to 2008$) in economic activity in the study area 

(measured in terms of demand for goods and services from local suppliers) over a four-

year engineering/construction period. 

� The engineering/construction phase will provide a total of 3,600 person-years of 

employment for local workers.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income (dividends, interest, rent, proprietors’ income, 

and net profits) produced by the economic activity associated with the 

engineering/construction phase will provide an average of $38 million per year in 

additional income to area residents. 

�  The engineering/construction phase will generate almost $5 million per year in 

revenues for local governments in the study area.  

Seidman Research Institute, W. P. Carey School of Business Page 1 of 56



� Over the entire engineering/construction period, impacts will total $385 million in 

additional demand for goods and services from suppliers in the study area, $245 million 

in gross regional product, $152 million in personal income, and $18 million in local 

government revenues.  

 

Production/Post-Production Phase 
 

� Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $701 million per year in 

economic activity (measured in terms of incremental regional output) within the study 

area over a 20-year production period. 

� Mine and mill operations will employ an average of 406 workers – with peak 

employment of 444 – and will support an average of 1,700 other jobs – a total of 

approximately 2,100 additional jobs for area residents.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will 

provide an annual average of $140 million in additional income to area residents. 

�  Production activities will generate an average of $19 million per year in incremental 

revenues for local governments in the study area.  

� Over the entire expected production/post-production period, the overall impacts will be 

$15 billion in additional output, $8 billion in gross regional product, $3 billion in 

personal income, and $404 million in local government revenues. 

� The Rosemont Copper Project will have lasting positive effects on the economy of the 

study area. Permanent changes to the regional economy would occur as a result of the 

increased levels of economic activity associated with the development and operation of 

the Rosemont mine. These changes will result in residual economic impacts in the 

Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties area that will persist after the end of the Project. 

The forecast results indicate that the level of economic activity would be $52 million per 

year higher, the area residents’ income $68 million per year higher, employment more 

than 300 higher, and local government revenues $2 million per year more than if the 

Rosemont Copper Project never existed. 

Seidman Research Institute, W. P. Carey School of Business Page 2 of 56



The State of Arizona 

 

Construction Phase 
 

� Construction of the Project will generate an average annual increase of $122 million in 

economic activity in the state (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from 

Arizona suppliers) over a four-year engineering/construction period. 

� The engineering/construction phase will provide a total of 3,900 person-years of 

employment for Arizona workers.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income resulting from the economic activity 

associated with the engineering/construction phase will provide an average of $45 

million per year in additional income to Arizona residents. 

�  The engineering/construction phase will generate almost $6 million per year in 

revenues during the engineering/construction period for state government.  

� Over the entire engineering/construction period, impacts will total $489 million in 

additional demand for goods and services from Arizona suppliers, $317 million in gross 

regional product, $182 million in personal income, and $23 million in state government 

revenues.  

 

Production/Post-Production Phase 
 

� Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $907 million per year in 

economic activity (measured in terms of incremental regional output) in the state over a 

20-year production period. 

� Mine and mill operations will support an average of 2,900 additional jobs for Arizona 

workers.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will 

provide an annual average of $214 million in additional income for Arizona residents. 

�  Production activities will generate an average of $32 million per year in incremental 

state government revenues.  
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� Over the entire expected production/post-production period, the overall impacts will be 

$19 billion in additional output, $11 billion in gross regional product, $5 billion in 

personal income, and $681 million in state government revenues. 

� The Rosemont Copper Project will have lasting positive effects on the Arizona economy. 

Permanent changes to the state’s economy would occur as a result of the increased levels 

of economic activity associated with the development and operation of the Rosemont 

mine. These changes will result in residual economic impacts in the state after the end of 

the Project. The forecast results indicate that the level of economic activity would be 

$111 million per year higher, state residents’ income $96 million per year higher, 

employment 500 higher, and state government revenues $4 million per year higher than 

if the Rosemont Copper Project never existed. 

 

 

The United States 

 

Construction Phase 
 

� Construction of the Project will generate an average annual increase of $568 million in 

economic activity in the nation (measured in terms of demand for goods and services) 

over a four-year engineering/construction period. 

� The engineering/construction phase will provide a total of 11,600 person-years of 

employment for U.S. workers.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income associated with the engineering/construction 

phase will provide an average of $167 million per year in additional income to U.S. 

residents. 

�  The engineering/construction phase will generate $53 million per year in additional 

revenues during the engineering/construction period for the federal government.  

� Over the entire engineering/construction period, the impacts will total $2.3 billion in 

additional demand for goods and services, $1.2 million in gross domestic product, $668 

million in personal income, and $210 million in federal government revenues.  
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Production/Post-Production Phase 

 

� Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $1.3 billion per year in 

economic activity in the nation (measured in terms of incremental output) over a 20-year 

production period. 

� Mine and mill operations will support a total of approximately 4,200 additional jobs for 

U.S. residents.  

� Wages and salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will 

provide an annual average of $352 million in additional income to U.S. residents. 

�  Production activities will generate an average of $128 million per year in incremental 

revenues for the federal government.  

� Over the entire expected production/post-production period, the overall impacts will be 

$27 billion in additional output, $15 billion in gross domestic product, $8 billion in 

personal income, and $3 billion in federal government revenues. 
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THE ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 

This report summarizes the results of an economic impact analysis of the Rosemont Copper 

Project, an open-pit mining operation to be developed on a 15,000 acre site in Pima County 

about 30 miles southeast of Tucson. The analysis employed the REMI PI+ regional economic 

forecasting model to estimate the economic impacts of the Project for the Cochise/Pima 

County/Santa Cruz Counties study area, for the State of Arizona, and for the United States. 

 

At prices of $1.75/lb. for copper, $15.00/lb. for molybdenum, and $10.00/ounce for silver, 

combined proven and probable sulfide mineral reserves total nearly 546 million tons grading 

0.45 percent copper, 0.015 percent molybdenum, and 0.12 ounces/ton silver. Proven and 

probable oxide mineral reserves total about 70 million tons grading 0.17 percent copper. 

Contained metal in the sulfide mineral reserves (proven and probable) is estimated to be 4.9 

billion pounds of copper, 161 million pounds of molybdenum, and 65 million ounces of silver. 

Contained metal in the proven and probable oxide mineral reserves is estimated to be 241 

million pounds of copper.  The mining operation is projected to produce more than 200 million 

pounds of copper per year. In addition to copper, it is also projected to produce an average of 

4.7 million pounds of molybdenum and 2.7 million ounces of silver per year (M3 Engineering 

and Technology Corp.). 

 

The total cost of developing the site for mining and construction of the processing facilities will 

be $897 million (2008$). When in operation, employment will average 406 per year, and total 

annual production costs will average $301 million per year during the 20-year production 

period (M3 Engineering and Technology Corp.). 
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1.1  Summary of the Results: Engineering/Construction Phase 

 
The results of the economic impact analysis indicate that the engineering/construction phase 

will generate an average annual increase of $96 million in economic activity in the three-county 

study area (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from local suppliers) and will 

provide a total of 3,600 person-years of employment for local workers during a four-year 

engineering/construction period. The jobs and non-labor income (dividends, interest, rent, 

proprietors’ income, and net profits) produced by the economic activity will also provide an 

average of $38 million per year in additional income to area residents and $5 million per year in 

incremental revenues to local governments in the study area. Over the entire 

engineering/construction period, impacts will total $385 million in additional demand for 

goods and services, $245 million in gross regional product, $152 million in personal income, and 

$18 million in local government revenues.  

 

For the State of Arizona, the economic impact analysis estimates that the 

engineering/construction phase will generate an average annual increase of $122 million in 

economic activity in the state (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from 

Arizona suppliers) and will provide a total of 3,900 person-years of employment for Arizona 

workers during a four-year engineering/construction period. The jobs and non-labor income 

resulting from the economic activity will also provide an average of $45 million per year in 

additional income to state residents and $6 million per year in incremental state government 

revenues. Over the entire engineering/construction period, the impacts will total $489 million 

in additional demand for goods and services from Arizona suppliers, $317 million in gross 

regional product, $182 million in personal income, and $23 million in state government 

revenues.  

 

For the U.S. economy, the engineering/construction phase will generate an average annual 

increase of $568 million in economic activity in the nation and will provide a total of 11,600 

person-years of employment for U.S. workers during a four-year engineering/construction 

period. The jobs and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will also provide an 

average of $167 million per year in additional income to U.S. residents and $53 million per year 
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in incremental revenues to the federal government. Over the entire engineering/construction 

period, impacts will total $2.3 billion in additional demand for goods and services, $1.2 billion 

in gross domestic product, $668 million in personal income, and $210 million in federal 

government revenues.  

 

1.2  Summary of Results: Production/Post-Production Phase 
 

The productive life of the Rosemont Copper Project is projected to be 20+ years. Based on the 

cost analysis in the feasibility study, the total costs associated with the production/post-

production phase of the Project, including reclamation and costs related to closure of the mine 

will total over $6 billion.  

 

For the three-county study area, production activities will generate an average annual increase 

of $701 million in economic activity (measured in terms of incremental regional output) and will 

support an average of 2,100 jobs for residents of the study area. The wages and salaries and 

non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $140 million 

per year in additional income to area residents and $19 million per year in incremental revenues 

to local governments in the region. Over the entire expected life of the Project, the overall 

impacts will be $15 billion in additional output, $8 billion in gross regional product, $3 billion in 

personal income, and $404 million in local government revenues.  

 

For the State of Arizona, production activities will generate an average annual increase of $907 

million in economic activity and will support an average of 2,900 jobs for Arizona workers. The 

wages and salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an 

average of $214 million per year in additional income for state residents and $32 million per 

year in incremental state government revenues. Over the entire expected life of the Project, the 

overall impacts will be $19 billion in additional output, $11 billion in gross regional product, $5 

billion in personal income, and $681 million in state government revenues.  

 

For the nation, production activities will generate an average annual increase of $1.3 billion in 

economic activity and will support an average of 4,200 jobs for U.S. residents. The wages and 
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salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average of 

$352 million per year in additional income to U.S. residents and $128 million per year in 

incremental federal government revenues. Over the entire expected life of the Project, overall 

impacts will be $27 billion in additional output, $15 billion in gross domestic product, $8 billion 

in personal income, and $3 billion in federal government revenues.  

 

1.3 Comparison of Results with the Previous Analysis Based on a 

Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area 
 

All three parts of the economic impact analysis were prepared using the latest version of the 

REMI regional economic forecasting model. The Seidman Institute previously conducted a 

similar analysis of the economic impact of the Rosemont Copper Project based on a two-county 

study area comprised of Pima and Santa Cruz Counties (Seidman Institute 2009). That study 

did not include impact analyses for the state or for the nation. The earlier analysis employed a 

different version of the REMI model. 

 

As a consequence of using the new version of the REMI model, the results for the three-county 

study area are not consistent with the previous estimates reported for the two-county study 

area. The estimated impacts for the engineering/construction phase are all substantially higher 

than the numbers reported in the previous study. For the production/post production phase, 

the employment, income-related, and government revenue numbers are higher, while output 

and gross regional product are somewhat lower than the earlier estimates.  

 

Regional Economic Models Inc., the builder of the REMI model, has been in business for nearly 

30 years and has a policy of continually updating their economic impact models based on the 

latest available data and advances in economic analysis and econometric methods. The model 

used for this analysis incorporates many changes to the previous version – including changes to 

both individual equations and to its overall structure. The parameters in the model have been 

re-estimated using a modified and updated dataset that included data through 2007. In 

addition, the economic forecasts incorporated into the new model were updated to reflect more 

recent views on future economic trends. The sum of these changes has resulted in somewhat 
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different results compared with the previous analysis. The fact that the numbers are different 

should be interpreted in that context rather than in terms of which numbers are “right.” The 

results of the current analysis should be taken as reasonable estimates of the economic impact of 

the Rosemont Copper Project produced by a state-of-the-art regional forecasting model based 

on the current state of the local, state, and national economies. 

 

2. Economic/Financial Overview 
 

The following discussion is based upon economic and financial information contained in the 

Rosemont Copper Project Updated Feasibility Study (M3 Engineering and Technology Corp.). All 

dollar-denominated figures in this report are stated in terms of 2008$ to be consistent with the 

cost/financial data in the feasibility study. 

 

The total cost of construction is estimated to be $897 million. The cost figures for the 

construction and development of the site for mining as reported in the feasibility study are 

summarized in Table 1. Expenditures for goods and services, payrolls, and tax payments 

associated with the engineering/construction phase will total $881 million over a four-year 

period. Table 2 lists the total and yearly expenditures for the engineering/construction phase. 

 

The productive life of the Rosemont Copper Project is projected to be 20+ years. Based on the 

cost analysis presented in the updated feasibility study, the total costs associated with the 

production/post-production phase of the Project, including reclamation and costs related to 

closure of the mine will total over $6 billion. Table 3 summarizes the cost figures for a 

representative year during the production phase as reported in the feasibility study. The total 

cost figure translates to $5.1 billion in expenditures for goods and services, payrolls, and 

government payments -- or approximately $252 million per year over the 20-year production 

period. Table 2 lists the total and yearly expenditures during the production/post-production 

phase of the Project. These figures include spending associated with the mining operations, 

processing of the ore, maintenance/replacement of facilities and equipment, reclamation, 

administration, taxes, and other outlays, but do not include accounting cost components such as 

salvage value and depreciation. 
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Cost Category

Site Development 8.5
Mine 214.6
Oxide Plant 53.6
Sulfide Plant 327.3
Power/Water Systems 82.0
Ancillary Facilities 26.9

Total Direct Cost 712.7

Indirect Costs (Field mobilization, EPCM, taxes, 184.4
   commissioning, spare parts, contingency funds, etc.)

Total Costs 897.2

Column may not add to totals due to rounding.

Source: Table 1-40, Rosemont Copper Project Updated Feasibility Study, 2009

Table 1: Rosemont Copper Project - Construction Costs
(Millions of 2008$)
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Engineering/Construction Production/Post-Production
Phase Phase

Total 880.6 5,138.2
Annual Average* 220.2 252.2

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 60.1
PP2 272.5 8.7
PP1 488.9 37.6

Production Phase
1 59.1 231.5
2 275.6
3 262.9
4 276.9
5 279.5
6 281.3
7 280.4
8 261.8
9 255.7

10 263.1
11 274.4
12 240.4
13 260.1
14 261.2
15 252.5
16 235.4
17 211.8
18 213.1
19 221.1
20 205.7

Post-Production Phase
21 42.9
22 3.9
23 0.9

*Annual average value for the Production/Post-Production Phase refers to years 1 - 20 when full
     production activity will occur.

Columns may not add to totals due to rounding.

Source: Computed from information in the Rosemont Copper Project Updated Feasibility Study, 2009

Table 2: Rosemont Copper Project - Total Expenditures by Year
(Millions 2008$)
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Cost Category For Year 2

Mine Operations 70.1
Processing - Mill 91.5
Processing - SXEW 18.4
Other Operating Costs 9.0
Shipping, Refining, and Smelting 62.4
Taxes/Royalty 30.8
Pre-production Mining Costs 2.9
Reclamation Costs 0.8
Other Costs/Salvage Value -2.1
Depreciation 173.4

Total Production Costs 457.1

The cost figures include financial and accounting cost components not  
   included in the annual expenditure figures reported in Table 2.

Column may not add to total due to rounding.

Source: Table 1-53, Rosemont Copper Project Updated Feasibility Study, 2009

Table 3: Rosemont Copper Project - Annual Production Costs
(Millions of 2008$)
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3. Economic Impacts 
 

Economic impacts are measured as changes in economic activity attributable to an event or 

policy change.  Economists distinguish between direct impacts and total impacts.  The direct 

impacts are changes in the economy that are the direct result of the event or policy change.  In 

this study, the event being analyzed is the Rosemont Copper Project and the direct impacts of 

the construction and operation of the Project will be the purchases of goods and services from 

suppliers, the wages and salaries paid to mine employees, and the taxes and other payments to 

governments. The total impacts of the Project will be the final changes in the area economy after 

all of the indirect effects caused by the direct impacts have worked their way through the 

economy.  Conventionally, the total impacts are measured by the additional economic activity 

that occurs as a result of the event or policy change – in terms of economic measures such as 

output, income, employment, etc. 

 

The estimates of the direct impacts and of the total impacts have been produced by very 

different methods. The direct impacts have been calculated from information in the Rosemont 

Copper Project Updated Feasibility Study in combination with other data from secondary sources. 

The total economic impacts of the Rosemont Copper Project were estimated using three 

different versions of the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model. These computer 

models were developed by Regional Economic Models Inc. for use by a consortium of Arizona 

state agencies, including Arizona State University. The estimates of the direct impacts were 

used as inputs to the process, and the REMI models generated detailed estimates of the total 

economic impacts. The methodology and data used to develop the estimates of the direct 

impacts and the operation of the REMI PI+ model are described in the Technical Appendix. 

 

The economic impacts for the Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties study area were estimated 

using a county-level version of the Arizona-specific REMI PI+ model. The economic impacts of 

the Project for the State of Arizona were estimated using a state-level version of the model, and 

the impacts for the U.S. economy were estimated using a national version of the REMI PI+ 

model. 
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3.1 Direct Impacts 
 

3.1.1 Engineering/Construction Phase 

 

Total spending associated with the engineering/construction phase will be $881 million. 

However, much of the equipment and specialized services to be purchased is not produced 

within the three-county study area or the State of Arizona. The total expenditures for goods and 

services from local suppliers in Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties (including the local share 

of the value of equipment ordered through local suppliers but produced elsewhere) are 

estimated at $205 million. Annual spending levels over the four-year engineering/construction 

period in the three-county study area are shown in Table 4. Most of these expenditures would 

be focused in the construction, mining support, and business services sectors. 

 

At the statewide level, total purchases of goods and services from Arizona suppliers would be 

slightly higher at $221 million. Annual expenditures in Arizona for the four-year 

engineering/construction period are listed in Table 5. Again, most of these expenditures would 

occur in the construction, mining support, and business services sectors. 

 

3.1.2 Production/Post-Production Phase 

 

Total direct spending associated with the production/post-production phase (including 

reclamation and mine closure activities) will be more than $5.1 billion over a 25-year period. 

These expenditures will produce the following direct economic impacts within the 

Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties study area: $1.5 billion in purchases of goods and services 

from local suppliers (shown as non-labor expenditures); an average of 406 jobs and $438 million 

in wages and salaries paid to area workers; and $132 million in revenues to local area 

governments. The annual figures for each of these measures are shown in Table 4. 

 

The direct economic impacts of the production/post-production phase for the State of Arizona 

will produce substantially larger amounts of purchases of goods and services from Arizona 
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Total 
Production/Post-Production

Expenditures
Engineering/ Wages Local 
Construction Non-Labor & Government
Expenditures Expenditures Salaries Revenues Employment

Total 204.9 2,101.1 1,531.4 437.8 132.0
Annual Average* 51.2 100.8 74.4 20.2 6.2 406

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 14.2 0.2
PP2 63.1 11.2 4.8 5.4 1.0 158
PP1 113.8 39.9 20.7 17.2 2.0 341

Production Phase
1 13.9 96.5 69.9 20.9 5.7 421
2 106.9 79.9 20.9 6.1 422
3 103.1 76.8 21.0 5.3 426
4 103.7 76.7 21.1 5.9 426
5 104.1 77.7 21.1 5.3 426
6 106.0 79.2 21.1 5.7 426
7 103.6 76.8 21.1 5.7 426
8 98.6 72.3 21.1 5.2 426
9 103.5 75.8 21.1 6.6 426

10 106.0 78.0 21.1 7.0 426
11 109.2 80.8 21.9 6.6 444
12 101.8 74.3 21.9 5.7 444
13 105.9 77.7 21.9 6.3 444
14 106.2 77.7 21.9 6.7 444
15 104.6 75.9 21.9 6.8 444
16 97.5 72.9 17.9 6.7 354
17 89.1 65.6 16.5 7.0 326
18 89.3 65.7 16.4 7.2 326
19 90.6 67.5 16.3 6.8 326
20 88.8 66.1 16.5 6.2 326

Post-Production Phase
21 33.4 17.4 11.5 4.4 326
22 1.1 1.1
23 0.1 0.1

*Annual average values refer to years 1 - 20 when full production activities will occur.

Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding.

Source: Computed from information in the results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

(Millions 2008$)

Table 4: Rosemont Copper Project - Direct Impacts by Year
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area
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Total 
Production/Post-Production

Expenditures
Engineering/ Wages State
Construction Non-Labor & Government
Expenditures Expenditures Salaries Revenues Employment

Total 221.4 2,584.9 1,922.3 437.8 224.8
Annual Average* 55.4 124.1 92.9 20.2 11.0 406

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 15.3
PP2 68.1 14.9 9.5 5.4 0.0 158
PP1 123.0 52.6 34.6 17.2 0.9 341

Production Phase
1 15.0 118.4 89.3 20.9 8.2 421
2 132.5 100.9 20.9 10.7 422
3 127.5 98.8 21.0 7.7 426
4 129.1 98.1 21.1 10.0 426
5 129.5 100.8 21.1 7.6 426
6 132.2 102.0 21.1 9.2 426
7 128.4 98.1 21.1 9.3 426
8 120.9 91.5 21.1 8.3 426
9 128.3 94.4 21.1 12.8 426

10 132.4 97.3 21.1 14.0 426
11 137.5 103.1 21.9 12.4 444
12 123.8 92.9 21.9 9.0 444
13 131.1 97.8 21.9 11.4 444
14 131.4 96.7 21.9 12.8 444
15 128.1 93.0 21.9 13.2 444
16 118.9 88.2 17.9 12.7 354
17 107.2 77.0 16.5 13.8 326
18 107.7 77.0 16.4 14.3 326
19 110.5 81.2 16.3 13.0 326
20 106.6 79.6 16.5 10.6 326

Post-Production Phase
21 32.8 18.3 11.5 2.9 326
22 1.1 2.2
23 0.1 0.3

*Annual average values refer to years 1 - 20 when full production activities will occur.

Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding.

Source: Computed from information in the results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

(Millions 2008$)

Table 5: Rosemont Copper Project - Direct Impacts by Year
State of Arizona
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suppliers – $1.9 billion – and $225 million in state government revenues. The annual figures for 

the direct impacts for the State of Arizona are shown in Table 5. 

 

3.2 Total Impacts 

 

This section summarizes the results from the REMI model. The total impacts of the Project are 

measured in terms of: 
� Output – The dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region. 

� Gross Regional Product – The dollar value of all goods and services produced for final 

demand in the region. It excludes the value of intermediate goods and services 

purchased as inputs to final production. 

� Personal Income – The total income received by residents of the region from all sources. 

� Total Employment – the number of full- and part-time jobs by place of work. 

� Government Revenues – taxes and other payments received by the region’s 

government(s). 

 

3.2.1 Engineering /Construction Phase 

 

3.2.1.A  Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties 

 

The development of the Rosemont Copper Project site over a four-year 

engineering/construction period will produce substantial benefits for the Cochise/Pima/Santa 

Cruz Counties study area. It will generate an average annual increase of $96 million in 

economic activity in the area (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from local 

suppliers) and will provide a total of 3,600 person-years of employment for local workers. The 

wages and salaries and non-labor income (dividends, interest, rent, proprietors’ income and net 

profits) produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $38 million per year in 

additional income to area residents and $5 million per year in incremental revenues to local 

governments in the region. Over the entire engineering/construction period, these impacts are 

equivalent to $385 million in additional demand for goods and services from local suppliers, 
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$245 million in gross regional product, $152 million in personal income, and $18 million in local 

government revenues (Table 6).  

 

The economic impacts of the engineering/construction phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 

will not be confined to the study area’s mining and construction industries. The overall 

economic impacts (taking into account the combination of the direct and indirect effects) will be 

felt across all sectors of its economy. The strongest impacts will be on the construction, 

manufacturing, trade, business services, and health/social assistance sectors. Appendix tables 

A1, A2, and A3 show the incremental private-sector economic activity in each of 19 major 

industries in terms of output, employment, and earnings respectively. 

 

 3.2.1.B  The State of Arizona 

 

The development of the Rosemont Copper Project site will produce even larger benefits for the 

State of Arizona. It will generate an average annual increase of $122 million in economic activity 

in the state (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from Arizona suppliers) and 

will provide a total of 3,900 person-years of employment for Arizona workers. The wages and 

salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $45 

million per year in additional income to state residents and $6 million per year in incremental 

state government revenues. Over the entire engineering/construction period, these impacts are 

equivalent to $489 million in additional demand for goods and services from Arizona suppliers, 

$317 million in gross regional product, $182 million in personal income, and $23 million in state 

government revenues (Table 7).  

 

The economic impacts of the engineering/construction phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 

will not be confined to Arizona’s mining and construction industries. The overall economic 

impacts (accounting for both the direct and indirect effects) will be felt across all sectors of its 

economy. The strongest impacts would be on the construction, manufacturing, trade, and 

business services sectors. Appendix tables A4, A5, and A6 list the incremental private-sector 

economic activity in each of 19 major industries in terms of output, employment, and earnings 

respectively. 
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Gross Local
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total* 385.4 245.4 151.5 3,627 18.0
Annual Average 96.4 61.3 37.9 907 4.5

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 25.2 15.8 9.0 245 1.2
PP2 114.2 72.0 41.7 1,089 5.3
PP1 207.8 130.9 77.3 1,930 9.7

Production Phase
1 38.2 26.7 23.6 363 1.8

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

* Total figure for employment is measured in terms of person-years of employment.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 6: Rosemont Copper Project - Engineering/Construction Phase - Total Impacts by Year

(Millions 2008$)
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area
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Gross State
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total* 489.4 316.8 181.5 3,909 23.2
Annual Average 122.4 79.2 45.4 977 5.8

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 31.6 20.2 10.8 263 1.5
PP2 144.1 92.6 50.0 1,172 6.9
PP1 263.8 169.4 93.1 2,086 12.5

Production Phase
1 49.9 34.7 27.7 388 2.2

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

* Total figure for employment is measured in terms of person-years of employment.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 7: Rosemont Copper Project - Engineering/Construction Phase - Total Impacts by Year

(Millions 2008$)
State of Arizona
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3.2.1.C  The United States 

 

The development of the Rosemont Copper Project site will also produce substantial benefits to 

the national economy. It will generate an average annual increase of $568 million in economic 

activity (measured in terms of demand for goods and services from U.S. suppliers) and will 

provide a total of 11,600 person-years of employment for U.S. workers. The wages and salaries 

and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $167 

million per year in additional income to U.S. residents and $53 million per year in incremental 

revenues to the federal government. Over the entire engineering/construction period, these 

impacts are equivalent to $2.3 billion in additional demand for goods and services, $1.2 billion 

in gross domestic product, $668 million in personal income, and $210 million in federal 

government revenues (Table 8).  

 

The overall economic impacts (taking into account the combination of the direct and indirect 

effects) will be distributed broadly across all sectors of the U.S. economy. The strongest impacts 

would be on the manufacturing, trade, and business services sectors. Appendix tables A7, A8, 

and A9 show the incremental private-sector economic activity in each of 19 major industries in 

terms of output, employment, and earnings respectively. 

 

3.2.2  Production/Post-Production Phase 

 

The economic benefits associated with the operation of the Rosemont Mine will be much larger 

in scale than those generated by its construction for all three levels of geography.  

 

3.2.2.A  Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties 

 

Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $701 million in economic 

activity (measured in terms of incremental regional output) within the three-county study area 

and will provide an average of 2,100 jobs for area residents. The wages and salaries and non-

labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $140 million per 
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Gross Federal
Domestic Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total* 2,272.9 1,207.1 667.5 11,560 210.1
Annual Average 568.2 301.8 166.9 2,890 52.5

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3 157.9 81.3 39.2 840 14.2
PP2 705.8 370.8 191.2 3,669 64.6
PP1 1,270.5 674.7 357.0 6,386 117.5

Production Phase
1 138.8 80.2 80.1 665 14.0

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well and value added.
Gross domestic product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

* Total figure for employment is measured in terms of person-years of employment.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 8: Rosemont Copper Project - Engineering/Construction Phase - Total Impacts by Year

(Millions 2008$)
United States of America
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year in additional income to area residents and $19 million per year in incremental revenues to 

local governments in the study area. (All measured over the 20-year production period.) Over 

the entire production/post-production period, these impacts are equivalent to $15 billion in 

additional output, $8 billion in gross regional product, $3 billion in personal income, and $404 

million in local government revenues (Table 9).  

 

The economic impacts of the production/post-production phase of the Rosemont Copper 

Project will not be confined to the mining industry. The overall economic impacts (taking into 

account both the direct and indirect effects) will be felt across all sectors of the study area’s 

economy. The strongest impacts would be on the mining, utility, manufacturing, trade, real 

estate/rental/leasing, and business services sectors. Appendix tables A10, A11, and A12 show 

the incremental private-sector economic activity in each of 19 major industries in terms of 

output, employment, and earnings respectively. 

 

3.2.2.B  The State of Arizona 

 

Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $907 million in economic 

activity (measured in terms of incremental output) within the State of Arizona and will provide 

an average of 2,900 jobs for state residents. The wages and salaries and non-labor income 

produced by the economic activity will provide an average of $214 million per year in 

additional income to state residents and $32 million per year in incremental state government 

revenues. (All measured over the 20-year production period.) Over the entire production/post-

production period, these impacts are equivalent to $19 billion in additional output, $11 billion in 

gross regional product, $5 billion in personal income, and $681 million in state government 

revenues (Table 10).  

 

The economic impacts of the production/post-production phase of the Rosemont Copper 

Project will not be confined to the state’s mining industry. The overall economic impacts (taking 

into account the combination of direct and indirect effects) will be widely distributed across all 

sectors of the Arizona economy. The strongest impacts would be on the mining, utility, 

construction, manufacturing, trade, real estate/rental/leasing, and business services sectors. 
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Gross Local
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total 14,649.7 8,053.9 3,144.7 404.0
Annual Average* 701.3 382.5 139.8 2,106 18.8

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3
PP2 65.0 39.8 19.0 495 2.3
PP1 166.9 100.9 46.9 1,156 5.8

Production Phase
1 620.4 338.3 91.2 2,045 15.8
2 812.2 433.4 107.4 2,227 17.5
3 664.5 364.9 110.5 2,178 16.8
4 741.1 401.2 118.1 2,204 17.7
5 656.7 362.9 121.6 2,178 17.3
6 718.6 391.6 128.1 2,199 18.0
7 731.0 396.4 131.6 2,175 18.1
8 733.1 395.0 133.3 2,116 17.4
9 725.7 394.4 139.9 2,168 19.3

10 747.1 405.2 145.2 2,196 20.0
11 717.6 393.7 151.6 2,253 20.2
12 594.3 336.4 149.9 2,153 19.1
13 684.7 378.7 156.7 2,211 20.2
14 731.6 400.6 162.1 2,232 20.9
15 738.5 404.0 165.9 2,224 21.2
16 694.4 379.2 156.6 1,973 19.6
17 697.7 376.9 153.0 1,852 19.3
18 716.0 385.1 155.4 1,851 19.6
19 690.7 374.6 158.8 1,861 19.5
20 609.6 338.2 158.4 1,819 18.9

Post-Production Phase
21 286.5 177.0 136.2 1,455 14.4
22 57.3 46.2 77.3 438 2.7
23 48.6 39.2 70.1 369 2.3

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

*Annual average values refer to years 1 - 20 when full production activity will occur.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 9: Rosemont Copper Project - Production/Post-Production Phase - Total Impacts by Year 

(Millions 2008$)
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area
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Gross State
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total 19,206.2 10,833.3 4,808.4 681.4
Annual Average* 907.1 508.5 214.1 2,906 31.9

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3
PP2 113.3 68.4 32.9 689 4.2
PP1 280.2 166.0 78.1 1,581 11.1

Production Phase
1 798.9 444.7 143.1 2,810 25.6
2 1,008.5 553.0 168.7 3,111 29.9
3 854.9 477.1 169.8 2,929 26.7
4 940.6 522.2 184.0 3,045 29.7
5 851.4 477.5 184.9 2,903 27.3
6 918.1 510.7 195.0 2,965 29.4
7 930.0 515.6 199.6 2,934 29.5
8 923.1 506.4 197.7 2,778 28.1
9 934.6 524.4 216.3 3,038 33.8

10 966.0 543.1 227.3 3,130 35.7
11 943.4 532.6 234.5 3,139 35.1
12 803.0 460.4 224.7 2,864 30.8
13 905.0 512.4 236.2 3,007 34.1
14 959.2 540.8 246.5 3,086 36.2
15 968.7 546.4 252.9 3,090 36.9
16 901.8 509.0 238.3 2,765 34.0
17 899.0 505.9 236.1 2,669 34.0
18 921.9 517.6 241.6 2,688 35.0
19 900.0 506.7 244.7 2,654 34.1
20 813.0 463.1 240.3 2,517 31.6

Post-Production Phase
21 450.0 274.2 204.2 1,940 19.4
22 119.8 83.9 111.7 631 4.9
23 101.9 71.0 99.6 523 4.2

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

*Annual average values refer to years 1 - 20 when full production activity will occur.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 10: Rosemont Copper Project - Production/Post-Production Phase - Total Impacts by Year 

(Millions 2008$)
State of Arizona

Seidman Research Institute, W. P. Carey School of Business Page 26 of 56



Appendix tables A13, A14, and A15 present the incremental private-sector economic activity in 

each of 19 major industries in terms of output, employment, and earnings respectively. 

 

3.2.2.C  The United States 

 

Production activities will generate an average annual increase of $1.3 billion in economic 

activity for the nation and will provide an average of 4,200 jobs for U.S. residents. The wages 

and salaries and non-labor income produced by the economic activity will provide an average 

of $352 million per year in additional income to U.S. residents and $128 million per year in 

incremental revenues for the federal government. (All measured over the 20-year production 

period.) Over the entire production/post-production period, these impacts are equivalent to $27 

billion in additional output, $15 billion in gross domestic product, $8 billion in personal income, 

and $3 billion in federal government revenues (Table 11).  

 

The overall economic impacts (accounting for both the direct and indirect effects) will be widely 

distributed across all sectors of the U.S. economy. The strongest impacts would be on the utility, 

manufacturing, trade, finance/insurance, and business services sectors. Appendix tables A16, 

A17, and A18 show the incremental private-sector economic activity in each of 19 major 

industries in terms of output, employment, and earnings respectively. 

 

4. Concluding Observations 
 

4.1 Population Changes 
 

Unlike most other regional economic impact models, REMI is a dynamic model that produces 

integrated multiyear forecasts and accounts for dynamic feedbacks among its economic and 

demographic variables.  As such, it provides forecasts of the demographic impacts of the 

development and operation of the Rosemont mine in addition to forecasts of economic 

variables.  
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Gross Federal
Domestic Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total 27,267.7 15,283.3 7,578.7 2,660.5
Annual Average* 1,309.4 732.4 352.3 4,169 127.5

Year
Engineering/Construction Phase

PP3
PP2 166.1 89.9 44.3 813 15.6
PP1 477.7 254.2 122.0 2,250 44.3

Production Phase
1 1,213.9 658.5 259.1 4,422 114.6
2 1,489.9 814.7 316.7 5,094 141.8
3 1,254.3 676.3 284.6 4,266 117.7
4 1,372.2 755.2 321.5 4,641 131.5
5 1,247.0 674.5 304.2 4,109 117.4
6 1,342.9 732.1 328.5 4,344 127.4
7 1,334.0 729.7 332.5 4,188 127.0
8 1,256.9 664.0 295.0 3,563 115.6
9 1,389.5 788.4 378.4 4,656 137.2

10 1,447.2 830.7 403.0 4,875 144.6
11 1,422.8 805.1 401.4 4,719 140.1
12 1,161.6 647.4 342.2 3,703 112.7
13 1,320.6 742.9 381.3 4,156 129.3
14 1,399.6 794.1 407.0 4,375 138.2
15 1,383.1 789.0 409.5 4,313 137.3
16 1,273.1 728.9 382.7 3,797 126.9
17 1,252.2 728.7 383.9 3,750 126.9
18 1,290.3 750.7 393.5 3,797 130.7
19 1,259.3 722.7 383.2 3,594 125.8
20 1,078.2 614.7 337.4 3,016 107.0

Post-Production Phase
21 497.3 298.7 233.6 1,656 52.0
22 -28.8 -1.6 75.8 -219 -0.3
23 -33.4 -6.2 57.6 -250 -1.1

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross domestic product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

*Annual average values refer to years 1 - 20 when full production activity will occur.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 11: Rosemont Copper Project - Production/Post-Production Phase - Total Impacts by Year 

(Millions 2008$)
United States of America
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The results of the analysis indicate that net migration into the Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz 

Counties study area will increase by more than 300 per year in the early years of operation and 

then lessen, with an annual average net migration figure of about 150 over the entire 20-year 

production period. This increase in net migration would mean that the population of the study 

area would be approximately 2,000 larger after five years and more than 4,000 larger by the end 

of the production period compared with a situation in which the Rosemont Copper Project was 

not developed. 

 

Similarly, the results of the state-level analysis indicate that net migration into Arizona will 

increase by more than 500 per year in the early years of operation and then lessen, with an 

annual average net migration figure of about 230 over the entire 20-year production period. 

This increase in net migration would mean that the state’s population would be approximately 

3,000 larger after five years and 7,000 larger by the end of the production period compared with 

a situation in which the Rosemont Copper Project had not been developed. 

 

4.2 Residual Impacts 
 

Results from the REMI forecasts of economic activity for the years after the closure of the mine 

show that the Rosemont Copper Project would have lasting effects on the economy of the three-

county study area over and above the impacts during its 26-year ”active” period. Permanent 

changes to the business community, to the labor market, to local governments, and to many 

other aspects of the local economy would occur as a result of the development and operations of 

the Rosemont mine. These changes will result in residual economic impacts in the 

Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties area. The forecast results indicate that the level of 

economic activity would be $52 million per year higher, area residents’ income $68 million per 

year higher, employment more than 300 higher, and local government revenues $2 million per 

year higher than if the Rosemont Copper Project had never existed. Annual figures for each of 

these measures for the ten years after closure are listed in Table 12. 

 

The REMI state-level forecast for years after the closure of the mine show that the Rosemont 

Copper Project would also have similar lasting effects on the Arizona economy. Permanent 
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Gross Local
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total* 518.4 382.3 675.6 22.9
Annual Average 51.8 38.2 67.6 347 2.3

Year
Post-Closure

24 45.1 36.0 65.9 338 2.2
25 44.5 34.9 63.6 326 2.1
26 45.4 34.9 62.8 325 2.1
27 47.3 35.7 63.1 331 2.1
28 50.0 36.9 64.5 340 2.2
29 52.7 38.4 66.6 350 2.3
30 55.1 39.6 68.6 357 2.4
31 57.4 40.9 70.9 363 2.4
32 59.5 42.0 73.4 368 2.5
33 61.4 43.1 76.2 371 2.6

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

*Total figures refer to the sum of years 24-33. Residual impacts would continue after year 33.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 12: Rosemont Copper Project -  Residual Impacts by Year 

(Millions 2008$)
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area
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changes to the business community, to the labor market, to the state government, and to many 

other aspects of the Arizona economy would occur as a result of economic activity induced by 

the development and operation of the Rosemont mine, and these changes would result in 

residual economic impacts within Arizona. The state-level forecast results indicate that the level 

of economic activity would be $111 million per year higher, the state residents’ income $96 

million per year greater, employment 500 higher, and state government revenues $4 million per 

year higher than if the Rosemont Copper Project had never existed. Annual figures for each of 

these measures for the ten years after the end of operations are provided in Table 13.  

 

Results from the REMI national forecast do not show similar lasting effects for the overall U.S. 

economy. 
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Gross State
Regional Personal Government

Output Product Income Employment Revenues

Total* 1,111.6 655.6 956.4 43.7
Annual Average 111.2 65.6 95.6 498 4.4

Year
Post-Production Phase

24 94.8 58.8 92.5 474 3.9
25 94.1 57.8 89.2 458 3.9
26 97.2 59.0 88.3 462 3.9
27 102.0 61.2 89.2 475 4.1
28 107.7 63.9 91.3 490 4.3
29 113.1 66.4 94.0 504 4.4
30 118.8 69.0 97.4 518 4.6
31 123.5 71.2 100.8 526 4.7
32 128.2 73.4 104.9 534 4.9
33 132.3 75.1 109.0 539 5.0

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including intermediate goods 
   as well as value added.
Gross regional product is the dollar value of all goods and services produced for final demands. 
   It excludes intermediate goods and services.
Personal income is the total income received by residents from all sources.

*Total figures refer to the sum of years 24-33. Residual impacts would continue after year 33.

Columns may not add due to rounding.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Table 13: Rosemont Copper Project - Residual Impacts by Year 

(Millions 2008$)
State of Arizona
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX 
 

A1. Economic Impact Analysis Using the REMI Model 
 

This study used the REMI PI+ regional forecasting model to produce numeric estimates of the 

economic impacts associated with the construction, operation, and closure of the Rosemont 

mine.  The general method for estimating impacts using the REMI model involves 4 steps: 

 

1. Preparation of a baseline or control forecast for the study area – this baseline scenario 

provides a forecast of the future path of the study area’s economy based on a 

combination of the extrapolation of current economic conditions and an exogenous 

forecast of relevant economic variables without any changes in public policy or other 

external factors. 

2. Development of a policy scenario – this policy scenario describes the direct effects that 

the event(s) – in this case the construction, operation, and closure of the Rosemont mine 

would have on the study area’s economy. 

3. Preparation of a forecast simulation of the area economy based on the policy scenario – 

this alternative forecast provides a forecast of the future path of the area economy 

incorporating the effects of the changes specified in the policy scenario. 

4. Comparison of the baseline and policy scenario forecasts – the differences between the 

future values of each variable in the forecasts provide numeric estimates of the nature 

and magnitudes of the economic impacts of Rosemont Copper Project on the study area. 

 

A2. The REMI Model 
 

REMI is an economic-demographic forecasting and simulation model developed by Regional 

Economic Models Inc.  REMI is designed to forecast the impact of public policies and external 

events on an economy and its population.  The REMI model is recognized by the business and 

academic community as the leading regional forecast/simulation tool available. A complete 

explanation of the model and discussion of the empirical estimation of the 

parameters/equations are given in Regional Economic Modeling: A Systematic Approach to 
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Economic Forecasting and Policy Analysis (Treyz), Policy Insight 9.5: Model Documentation (REMI),  

Introduction to PI+: The Next Generation of Policy Insight (REMI), and PI+: Changes from Policy 

Insight v9.5 (REMI).  

 

The REMI models used for this analysis were all versions of Policy Insight Model PI+ Version 

1.1 leased from Regional Economic Models Inc. by a consortium of State agencies, including 

Arizona State University, for economic forecasting and policy analysis.   

 

A3.  Updating of the Baseline or Control Forecast 
 

The PI+ v 1.1 models were delivered with national and local datasets containing data through 

2007 and also with national and local baseline forecasts prepared by Regional Economic Models 

Inc. The REMI model incorporates procedures for updating the datasets and the baseline 

forecasts with more recent data. The research team performed these procedures to prepare 

updated baseline forecasts for this study. In practice, the methodology requires first updating 

the national baseline forecast since forecast values of national economic variables are important 

inputs to the state-level and county-level forecasts. 

 

The national forecast was updated by using 2008 data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic 

Analysis and forecast data for the 2009–2017 period from the latest available Global Insight 

national forecast (September 2009). The baseline forecast of the Arizona model was updated 

based on 2008 employment data from the Arizona Department of Commerce.  

 

A4. Definition of the Local Study Area 
 

REMI is a county-based model, so that the study area must be defined in terms of one or more 

Arizona counties. The site on which the Rosemont Copper Project is being developed is located 

in Pima County southeast of the Tucson urbanized area, near the border with Santa Cruz 

County, and also in relatively close proximity to Cochise County. The approved bounds of 

analysis for the environment impact assessment have been defined by the U.S. Forest Service to 

include three counties – Cochise, Pima, and Santa Cruz Counties. Based on this definition, the 
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combined three-county region was specified as the study area for the county-level REMI 

economic impact analysis. 

 

A5. Definition of the Study Period 
 

REMI is a dynamic model that produces integrated multiyear forecasts.  The analysis of the 

economic impacts of the Rosemont Copper Project has employed this feature of the model. The 

feasibility study provides annual information relating to both capital and operating costs for the 

projected lifetime of the Project. The timeline for the Project in the study includes three pre-

production years (designated years PP3 through PP1 in this report), a production period of 20 

years (designated years 1 through 20), and a post-production period of three years (years 21 

through 23). The first year of the post-production period (Year 21) includes some production 

activity during the first part of the year. The economic impact analysis of the construction phase 

provides estimates of the impacts over the four-year engineering/construction period specified 

in the feasibility study (year PP3 to year 1). The analysis of the production/post-production 

phase encompasses a 25-year period (years PP2 through year 23).  

 

The REMI model requires specification of calendar year time periods for its forecast process. 

Based on a timeline on the Rosemont Copper Project website, the study period starting date 

(PP3) was assumed to be 2009. 

 

A6. Calculation of the Direct Impacts 
 

All of the estimates of the direct impacts of the Rosemont Copper Project were based on the 

economic and financial information contained in the Rosemont Copper Project Updated Feasibility 

Study (M3 Engineering and Technology Corp.). Information from two other reports relating to 

the Rosemont Copper Project was also used to supplement the information in the feasibility 

study: 

� Data relating to reclamation costs from the Mined Land Reclamation Plan (Tetra Tech Inc). 

� Information relating to various aspects of construction and operation from the Mine Plan 

of Operations (WestLand Resources Inc). 
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The REMI model requires input data in very specific formats. In particular, the data must 

conform to the 70 economic sectors in the model. In many cases the economic data provided by 

the feasibility study and the other two reports were not sufficiently detailed to be used directly 

as inputs for the REMI model. Detailed data from the direct requirements table in the U.S. 

Benchmark Input-Output Accounts (U. S. Bureau of Economic Analysis) were used to convert the 

information into a form usable by the model. The direct requirements coefficients for each 

industry specify the dollar amount of inputs from each supplying industry needed to produce a 

dollar of industry output.  

 

A7. Government Revenues 
 

Estimates of revenues received by each of the three levels of government from Rosemont 

Copper operations were based on tax information contained in the Rosemont Copper Project 

Updated Feasibility Study. The share of state transactions privilege tax, severance tax, and income 

tax collections distributed to the area local governments was calculated from data in the 

Arizona Department of Revenue FY2008 Annual Report. 

 

Estimates of revenues received by area local governments and the state government as a result 

of the incremental economic activity induced by Rosemont Copper operations and/or 

construction activities were based on ratios of collections per dollar of gross regional product 

calculated from data obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s State and Local Government Finances 

database. Estimates of revenues received by the federal government as a result of the incremental 

economic activity induced by Rosemont Copper operations and/or construction activities were 

based on ratios of collections per dollar of gross domestic product calculated from data 

obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2009 Statistical Abstract. 
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total Non-Farm Private Sector 385.4 96.4 25.2 114.2 207.8 38.2
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mining 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0
Utilities 4.9 1.2 0.3 1.4 2.5 0.8
Construction 80.7 20.2 4.9 22.9 42.8 10.0
Manufacturing 104.4 26.1 7.4 32.2 58.3 6.6
Wholesale Trade 9.7 2.4 0.6 2.9 5.2 1.0
Retail Trade 21.0 5.3 1.3 6.0 10.9 2.9
Transp, Warehousing 2.5 0.6 0.2 0.7 1.3 0.3
Information 6.0 1.5 0.4 1.7 3.1 0.8
Finance, Insurance 12.2 3.1 0.9 3.9 6.7 0.8
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 24.2 6.0 1.4 6.6 12.3 3.8
Profess, Tech Services 71.0 17.8 4.7 21.5 38.9 5.9
Mngmt of Co, Enter 2.2 0.6 0.2 0.7 1.2 0.2
Admin, Waste Services 9.9 2.5 0.6 2.9 5.3 1.1
Educational Services 0.9 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.2
Health Care, Social Asst 21.0 5.3 1.4 6.4 11.2 2.0
Arts, Enter, Rec 1.8 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.3
Accom, Food Services 5.6 1.4 0.3 1.5 2.8 0.9
Other Services (excl Gov) 7.1 1.8 0.5 2.1 3.8 0.8

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including all 
  intermediate goods as well as value added.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A1: Total Economic Impacts

Output by Industry
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area

(Millions of 2008 $)

  Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 
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Annual
Industry/Year Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Private Non-farm Employment 789 212 948 1,686 311
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 1 0
Utilities 2 0 2 3 1
Construction 196 50 227 416 91
Manufacturing 103 31 130 226 23
Wholesale Trade 15 4 18 31 5
Retail Trade 64 17 75 131 32
Transp, Warehousing 6 2 7 12 2
Information 5 1 6 11 2
Finance, Insurance 20 6 27 44 4
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 38 9 42 77 24
Profess, Tech Services 166 46 204 363 50
Mngmt of Co, Enter 5 1 6 11 1
Admin, Waste Services 46 12 55 98 17
Educational Services 6 1 6 11 4
Health Care, Social Asst 51 14 61 106 21
Arts, Enter, Rec 12 3 14 26 6
Accom, Food Services 26 6 29 53 17
Other Services (excl Gov) 31 9 39 66 11

Employment includes full-time and part-time jobs by place of work. Employees, sole proprietors, 
  and active partners are included, but unpaid family workers and volunteers are excluded.
  Public sector and farm workers are excluded. 

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Private Non-Farm Employment by Industry
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area

Appendix Table A2: Total Economic Impacts
 Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project  
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total, Non-Farm Private Sector 149.8 37.4 9.3 42.9 79.3 18.2
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mining 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
Utilities 0.9 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.2
Construction 31.1 7.8 1.9 8.7 16.3 4.2
Manufacturing 32.7 8.2 2.1 9.5 18.1 3.1
Wholesale Trade 4.1 1.0 0.2 1.2 2.1 0.6
Retail Trade 8.8 2.2 0.5 2.4 4.4 1.5
Transp, Warehousing 1.2 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.2
Information 1.8 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.3
Finance, Insurance 4.9 1.2 0.3 1.5 2.6 0.5
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 1.8 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.3
Profess, Tech Services 35.8 9.0 2.4 10.8 19.4 3.2
Mngmt of Co, Enter 1.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.1
Admin, Waste Services 5.5 1.4 0.3 1.5 2.8 0.8
Educational Services 0.6 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1
Health Care, Social Asst 12.5 3.1 0.8 3.5 6.3 1.8
Arts, Enter, Rec 0.8 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.1
Accom, Food Services 2.5 0.6 0.1 0.6 1.2 0.5
Other Services (excl Gov) 3.2 0.8 0.2 0.9 1.6 0.5

Earnings by place of work is the sum of wage and salary disbursements, supplements to 
  wages and salaries, and proprietors’ income.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A3: Total Economic Impacts

Earnings by Place of Work by Industry
Cochise/Pima/Santa Cruz Counties Study Area

(Millions of 2008 $)

Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total Non-Farm Private Sector 489.4 122.4 31.6 144.1 263.8 49.9
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mining 1.0 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.1
Utilities 6.2 1.6 0.4 1.7 3.2 0.9
Construction 99.5 24.9 5.9 27.7 52.3 13.7
Manufacturing 127.0 31.7 8.8 38.8 70.7 8.7
Wholesale Trade 20.6 5.2 1.3 6.1 11.1 2.1
Retail Trade 27.2 6.8 1.6 7.7 14.3 3.6
Transp, Warehousing 7.2 1.8 0.5 2.1 3.9 0.7
Information 9.9 2.5 0.6 2.9 5.3 1.1
Finance, Insurance 22.9 5.7 1.6 7.3 12.7 1.2
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 34.4 8.6 2.0 9.5 17.7 5.2
Profess, Tech Services 70.0 17.5 4.6 21.2 38.3 5.9
Mngmt of Co, Enter 5.6 1.4 0.4 1.7 3.1 0.4
Admin, Waste Services 12.6 3.1 0.8 3.7 6.8 1.2
Educational Services 1.8 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.3
Health Care, Social Asst 23.8 6.0 1.6 7.2 12.8 2.2
Arts, Enter, Rec 3.1 0.8 0.2 0.9 1.6 0.4
Accom, Food Services 7.7 1.9 0.5 2.1 3.9 1.2
Other Services (excl Gov) 8.8 2.2 0.6 2.6 4.7 0.9

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including all 
  intermediate goods as well as value added.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A4: Total Economic Impacts

Output by Industry
State of Arizona

(Millions of 2008 $)

  Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 
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Annual
Industry/Year Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Private Non-farm Employment 858 229 1,029 1,832 341
Forestry, Fishing, Other 1 0 1 1 0
Mining 1 0 1 2 0
Utilities 2 0 2 4 1
Construction 199 49 226 418 102
Manufacturing 123 37 155 270 30
Wholesale Trade 23 6 28 48 8
Retail Trade 72 19 85 150 35
Transp, Warehousing 13 3 16 28 5
Information 9 2 11 18 3
Finance, Insurance 30 9 39 66 5
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 36 9 40 73 22
Profess, Tech Services 157 43 193 344 49
Mngmt of Co, Enter 7 2 9 15 2
Admin, Waste Services 44 12 54 96 15
Educational Services 8 2 8 15 5
Health Care, Social Asst 53 14 64 113 20
Arts, Enter, Rec 13 3 15 26 6
Accom, Food Services 32 8 35 65 20
Other Services (excl Gov) 38 11 47 80 13

Employment includes full-time and part-time jobs by place of work. Employees, sole proprietors, 
  and active partners are included, but unpaid family workers and volunteers are excluded.
  Public sector and farm workers are excluded. 

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Private Non-Farm Employment by Industry
State of Arizona

Appendix Table A5: Total Economic Impacts
 Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project  
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total, Non-Farm Private Sector 181.9 45.5 11.3 52.0 95.8 22.8
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mining 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.1
Utilities 1.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.2
Construction 37.6 9.4 2.2 10.3 19.5 5.6
Manufacturing 37.5 9.4 2.4 11.0 20.6 3.5
Wholesale Trade 8.6 2.2 0.5 2.4 4.5 1.2
Retail Trade 11.1 2.8 0.6 3.0 5.6 1.8
Transp, Warehousing 2.9 0.7 0.2 0.8 1.5 0.4
Information 2.7 0.7 0.2 0.8 1.4 0.4
Finance, Insurance 8.9 2.2 0.6 2.6 4.7 1.0
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 3.2 0.8 0.2 0.8 1.6 0.6
Profess, Tech Services 35.1 8.8 2.3 10.6 18.9 3.2
Mngmt of Co, Enter 2.9 0.7 0.2 0.8 1.5 0.3
Admin, Waste Services 7.1 1.8 0.4 2.0 3.7 1.0
Educational Services 1.2 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.2
Health Care, Social Asst 13.3 3.3 0.8 3.8 6.8 1.8
Arts, Enter, Rec 1.3 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.7 0.2
Accom, Food Services 3.3 0.8 0.2 0.9 1.6 0.6
Other Services (excl Gov) 3.6 0.9 0.2 1.0 1.9 0.5

Earnings by place of work is the sum of wage and salary disbursements, supplements to 
  wages and salaries, and proprietors’ income.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A6: Total Economic Impacts

Earnings by Place of Work by Industry
State of Arizona

(Millions of 2008 $)

Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total Non-Farm Private Sector 2,272.9 568.2 157.9 705.8 1,270.5 138.8
Forestry, Fishing, Other 1.855 0.5 0.1 0.6 1.0 0.1
Mining 82.395 20.6 5.8 25.5 45.8 5.3
Utilities 22.237 5.6 1.7 7.0 12.2 1.4
Construction 97.960 24.5 6.7 28.9 53.8 8.5
Manufacturing 1079.157 269.8 75.2 333.8 602.8 67.4
Wholesale Trade 115.598 28.9 7.8 35.8 65.1 6.8
Retail Trade 69.244 17.3 5.1 22.1 39.0 3.0
Transp, Warehousing 53.695 13.4 3.7 16.9 29.9 3.2
Information 77.871 19.5 5.2 24.0 44.3 4.3
Finance, Insurance 139.464 34.9 9.5 43.9 78.9 7.2
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 94.772 23.7 6.8 29.5 52.4 6.1
Profess, Tech Services 179.112 44.8 12.2 55.0 100.1 11.9
Mngmt of Co, Enter 60.346 15.1 4.4 18.9 33.6 3.5
Admin, Waste Services 43.503 10.9 2.9 13.4 24.4 2.9
Educational Services 6.793 1.7 0.5 2.1 3.8 0.4
Health Care, Social Asst 78.996 19.7 5.3 26.0 44.4 3.3
Arts, Enter, Rec 11.410 2.9 0.8 3.6 6.4 0.6
Accom, Food Services 24.171 6.0 1.9 7.7 13.4 1.2
Other Services (excl Gov) 34.369 8.6 2.4 11.0 19.3 1.7

Output is the dollar value of all goods and services produced in the region, including all 
  intermediate goods as well as value added.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A7: Total Economic Impacts

Output by Industry
United States of America

(Millions of 2008 $)

  Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 
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Annual
Industry/Year Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Private Non-farm Employment 2,862 832 3,634 6,325 657
Forestry, Fishing, Other 6 2 7 13 3
Mining 85 25 106 186 21
Utilities 6 2 8 14 1
Construction 212 60 252 462 72
Manufacturing 822 244 1,045 1,798 199
Wholesale Trade 127 38 162 281 27
Retail Trade 198 63 260 439 31
Transp, Warehousing 104 29 132 230 24
Information 50 15 64 111 10
Finance, Insurance 135 38 174 301 25
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 69 20 87 151 16
Profess, Tech Services 327 91 404 727 85
Mngmt of Co, Enter 56 17 71 124 13
Admin, Waste Services 165 45 206 365 42
Educational Services 28 8 35 62 7
Health Care, Social Asst 183 51 242 410 27
Arts, Enter, Rec 45 12 58 99 9
Accom, Food Services 96 29 122 214 19
Other Services (excl Gov) 152 43 199 338 26

Employment includes full-time and part-time jobs by place of work. Employees, sole proprietors, 
  and active partners are included, but unpaid family workers and volunteers are excluded.
  Public sector and farm workers are excluded. 

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Private Non-Farm Employment by Industry
United States of America

Appendix Table A8: Total Economic Impacts
 Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project  
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Annual
Industry/Year Total Average PP3 PP2 PP1 1

Total, Non-Farm Private Sector 770.4 192.6 50.0 228.6 414.5 77.3
Forestry, Fishing, Other 0.9 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.2
Mining 31.5 7.9 2.2 9.6 17.0 2.6
Utilities 4.7 1.2 0.3 1.4 2.4 0.6
Construction 41.1 10.3 2.7 11.6 21.6 5.1
Manufacturing 279.9 70.0 18.1 83.7 153.4 24.6
Wholesale Trade 45.1 11.3 2.9 13.2 24.2 4.7
Retail Trade 29.3 7.3 2.0 8.6 15.4 3.3
Transp, Warehousing 22.1 5.5 1.5 6.6 11.8 2.4
Information 23.3 5.8 1.5 6.7 12.5 2.6
Finance, Insurance 55.2 13.8 3.5 16.3 29.5 5.8
Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 8.5 2.1 0.5 2.4 4.4 1.2
Profess, Tech Services 96.1 24.0 6.3 28.6 51.7 9.5
Mngmt of Co, Enter 28.3 7.1 2.0 8.6 15.1 2.6
Admin, Waste Services 22.9 5.7 1.4 6.6 12.1 2.8
Educational Services 4.7 1.2 0.3 1.3 2.4 0.7
Health Care, Social Asst 46.0 11.5 2.9 13.8 24.2 5.1
Arts, Enter, Rec 5.2 1.3 0.3 1.5 2.7 0.6
Accom, Food Services 10.4 2.6 0.7 3.0 5.4 1.3
Other Services (excl Gov) 15.4 3.8 1.0 4.6 8.1 1.6

Earnings by place of work is the sum of wage and salary disbursements, supplements to 
  wages and salaries, and proprietors’ income.

Source: Results from the REMI PI+ regional economic forecasting model.

Appendix Table A9: Total Economic Impacts

Earnings by Place of Work by Industry
United States of America

(Millions of 2008 $)

Engineering/Construction Phase of the Rosemont Copper Project 
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Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

04/13/2009 12:46 PM

To Charles Coyle <ccoyle@swca.com>

cc Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Melissa Reichard 
<mreichard@swca.com>, Beverley A Everson 
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

bcc

Subject RE: List of RCC reports/schedule

Charles – 
Sorry for the delay in getting this to you what with all of the meetings over the past two weeks I lost 
track of your request.  I think this reflects the most up‐to‐date evaluation of schedule available, we are 
expecting to deliver three reports to the Forest (and SWCA) this week – Traffic, Noise, and a Summary of 
the Meteorological and Air Quality Information.  Then next week, we should have some additional 
reports available.  We are also finalizing the figures and we should be able to get them to you this week 
– I just need to follow up with Jamie Joggerst, we were missing one that you were looking for and then 
the package will be complete.
 
Let me know if you have further questions.
 
Regards,
Kathy 
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Charles Coyle [mailto:ccoyle@swca.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2009 9:14 AM
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Tom Furgason; Jill Grams; Dale Ortman; Melissa Reichard
Subject: List of RCC reports/schedule
 
Hi Kathy,
 
Could you please send us an updated list of the technical reports that are pending, along with estimated 
delivery dates? We’re trying to get a better idea of how and when we can get started on the Affected 
Environment portions of the EIS. The list I now have (attached) is about two months out of date.
 
Thanks~
 
Charles Coyle
Senior Project Manager



SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 North Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ  85012
 
Phone: 602-274-3831 ext. 1108
Fax: 602-274-3958
www.swca.com 
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

 



 

Tucson Office 
3031 West Ina Road 

Tucson, AZ 85741 
Tel 520.297.7723  Fax 520.297.7724 

www.tetratech.com 

 
Technical Memorandum 

 

To: Kathy Arnold From: Grady O’Brien and Michael Gabora
Company: Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) Date: April 10, 2010 
Re: Rosemont Backfill and Pit Lake 

Management Approaches 
Doc #: 123/10-320869-5.3 

CC: Jamie Sturgess (RCC); 
David Krizek, P.E. (Tetra Tech) 

 

1.0 Introduction 

Rosemont Copper Company (Rosemont) plans to develop an open pit mining operation on the 
east side of the Santa Rita Mountains, about 30 miles southeast of Tucson, Arizona in Pima 
County. This Technical Memorandum provides background information on how the post-closure 
conditions related to the Rosemont Copper Project (Project) might be affected by partial 
backfilling of the Open Pit. 

The backfill approaches considered in this Technical Memorandum have been raised during 
development of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) associated with the Project. The 
physical processes related to pit lakes and how the backfill alternatives may affect the post-
closure pit lake and the larger groundwater flow system are also discussed. 

The comments expressed herein represent Tetra Tech’s current understanding of the Open Pit 
(pit) and the groundwater flow system. The basis for the comments is engineering judgment and 
experience: specific numerical simulations and analytical analyses related to the backfill 
approaches have not been completed. Therefore, discussions related to partial backfill of the 
proposed Open Pit developed herein are conceptual in nature and provide a basis for 
considering potential backfill approaches to address issues raised during project scoping. 

The pre-mining condition where groundwater is flowing from the topographically high areas on 
the west side of the Project area to lower areas to the east is conceptually illustrated on 
Figure 1. Development of the Open Pit, located in the northern Santa Rita Mountains, will 
require dewatering during mining. Groundwater flow modeling completed by Montgomery & 
Associates (M&A) in 2009 indicates that the Open Pit will create a hydraulic sink and that a 
post-mining pit lake will develop (M&A, 2009). 

Partial backfilling of the Open Pit is being considered to reduce the amount of drawdown 
associated with the maintenance of a perpetual pit lake. A terminal-sink (hydraulic sink) created 
by a pit lake results in drawdown of the groundwater flow system. Drawdown concerns have 
been identified as having the potential to impact other water resources in the area such as 
springs, wells, and riparian vegetation. Under some conditions, partial backfilling may reduce 
the potential for drawdown and associated impacts. 
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There are benefits and risks associated with pit backfilling. By understanding the physical 
processes related to pit lakes and backfilling, these benefits and risks can be compared. In 
addition to partial backfilling, there are other pit backfill and management methods available that 
may reduce groundwater drawdown effects. 

Four (4) backfill or pit lake management approaches are evaluated herein that have potential 
application at Rosemont: 

 Backfill above the pre-mining groundwater elevations; 

 Partial backfill below the pre-mining groundwater elevations; 

 A Quick-Fill option; and 

 A managed stormwater inflow option. 

The general hydrogeologic conditions related to pit lakes are briefly discussed in Section 2.0. 
The post-mining pit lake water level and post-mining equilibrium groundwater conditions are 
driven by the system water balance, which is an accounting of water entering and leaving the pit 
lake. At equilibrium or steady state, the inflows equal the outflows. How the water balance is 
altered due to the four (4) backfill options listed above is then discussed. 

2.0 Hydrogeologic conditions 

As indicated above, the water balance of a pit lake describes how water flows into and out of the 
lake. Depending on the relative magnitudes of these flows, a pit lake will form or the pit could 
remain dry. For the following discussion, it is assumed conditions are favorable for the formation 
of a post-mining pit lake. The pit lake level and the rate at which the pit fills are controlled by the 
post-closure water balance. The post-closure water balance can be expressed as: 

Δpit lake volume = Iprecip + Irunoff + Ipit runoff + GWinflow– Epit- GWoutflow (Equation 1) 

Where: 

Δpit lake volume is the change in pit lake volume; 

Iprecip is the inflow from direct precipitation falling on the lake surface; 

Irunoff is the inflow from runoff from upgradient drainages; 

Ipit runoff is the inflow from pit wall runoff (the fraction of precipitation falling on the pit walls 
that ultimately reaches the pit lake); 

GWinflow is the groundwater inflow to the pit lake; 

Epit is the open water evaporation from the pit lake surface based on a modified pan 
evaporation rate; and 

GWoutflow is the outflow of groundwater from the pit lake. 

The interaction between these parameters for a terminal-sink pit, which has no groundwater 
outflow (GWoutflow = 0), is presented schematically on Figure 2. 

There are two (2) types of pit lakes: terminal-sink and flow-through. A terminal-sink pit lake has 
no groundwater leaving the pit (Equation 1: GWoutflow = 0). A flow-through pit has a component of 
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groundwater leaving the pit (Equation 1: GWoutflow > 0). Evaporation must be greater than sum of 
precipitation, runoff, and groundwater inflow for a terminal-sink pit lake to form. 

At steady-state conditions, evaporation is expected to exceed the other individual components 
of the water balance at the Rosemont Project. Due to the steep walls of the proposed Open Pit 
(roughly cone shaped), the surface area of the pit lake is initially small, but increases as the lake 
stage rises. Therefore, evaporation losses increase as the surface area increases. The lake 
level will stabilize when the evaporation rate equals the sum of the inflow components. A 
terminal-sink pit lake will create a cone-of-depression or water-level declines (also termed 
drawdown) around the Open Pit as a result of groundwater inflow (Figure 3). As long as the 
groundwater elevations around the pit never become low enough to reach the pit lake elevation, 
groundwater will flow toward the pit. A hydraulic sink is created when the elevation of the 
groundwater divide is greater than the lake level (Figure 3). Over the long-term there would be a 
net loss of water due to evaporation in a terminal-sink pit lake. 

Drawdown of groundwater levels occurs most dramatically in the vicinity of the Open Pit, with 
decreasing drawdown at greater distances from the pit. The magnitude and extent of the 
drawdown depends on the pit lake water balance (Equation 1) and the hydraulic properties of 
the surrounding rocks. The water balance determines the pit lake level, which in turn determines 
the magnitude of the drawdown. This drawdown can be advantageous by capturing process 
area contaminates and preventing their migration away from the pit. Drawdown in a regional 
groundwater flow system, however, can reduce flows and stages in streams, springs, and lakes. 
Over time, the drawdown associated with the pit lake will continue to expand outwards until 
there is sufficient capture of water from other areas to create a new stable water table. 

Conversely, a flow-through pit lake has groundwater elevations that reach the lake level over a 
portion of the lake, allowing groundwater to flow out of the pit (Figure 4). If the pit lake water 
quality is poor, undesirable down-gradient consequences could occur. However, flow-through 
conditions created by backfilling the pit above the pre-mining water level results in no long-term 
evaporative losses, thus allowing the flow system to return to approximate pre-mining conditions 
(Figure 5). 

3.0 Backfill Objectives 

In general, there are several considerations related to backfilling an open pit after the cessation 
of active mining. The most important consideration is whether a flow-through pit or a terminal-
sink pit is desired. Additionally, the backfill level will depend on the desired post-mining 
hydrologic condition and the backfilling objective. The following are some of the objectives for 
backfilling an open pit: 

 Cover acid rock drainage (ARD) generating rock located in the pit; 

 Create a free draining surface; 

 Eliminate the pit lake or reduce the lake’s depth; 

 Restore aesthetics (i.e. move material back into the pit from waste piles); and 

 Decrease drawdown. 

With respect to the Rosemont Project, the only practical backfill consideration would be a partial 
backfill approach with the goal of reducing the amount of drawdown associated with the 
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anticipated presence of a perpetual pit lake. By raising the lake stage, the hydraulic gradient is 
reduced and groundwater inflow into the pit is minimized. 

The reduction in groundwater consumption depends on how much groundwater inflow (GWinflow) 
to the pit is reduced due to the higher pit lake stage. In this sense, the level of backfill in the pit 
can be used as a management tool for creating the desired post-mining conditions. However, 
there is the risk of backfilling too high and inadvertently creating a flow-through condition. This 
outcome could have unintended consequences if the quality of the pit lake water was poor or if 
the sink was being used for passive containment for the operations areas. Even though 
potential seepage from the remaining major facilities at the Rosemont Project is expected to be 
at or slightly above Arizona Aquifer Water Quality Standards (AWQS), the pit is still expected to 
be used for passive containment of these facilities at closure. 

4.0 Management Options 

As indicated in Section 1.0, four (4) backfill or pit lake management approaches are reviewed 
herein for the Rosemont Open Pit: 

 Backfill above the pre-mining groundwater elevations; 

 Partial backfill below the pre-mining groundwater elevations;  

 Quick-Fill option; and 

 A managed stormwater inflow option. 

4.1 Backfilling Above Pre-Mining Groundwater Elevations 
Creating a flow-through pit from a terminal-sink condition requires backfilling to a level above 
the groundwater elevations of the surrounding aquifer, which over the long-term would be 
similar to pre-mining water levels (Figure 5). 

Due to the size of the excavated pit, it could take hundreds of years for the water table to re-
equilibrate to near pre-mining levels assuming groundwater inflow and recharge rates were low. 
Backfilling the pit would accelerate the rate at which the pit would refill with groundwater. Less 
inflow would be required since the backfill material would take up most of the empty space. For 
example, typical backfill might have a porosity of 25%. As a result, only 25% of the volume of 
water would be necessary to fill the pit to a particular level. Also, because the backfill would be 
placed higher than the water level in the pit, there would be minimal evaporation. This would 
effectively accelerate the rate of groundwater level recovery. 

An important negative component of this approach is that potentially impacted water can 
migrate out of the pit as a result of creating a flow-through condition. In the case of the 
Rosemont Project, existing studies have been performed predicting the pit lake water quality. 
After 200 years of simulation, modeling has indicated the pit lake water quality would resemble 
that of local groundwater (Tetra Tech, 2010a). Infiltration, Seepage, and Fate and Transport 
modeling has also been performed on the waste rock, dry stack tailings, and spent ore pile 
associated with the Heap Leach Facility (Tetra Tech, 2010b). The results of this analysis 
indicated that any potential seepage from these facilities would have measured constituents 
mostly below the AWQS. 
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4.2 Partial Backfill Below Pre-Mining Groundwater Elevations 
Backfill can be used to manage the pit lake level when a terminal-sink condition is desired. 
Water levels in the backfill will rise until the inflows are balanced by evaporation. When the 
water-level depths are significantly below the backfill, groundwater inflow and infiltration into the 
backfill (from pit wall runoff, upgradient runoff, and precipitation) are occurring but open water 
evaporation is not. Shallow, seasonal water ponding on the backfill would occur if the pit lake 
levels were just below the backfill level and evaporation losses were closely matched to the pit 
inflows (Figure 6). This backfill scenario would maintain a hydraulic sink, but with less drawdown 
than a no-backfill scenario. 

If backfill is determined beneficial to achieve a specific goal, the optimum level depends on the 
specific project objectives and the site specific hydrogeologic conditions. The optimum level is 
achieved when a terminal-sink is maintained, drawdown is minimized, and the desired factor of 
safety is maintained. The critical issue is ensuring that the pit lake level is sufficiently low to 
maintain a terminal-sink condition. A groundwater divide must be maintained between the pit 
and the down-gradient areas. The distance from the pit lake level to the top of the groundwater 
divide is termed the “factor of safety” (Figure 6). The larger the factor of safety, the more likely it 
is that a terminal-sink condition will be maintained if the hydrogeologic conditions change or if 
they are not accurately known. 

Partially backfilling a pit to reduce drawdown effects, however, is not a common practice since it 
does not result in significantly different groundwater levels. After active dewatering ceases, 
drawdown will continue to propagate down-gradient through the groundwater flow system, even 
while water levels in the pit area are recovering. 

Over the long-term (hundreds of years), a higher pit-lake stage (as a result of backfilling above 
the predicted, non-backfilled, steady-state lake stage) will reduce the steady-state groundwater 
inflow into the pit. This decrease in inflow is due to smaller hydraulic gradients between the lake 
level and the surrounding groundwater table. In turn, the smaller gradients and lower inflows 
reduce the steady-state drawdown associated with the hydraulic sink of the pit lake. 

4.3 Quick-Fill Option 
Adding an external source of water to the pit after the end of dewatering would accelerate the 
water-level rise within an open or backfilled pit. This has been termed the Quick-Fill option. 
Adding large volumes of external water to the pit could also potentially shorten the time to reach 
equilibrium conditions in the areas near the pit. Although the Quick-Fill option results in less 
water being removed from storage in the aquifer, drawdown would not be significantly affected. 
Drawdown in the aquifer continues to propagate outwards after dewatering ceases and is not 
immediately influenced by the near pit water levels. Furthermore, the steady-state pit lake 
elevation would be unchanged, as would the long-term groundwater inflow to the pit (Figure 7). 

The Quick-Fill option could be used in conjunction with backfilling to increase water inflows and 
decrease the effects of evaporation temporarily, thus increasing the rate at which water levels in 
the immediate vicinity of the pit would rise (Figure 7). Quick-Filling would have to be closely 
managed to ensure that a temporary flow-through condition is not created. Adding too much 
water, too quickly could raise the pit lake level above the groundwater elevations in the 
surrounding aquifer. This situation could temporarily result in pit lake water flowing down-
gradient. This condition could reverse and a terminal–sink condition could reestablish itself once 
the external water source is stopped and equilibrium is restored. 
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4.4 Managed Stormwater Inflow Option 
Managing the volume of surface runoff into the pit is a variation on the Quick-Fill option. The 
Rosemont Landform (tailings and waste rock piles) and/or mine operations areas could be 
graded to direct stormwater runoff into the pit (Figure 8). This would provide a long-term, 
perpetual source of water to the pit lake, whereas the Quick-Fill option would typically supply 
external water for one (1) to three (3) years. The addition of stormwater runoff could offset water 
lost to evaporation, which may reduce the long-term groundwater inflows into the pit lake. 
Reducing long-term groundwater inflows to the pit would also reduce the long-term drawdown 
due to the pit. 

5.0 Potential Applications 

A complete or near complete backfilling of the proposed Open Pit to above pre-mining water 
levels would create a flow-through condition. This would result in pit lake water and/or water 
interacting with pit walls and waste rock to flow down-gradient away from the Project site. In this 
scenario, there would be no pit lake formation and no perpetual consumption of groundwater by 
evaporation. As a result, the groundwater flow system would be expected to eventually recover 
to a flow condition similar to what persisted prior to mine development (Figure 5). However, the 
water flowing out of the system after adding waste rock backfill to the pit may or may not result 
in a quality resembling pre-mining conditions. Also, there would also be no passive containment 
of the major facilities provided by the Open Pit. 

As discussed in Section 4.0, there are three (3) potential options that could reduce the long-term 
drawdown and consumption of groundwater while maintaining a terminal-sink pit lake condition: 

 Partial backfill to an optimized level; 

 Partial backfill with Quick-Fill option; and 

 Managed Stormwater Inflow option. 

Results of the M&A groundwater flow model (M&A, 2009) frame the discussion on how the 
partial backfill alternatives could be applied to the proposed Rosemont Open Pit. The pre-mining 
water level is approximately (~) 5,000 feet above mean sea level (amsl) in the pit area. The 
predicted pit lake elevation, with no backfill and after 100 years of model simulation, results in 
~1,000 feet of drawdown or a water level of ~4,000 feet amsl. Groundwater elevations on the 
east side, or down-gradient side, of the pit are expected to be ~4,500 feet amsl. 

After about 100 years following the cessation of mining, the relative difference in the predicted 
pit lake elevation (~4,000 feet amsl) and the groundwater elevation (~4,500 feet amsl) on the 
east side of the pit is therefore ~500 feet. Accounting for a factor of safety for maintaining a pit 
lake, with no backfill, at the predicted equilibrium elevation of ~4,000 feet amsl, is therefore 
~500 feet. 

Where the groundwater levels on the down-gradient side of the pit ultimately equilibrate is 
dependant on the water balance, the hydrogeologic properties of the rocks, and the final lake 
stage. Pit backfill can be used in an attempt to mange the final lake stage and the factor of 
safety. 

In order to maintain a terminal-sink pit lake in combination with a partially backfilled pit, the 
maximum backfill elevation would need to be determined above the predicted lake stage of 
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~4,000 feet amsl. The backfill level would be something less than 500 feet above the predicted 
lake stage. Maintaining a high safety factor would entail a backfill level closer to an elevation of 
~4,000 feet amsl. The safety factor diminishes as the backfill elevation approaches ~4,500 feet 
amsl. The highest factor of safety against creating a flow-through condition is achieved by not 
adding any backfill to the pit. 

Assuming a factor of safety of 300 feet (pit backfill to ~4,300 feet amsl) may be appropriate 
based on the level of uncertainty in the analysis and the potential for short or long-term changes 
in climate. In this case, the drawdown at the pit would be approximately 20% (200 feet) less 
(800 feet vs. 1000 feet) than the no-backfill scenario. This reduction in drawdown would 
decrease groundwater inflow, but comparatively increase evaporation losses, so the net 
reduction in groundwater consumption would be less than 20%. 

In the Quick-Fill option, less water will be withdrawn from aquifer storage and equilibrium 
conditions could be obtained in less time. This option, however, is unlikely to significantly affect 
the drawdown magnitude and the long-term water consumption associated with the pit lake. 

The Managed Stormwater Inflow option is a variation of the Quick-Fill option and has the 
potential to further accelerate refilling of the pit lake. Inflows need to be managed to avoid 
creating a flow-through condition or over-flow condition. Stormwater inflows greater than that 
lost to evaporation will raise pit lake levels. The unpredictable timing and magnitude of 
stormwater runoff events would need to be considered in this option. Temporary flow-through 
conditions could be created if the rate of inflow creates a lake level higher than the groundwater 
divide (Figure 5). The use of managed stormwater inflow will require calibration in order to 
maintain an adequate safety factor against developing flow-through conditions. 

6.0 Summary  

The most important consideration when managing a post-mining pit lake is whether a flow-
through pit or a terminal-sink is desired. In the case of the Rosemont Project, maintaining a 
terminal-sink pit lake condition is desired. 

Based on groundwater modeling results (M&A, 2009), a terminal-sink pit lake is expected to 
form. Even though geochemical modeling has indicated that the pit lake water quality would 
resemble that of local groundwater (Tetra Tech, 2010a) and that any potential seepage from the 
other major facilities would have measured constituents mostly below Arizona Aquifer Quality 
Standards, maintaining a terminal-sink condition is desired. Maintaining a terminal-sink 
condition provides tertiary containment of these major facilities at closure. Additionally, pit lake 
predictive geochemical modeling has not been performed assuming any pit backfill scenarios. 
The desire to maintain the Rosemont Open Pit as a hydraulic sink eliminates backfilling above 
or close to the pre-mining groundwater elevations. 

In terms of partial backfill or other pit lake management approaches, the following options are 
available: 

 Partial backfill; 

 Quick-Fill; and 

 Managed stormwater inflows. 
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Partially backfilling the pit is not expected to result in significantly different groundwater levels. 
After active dewatering ceases, drawdown will continue to propagate down-gradient through the 
groundwater flow system, even while water levels in the pit area are recovering. Depending on 
the final partial backfill elevation, a 20% reduction in the equilibrated drawdown elevations 
around the pit may be achieved. A reduction in short-term groundwater inflows would also be 
achieved by the partial backfill option. 

Quick-Fill may result in reaching equilibrium conditions sooner than the other approaches, but it 
would not significantly impact the long-term drawdown impacts. 

Depending on actual precipitation and inflow conditions, the Managed Stormwater Inflow option 
could be used to reduce groundwater inflow to the pit. This alternative would require grading the 
post-closure mine area so that the desired surface area contributes a predictable and 
manageable volume of stormwater runoff into the pit.  

In all partial backfill and pit lake management approaches, an appropriate factor of safety is the 
key to maintaining a terminal-sink condition. The factor of safety refers to the difference 
between the pit lake water surface elevation and the elevation of the down-gradient 
groundwater divide. Considering all the partial backfill and other management alternatives, the 
Managed Stormwater Inflow option has the greatest potential for variability in terms of affecting 
the pit lake elevation, and thus the highest chance for flow-through conditions to occur. 
Selection of the stormwater management area is therefore critical to this option. 

7.0 Conclusions 

Backfilling above or close to the pre-mining groundwater elevation does not allow Rosemont to 
maintain the desired condition of having a terminal-sink pit lake and maintaining tertiary 
containment of the post-mining facilities. Additionally, partially backfilling the pit is not 
anticipated to have a large effect on the overall groundwater drawdown conditions since a 
sufficient vertical distance or safety factor must be maintained between the pit lake elevation 
and the down-gradient groundwater divide. 

Assuming a limited application period, the Quick-Fill option has the opportunity to reduce short-
term groundwater inflows to the pit until equilibrium conditions are achieved. This option, 
however, does not significantly effect the overall groundwater drawdown. 

The Managed Stormwater Inflow option has the opportunity to replace water lost to evaporation 
for a longer period than the Quick-Fill option. Over the long-term the Managed Stormwater 
Inflow option may reduce groundwater inflows to the pit. As with the partial backfill and Quick-
Fill scenarios, a large reduction in the overall groundwater drawdown is not anticipated. In this 
scenario, however, managing stormwater inflows to the pit is a key design component in order 
to maintain an appropriate safety factor or elevation difference between the maximum 
anticipated pit lake elevation and the elevation of the groundwater divide. 
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Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS

07/16/2008 02:02 PM

To karnold@augustaresource.com

cc

bcc

Subject Re: Contact information

Thanks for the contact information, Kathy.  I will be in touch with them.  Thank you also for a great trip 
yesterday.  The places we stopped at all had really good views of the reclamation areas, and what we 
saw seemed to be really interesting to the group, judging by all the discussion that was gnerated.

On another subject, I'm reviewing the unpatented claim information for Rosemont, and would appreciate it 
if you could confirm that the claims in the project area are all lode claims.  According to the mining claim 
information submitted by the company after the MPO review, there are a few millsite claims in the Helvetia 
area, with the remainder of the unpatented claims being lode claims.

Please let me know if I'm on the right track, and also, if there has been change to the claims, ie., any new 
claims staked.

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

06/08/2010 03:06 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject FW: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

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

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded Message
From: Dale PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>
Date: Tue, 8 Jun 2010 14:32:18 ‐0500
To: "Stone, Claudia" <cstone@srk.com>, Steve Day <sday@srk.com>, "Ugorets, Vladimir" <
vugorets@srk.com>, Corolla Hoag <choag@srk.com>, "Sieber, Mike" <msieber@srk.com>, Larry Cope <
lcope@srk.com>, Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, Roger D Congdon <rcongdon@fs.fed.us>, 
Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, Katherine Arnold <
karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Cc: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Jonathan Rigg ‐ SWCA <jrigg@swca.com>, <
mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference

All,
 
Steve Day, SRK’s geochemist for the review work, is not available until the week of June 28th; therefore 
please let me know your availability for a teleconference during that week, the earlier the better.  We 
very much need to be progressing along with this so I intend to schedule the teleconference based on 
the availability of the prime‐time players.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer



 
(520) 896‐2404 ‐ Arizona Office
(520) 449‐7307 ‐ Mobile
(435) 682‐2777 ‐ Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 07, 2010 5:06 PM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Steve Day (sday@srk.com); 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Sieber, Mike'; 'Larry Cope'; 'Salek 
Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Tom Furgason ‐ SWCA (tfurgason@swca.com); Jonathan Rigg ‐ SWCA (jrigg@swca.com); 
'mreichard@swca.com'

Subject: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference

All,
 
Rosemont has requested we approach resolving geochemistry issues in a collaborative manner similar to 
that currently ongoing for the mine groundwater model review.  We would like to hold a teleconference 
on June 17th among the various parties to discuss the SRK review of the Pit Lake Geochemistry, 
Infiltration Fate & Transport, and Davidson Canyon reports.  The review of the Baseline Geochemistry 
reports may be included where the information is pertinent to the three predictive reports.  The intent 
of the teleconference is to determine the nature of the issues raised by SRK and discuss various 
approaches to resolving the issues.  A specific goal for the teleconference is to determine if a 
face‐to‐face follow‐up meeting is required or if sufficient agreement can be reached via teleconference 
to resolve the issues.
 
Please let me know your availability for the 17th of June.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896‐2404 ‐ Arizona Office
(520) 449‐7307 ‐ Mobile
(435) 682‐2777 ‐ Utah Office
 



daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

‐‐‐‐‐‐ End of Forwarded Message



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

09/10/2009 04:07 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Jamie Sturgess 
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject RE: Request for GIS shape files

History: This message has been replied to.

Bev – 
We have prepared and shared GIS files for use in the deliberative process, they were not prepared nor 
intended to be provided to members of the public for their use.  All printings of these files contain the 
“Draft” stamp because they remain deliberative and therefore not appropriate for distribution.  We 
decline to provide these shape files for the County as the Forest Service is the “keeper of the keys” to 
the castle for the alternatives and should be the ones to manage the information.   Rosemont continues 
to be concerned about distribution and misinterpretation of electronic data and will therefore continue 
to refuse to provide information in electronic format that is not in pdf format.  
 
Cheers!
Kathy
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2009 3:56 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Request for GIS shape files
 

Kathy, can you give me a response to this request?  Thank you.  Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 09/10/2009 03:54 PM ----- 
Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 

09/01/2009 02:41 PM 

Tokarnold@rosemontcopper.com, Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 
cc

SubjectFw: Request for GIS shape files

 

Hi Kathy, 

Pima County (County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry) is requesting the GIS shape files for the MPO 
(see message below).  Can you provide that information to us for release to the county? 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 09/01/2009 02:35 PM ----- 
Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

09/01/2009 01:57 PM 

ToBeverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

SubjectRequest for GIS shape files

 

Bev - 
Please note in the comments Pima County submitted regarding preliminary alternatives, they have 
included a requested on page 5: "13. We request the GIS shape files for the current mining plan of 
operation and the alternatives that will be studied further in the EIS."  Please contact Rosemont 
and determine if these files are available to provide to Pima County and any other cooperating agencies.  
If they are available, please let me know the format for sending the requested files. 

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

03/02/2010 11:00 AM

To "beverson@fs.fed.us" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Re: Meeting today is a 3:30, not 3:00; sorry for this 
misunderstanding

No sweat I am probably wrong. Stuck in a meeting but will call you when I get out.

Kathy 

Kathy Arnold 
Director Environmental & Regulatory Affairs 
Rosemont Copper Company 
P.O. Box 35310 
Tucson, AZ 85740 

Cell 520-784-1972 
Phone 520-297-7723

From: Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
To: Kathy Arnold; Jamie Sturgess 
Sent: Tue Mar 02 11:57:06 2010
Subject: Meeting today is a 3:30, not 3:00; sorry for this misunderstanding 

Jeanine is in program of work planning today, and asked me to schedule the meeting at 3:30 or later.  I 
apologize if I gave you the wrong time on Friday Jamie. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@augustaresource.c
om> 

07/29/2008 04:04 PM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Beverley A Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc 'Scott Walston' <swalston@augustaresource.com>, 'Fermin 
Samorano' <fsamorano@augustaresource.com>, 'Amy 
Moloney' <amy@strongpointpr.com>

bcc

Subject RE: Tour of Mission

Bev – 
Sorry I forgot to attach the map.
 
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 

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

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

 
From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2008 4:03 PM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Scott Walston'; 'Fermin Samorano'; 'Amy Moloney'
Subject: Tour of Mission
 
Bev –
For next week our tour will be at the Mission Complex.  Right now we have a reservation to take the 
Mineral Discovery Center 9:30 am tour bus.  The bus will leave the Forest Service at 8:30 am and travel 
to the Center.  After the tour (which takes about 1 hour or so) there will be time to visit the kiosks inside 
and tour the external exhibits before boarding the bus.  I have asked for access to the mill and have not 
heard back from the Mission General Manager but hope to do so this week.  
 
If we have access, we will leave the Discovery Center, go west to the mine entrance, have lunch with the 
Mission personnel, visit the mill and take a tour.  We should be able to return to Tucson by about 4 pm.
 
See you tomorrow morning.
 
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 



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

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

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

06/14/2010 05:53 PM

To "beverson@fs.fed.us" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, 
"mroth@fs.fed.us" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, 
"tfurgason@swca.com" <tfurgason@swca.com>

bcc

Subject Re: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed 
Analysis and Scenic Road Evaluation)

Thanks Bev 
Kathy 

Kathy Arnold 
Director Environmental & Regulatory Affairs 
Rosemont Copper Company 
P.O. Box 35310 
Tucson, AZ 85740 

Cell 520-784-1972 
Phone 520-297-7723

From: Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
To: Kathy Arnold 
Cc: Jamie Sturgess; Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>; Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com> 
Sent: Mon Jun 14 19:51:46 2010
Subject: Re: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and Scenic Road Evaluation) 

Kathy, 

I've sent an email to Debby asking what information she still needs.  I'll let you know her response. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper .com> 

06/14/2010 05:07 PM 

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, Tom 

Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com> 
cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

Subj
ect

Re: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and Scenic Road 
Evaluation)



Bev ‐ 
Thanks Bev ‐ This is the first I have seen of this.  

Because this is 9 months old, I am wondering how you want Rosemont to respond.  There are a number of 
questions that are being worked right now by Debby, SWCA and TT on the visual analysis and Debby laid out the 
KOPs that were used for the project. As to the questions about the cross sections of view, I believe the report says 
it is the view of someone six feet tall and the actual area is measured not calculated.

I also need direction on what you want Rosemont to do with her questions about ADOT.  Rosemont’s roadway 
experts analyzed the code and told us that the scenic designation of the route won’t be affected by mining 
(something that is unsurprising when you consider that the roads through the Morenci mine and into Globe are 
also considered scenic.)  Beyond that assessment, wouldn’t it be better for the request for analysis of the 
designation to come from the Forest in the context of ADOT being a cooperating agency and this is an 
interpretation of their rules?  As to the percentage of the roadway that is impacted – the amount of roadway 
winds around the operations (5 miles) represents less than 10% of the entire scenic roadway (53.5 miles).  There 
were a number of cross sections given in the that showed where those viewpoints were from and the length of the 
area divided by the roadway length gives the percentage.  Within the area around the operations, you cannot see 
the pit operations from the entire length.  The distance where you would have an actual view of those operations 
is less than 5%. Those cross sections are shown in the updated figures (Figures 44‐51) that were given to the Forest 
before scoping started.

Quite a bit of the language included in the memo has subjective assessments that really cannot be responded to 
by Rosemont.

Please give me some direction on what the Forest is expecting from Rosemont so I can get right on this.

Cheers!
Kathy

Katherine Ann Arnold, P.E. | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs

Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

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

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

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

From: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Date: Mon, 14 Jun 2010 18:03:57 ‐0500
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>



Subject: Fw: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and Scenic Road Evaluation)

Kathy, 

Tom Furgason asked recently if I had forwarded these comments to you previously.  I believe I did, but don't have 
a record of having done so, and am forwarding them to you today to make sure that you have them. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520‐388‐8428
Fax: 520‐388‐8305

‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/14/2010 04:01 PM ‐‐‐‐‐ 
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 09/14/2009 07:52 AM 

To 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc
Subject 

Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and Scenic Road Evaluation) 



Contact Information
To offer comments or request additional information 
about this project, please call the toll-free project 
telephone line at (866) 632-5944, or visit the TEP 
website, www.tep.com/company/news/rosemont.

PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION 

ACTIVITIES

PLANNING
PROCESS

ESTIMATED 
TIMELINE

•  Public hearings before the Arizona 
Power Plant and Transmission Line 
Siting Committee and ACC

TASK 6
CEC Hearings

1st Quarter 2011

• Ongoing activities

TASK 5
Preparation and Filing of CEC 

Application

4th - 1st Quarter 2011

• Ongoing activities

TASK 3
Detailed Inventory and

Link Alternatives Assessment

3rd - 4th Quarter 2009

•  Community leader and elected
offi cial briefi ngs

• Project fact sheet

TASK 1
Siting Criteria, Defi ne Study Area, 

and Secondary Data Collection

2008 - 1ST Quarter 2009

• Newsletters #3 and #4
•  Public open house meetings #3 

and #4

TASK 4
Route Alternatives Selection and 

Resource Surveys

4th Quarter 2009 - 4th Quarter 2010

W E  A R E  H E R E

TASK 2
Opportunities/Constraints Analysis 
and Link Alternatives Identifi cation

1st - 3rd Quarter 2009

• Newsletters #1 and #2
•  Public open house meetings #1 

and #2
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PUBLIC 
INFORMATION 

OPEN HOUSE
November 17, 2010

5:30 – 8:00 p.m.
(including presentation and question-and-

answer session 6:30-7:00 p.m.)

Rancho Resort Clubhouse
15900 S. Rancho Resort Blvd.

Sahuarita, Arizona 85629



 
 
July 20, 2009 
 
Ms. Beverly Everson 
Coronado National Forest 
300 West Congress Street, 6th Floor 
Tucson, AZ  85701 
 
Re: Stormwater Sampler Installation 
 
Dear Ms. Everson: 
 
Tetra Tech is requesting permission to place stormwater samplers on the Coronado National 
Forest (CNF) within the McCleary and Scholefield Canyon Drainages. The two (2) proposed 
locations are shown on the attached figure (Figure 1) and the cadastral information for each 
location is listed in Table 1.0. Please note, that Figure 1 also shows the location of the ISCO 
stormwater sampler currently installed on CFN land and additional stormwater samplers 
installed on Rosemont Fee Land and Patented Mining Claims. 
 
 

Table 1.0 Cadastral Information 
 

Drainage Township Range Section 160 Acre 40 Acre 10 Acre 
McCleary 18S   16E  28  NW 1/4  NE 1/4 NW 1/4  

Scholefield  18S  16E  22 NW 1/4   NE 1/4 NE 1/4  
 
 
The stormwater sampling units proposed to be installed are Nalgene samplers that collect 
grab samples for a first flush of stormwater. The installation of these units will require the use 
of hand shovel. No large equipment or disturbance of land for new roadways will be required. 
A diagram showing a Nalgene sampler unit and the instillation method is provided in 
Illustration 1.0 below. A brochure with additional information about the Nalgene samplers is 
provided in Attachment A. Two (2) Nalgene sampling units (including the mounting stakes) 
are proposed to be installed at each location. 
 

Tetra Tech  
  3031 West Ina Road, Tucson, AZ 85741 

Tel   520.297.7723    Fax   520.297.7724    www.tetratech.com 



 

2 

Illustration 1.0 Nalgene Sampling Unit 

 
 
If you need additional information for this request, please don’t hesitate to contact me.  I can 
reached at (520) 297-7723 or via email at jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jamie Joggerst 
Geotechnical Engineer 
 
Attachments: 
 Figure 1 - Stormwater Sampling Location Map 

Attachment A - Nalgene Sampler Brochure 
 
Cc: Kathy Arnold, Rosemont Copper Company 
Doc # 134/09-320827-3.1 

mailto:jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com
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ATTACHMENT A 
NALGENE SAMPLER BROCHURE 

 



•  Unattended First Flush Grab Sample Collection

• Economical and EPA Compliant

• Easy and Convenient

• Ditch, storm grate or stream mounting

• Improved mounting tube design collects only 
the runoff, not the rain (ditch & stream)

Ordering Information – Storm Water Sampler/Kit

L10235 © 2007 Thermo Fisher Scientific
NNI-MP 0107-5000 Printed in U.S.A.

75 Panorama Creek Drive
Rochester, NY 14625-2385 U.S.A.
www.Stormwatersampler.com

U.S.A. and Canada
Tel: 1-800-625-4327
Fax: 1-800-625-4363
E-mail:
Technical.nalgene@thermofisher.com

Europe (U.K.):
Tel:  +44 (0) 1432 263933
Fax: +44 (0) 1432 376567
E-mail: sales@nalgene.co.uk
Technical Support (Belgium):

Japan:
Tel: +81 3 3816 3355
Fax: +81 3 3816 6799
E-mail: info@nalgenunc.co.jp

Other Countries 
(U.S.A., International Dept.)
Tel: +1 585 899 7198
Fax:+1 585 899 7195
E-mail:intlmktgthermofisher@nalgenunc.com

How to Order Storm Water Sampler or Mounting Kit
NALGENE® Brand Products are available through NALGENE authorized distributors, or online at
www.Stormwatersampler.com. 

Prices, product appearance and specifications are current at the time of printing, subject to change without notice. Availability for certain products may
be limited by federal, state, provincial or local licensing requirements. All prices are in US dollars unless otherwise noted. 

ISO 13485
Certified

FM 31464

First flush grab

sampling for

organics or

inorganics

Patent Pending

Storm Water Sampler
by NALGENE®

Cat. Description Qty / cs Nominal Height Outside Suggested List Suggested List
No. Volume Inches (mm) Dia., in. (mm) Price / cs Price / ea.

1100-1000 Storm Water Sampler, single use, HDPE 4 1L 13.2 (33.5) 3.8 (9.5) $140.00 $35.00

1120-1000 Storm Water Sampler, single use, Glass 4 1L 13.2 (33.5) 3.8 (9.5) $160.00 $40.00
1160-1000 Mounting kit, reusable 1 N/A 15.6 (39.7) 4.6 (11.7) $40.00 $40.00

Storm Water Sampler
by NALGENE®

NEW



The NALGENE Storm Water Sampler is a conven-
ient and affordable device for collecting quarterly
storm water grab samples in compliance with EPA
sampling requirements.The Storm Water Sampler
can collect a full one liter grab sample of first flush
storm water through a storm water ditch, stream
or storm grate outfall. Position the sampler in its
protective mounting tube at a convenient time

Affordable
Compare with other mechanical or automated

samplers.The NALGENE Storm Water Sampler is
affordable enough to sample multiple outfalls in one
rain event.The lowest cost EPA compliant alternative
starts at over $350.00.

Satisfies EPA Sampling Requirements
The NALGENE Storm Water Sampler collects a full

liter of sample within the first 30 minutes of a quali-
fying rain event.The sampling mechanism closes
after sample collection to prevent co-mingling with
later run-off or volatile analyte loss. Use the HDPE
Sampler unit for inorganic and visual analysis.
Choose the amber glass bottle with fluorinated col-
lection unit for organic analyses such as oil and
grease.The redesigned mounting tube collects only
the run-off, not the rain, when mounted in ditch or
stream outfalls.

Easy to Use
Position the reusable Mounting Kit once, then just

re-load with samplers. No programming or compli-
cated trip-switch mechanisms.Water simply flows
through the sampler’s collection funnel, and directly
into a NALGENE HDPE or glass sample bottle.When
the bottle is full, a floating ball valve seals off the
sample collection port.

When the sample is retrieved, the collection fun-
nel is discarded and replaced with a standard clo-
sure for leakproof lab transport. Suspended solids
are either collected in the bottle or trapped by the
mounting tube’s collection screen for visual evalua-
tion.

prior to a rain event, and leave it in place until
after the storm.The sampler automatically col-
lects the sample into a NALGENE plastic or glass
sample bottle, shutting off after the bottle is full
to prevent dilution with later runoff.The sample
can be conveniently retrieved after the storm.
No more standing in the rain waiting for water
to flow, or missing sampling events.

Prevents Cross Contamination
The sampling device is disposable. Use it once,

and throw it away! No decontamination required.
No chance of cross-contamination between 
samples.The reusable mounting tube can be 
dedicated to a single outfall.

Convenient
The storm water sampler can be positioned in a

storm water outfall prior to a qualifying rain event,
and retrieved at a convenient time after the storm.
No need to rush to remote sampling locations try-
ing to catch the first 30 minutes of flow.

Versatile
The Storm Water Sampler can be mounted in a

variety of outfall types including storm grates,
ditches and streams. Positioning instructions are
included with each sampler and mounting kit.

Storm Water Sampler Mounting Kit     

Storm Water Sampler by NALGENE®
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Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

02/13/2009 02:53 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject RE: A few questions

Bev – 
No rush, I just hadn’t heard and so I didn’t have an answer for them.  Thanks for the update!
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

 
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the 
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From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, February 13, 2009 2:48 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: A few questions
 

Hi Kathy, 

I've received the comments and will get them forward them to you.  I apologize for the delay. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

02/13/2009 01:33 PM 

To"Beverley A. Everson (beverson@fs.fed.us)" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
ccJamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

SubjectA few questions

 



Bev – 
A couple of questions / coordination issues came up during meetings this week and I wanted to touch 
base with you on them.   
  
The first was at a process management meeting, we have come up with a conceptual way to manage 
upset conditions from the filter plant and need to discuss those as well as possible stormwater 
management opportunities with possibly Sal, Dale, you and our engineering team (Craig Hunt of M3 and 
someone from Rosemont).  This is more of a do you have any concerns meeting than an actual design 
meeting so smaller would probably be better with a larger meeting once the concepts are fleshed out a 
bit, I just don’t want to get too far along and have missed something that has concerned Sal or one of the 
other technical reviewers.  Would it be possible to make this happen? 
  
The next was a question from the water technical team at a meeting this week.  They had asked if I had 
seen anything from SRK and MWH and I said that I had not expected to see anything from them but 
instead was expecting to see something from you once those requests/questions/comments were issued.  
They had asked me to check on the status of the memo and if you had seen anything yet so they could 
more accurately determine if and when they would be considering the comments.  Have you heard from 
SRK/MWH (or do you expect to in the near future)? 
  
I am going to try to take the Monday holiday but will be around the rest of the week (I am in the Field on 
Wednesday) if you have time to give me a call. 
  
Thank you – 
Kathy 
  
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the 

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately. 
  

 

  



January 26, 2010, SWCA Environmental Consultants/ 
Coronado National Forest Rosemont Oversight 

 Meeting Agenda 
 
 
Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701.  
 
Attendees:  Forest Service: Reta Laford, Bev Everson, Mindee Roth, Sarah Davis; SWCA: Tom 
Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard 
 
Agenda: 
 
Administrative Record questions, progress and audit 
 
SWCA work assignments tracking 
 
Mitigation editing (RCC edits) 
 
Finalizing alternatives 
 
Sub-consultant management 
 
Other business 
 



A: 300 W Congress St, Tucson, AZ 85701-1371

B: Asarco Inc: 4201 W Pima Mine Rd, Sahuarita, AZ 85629, (520) 648-4500

Total Time: 19 minutes Total Distance: 16.08 miles 

You have a reservation on the 9:30 am bus 
at the Mineral Discovery Center.  Take the 
Pima mine road exit off of I-19 Turn left 
(west) and follow the signs to the Mineral 
Discovery Center.

Note to Arizona I-10 Travelers: Corridor Construction:
Attention: All Interstate 10 on-ramps and off-ramps through Tucson, AZ, between Prince Road 
and 29th Street, will be closed from Summer, 2007, through Spring, 2010 for highway widening. 
Through traffic on I-10 will remain open, as will access to businesses and residences. MapQuest 
is working with the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) to ensure accurate driving 
directions in the affected area, but you may wish to verify your route on ADOT's I-10 project 
website. For your safety, always obey local construction and detour signs.

1: Start out going WEST on W CONGRESS ST toward N GRANADA AVE. 0.3 mi

2: Turn LEFT onto S FREEWAY. 1.5 mi

3: Merge onto I-19 S toward NOGALES. 13.4 mi

4: Take the PIMA MINE RD exit, EXIT 80. 0.5 mi

5: Turn SLIGHT RIGHT onto W PIMA MINE RD. 0.4 mi

6: End at 4201 W Pima Mine Rd Sahuarita, AZ 85629 

Estimated Time: 19 minutes Estimated Distance: 16.08 miles

Get help on the go! MapQuest directions now by phone with 1-800-FREE411 (1-800-373-3411). 



All rights reserved. Use subject to License/Copyright Map Legend 
Directions and maps are informational only. We make no warranties on the accuracy of their content, road conditions or 
route usability or expeditiousness. You assume all risk of use. MapQuest and its suppliers shall not be liable to you for 
any loss or delay resulting from your use of MapQuest. Your use of MapQuest means you agree to our Terms of Use



Field notes from the 9/18/09 site visit of the Rosemont area (talussnail survey) 

 

Jeff Sorensen, Native Fish & Invertebrates Program Manager 

AZ Game & Fish Dept, Nongame Branch 

5000 W. Carefree Hwy 

Phoenix, AZ 85086 

623-236-7740 

jsorensen@azgfd.gov 

 

 

Left Phx at 6 am, arrive at Tucson FWS office at 8 am & meet Larry Jones (Coronado NF), Mike 

Martinez & Cat Crawford (FWS), Geoff Soroka (SWCA) & Bob Schmalzel (Rosemont Mine 

contractor – Westland Resources).   Arrive at Rosemont area ~9:30 am, & meet John Windes 

(AGFD FOR5), Marcia Radke & Heather Swanson (BLM).  Carpool up to Gunsight Pass 

location. 

 

Weather is sunny, mostly clear, & 

warm.  No recent wet weather—so not 

ideal for finding live talussnails.  Last 

rained ~ week ago. 

 

We stop on the road to Gunsight Pass 

– an overlook to the N with Broadtop 

Butte to NW.  Waypt R10: (NAD83 – 

Jeff’s GPS) N3523371, E523052  

5385’ elev.  10:07 am.  

    R10 � 
 

 

 

 

 

We check out an old adit/closed & 

flat area—presumed Ferriss station 

#48?   

Waypt R11:  N3523529, E522863 
 

 R11 
 

 

 

11 am – We stop at Gunsight Pass to 

search the presumed type locality for 

Sonorella rosemontensis – a rock 

slide S of road (with NE facing 

slope) Ferriss station #49? 



J. Sorensen AZGFD – field notes from 9-18-09 Rosemont area visit p. 2 

 

Waypt R12: N3523888, E522519  5727’ elev.  

It’s not a large talus slope, but it appears to be 

good habitat.  Nine of us search for ~20 minutes, 

but we find no shells or estivation marks among 

the talus or nearby rocky outcrop.  The talus is 

granitic rock with a fair amount of trees & shrubs 

mixed in, including agaves & cactus.     R12� 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Next we walk over to the west overlook of 

Gunsight Pass—the west slope with a large 

steep talus slide below us.  Presumably Ferriss 

station #50 & 51 (?)  Looking NW.  Waypt 

R13: N3523959, E522517  5666’ elev. 

 

 R13 
 

 

       Bob, Mike, Larry, & John at waypt R14. 



J. Sorensen AZGFD – field notes from 9-18-09 Rosemont area visit p. 3 

 

We decide to get back in the vehicles & travel SE toward the proposed open pit mine area & 

ridge with Weigles Butte.  We stop along the road where we overlook the ridge, Weigles Butte 

(to the SW), & the “basin” which may become the open pit mine (to the SE).  Waypt R14: 

N3522492, E523108  5380’ elev.  

 

 

The weather is getting more partly 

cloudy now & there are rainclouds to 

the far east. Still warm here. 

 

 

We park the vehicles near a test site 

& hike up the 2-track “road” to the 

ridgeline.  There is a long, narrow 

talus slide (E of Weigles Butte) on 

the NE side of the ridge.  The slide is 

where Westland Resource folks 

found talussnails on a previous 

survey.  At the end of the road, we 

have a great view of the valley to the W & Helvetia & Sahuarita in the distance to the NW.  I 

take a series of photos near a small concrete/metal plate marker.  The metal plate is stamped 

“BM  RE-15” & “ELEV 6022.26”.  One of my photos has Cat & John looking at the marker 

from either side of the image.  Time is 1:22 pm.  Some 

of us speculate that this may be the “saddle” that 

Ferriss referred to as being near the type locality for S. 

rosemontensis & the nearby talus slide (E of here) was 

possibly station 49?  Looking to the NE, there is lots of 

relatively “flat” areas that could have been the miners’ 

camp – similar to the area by Gunsight Pass.  I take a 

waypt (R15) just S of the concrete/metal plate marker.  

Waypt R15: N3521523, E521742  5996’ elev.  

 

 

 

 

 Marker near R15 � 

 

 

We hike across the vegetated slope to the E to find the talus slide.  Someone finds a rock 

rattlesnake.  Cat, Heather, & I backtrack to the open area where the marker is & walk back down 

Weigles Butte with 

the narrow talus slide 



J. Sorensen AZGFD – field notes from 9-18-09 Rosemont area visit p. 4 

 

the road to where the slide crosses the road.   I get another Waypt R16: N3521456, E521886  

5851’ elev.  John & Mike have joined us.  We search up the talus slide & not long before John & 

Mike each find talussnail shells.  We collect a total of 3 mostly intact shells (one mature & 2 

large juveniles) & fragments of a young snail (1/2 the size of the juveniles).  Marcia has joined 

us in the search – a total of seven searchers for approx 30 minutes of effort.  We place the shells 

in plastic sample vials packed loosely with tissue paper – I’ll properly label the vials later & 

Mike wants macro photos of them.  Time at the end of the search = 2:15 pm.  We need to return 

to the vehicles & get back to town.  This is a much larger slide than the other one we searched 

earlier.   

     R16 ���� 

Mike points to where he found a talussnail shell 

near waypt R16 (in the narrow slide). 

 

We return to the vehicles & await the return of Bob & Geoff – the last down the hill.  On the 

road back, Cat, Larry, & I had passed a mine entrance on the NE slope—the same slope that had 

the talus slide, but further down.  I wonder how old that mine entrance is—was it around at the 

time of Ferriss’ visit? 

 

At ~2:50 pm all of us depart the area & return to Tucson, arriving at the FWS office at 3:45 pm. 

 

I return to Phx, ~4:30 pm – 6:30 pm.  Used vehicle Q2043.  Starting mileage = 20843 & ending 

= 21142.  199 miles total.  I left Q2043 at the FWS office, & travelled with Bob & Geoff to/from 

the Rosemont area in a Westland Resources SUV. 

 

- End - 



"Brian Lindenlaub" 
<blindenlaub@westlandresour
ces.com> 

05/21/2007 01:35 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Kathy Whitman" <kwhitman@westlandresources.com>, 
"Jamie Sturgess" <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject Soil evaluation on private lands at the Rosemont Project

Bev,
 
Augusta Resource is initiating some additional soil testing on private lands at the Rosemont Project.  
Although the testing program will not affect Forest lands, Mr. Sturgess has asked me to inform you of the 
effort as a matter of courtesy, and in the event that the public has questions about the project.
 
This testing program is being completed to recover a total of 17 cu yards of soil and rock for greenhouse 
tests.  A track hoe will excavate soils at three separate locations on private lands, and load the material 
into trucks/trailers/etc. for transport to the University of Arizona Greenhouses for plant growth testing.  
Each excavation will be approximately 5 feet x 5 feet by 6 feet deep (~5.5 cu yards).  The soils recovered 
from the three locations will consist of a mix of topsoil and glance conglomerate, a mix of topsoil and 
arkose, and topsoil and gila conglomerate.  The depth of topsoil in these areas ranges from 6-12 inches 
and will provide a mix of ~8-15% of the total material transported.  
 
No road improvement or any other ground disturbing activities will be required on Forest lands as part of 
this effort. 
 
If you have any questions or require additional information, please don’t hesitate to contact me.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub
WestLand Resources, Inc.
2343 E Broadway Blvd, Suite 202
Tucson, AZ 85719
(520) 206-9585
(520) 206-9518 (fax)
 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

09/23/2008 07:35 AM

To "beverson@fs.fed.us" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Names and such

Bev
The names I owe you are Weishi Mang, John Alden, Nancy Johannesmeyer, and 
Carlos Chavez. I doergot to email them Friday - sorry.

Can you share the names of the people on the tour last week with the Tribe? 
Rod wanted to have the names to send a thank you/ nice to meet you / if you 
have more questions please call letter to and said they did not have cards.

I also wanted to make the offer of the bus if you need it for your team now 
that you meet regularly. I  can arrange another Mineral Discovery tour or get 
you names of people to contact at Freeport-McMoRan operations if you like.

Cheers!
Kathy



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

07/15/2009 12:03 PM

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

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, Brian 
Lindenlaub <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>, Fermin 
Samorano <fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com>

bcc

Subject One-Pager for FS Alternatives

Bev and Tom – 
As promised here is the table of information as presented in the meeting today.  Please let me know if 
you need additional information.
 
Regards,
Kathy
 
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 

 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@augustaresource.c
om> 

08/20/2008 05:18 PM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To "'Herbert J. Verville'" <hverville@aecinc.org>

cc 'Beverley A Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>, 'Jamie 
Sturgess' <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, 'Tom 
Furgason' <tfurgason@swca.com>

bcc

Subject Meeting

Herb – 
The ID team and the Forest Service consultants are starting their review of our plans.  One item that has 
come up is the discussion of the air quality baseline and what work has been completed.  They have 
asked me to let you know that they would like to have you participate in a meeting to discuss the work 

you have done and what you have planned.   I think they are trying to tie it around September 10
th

 or 11
th

.  Tom Furgason from SWCA will be contacting you to set up the meeting and it will involve you coming 
to Tucson for the day.  In addition, I will be bugging you to come to a Big Day of Technology Transfers on 

November 12
th

 (details will follow but I will need you for the entire day).  Rosemont will not be involved 
in September, but will be part of the meeting in November.
 
Please let me know if you have questions or concerns.
 
Tom – 
Here is Herb’s contact information:

Herbert J. Verville
Senior Scientist
Applied Environmental Consultants, Inc.
1553 W. Elna Rae
Tempe, Arizona 85281
(480) 829‐0457 Voice
(480) 829‐8985 Fax
hverville@aecinc.org 
www.aecinc.org 

 
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com
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DRAFT�FOR�DISCUSSION�PURPOSES�ONLY�
� �

1 

Memorandum 
 

To:� Bev�Everson�

From:� Kathy�Arnold�

Doc�#:� 002/09�

Subject:��� Preliminary�Draft�of�Report�Availability�Schedule�and�Agenda�Item��

Date:� February�2,�2009�

 

As�we�discussed�last�week,�here�is�a�list�of�the�reports�and�an�estimate�of�the�date�they�will�be�available�
for�delivery/discussion�with�the�Technical�teams.���
�

Report� Consultant�
Draft�Report�

Completion�Date�
Final�Report�Date�

Draft�Biological�Reports� WestLand� January�2009� February�2009�
Biological�Technical�Memoranda� WestLand� January�2009� February�2009�
Hydrogeological�Report�–�East�
Side�

Montgomery�
Delivered�–�January�
2009�

Scheduled�February�6,�
2009�

Hydrogeological�Report�–�West�
Side�

Montgomery� March�2,�2009� March�31,�2009�

Tailings�Report� AMEC� Mid��February�2009� February�2009�
Hydrogeological�Tech�Memo�–�30�
day�pump�test�

Montgomery� February�16,�2009� February�23,�2009�

Groundwater�Modeling�Report����
East�Side�

Montgomery� February�27,�2009� Mid�March�2009�

Air�Permit/Air�Modeling�
Information�/�Air�Permit�
Application�

AEC� Mid��April�2009� June�2009�

Geotechnical�Addendum�Report� Tetra�Tech� Final�mid�February�2009�

Traffic�Study�Report� Tetra�Tech��
Draft�Delivered�
December�29,�2008�

Final�Draft�early�February�
2009�

Roadway�Assessment�Report� Tetra�Tech� Draft�early�February�� Final�early�March�
Fate/Trans�&�Infill/Seepage�
Modeling�Report�

Tetra�Tech�
Draft�early�mid�
February��

Final�March�

Heap�Leach�Design�Report� Tetra�Tech� Draft�mid�February�� Final�mid�March�

Noise� Tetra�Tech�
Draft�by�January�31,�
2009�

Final�February�2009�

Pit�Lake�Geochemistry�Report� Tetra�Tech� Draft�March�2009�
(pending�hydro)�

Final�April�2009�

�
I�would�like�to�use�this�for�discussion�purposes�to�start�scheduling�turnover�and�other�technical�review�
meetings�with�the� ID� team�and�other� technical�staff� to� facilitate�the�reviews.� �Please�review�and�then�
add� to� the� agenda� this� week� so� we� can� start� to� discuss� the� appropriate� procedure� to� schedule� the�
turnover�meetings.�



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

01/27/2009 10:42 AM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Tailings Paper

Bev – 
As we discussed, I shared a copy of the Tailings White Paper with SWCA on Wednesday of last week. 
 
Sorry about the late notice, I got an email return for a bad address while I was on vacation on Thursday 
that was caused by a mistype of your address.  
 
Regards,
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
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WEB: www.rosemontcopper.com   P.O. Box 35130     T E L :  (520) 297 7723 
STOCK SYMBOL: AMX TSX - AZC    Tucson, Arizona 85740-5130   F AX :  (520) 297 7724

July�7,�2008�
�
�
�
Mr.�Ruben�Griffith�
Freeport�McMoRan�Copper�&�Gold�–�Safford�Operations��
P.O.�Box�151�
Safford,�AZ�85548�
�
�
Dear�Mr.�Griffith,�
�
Last�year,�the�PD�Tyrone�Operation�extended�their�hospitality�to�a�group�from�the�Forest�
Service,�their�consultant�SWCA,�and�Augusta�Resource�personnel.��The�tour�was�invaluable�in�
helping�the�Forest�Service�to�understand�the�concepts�we�had�presented�and�allowed�them�to�
more�easily�understand�the�materials�during�their�review�prior�to�accepting�our�plan�as�
complete.��We�are�hoping�we�can�again�impose�on�you�and�your�group�on�July�30�for�a�similar�
tour�to�show�what�a�new�lined�leach�facility�will�look�like.�
�
By�July�15,�the�Rosemont�Project�will�have�proceeded�past�the�scoping�phase.��Also�by�that�time�
the�Forest�Service�will�have�assigned�the�Interdisciplinary�(ID)�Team�responsible�for�reviewing�
the�Mine�Plan�of�Operations�and�all�of�the�documents�provided�for�analysis.��Because�our�plan�
contains�a�lined�leach�pad�that�will�be�similar�to�FMI�Safford’s�design�–�albeit�quite�a�bit�smaller�
–�reviewing�how�these�pads�work�and�understanding�the�design�will�be�invaluable�to�the�ID�
team.��
�
At�this�time,�Rosemont�is�providing�transportation�and�tour�guides�for�operational�tours�of�a�
number�of�mines�in�the�southwest�to�provide�the�ID�team�and�their�consultants�with�the�
information�they�will�need�for�a�thorough�review.��We�have�contracted�for�a�29�passenger�bus�
to�provide�transportation�to�the�various�locations�and�have�a�general�list�of�attendees.��
Unfortunately,�the�names�of�our�ID�team�have�not�been�released,�so�the�actual�participants�
may�change�based�on�substitutions�on�our�team.��As�near�as�we�can�tell�the�following�may�be�
participants�in�the�tour�and�I�should�have�a�finalized�list�I�can�share�with�you�by�the�end�of�the�
week�if�you�wish.�
�

� Forest�Service�–�approximately�15�ID�Team�Members�that�may�include:��Ed�Gillespie,�
Andrea�Campbell,�Bev�Everson,�Deb�Sebesta,�Janet�Jones,�Mary�Farrell,�Gil�Grimms,�Reta�



�
�

2�|�P a g e �

La�Ford,�Theresa�Ann�Ciapusci,�Salek�Shapequela,�Maria�Magaha,�Roger�Condon,�Mike�
Linden,�and�Mark�Schwab�

� SWCA�Consultants,�SRK�Consultants,�and�MWH�Consultants�–�consultants�to�the�Forest�
Service,�unknown�members�at�this�time�but�no�more�than�10�

� Rosemont�Copper�Company�–�Fermin�Samorano,�Kathy�Arnold�
� Tetra�Tech�–�consultant�to�Rosemont,�Mike�Thornbrue�

�
We�appreciate�any�help�that�you�can�give�us�to�get�this�very�diverse�group�up�to�speed�and�
hope�this�tour�meets�with�your�approval.��If�you�have�any�reservations,�or�would�like�more�
information,�please�do�not�hesitate�to�contact�me�on�my�cell�at�(520)784�1972,�you�may�also�
reach�me�via�email.�
�
�
Regards,�
�
�
�
�
Katherine�Ann�Arnold,�PE�
Director�of�Environmental�and�Regulatory�Affairs�



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@augustaresource.c
om> 

08/15/2008 07:44 AM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Beverley A Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Names

Bev – 
Forgot to add the names to my email yesterday.
 
Carlota  Copper
Dan Johnson and Katie Kruger
 
Mission Mine – 
I am not sure who provided you your tour but can find out if you don’t have the names
 
Silver Bell Mine – 
Nancy Johannesmeyer
John Alden
Weishi  ?? I need to find out his last name and should be able to this afternoon.
 
I am also going to see Daniel Roth this morning and will find out about the gentleman at Tyrone.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 

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

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

 



Katherine Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

08/20/2010 03:16 PM

To Suzanne Griset <sgriset@swca.com>, Steve Swanson 
<sswanson@epgaz.com>

cc Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Melissa Reichard 
<mreichard@swca.com>, Jerome Hesse 
<jhesse@swca.com>, <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, William 

bcc

Subject Re: EPG report on utility corridors

Of course,
Steve – please make this happen.

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

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

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

From: Suzanne Griset <sgriset@swca.com>
Date: Fri, 20 Aug 2010 15:14:01 ‐0700
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, Steve Swanson <sswanson@epgaz.com>
Cc: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>, Jerome Hesse <
jhesse@swca.com>, <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, William Gillespie <wgillespie@fs.fed.us>, Beverley Everson <
beverson@fs.fed.us>
Subject: EPG report on utility corridors

Kathy:
 
Would you kindly authorize EPG to send me a copy of their report on the archaeological surveys of the 
alternate utility corridors as soon as it is ready?  I need to add their archaeological site information to ours 
for Chapter 3 of the DEIS.
 
Many thanks!
 
Suzanne
 
 
 
Suzanne Griset, Ph.D.
Principal Investigator, Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants



343 W. Franklin St.
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194
(520) 325-2033 fax
(520) 444-5725 cell
sgriset@swca.com <mailto:sgriset@swca.com> 

 
 
 

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



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

09/05/2008 04:43 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject RE: model and samples

Bev -
I am glad that you got everything okay!

Talk to you soon.
Kathy

Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2008 3:28 PM
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: model and samples

I received both today, and thank you for the specimens and the loan of the
model.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

05/18/2009 01:17 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Brian Lindenlaub <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>, 
Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject RE: Another request from Rosemont

History: This message has been replied to.

Bev – 
Brian spoke with Ken (?) at SWCA about the document referenced.  I think the report was supposed to 
be delivered to SWCA.
 
Brian – 
Can you please let me know the status?
 
Kathy  
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 12:56 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Fw: Another request from Rosemont
 

Another request from SWCA.   

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2009 12:55 PM ----- 
"Melissa Reichard" 
<mreichard@swca.com> 

To"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 



05/18/2009 11:08 AM 

cc"Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Ken 

Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com> 
Subj

ect
FW: Another request from Rosemont

 

Bev- 
Actually, I was just told that our Biologist has been waiting for an addendum to the PPC report for three weeks as 
well. Could you add that to your list please? Please let me know if there is something I can do to help get these 
documents rolling. 
Thanks Again! 
  
Melissa 
  
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant 

 

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 10:27 AM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Ken Kertell
Subject: Another request from Rosemont 
  
Bev- 
Just a reminder- we are still waiting for the “Biological Resources & Mitigation Concepts” by Westland 2007 that 
was referenced  in the MPO that we requested a little while back. Could you check in on that as well? 
  
Big Thanks! 
  
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes 
 



Kathy Arnold 
<karnold@rosemontcopper.co
m> 

03/12/2010 04:49 PM

To Ed Beck <EBeck@Tep.com>, Lauren Weinstein 
<Lweinst@epgaz.com>

cc Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Jamie Sturgess 
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

bcc

Subject Forest Service ID team

Ed and Lauren ‐ 
I just received a request from the Forest Service for a presentation on Wednesday morning that 
incorporates the information that was presented to the Stakeholders last week.  Kent would like to hold 
any comment he has for the powerline process until he gets input from the ID team and wants to be 
sure he passes along all information.  

Please indicate your availability for a meeting on Wednesday morning – Bev indicated that they start 
around 9 am and we could present at that time however I am tied up until 9:30 am.  I also want to be 
sure about what you believe would be appropriate for presentation at this meeting, so please also 
indicate any concerns you may have regarding sharing stakeholder information before it goes to the rest 
of the general public.

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

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

intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
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Existing Condition – Santa Rita Road within the Santa Rita Experimental Range

Simulated Condition – Proposed 138kV corten steel single-circuit transmission lines and water pipeline with shared access road

Photo Date and Time:  11-11-09, 2:14 p.m.     Focal Length:  50mm
Structure models that were used in the simulations were created 
using diagrams provided by TEP.  Pipeline information provided by 
Rosemont Copper.
This simulation represents a schematic concept design that will be 
refined and finalized.  Actual final structure sizes, heights, materials, 
and conductor sag will vary on a case-by-case basis.

April 13, 2010

Rosemont Copper Transmission Line Project
Simulation 1 - Santa Rita Road Route Family

Option 1

Simulated Condition – Proposed 138kV galvanized steel single-circuit transmission lines and water pipeline with shared access road

Photograph Location:  Santa Rita Road Route facing southeast 
on Santa Rita Road.
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Existing Condition – Sahuarita Highlands residences along East Broadwater Way, Santa Rita Road, and Santa Rita Mountains

Simulated Condition – Proposed 138kV corten steel single-circuit transmission lines

Photo Date and Time:  1-26-10, 11:45 a.m.    Focal Length:  50mm
Structure models that were used in the simulations were created 
using diagrams provided by TEP. 
This simulation represents a schematic concept design that will be 
refined and finalized.  Actual final structure sizes, heights, materials, 
and conductor sag will vary on a case-by-case basis.

April 13, 2010

Rosemont Copper Transmission Line Project
Simulation 5 - Santa Rita Road Route Family

Option 1, 3, 7, 9

Simulated Condition – Proposed 138kV galvanized steel single-circuit transmission lines

Photograph Location:  Facing south from Sahuarita Highlands 
on East Broadwater Way towards Santa Rita Road.
Photo point is approximately 0.50 mile from nearest transmission 
line.
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Existing Condition – Quail Creek Community Golf Course and existing 46kV transmission lines

Simulated Condition – Proposed consolidated 138kV corten steel double-circuit transmission line with co-located 46kV line

Photo Date and Time:  2-18-10, 2:37 p.m.    Focal Length:  50mm
Structure models that were used in the simulations were created 
using diagrams provided by TEP.  
This simulation represents a schematic concept design that will be 
refined and finalized.  Actual final structure sizes, heights, materials, 
and conductor sag will vary on a case-by-case basis.

April 13, 2010

Rosemont Copper Transmission Line Project
Simulation 4 - Adjacent 46kV Route Family

Option 4

Simulated Condition – Proposed consolidated 138kV galvanized steel double-circuit transmission line with co-located 46kV line

Photograph Location:  Viewing southeast off of Quail Creek 
Community Golf Course.
Photo point is approximately 0.9 mile from nearest 
transmission line.
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Existing Condition – Residences near Corona de Tucson, north of S. Kolb Road with views of the Santa Rita Experimental Range and Santa Rita 
                                    Mountains

Simulated Condition – Proposed 138kV corten steel single-circuit transmission line

Photo Date and Time:  1-26-10, 1:19 p.m.    Focal Length:  50mm
Structure models that were used in the simulations were created 
using diagrams provided by TEP.
This simulation represents a schematic concept design that will be 
refined and finalized.  Actual final structure sizes, heights, materials, 
and conductor sag will vary on a case-by-case basis.

April 13, 2010

Rosemont Copper Transmission Line Project
Simulation 6 - Northern Route Family

Option 3

Simulated Condition – Proposed 138kV galvanized steel single-circuit transmission line

Photograph Location:  Viewing southeast from residences, 
north of S. Kolb Road, towards the Santa Rita Mountains.
Photo point is approximately 0.2 mile from nearest transmission 
line.
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: 12/4 Status mtg. notes
Date: 12/07/2009 01:18 PM
Attachments: 12042009MeetingNotes.docx

Any comments?

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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Status Meeting Notes

December 4, 2009



Attendees:

		Forest Service

		SWCA

		Other



		Jeanine Derby

Reta Laford

Mindee Roth

Bev Everson

		 Tom Furgason

		Kathy Arnold – Rosemont

Brian Linderlaub – Westland

Mary Rowley – Strongpoint

By phone:

Jamie Sturgess – Rosemont

Gordon Cheniae – Cheniae & Associates



		 

		 

		 





 

Topics Discussed:

· Conceptual Alternatives – Bev will wrap up answers from the mines to the west.  Tom continues to work with Cooperators on a possible alternative from that group to be completed by December 30, 2009.  Rosemont will have an analysis of the pit backfill alternative idea by December 30th.  We are working with the Corp and BLM to have alternatives that meet their decision-making needs.  All parties are listing and suggesting application of mitigation measures to alternatives.

· Environmental Impact Statement Status – SWCA building a Scope of Work to be completed next week.  Bounds of Analyses and plan of analyses by resource to be completed by December 11, 2009.  Expect comprehensive DEIS by mid-January.  Chapters 1 and 2 may be complete enough for initial company/cooperator, forest review by early-January.  

			 

· MOU Modifications – Did not discuss.  Everyone will review draft modifications and funnel comments to Jamie and/or Mindee. 

 

· Decisions Made:   Completion and review goals were set as follows:

Date			Chapters 1 and 2	Complete EIS		Regional Review

December 4th 			50%		     30-40%			

December 21st			75%				

January 11th			95%		     80%			     50%

February 1st			95%		     90%			     80%	

 

Action Items/Assignments:

· Review MOU modifications; schedule a meeting next week to discuss.

· Next meeting – Monday, December 21, 2009, 9:00, Room 4B Federal Building, Discuss MOU and mitigation.  Include IDT beginning at 10:00 mitigation discussion. 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: 12/8 meeting notes
Date: 12/08/2009 03:30 PM
Attachments: 20091208 Meeting Notes.docx

any comments?  Thx.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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SWCA/Forest Service Coordination Meeting Notes

December 8, 2009





Attendees:

		Forest Service

		SWCA

		Other



		Bev Everson

Mindee Roth

Reta Laford 

		Tom Furgason

Dale Ortman

Jonathan Rigg

		



		 

		 

		 





Topics Discussed:

· Complete mitigation list – Jonathan will compile the corporate list using scoping comments, existing mitigation lists, Tom’s Chapter 2 mitigation draft, IDT list in progress, and Rosemont phased tailings alternative write up.  Cooperating agency mitigation input is due 12/18. Discussion with Rosemont is scheduled for 12/21.

· Scoping Report #3 wrap up - SWCA code as unique comments the Resolutions submitted as scoping attachments, to be completed by 12/18. Identify new ideas, if any.  Will need to describe this step in SR#3.  Have the related project record materials ready to answer questions resulting from the public release of this report.  SWCA in final phases of final Issue Worksheet formatting.  Mindee will send current version of Issues and Units to Tom and Reta today.  Reta will share her latest draft today.

· Release of DEIS and FEIS to include Summary documents.  SWCA requested written guidance on what is expected for these Summary documents. 

· Concerns with last week’s conference call on Golder contract discussed.  Contract has been let.  Dale is administering.  We will see what Schor visit produces and consider any appropriate contract modifications at a later time.  

· Logistics for Horst Schor visit this Thursday.  Meet at milepost 44 at 0930.

· Topics for tomorrow’s IDT meeting include project record, status of team assignments, and round robin updates.  Melissa will attend to take notes and contribute to project record discussion.

· Concerns with ACOE, BLM, and Coop agency alternatives in light of EIS schedule.  EPG powerline links should be near final.  Rosemont has a utility alignment that would avoid direct impacts to BLM lands, with ROW only partially on BLM.

 

Decisions Made:

· Release of DEIS and FEIS will include Summary versions of the analysis. 

 

Action Items/Assignments:

· Jonathan – compile mitigation ideas from all sources.

· SWCA code scoping attachment Resolutions by 12/18.

· Mindee – send Tom and Reta current version of Issues/Units today.

· Reta – Share current version of SR#3 today. 



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Marcie Bidwell'; Melinda D Roth
Subject: 17 May Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting - Preliminary Purpose & Agenda
Date: 05/02/2010 05:17 PM
Importance: High
Attachments: 20100502_ortman_everson-arnold_may17-techtranmeet_memo.pdf

Bev & Kathy,
 
Attached is a memo with my initial ideas for the Reclamation Tech Transfer meeting scheduled for

May 17th.  Please review and get back to me ASAP.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To:  Bev Everson (CNF); Kathy Arnold (Rosemont) 


Copy to: 
Jonathan Rigg, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Marcie Bidwell (SWCA), 
Mindee Roth (CNF) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date:  2 May 2010   


Subject: 
17 May 2010 Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting 
Preliminary Purpose & Agenda 


 
Bev & Kathy, 
 
I have been tasked with facilitating a Reclamation Technology Transfer session among the CNF, 
Rosemont, and SWCA to be held on May 17th.  In order for the session to be useful in forwarding 
the NEPA compliance process I need your input as to the overall purpose of the meeting, the 
specific agenda for the meeting, and the attendees needed to make the meeting succeed.  My role 
is to facilitate the meeting, but it is up to the CNF and Rosemont to make it a success.  This will 
be a working meeting to achieve a specific goal; therefore attendance should be limited to those 
persons directly responsible for Rosemont’s Reclamation Plan, the CNF’s evaluation of the plan, 
and SWCA’s support of the CNF in preparing the EIS.  Both Rosemont and the CNF must be 
prepared to participate by presenting succinct information, engaging in targeted dialogue, and 
following through on all agreed actions.  
 
Presented below are my initial thoughts and I require your rapid input.  Please confer with all 
persons who you may want to participate and get back to me with your input; preferably no later 
than Thursday May 6th.  



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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PURPOSE 
 
Provide the CNF with All Information Needed to Meet NEPA and USFS Requirements for 
a Reclamation Plan 
 
 
AGENDA 
 


1. Introduction – PRESENTED BY SWCA 
a. Attendee sign-in 
b. Safety orientation 
c. Purpose of meeting 
d. Agenda 


 
2. Define USFS Reclamation Plan Requirements in Regulation and Policy – PRESENTED 


BY CNF 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Facility specific reclamation design 
c. Bonding 
d. Reclamation Success Criteria and Bond Release 


 
3. Present Current Rosemont Reclamation Plan – PRESENTED BY ROSEMONT 


a. Summarize Reclamation Plan documents submitted to CNF 
i. Itemize documents necessary to current Reclamation Plan 
ii. Itemize obsolete documents, if any 


b. Summarize the Reclamation Plan and what documentation defines each part of the 
plan 


i. Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Concurrent and post-mine reclamation activities 
iii. Facility-specific reclamation design and activities 
iv. Reclamation success criteria 
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4. Open Discussion of how existing Reclamation Plan documents meet or do not meet the 


CNF requirements – FACILITATED BY SWCA 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Resource areas affected by Reclamation Plan 
c. Reclamation Plan relationship to Significant Issues 
d. Facility-specific reclamation plans 


i. Design to meet Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Specific activities & materials needed 
iii.  Quantities 
iv. Success criteria 


e. Other reclamation related information necessary to evaluate potential impact to 
Resource Areas for Significant Issues 
 


5. Determine Action Items - FACILITATED BY SWCA 
a. Spreadsheet of specific action items needed to finalize the Reclamation Plan 


i. Itemize all information needed from Rosemont 
ii. Itemize all actions by CNF 
iii. Itemize all actions by SWCA 


b. Schedule all Action Items 
c. Review all Action Items & Schedule 


 
6. Adjourn Session 


 







Mailroom R3 Coronado 
Sent by: Robert 
Emmons/R3/USDAFS

08/26/2009 09:19 AM

To Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A 
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D 
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann 

cc Kathy Arnold, Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

bcc

Subject 1950-3/2810; Rosemont Copper Project - Proponent Request 
for Review - Preliminary Alternatives

To open this document in the Records database, click on this link ->

To access all documents in the National Records Database, click on this link ->



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle
Subject: 2009 07 07 Table 4 Hold.doc
Date: 07/07/2009 04:20 PM
Attachments: 2009 07 07 Table 4 Hold.doc

Bev,
 
Attached are my revisions pending input from Charles.  Please note that there were several revisions
on the SWCA side of things.  I anticipate that this will need to be revised as we load level all of our
projects.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com





Revised as of February 2009



Table 1 – Agency Management Oversight


		Forest Service Role

		Agency Position, Employee



		Responsible Official

		Forest Supervisor, Jeanine Derby



		Responsible Official’s Line Representatives

		Deputy Forest Supervisor, Reta Laford


Nogales District Ranger, Kent Ellett



		Process Management

		Deputy Forest Supervisor, Reta Laford



		Project Management

		Staff Officer - Ecosystem Management and Planning, 


Teresa Ann Ciapusci



		External Communications Management

		Communications Team, John Able



		Cooperating Agencies Liaison

		Staff Officer - Ecosystem Management and Planning, 


Teresa Ann Ciapusci



		NEPA Management

		NEPA Compliance /FOIA Officer, Andrea Campbell



		NFMA Compliance

		Staff Officer - Ecosystem Management and Planning, 


Teresa Ann Ciapusci





Table 2 – SWCA Management Oversight


		SWCA Role 

		SWCA Employee



		Project IDT Leader

		John MacIvor



		Project Managers

		Tom Furgason/Charles Coyle





Table 3 – Core Team

		Role

		Forest Service

		SWCA



		Interdisciplinary Team Leader 

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

		John MacIvor


Charles Coyle



		Transportation /Engineering

		Engineer, Walter Keyes

		Ralph Ellis



		Geology

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

		Jerome Hesse/Dale Ortman



		Hydrogeology (Ground Water)

		Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah

		Dale Ortman



		Hydrology (Surface Water)

		Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah

		Dale Ortman



		Light (Night Skies)

		Landscape Architect, Debby Kriegel

		Ben Gaddis



		Minerals (Administration)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

		Dale Ortman



		Scenery Resources, including reclamation

		Landscape Architect, Debby Kriegel

		Marcie Bidwell



		Soils

		Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah

		Dale Ortman



		Vegetation Resources, including reclamation

		Wildlife Biologist, Deborah Sebesta

		Geoff Soroka



		Wildlife Resources

		Wildlife Biologist, Deborah Sebesta

		Geoff Soroka

Ken Kertell





Table 4 – Extended Team

		Role

		Forest Service

		SWCA



		Access / Lands / Realty

		Realty Specialist, Tami Emmett


Forest Access Emphasis Manager, George McKay

		Charles Coyle



		Air Resources

		Soils /Water /Air /Forestry Program Manager, Bob Lefevre

		Charles Coyle



		Airspace

		Forest Aviation Officer, Pete Schwab

		TBD



		Clean Water Act Compliance

		Soils /Water /Air /Forestry Program Manager, Bob Lefevre

		Rion Bowers



		Environmental Justice

		Sarah Davis

		Cara Bellavia



		Fire / Fuels

		Fire Prevention Technician, Art Elek

		TBD

Charles Coyle



		Forest Plan Consistency

		Staff Officer – Ecosystem Management and Planning, Teresa Ann Ciapusci

		Charles Coyle



		Hazardous Waste

		Civil Engineer / Hazmat Specialist, Eli Curiel




		Kevin Serrato


Rion Bowers



		Heritage

		Archaeologist, Chris Leblanc

Archaeologist, William Gillespie


Archaeologist /Tribal Representative, Mary Farrell

		Suzanne Griset


Jerome Hesse



		Minerals 

  (Mining Law)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson



		 Dale Ortman



		Mining 


  (Chemistry)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson



		MWH (?)


SRK (?)



		Mining 


  (Mine Planning /Remediation)

		Civil Engineer / Hazmat Specialist, Eli Curiel




		MWH (?)


SRK (?)



		Mining 


  (Processes)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson



		MWH (?)


SRK (?)



		Mining 


  (Rock Stability /Fracture)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson



		MWH (?)


SRK (?)



		Noise

		TBD (Engineering)

Safety Officer, Alan Belauskas

		Charles Coyle



		Public Health and Safety

		Civil Engineer /Hazmat Specialist, Eli Curiel

Forest Safety Officer, Alan Belauskas

		Cara Bellavia



		Range

		Range Conservationist, Kendall Brown

		Geoff Soroka



		Soils

		Soils /Water /Air /Forestry Program Manager, Bob Lefevre

		Jerome Hesse



		Recreation

		Recreation Planner, Sarah Davis

		Marcie Bidwell



		Social and Economic Resources

		Collaboration Specialist, Sarah Davis

		Jeff Connell/Cara Bellavia



		Water Resources /


Riparian Habitat (offsite)

		Wildlife Biologist,


Larry Jones

		Rion Bowers



		Wildlife Resources

		Wildlife Biologist, Larry Jones

		Ken Kertell


Geoff Soroka





Table 5 – Support


		Role

		Forest Service

		SWCA



		Project Administrator

		 Staff Officer – Ecosystem and Planning, Teresa Ann Ciapusci

		Melissa Reichard



		Budget

		Resource Assistant, Roxane Raley

		Melissa Reichard



		Administrative Support

		Resource Assistant, Janet Jones

		Melissa Reichard



		Administrative Record

		Collaboration Specialist, Sarah Davis


Forest Geologist, Bev Everson


NEPA/FOIA Officer, Andrea Campbell

		Melissa Reichard



		Data Management

		TBD

		Charles Coyle


Darcee Kilpatrick



		External Communications

		Communications Team, John Able

		Charles Coyle



		FOIA Administration

		NEPA/FIOA Officer, Andrea Campbell

		Charles Coyle


Melissa Reichard



		Geospatial Analysis

		Cartographer, Devin Quintana

		Lara Mitchell/Glenn Dunno



		Technical Editing and Presentation

		TBD

Staff Officer – Ecosystem Management and Planning, Teresa Ann Ciapusci

		Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri


Camille Ensle



		Tribal Consultation

		Forest Supervisor, Jeanine Derby


Deputy Forest Supervisor, Reta Laford


Archaeologist /Tribal Representative, Mary Farrell

		Suzanne Griset






		Mailing Database

		Resource Assistant, Roxane Raley

		Melissa Reichard



		Media

		Communications Team, Heidi Schewell

		Melissa Reichard



		Publications

		Deputy Forest Supervisor, Reta Laford


Staff Officer – Ecosystem Management and Planning, Teresa Ann Ciapusci

		Melissa Reichard



		Website Management

		Communications Team, John Able

		TBD
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: kbrown03@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;

wkeyes@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us;
mfarrell@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com;
mreichard@swca.com; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; mroth@fs.fed.us

Subject: 20100224_DEIS mailing list
Date: 02/24/2010 12:01 PM

Many of you have requested to see the project mailing list to make sure that people
they know of are on it. I have a freshly updated mailing list posted at the link below.
This list includes the base FS mailing list, anyone requesting notifications, sign-in
sheets from scoping, commenters that requested to be added- basically every nook
and cranny was looked in. If you have anyone to add, please let me know. This will
be the list that receives notification of the DEIS publishing.

 

Thanks!

Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=165131>

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:abelauskas@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Mindee Roth; Larry Jones; Beverly     Everson; Robert LeFevre; Salek     Shafiqullah
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason
Subject: 201004_Westland_Onsite Riparian Habitat Assessment
Date: 04/14/2010 10:58 AM

Yay! We finally got the riparian report. Appendix C is way too large to upload, so
you will need to get the disk from me or Bev.

 

Thanks!

Mel
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=167463>

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:notify@weboffice.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: jrigg@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: 5/19 agenda and handout
Date: 05/14/2010 02:09 PM
Attachments: Alternatives Meeting Agenda.docx

Rosemont Copper DEIS Foundational Pieces.docx

What input do you have?  Thanks

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



Meeting Agenda

Clarification of Alternative Details

Forest Service/SWCA/ Rosemont Copper

May 19, 2010

Tucson Interagency Fire Center

9:00 to 4:00





9:00	Welcome and Introductions						

	

Agenda, logistics, lunch plans





9:30	Meeting Purpose – To clarify the details of alternatives and maps necessary for Chapter 2 alternative descriptions and Chapter 3 effects analyses.



Schedule demands, Pieces in place, Meeting Approach





9:45	Alternatives:



	MPO



	Phased Tailings



	Barrel Only



	Scholefield



	No Action





10:30 	Break



12:00 	Lunch



1:30	Break



3:00	Wrap Up, Next Steps



Break and one-to-one specialist coordination time





	





THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENDANCE AND ATTENTION!

Get home safely!


Rosemont Copper DEIS Foundational Pieces



Schedule: DEIS available to the public 4th Quarter 2010 (to printer no later than November)



Issues and Units of Measure

	(Fill in with brief details) 



Alternatives

	MPO

	No Action 	

	Phased Tailings

	Barrel Only

	Scholefield



DEIS outline

     Chapter 2 Alternative Descriptions

	No Action

	Proposed Action and Action Alternatives  - Common Elements

		Overview of Mining Operations, Processing (oxide and sulfide ores) and Facility Needs

			Mine Life

Permits and Permitting Processes

	Assumptions from Permit Process

Pit

Water Supply and Control

Other Utilities and Support Facilities

Blasting and Drilling

Waste Rock and Tailings

Ore, Waste Rock and Tailings Transport 	

Solid, Hazardous and Sanitary Waste

Reclamation and Closure

Design Features, Resource Protection Plans and Mitigation

Monitoring 

Forest Plan Amendments 

	Proposed Action in Detail

		Specific Elements of the PMPO

			Mine Footprint

			Phasing of Activities

			Mitigation Specific to this Alternative

Additional Items Needed for Implementation

Monitoring

	Rationale, Effectiveness, Cost

Forest Plan Amendments

	Each Alternative in Detail

		Primary Issues Alternative Intended to Address (Why did we develop this alternative?)

Specific Elements of Each Alternative (same as for PMPO)







From: Mailroom R3 Coronado
Sent By: Carl Ostermann
Reply To:
To: Marc Kaplan; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; furgason@swca.com; Paula Barnhill;

anniemcgreevy@gmail.com
Subject: 6270-1; FOIA ID# R3-COR-08-030: Rosemont Project Record Files, April through July 2008
Date: 08/28/2008 11:55 AM

The following doclink will open the Correspondence document "FOIA ID# R3-COR-
08-030: Rosemont Project Record Files, April through July 2008" in the Records
database:

To access all documents in the National Records Database, click on this link ->
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project Technology Transfer Meeting (Stormwater Management)
Date: 09/22/2009 10:29 AM

Julia from Pima County called me and said that 3 will attend from the County. 
Thanks.

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
----- Forwarded by Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS on 09/22/2009 10:28 AM -----

Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS 

09/18/2009 06:34 PM

To brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu,
Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov, daniel_moore@blm.gov,
dt1@azdeq.gov, David_Jacobs@azag.gov,
falco@cfa.harvard.edu, gfleming@asmi.az.gov,
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us, jmtannler@azwater.gov,
julia.fonseca@pima.gov, jwindes@azgfd.gov,
karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov,
lagrignano@azwater.gov, lee.allison@azgs.az.gov,
Leslie.liberti@tucsonaz.gov,
LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov,
madan.singh@mines.az.gov,
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil,
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil, nicole.ewing-
gavin@tucsonaz.gov, nicole.fyffe@pima.gov,
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us,
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov, stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, gcheniae@cox.net,
karnold@rosemontcopper.com,
jsturgess@augustaresource.com, ccoyle@swca.com,
tferguson@swca.com, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project Technology Transfer
Meeting (Stormwater Management)

At yesterday's Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting, many of you requested a
more open sharing of information and the opportunity to interact more with the
involved specialists.

Acknowledging your request, I am sharing with you that on Tuesday (9/22/09) there
will be a technology transfer meeting about the latest Rosemont Copper Project
Reclamation Stormwater Management Technology.  Although this meeting was
previously set for the specific purpose of sharing technical information with our
agency and contracted specialists, I am extending an invitation to those of you who
specialize in this area.  

David Krizek, the Senior Civil Engineer with Tetra Tech will be presenting this topic. 
Forest Service attendees include Salek Shafiquallah and Roger Congdon.  SWCA

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


consultant/subconsultant attendees include Dale Ortman and Toby Leeson.

The meeting will be in the Federal Building.  It will start at 1:00 and is expected to
last three hours.

Please contact Bev Everson (beverson@fs.fed.us, 520-388-8428) if you plan to
attend.

(Bev - Please see if room 4B is available for use)

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project Technology Transfer Meeting (Stormwater Management)
Date: 09/22/2009 10:29 AM

Julia from Pima County called me and said that 3 will attend from the County. 
Thanks.

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
----- Forwarded by Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS on 09/22/2009 10:28 AM -----

Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS 

09/18/2009 06:34 PM

To brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu,
Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov, daniel_moore@blm.gov,
dt1@azdeq.gov, David_Jacobs@azag.gov,
falco@cfa.harvard.edu, gfleming@asmi.az.gov,
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us, jmtannler@azwater.gov,
julia.fonseca@pima.gov, jwindes@azgfd.gov,
karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov,
lagrignano@azwater.gov, lee.allison@azgs.az.gov,
Leslie.liberti@tucsonaz.gov,
LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov,
madan.singh@mines.az.gov,
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil,
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil, nicole.ewing-
gavin@tucsonaz.gov, nicole.fyffe@pima.gov,
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us,
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov, stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, gcheniae@cox.net,
karnold@rosemontcopper.com,
jsturgess@augustaresource.com, ccoyle@swca.com,
tferguson@swca.com, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project Technology Transfer
Meeting (Stormwater Management)

At yesterday's Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting, many of you requested a
more open sharing of information and the opportunity to interact more with the
involved specialists.

Acknowledging your request, I am sharing with you that on Tuesday (9/22/09) there
will be a technology transfer meeting about the latest Rosemont Copper Project
Reclamation Stormwater Management Technology.  Although this meeting was
previously set for the specific purpose of sharing technical information with our
agency and contracted specialists, I am extending an invitation to those of you who
specialize in this area.  

David Krizek, the Senior Civil Engineer with Tetra Tech will be presenting this topic. 
Forest Service attendees include Salek Shafiquallah and Roger Congdon.  SWCA
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consultant/subconsultant attendees include Dale Ortman and Toby Leeson.

The meeting will be in the Federal Building.  It will start at 1:00 and is expected to
last three hours.

Please contact Bev Everson (beverson@fs.fed.us, 520-388-8428) if you plan to
attend.

(Bev - Please see if room 4B is available for use)

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie; rlaford@fs.fed.us; Jonathan Rigg; daleortmanpe@live.com

Subject: Additional Mitigation Concept
Date: 12/21/2009 09:07 PM

Bev,
 
Please see the email below from Dale.  My apologies for the late addition, but I think that it is important
for you and the team to consider the concept of building a slurry line from the mill site to the Sahuarita
area. This could mitigate some traffic impacts to SR 83 by removing concentrate trucks.  I will ask
Jonathan to incorporate this into the table unless otherwise directed.
 
Tom
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com]
Sent: Mon 12/21/2009 11:11 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Concentrate Slurry Pipeline as Mitigation

Tom,

The ACD work jogged my memory and I looked back at the Mitigation text written
for the CNF in November.  It looks like we missed the potential for a slurry pipeline
over the Santa Ritas to a dewatering plant located on the west side.  This would
remove the concentrate trucks from SR83.  To me, it qualifies as mitigation because
it is applicable to all Alternatives and Transportation did not rank as a resource that
would drive an Alternative.

Dale

 

_______________________

Dale Ortman PE PLLC

Consulting Engineer

(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office

(520) 449-7307 - Mobile

(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: ADEQ Catalog of Activities
Date: 11/12/2009 02:41 PM

Ladies-
TA and I just spoke and ADEQ has submitted raw data that needs interpretation in order to get it
into categories of Past, Present and Foreseeable. Who needs to do this interpretation? Do you
want this assigned to SWCA? I will need this done in order to combine their input into the overall
spreadsheet.
 
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Sturgess Jamie; Melissa Reichard; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Subject: Admin Record Guidance
Date: 10/21/2009 11:24 AM

Mindee,
 
Thank you for providing the draft guidance for the Admin Record (AR) last Tuesday.  I have reviewed
this with Melissa and, while structured somewhat differently than we had previously worked out with
Teresa Ann and Reta last year, it is sufficient for SWCA to continue our work on the AR.  I should
point out that the revised structure will not result in any “rework” on the AR nor result in the need to
abandon any previous efforts on this task. We understand that this is merely guidance and agree that
there is sufficient flexibility within the categories to accommodate subjects within the coding schema.  I
would like the Coronado to consider providing Rosemont with a copy of the guidance at next Tuesday’s
meeting so that it can substantiate our scope of work and cost estimate to complete this task. 
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Sturgess Jamie; Melissa Reichard; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Subject: Admin Record Guidance
Date: 10/21/2009 11:24 AM

Mindee,
 
Thank you for providing the draft guidance for the Admin Record (AR) last Tuesday.  I have reviewed
this with Melissa and, while structured somewhat differently than we had previously worked out with
Teresa Ann and Reta last year, it is sufficient for SWCA to continue our work on the AR.  I should
point out that the revised structure will not result in any “rework” on the AR nor result in the need to
abandon any previous efforts on this task. We understand that this is merely guidance and agree that
there is sufficient flexibility within the categories to accommodate subjects within the coding schema.  I
would like the Coronado to consider providing Rosemont with a copy of the guidance at next Tuesday’s
meeting so that it can substantiate our scope of work and cost estimate to complete this task. 
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: tciapusci@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Tom Furgason; ccoyle@swca.com
Subject: Admin Record
Date: 04/30/2009 04:55 PM

Hello Ladies-
Victoria and I were talking together today. I had been planning on her working on making the items
that would definitely make it into the Admin Record to abide by the 1” margins requirement.
However, when I thought about it- will we still need 1” margins? From what I understand, the 1”
margins were for limiting text cut off during duplication of the record. Now that we are doing a
completely electronic record as well, wouldn’t we duplicate from that? If so, do we need the extra
work of adjusting all pages to 1” margins? We notice that Jeanine’s letters to Cooperators don’t
even abide by that guideline. Chances are, we would need to alter a significant % of the record. So,
is the 1” margin requirement still necessary? You may also want to consider whether the single-
sided requirement still stands for the same line of reason.
 
I look forward to hearing your thoughts!
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; jmacivor@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; Beverley A Everson;

Kendra L Bourgart; John Able
Subject: agenda for conference call today
Date: 08/26/2008 08:14 AM
Attachments: meeting_agenda_August_26,2008.doc

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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August 26, 2008, SWCA/


Forest Service Rosemont Overview


Meeting Agenda


Location:  Conference call

Attendees:  Bev Everson, Kendra Bourgart, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Teresa Ann Ciapusci, John Able, John MacIvor

Agenda: 

Content Analysis update (SWCA)


McGreevy FOIA response status


IDT Kickoff on Sept 10


Welcome and opening statement from Jeanine Derby



Team operations (Laford)

PIL


ethics and conduct


team member roles and roles of SWCA/proponent/proponent consultants 


communication


MOU and collection agreement with Rosemont



NEPA timeline (Ciapusci and Furgason?)



Rosemont Junction area history (Gillespie)


Overview of project and project geology (Everson)


Legal framework/locatable minerals direction and policy/patenting (Linden)


Webex (Able)



Team meeting scheduling (Everson)

Drilling closeout, compliance documentation (wildlife, archeology); field visit to inspect reclamation


Other field trips and technology transfer needed? (scheduling)

Scoping party


Other business


1





From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter; Kendall
Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Agenda for Rosemont IDT meeting today
Date: 08/25/2010 05:58 AM
Attachments: August 25, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

Reminder that we will be in 4B today.  See you there.

 - August 25, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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August 25, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda







Location:  Rm. 4B, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.



Time:  9:00 – 12:00



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



9:00 – 10:00 – work planning and budget, FY2011



10:00 – 10:30 – project schedule

 

10:30 – 12:00 – round robin project update



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: ccoyle@swca.com; John Able; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: Agenda for tomorrow, meeting at 9:30
Date: 05/18/2009 05:41 PM
Attachments: May 19, 2009  Mtg. Agenda.doc

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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May 5, 2009, SWCA Environmental Consultants/


Coronado National Forest Rosemont Oversight


Meeting Agenda


Location:  Conference call, 866-866-2244, participant code 9550668#

Attendees:  Forest Service: Teresa Ann Ciapusci, Bev Everson, John Able, SWCA: Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Charles Coyle, Dale Ortman

Agenda:


Web update

Administrative record update

Cooperating agencies status


May 19 IDT meeting/ alternative development scheduling


Other business



From: Beverley A Everson
To: tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; Sarah L Davis; Rochelle Desser
Subject: agenda items for coordination meeting tomorrow
Date: 03/22/2010 02:33 PM

As usual, we'll be meeting in Reta's office (Rochelle, we'll dial you in on
941.445.5244).

Please submit topics for the agenda by COB today.  Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Robert Lefevre
To: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Erica Gaddis; Sue Wilmot; Robert Lefevre; tjchute@msn.com; Beverley A

Everson; jrigg@swca.com
Subject: Air Quality Chapter 3
Date: 08/12/2010 05:11 PM

Hi, all.  I am going out of town (out of country, actually) for about a week starting tonight.  I will not be
available to review the chapter 3 air section until August 23. 
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373
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From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Erica Gaddis; Sue Wilmot; Robert Lefevre; tjchute@msn.com; Beverley A

Everson
Subject: Air Quality Projections
Date: 07/20/2010 08:54 AM

Hi Kathy,
 
We are working on wrapping up the Air Quality section for the DEIS.  I noted that the Air Quality
projections report would be ready around July 15 in conjunction with the PCDEQ air quality permit
application.  Is that report ready for us to use in effects analysis for the AQ section? 
 
Many thanks,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Charles Coyle
Subject: Alaska visit
Date: 06/18/2009 04:07 PM

Bev,
 
I spoke with Jamie earlier today and he declined my request to submit a change order to cover
Melissa’s cost to visit the Tongass NF to better understand how they physically administer their
Administrative Records.  Unfortunately, I will not be able to authorize Melissa’s trip to Alaska.  John
MacIvor indicated that there may be a way for the CNF to fund this through the remaining money in
the 2008 FS Rosemont budget.  I don’t know how this would work, but you could call John if you feel
strongly that Melissa should attend.  Thanks.
 
Tom
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: kbrown03@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
jable@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; wgillespie@fs.fed.us;
teresa@ciapusci.com; klgraves@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us

Subject: Alternative 6 Visual is on WebEx
Date: 07/09/2009 04:54 PM

The new alternative- #6 Barrel Only is now uploaded to WebEx. Please refer to
these 2 and 3D views to assist you in your evaluation of this alternative's viability.

As always, let me know if you have any issues with the files (or anything else for
that matter)!

Thanks!

Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=149874>
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Alternative 6c  (Upper Barrel Only)
Date: 07/21/2009 12:01 PM

Kathy,
 
I left the meeting on Friday without a clear understanding of how SWCA is to proceed with Alternative
6c.  It is my understanding that Alternative 6a is not technically feasible; therefore, SWCA has ceased
all work on that alternative.  It was also my understanding that, while feasible, Alternative 6b needed
refinement and that Rosemont was going to provide the Forest with a revised footprint that was going
to be approximately 0.5 miles from SR 83 (similar to the proposed action).   This is to be Alternative 6c.
 
I know that Jamie suggested a site visit by the ID Team, but we may be able to simply present a plan
view and crude 3D model for their review.  This has satisfied the IDT in the past and I think everybody
is familiar with the view of the area from SR 83.
 
Would you please let me know how Rosemont expects SWCA to proceed on Alternative 6c?  I’m
concerned that no work will occur on this with Bev on personal leave this week and no clear direction
to SWCA.
 
Also, as an FYI, Debby Kriegel requested that SWCA present the 3D model of Alternative 6a at
tomorrows IDT meeting.  I informed her that 6a was deemed infeasible and that we would not present
this information.  She then asked for SWCA to create a 3D model of Alternative 6b (this afternoon) and
present it to the IDT tomorrow.  I informed her that SWCA would not expend any further effort on
Alternative 6b because we expected it to be modified into Alternative 6c. 
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Dale Ortman
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Beverley Everson
Cc: Mindee Roth; Melissa Reichard; Tom     Furgason; Dale Ortman
Subject: Alternative Considered but Dismissed for Subconsultant Review
Date: 10/29/2009 10:36 AM

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

 

Regards,

 

Dale Ortman

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=157350>
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us; jdmacivor@frontiernet.com; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Alternative Development
Date: 07/31/2009 10:44 AM

Bev,
 
I’d like to confirm your expectations of SWCA’s approach to drafting the Alternatives for
detailed consideration for the Rosemont Copper Project.  It is our understanding that you
would like SWCA to engage our subconsultants SRK and MWH to “flesh out” all
alternatives developed to date.  We will be mindful to develop the alternatives as they pertain
to the issues that are the primary drivers and to the extent possible, the units of measurement
that will demonstrate differences between alternatives.  The alternatives presently include:
 

No Action
Scholefield (tailings) and McClearly (waste) Canyons
Rosemont’s Alternative in Response to Comments
Sycamore (tailings) and Upper McClearly/Upper Barrel (waste) Canyons
Upper Barrel Only (currently referred to as Alternative 6c)

 
We anticipate developing the following key elements for each action alternative:

Waste Rock and Tailings Facilities (actual placement and staging/timing)
Transportation Infrastructure within the mine operations
Heap Leach Pad and appurtenant structures
Electrical Transmission Corridors (to the extent possible w/o ACC approval of the final
alignment)
Access Road(s)
Surface Water Management
Reclamation and Closure

 
 
SWCA will also define the No Action Alternative with the understanding that no Mine Plan
of Operation would be approved regardless of any mitigation or ability for Rosemont Copper
Company’s ability to design a legally permittable mine.
 
 
Please let me know if there are other key elements that you feel are required to develop these
alternatives.  
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Debby Kriegel; George McKay; Charles Coyle; Art Elek; Eli Curiel; Kent Ellett; Dale Ortman; Reta Laford;

William Gillespie; Alan Belauskas; Mindee Roth; Walt Keyes; Beverley Everson; Robert Lefevre; Debbie Sebesta;
Mary Farrell

Cc: mreichard@swca.com; Tom Furgason
Subject: Alternative Development
Date: 07/15/2009 01:01 PM

I have placed three tables on WebEx for your review: 1) alternatives currently under
consideration, 2) altnernatives dismissed from further coniseration, and 3) potentail
consideration.  <https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=24592>

 

I have also loaded the .pdf graphics presented by Rosemont earlier today under the
alternatives folder.  Please let me know if you have any issues viewing these files.

 

Tom Furgason
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: Alternatives Concepts brainstormed
Date: 04/10/2009 12:22 PM
Attachments: Concept.doc

Per your request

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

 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -Oliver
Wendell Holmes
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		Concept

		Issue(s) addressed- Pros

		Cons

		Assignments



		Proposed Action

		MPO dated July 2007 plus the additions

		

		

		



		No Action

		Don’t accept the MPO (baseline of effects)

		

		

		



		Alternative 1

		MPO as modified by Proponent

		

		

		



		Alternative 

		Relocate tails & waste to West side of ridge

		

		Could increase longer timed visibility in Sahuarita and GV

		



		Alternative 

		Relocate the tailings pile/waste rock to Sycamore Cyn 

		Visibility along 83 and AZ trail and other trails & roads, groundwater drainage, less dense Arch sites, less impact to recreational use, impacts on Riparian in Barrel Canyon

		Cost of hauling waste rock/tailing & buttress may need to be considered when choosing location, impacts to Riparian to Sycamore, Impacts to hiking in Sycamore, water quality impacts, impacts wildlife 

		Debby cc:Bev- digital Terrain files from Kathy- research any current visual models they have


Dale- Figure out volume Sycamore can hold  



		Alternative element

		Relocate the tailings around some Arch sites

		Protect some burials

		

		Mary F- highlight special sites to avoid



		Alternative element/ mitigation?

		Relocate OHV recreation to east side of SR 83

		

		

		



		Alternative

		Remove ridge behind the pit

		Less visual impact, would enable Rosemont to access more minerals, 

		possibly increase visibility from Sahuarita & GV, may have more tails and waste to increase footprint

		



		Alternative element

		Slurry line pump the tails

		Flexibility in tails location

		Plant, access and power to plant at location where the slurry ends up.

		



		Alternative element

		Conveyor belt transfer of ore and waste rock 

		May minimize risk to Rosemont Tallus Snail or other wildlife

		There may be other claims in other locations precluding alternative. 

		



		Alternative

		Underground mine

		

		

		SWCA need rationale 



		Alternative

		Backfill Pit

		Tribal requests to restore natural contours

		Typically driven by bad pit lake chemistry, Real chance of contaminating ground water,

		



		Alternative

		Partial Backfill

		

		

		SWCA need rationale



		Mitigation or Alternative

		Use CAP water with groundwater backup

		Less groundwater withdrawal, backup for CAP outages 

		Fine line walking with legalities of water rights. Need to work cooperatively with Rosemont. Need to consider the possible land development and current drawdowns

		



		Alternative element or Stand alone

		Water retention dam in Barrel Canyon (or the canyon that facilities move to)

		Could store storm water to contribute to ground water, Could this house CAP water to use for processing,

		need to look at chances of ADWR permitting this or is this ADEQ’s jurisdiction because of compliance plan, Reservoir could harbor bull frogs that could effect Chiricahua Leopard Frog, Cienega creek wildlife (T&E species)

		



		Alternative element or mitigation

		Surfacing of Roads

		Air quality- dust and haze, light pollution, improved soils and water quality

		Expense, effect erosion & run off

		



		Alternative

		Land Exchange

		Costs of future management, tribal request

		Discretionary action that the public doesn’t like it. Very hard to hold Rosemont to the requirement. Doesn’t go to P&N and doesn’t decrease resource impacts. Could phrase alt. that results in the land exchange consideration will happen upon approval of the MPO. Is this within Forest Supervisor signing authority

		SWCA rationale- doesn’t meet P&N, would decrease impacts of future land management, possibly mitigation



		Alternative

		Government/Forest Service purchase the mine for US future consumption

		

		

		Reta, Kent & Jeanine to consider





Mitigations

Lining tails & waste


Create wetland


Final reclamation to include trees, roads and trails on top of tails


Trucks hauling acid have a Spill Plan


Relocate legal public access roads


Need to preserve access to: Gunsight, AZ Trail and Sycamore


Public easement from Rosemont


Add public road section across primary and secondary access


Some way to re-establish ownership boundaries after operation at their cost


Authority of Small Tracks to sell small FS allotments amidst the private parcels


Compensatory land designations


Different slopes based on what reclamation is for (i.e. livestock, vegetation, erosion)


Smaller top, less slope of tails and waste


One Right-of-Way for utilities and roads

Alter trucking schedule around school buses


Convert ranch stock ponds to wildlife water areas


Create water features


Reconfigure/design toe of piles


Relocate popular trails


Co-locate a communication tower to improve coverage


Identify water sources for fire and installing hookups for both wildland and structural engines


To research:


Volumes of nearby canyons


GIS of all resource categories


Digital terrain map and other documentation already done for East and West side

What wildlife is downstream from Barrel Canyon


Surface water jurisdiction for retention pond- ADEQ or ADWR?


Other claims in the area (patented/un) including both sides of ridge



From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Beverley Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: Alternatives Considered but Dismissed - SRK
Date: 12/23/2009 02:19 PM

Bev,

 

Here's SRK's report: <https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=161634>

 

Tom
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Jamie Sturgess
Subject: Alternatives Development
Date: 07/30/2009 09:50 AM

Hi Kathy,
 
Bev requested that SWCA more fully define or flesh out the alternatives developed to date.  She
specifically requested that we involve our sub consultants (SRK and MWH).  Before doing that, I’d like
to involve Rosemont in developing the key portions of each alternative.  Although Bev did not give us a
deadline, I’d like to accomplish this in the next two or three weeks.  Would you be available to meet
with SWCA next week or early the following week?  I’d like John MacIvor to assist with this and I need
to arrange for his travel schedule to accommodate this.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Jamie Sturgess
Subject: Alternatives Development
Date: 07/30/2009 09:50 AM

Hi Kathy,
 
Bev requested that SWCA more fully define or flesh out the alternatives developed to date.  She
specifically requested that we involve our sub consultants (SRK and MWH).  Before doing that, I’d like
to involve Rosemont in developing the key portions of each alternative.  Although Bev did not give us a
deadline, I’d like to accomplish this in the next two or three weeks.  Would you be available to meet
with SWCA next week or early the following week?  I’d like John MacIvor to assist with this and I need
to arrange for his travel schedule to accommodate this.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: klgraves@fs.fed.us; Art Elek; beverson@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Dale Ortman;

tfurgason@swca.com; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; Mindee Roth; Walt Keyes
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Alternatives Matrices
Date: 06/19/2009 03:02 PM

I have created a folder on WebEx title “Alternatives”.  In this folder I placed two
files: 1) Issues Resource Matrix Demonstrating the Interrelation of Impacts upon
Each Resource, and 2) Alternatives Matrix.
 
The Issues Resource Matrix is a tool that we can use to evaluate the
interrelationship of impacts on each issue and units of measure.  For example,
impacts to air quality would be a result of increased dust (as measured by pm10 and
pm2.5) and greenhouse gas emissions.  As you read across the first row, you’ll seed
that air quality impacts would also potentially affect nights skies, recreation, riparian,
plants and animals, water, reclamation plan, and soils.
 
I mentioned the Alternative Matrix table during the meeting on Wednesday.  After
the IDT understands the nature of the potential impacts, then we can fill out the
fields in this table.  This will allow us to see if the different alternatives that we have
proposed, as a result of the identification of issues, present clear trade-offs and can
stand alone. 
 
Tom Furgason

 

Here's the link to the WebEx Alternatives folder: 
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=24252>
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net; Charles Coyle; Ken Houser; Jeff Connell; Matt Petersen
Subject: Alternatives
Date: 09/29/2009 11:47 AM
Importance: High

Mindee and Bev,
 
I will be assigning the following tasks to the SWCA team today:
 

1)       Complete Bounds of Analysis
2)       Finalize Draft Affected Environment section based on the Bounds of Analysis
3)       Prepare a very brief Plan of Analysis to determine environmental consequences of each

Alternative
4)       Draft Consequences section of Chapter 3 for those sections where data and documentation

exists (e.g., grazing, plants, etc.)
5)       Identify data needs to complete Consequences section

 
I am making the following critical assumption based on our meeting yesterday:  No alternative will
include placing any material (tailings or waste rock) in any portion of Sycamore Canyon. Therefore,
there will be five (5) alternatives considered in detail in the DEIS.  These include:

1)       No Action
2)       Proposed Action
3)       Phased Tailings
4)       Scholefield/McCleary
5)       Upper Barrel Only

 
Please let me know at your earliest opportunity if you feel that SWCA specialists need to consider the
Sycamore Canyon Alternative.  Thanks.
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Alternatives
Date: 09/22/2009 04:54 PM

Kathy,
 
It is my understanding that Bev requested that Rosemont provide some information two alternatives,
Scholefield/McCleary and Upper Barrel/Sycamore.  Can you let me know your schedule to provide this
information?  Thanks.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Bcc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Alts considered but dismissed table
Date: 07/13/2009 02:50 PM

On page 5, there is a reference to 36 CFR 222 that I think should be 36 CFR 228.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Beverley Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: Alts Considered but Dismissed-Ortman
Date: 12/23/2009 02:20 PM

Bev,

 

Here's Dale's transmittal of SRK's report: <https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?
a=5&id=161633>

 

Tom
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Alts Currently being considered and eliminated
Date: 07/13/2009 01:10 PM
Attachments: Alts dismissed table_TF_MR.doc

Alts being considered_TF_MR.doc

Bev,
 
Attached are the tables of alternatives currently being considered and those that have been dismissed.
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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Draft, Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution




		Alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further evalutation



		Alternative or 


Alternative Element

		Source

		Rationale Documented by

		Rationale



		Place Tails and Waste in a horseshoe shape around Barrel Drainage

		IDT

		IDT

		In order for there to be sufficient volume, the piles would need to extend to SR83. If all of the high-land is eliminated as a water source, the Riparian area in Barrel would be starved and die. The impacts of this alternative would likely be more than the proposal. IDT Meeting 



		Transfer waste and tails to Mission mine

		Cooperators

		 RCC


IDT

		Impractical due to distance, increased impact to Santa Rita Experimental Range, energy costs, lack of existing conveyor technology. Furthermore, Mission Mine is controlled by a competing mining company. IDT Meeting





		Relocate tails & waste to West side of ridge

		public & IDT

		RCC


IDT

		Not financially feasible to haul waste rock over the ridge.  Furthermore, Rosemont Copper Company does not control enough claim area on the western slope of the Santa Rita Mts to accommodate the volume of both waste rock and tailings.



		Compensatory land designation

		IDT

		 IDT

		TBD



		Create a dome around project

		IDT

		IDT


RCC 

		Technologically infeasible.  This would require the construction of a structure that would be over a mile in diameter.  No such structure has been engineered. IDT Meeting



		Electric/trolley system or rail out of area

		IDT

		RCC

		Would require ROW access of private and state lands from the Forest boundary to near Interstate 10.  The line would result in impacts above and beyond what is currently proposed.  IDT Meeting






		Government/Forest Service purchase the mine for US future consumption

		IDT

		 IDT

		TBD



		Mining through the ridge

		IDT

		 IDT


RCC

		Would likely result in greater impacts to all issues of concern.  Infeasible due to the additional requirements to blast, haul, and dump substantially more waste rock. RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Remove ridge behind the pit

		IDT

		IDT


RCC

		Would result in greater waste rock to dispose of, larger footprint and would be visible from Sahuarita and GV. IDT.  Furthermore, this is not economically feasible because the mineralization does not extend west of the pit. RCC response table dated 4-22-09






		Keep all waste rock and tailings out of canyon bottoms

		IDT

		IDT

		Would result in placing waste rock next to SR 83. 



		Move electric underground 

		IDT

		RCC 

		This would result in greater impacts due to increased ground disturbance.  Furthermore, the line would need to be cooled by oil and would pose a greater potential for environmental damage. RCC response table dated 4-22-09






		Relocate SR 83 or portions of

		IDT

		RCC

		Outside of the jurisdiction of the Forest Service and RCC. ADOT has scheduled changes not associated with this project. RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Shorten operation

		IDT

		RCC 

		Not financially feasible. The cost to RCC would increase $500+ million for equipment such as shovels, haul trucks, milling equipment, additional infrastructure, etc.  This would also result in the need for an increased footprint for the plant facilities. IDT meeting






		Use CAP water with groundwater backup

		IDT

		 RCC

		Rosemont does not have water rights associated with CAP and can only purchase excess water allocations. Furthermore, Rosemont has already acquired legal water rights to their well-field.  RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Use Old Sonoita Hwy

		IDT

		 IDT

		Would not alleviate use of the SR83/I-10 interchange and much of SR 83 from the proposed mine to I-10.  Furthermore, the character of Old Sonoita Hwy is more of a rural arterial that serves rural homes. IDT Meeting & RCC response table dated 4-22-09






		Wet tailings

		IDT

		 IDT

		Would increase impacts to all significant issues identified during scoping, especially water resources.  Furthermore, wet tailings would require substantially more area for the tailings facility. IDT Meeting 






		Alternate mine site or ore bodies/ Mine in a different area

		public

		IDT


RCC

		Rosemont Copper Company has a legal right to access the minerals associated with their claims.  Therefore, this alternative does not meet the purpose & need for the project. Furthermore, the Forest Service is required to consider all proposals for mining that meet the requirements under 36 CFR 228 subpart A. IDT Meeting & RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Alternative processing technologies

		public

		 IDT

		This alternative is too vague to address in detail.  However, Rosemont has proposed to use contemporary mining technologies such as dry stack tailings.  RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Alternative uses of public lands 

		public

		IDT 

		Rosemont possess legal mining claims where the project is proposed.  Therefore, the Forest Service lacks the authority to deny a legally permittable mine with reasonable mitigation. IDT Meeting & RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Create a lake with CAP water on west side of Santa Ritas for recreation and process water

		public

		RCC

		Excess CAP allocations have already been purchased for ground water recharge, and lakes would not create recharge- they would create a surface area for evaporation. RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Create completely separate road access

		public

		 IDT

		Rosemont is proposing to construct a separate access road from SR 83. IDT Meeting 



		Extend mine project to 40-50 years/ Modified Time-table

		Public


IDT

		RCC

		This would increase the duration of most impacts rather than mitigate them. Furthermore, this is considered financially infeasible because the life span of most mining equipment is approximately 20 years. Therefore, this would result in the need to buy new trucks and processing equipment half way through the life of the project. IDT Meeting






		Insitu Mining

		public

		RCC

		This is technically infeasible because it will not work on a sulfide ore body.  Furthermore, this technique has never been commercially proven. RCC response table dated 4-22-09






		Limited Project- limit to fee simple and patented mining claims

		public

		RCC

		The largest contiguous parcel of land consists of a combination of both Patented Land and BLM land and is located north and west of the pit area. After evaluating storage volume of this area, it would fit, at the most, 852 million cubic yards. This is insufficient for this operation. RCC letter dated 5-29-09 with figures in support of statement. 



		Mechanical conveyance of ore to rail head/ Rail or Trolley transport of ore, spoils and tailings out of area 




		Public


IDT

		 RCC

		Technically infeasible because no existing conveyor technology exists for the size of conveyor that would be needed. Furthermore, RCC does not control right-of-way or land from the proposed project site to the nearest rail head in southern Tucson. Financially infeasible, may not be possible to get approval for pipeline to connect at current port, cost prohibitive to acquire the right-of-way.  IDT Meeting






		Mine in a different location

		public

		 IDT

		Rosemont Copper Company has a legal right to access the minerals associated with their claims.  Furthermore, the Forest Service is required to consider all proposals for mining that meet the requirements under CFR 36.222.



		On-site high pressure high temperature leaching technology 

		public

		 RCC

		This is technically infeasible because it will not work on a sulfide ore body.  Furthermore, this technique has never been commercially proven. RCC response table dated 4-22-09






		Reclamation- create a lake out of pit

		public

		 IDT

		A lake created in the pit during reclamation would not be safe for recreational boaters.  Therefore, it would serve no purpose. RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Reclamation with Solar Farm

		public

		RCC 

		Rosemont willing to explore this idea; however, this alternative element does not create a trade off between impacts to different resources. RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Relocate Tails and overburden to other Green Valley mines, Twin Buttes Mine

		public

		RCC 

		Impractical due to distance, increased impact to Santa Rita Experimental Range, energy costs, lack of existing conveyor technology. Furthermore, these mines are controlled by competing mining companies. RCC response table dated 4-22-09






		Remove all tails from public land

		public

		 RCC

		Not financially feasible due to the volume of tailings. RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Re-open closed copper mines

		public

		RCC

		Rosemont does not own any of these other operations. RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Ship tailings to Canada

		public

		 RCC

		 This is not financially feasible. 



		Sublevel caving mining- Vertical Crater Retreat 

		public

		RCC

		The type of ore body owned by Rosemont is not conducive to this type of mining.  RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Suspend mining during high winds, extreme drought, excellent "seeing condition" and/or at night/ Daytime operations only

		Public


IDT

		RCC

		This is technically infeasible because machines can't be turned off easily/daily.  Processes are continuous flow processes which are not amenable to being shut down daily.  Furthermore, due to large capital costs, it is financially infeasible not to operate the mine 24 hours a day.  This is the standard practice for large, open pit mines. RCC response table dated 4-22-09






		Switch proposed primary and secondary access roads/ Loop road circulation system/ In from 83 out through Santa Rita Rd/Expand and use secondary access

		Public


IDT

		 IDT


RCC

		Impacts resulting from the combination of the construction of a road over Gun Site Pass sufficient to support primary access and impacts resulting from additional traffic through the Town of Sahuarita would likely create additional impacts to that which are already proposed. The west access road would have to be completely upgraded to handle loaded traffic in either direction. The overall impact of this would be greater than the proposal IDT Meeting & RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Tunnel through the Santa Ritas

		public

		RCC

		While some utilities could be located in a tunnel through the upper portion of the Santa Ritas, it would be cost prohibitive to mine the ore body via a tunnel. IDT Meeting & RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Underground mine

		public

		RCC

		Ore grades are not high enough to sustain economic viable underground operation. This would also not significantly reduce the amount of tails or waste. RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Use Box Canyon road

		public

		 IDT

		Construction of a road in Box Canyon, suitable for large trucks, would likely disproportionately increase impacts to popular recreation areas, sensitive riparian areas and animal species, and population centers such as Green Valley. IDT Meeting






		Use CAP water  

		public

		 RCC

		CAP not reliable source. Outside of the jurisdiction of the Forest Service to require this of Rosemont.  Furthermore, Rosemont has already acquired legal water rights to their well-field.   IDT Meeting & RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Use Helvetia Mine road

		public

		 IDT

		Impacts resulting from the combination of the construction of a road over Gun Site Pass sufficient to support primary access and impacts resulting from additional traffic through the Town of Sahuarita would likely create additional impacts beyond those which are already proposed. Cooperators & IDT Meeting






		Use high pressure/high temperature leaching

		public

		RCC

		Because of low acid generation (pyrite) of the ore, it is not amenable to the high pressure concentrate leach method. RCC response table dated 4-22-09






		Use ocean water for operations

		public

		RCC

		This would require infrastructure that would make the project financially infeasible. RCC response table dated 4-22-09






		Use of solar, wind, natural gas or geothermal energy

		public

		RCC

		TEP is required to use a 15% of renewable energy by 2015 (?) and Rosemont has proposed solar in MPO. RCC response table dated 4-22-09






		Use Rosemont Junction road

		public

		 RCC

		 



		Use sinking mine shafts to subterranean levels

		public

		RCC

		Not suitable for this type of ore body, the ore is disseminated rather than in veins or isolated zones. RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Land Exchange

		public & IDT

		IDT


RCC

		Doesn't meet the Purpose & Need and doesn't decrease impacts. May also be outside Forest Supervisor signing authority IDT Meeting & RCC response table dated 4-22-09



		Rail transport of ore, spoils and tailings

		public & IDT

		RCC

		Financially infeasible, may not be possible to get approval for pipeline to connect at current port, cost prohibitive to acquire the right-of-way.  IDT Meeting



		Use gray water

		public & IDT

		 RCC

		Not able to gain legal access to this water, Sahuarita uses theirs and Green Valley leased all of theirs to private party for foreseeable future. IDT Meeting



		Use waste rock for industrial uses

		public & IDT

		 RCC

		Has been tried at Sacaton and there has not been enough demand to reduce any impacts. IDT Meeting 



		Backfill, Continuous Backfill or Partial Backfill

		public & tribes

		IDT 


RCC

		It will take 20 years to excavate the pit, 15 to refill; effects to most resources will increase in duration, result in questionable stability, increased resource use (fuel), concurrent reclamation would not occur, effects likely to be worse than Proposed Action. Furthermore, the configuration of the ore body doesn't allow for a continuous backfill like a coal bed. IDT Meeting & RCC response table dated 4-22-09






		Use Cienega

		 

		 IDT

		Financially infeasible to move the operations to Las Cienegas.  IDT Meeting
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		Alternatives currently under consideration



		Alternative 




		Source

		Issue Driver(s)

		Notes



		Proposed Action

		RCC

		NA

		Fully described in the 2007 MPO and supporting documents



		No Action 




		CEQ Regs

		NA

		



		Rosemont’s Alternative Responsive to Public Comments


Includes:


· Modified stormwater management around the tailings facility and additional drains through the waste and tails (instead of the Central Drain), Increase number and size of stormwater retention ponds, Realign pit diversion for water mgmt in area of upper pit elevation

· Reconfiguration of key plant facilities to better contain contaminants in the event of failure and enhance facility stability

· Tailing storage staging to consolidate water mgmt system

· Reorientation of haul roads (may only be mitigation)


· Change Access Road alignment


· Phasing the placement of tailings


· Realign west service road and utility corridor to maintain recreation access



		RCC


(July 2008)

		Water


Air


Heritage

		



		Tailings Facility located in Sycamore Canyon.  Tailings would be conveyed via a slurry line and then dewatered at a filtering facility in the canyon.  Rock to create the buttress around the tailings would be quarried in the vicinity. Recovered water would be piped back over the ridge.


Waste and Heap Leach Facility would be located in Upper Barrel Canyon and Upper McCleary Canyon



		Public


IDT

		Heritage Recreation

Riparian 

Visual




		 



		Tailings Facility in Scholefield Canyon with Waste Rock and Heap Leach Facility in McCleary Canyon

		public & cooperators

		Heritage Recreation

Riparian 

Visual




		



		Tailings and Waste Rock Facilities only in Barrel Canyon, leaving McCleary Canyon open




		

		Riparian 

Visual




		



		Alternative Elements




		

		 

		 



		One Right-of-Way for utilities and roads

		IDT

		Land Use 

		 



		Conveyor belt transport of tails 

		public & IDT

		Air ? 

		



		Dam in Barrel Canyon

		public & IDT

		 

		This will eliminate water being released into barrel drainage and provides no operational value. However, ADWR has not ever given the FS surface water rights, resevoir could harbor invasive species



		Hydrological conveyance of wet ore to west side



		public

		Transportation

		



		Expand size of tailing filter plant

		Rosemont

		 

		May not be an alternative element.



		Realign East access to facilitate overlook of project site



		Rosemont

		 

		 



		Relocate raffinate pond to utilize gravity flow



		Rosemont

		 

		 



		Relocate thickeners to minimize potential for differential settling



		Rosemont

		 Noise

		



		Sequenced blasting



		Rosemont

		 

		 Likely to be mitigation



		Submerge fill for fuel tanks



		Rosemont

		 Air

		 Likely to be mitigation





�This is repetitive of bullet 2
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth
Cc: Reta Laford; Debby Kriegel; Salek Shafiqullah; Dale Ortman PE; Kathy Arnold;

jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Annandale's site visit
Date: 11/19/2009 03:31 PM

Mindee,

Kathy called this morning to inform me that their representative would late to today’s meeting.  I took
the opportunity to ask her about using Singing Valley Ranch next Tuesday and possibly some of the
graphics they use for discussing geology.  Kathy suggested that Jeff Cornoyer could be available to
attend the site visit (Debby confirmed attendance yesterday and again today).  This works out very well
because we could have Rosemont’s consultants meet with SWCA’s Subconsultants in the presence of
the Coronado Staff.   This should turn out to be a very productive meeting because Jeff may be the
best person to discuss the technical details surrounding the geologic structures associated with the
Rosemont deposit.
 
Please let me know if you have any issues with this arrangement. 
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Tom Furgason
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Cc: Reta Laford; Debby Kriegel; Salek Shafiqullah; Dale Ortman PE; Kathy Arnold;

jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Annandale's site visit
Date: 11/19/2009 03:31 PM

Mindee,

Kathy called this morning to inform me that their representative would late to today’s meeting.  I took
the opportunity to ask her about using Singing Valley Ranch next Tuesday and possibly some of the
graphics they use for discussing geology.  Kathy suggested that Jeff Cornoyer could be available to
attend the site visit (Debby confirmed attendance yesterday and again today).  This works out very well
because we could have Rosemont’s consultants meet with SWCA’s Subconsultants in the presence of
the Coronado Staff.   This should turn out to be a very productive meeting because Jeff may be the
best person to discuss the technical details surrounding the geologic structures associated with the
Rosemont deposit.
 
Please let me know if you have any issues with this arrangement. 
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: jrigg@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Rochelle Desser; Reta Laford
Subject: Another project timeline
Date: 02/09/2010 04:18 PM
Attachments: 20100209_realistic_timeline_draft_mindee.xlsx

As agreed with Jonathan today for SWCA/FS discussion, here is my roughed out
project schedule.  It is still squeeky tight at nearly every step...  

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Rochelle Desser/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

Sheet1

		ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT TIMELINE

				2010																								2011

		Task		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		June		July		Aug		Sept		Oct 		Nov		Dec		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		June

		SWCA DEIS prep		XXXX		XX

		Forest DEIS review and comment 2/15-2/26				    XX

		Finalize Alternatives 3/19						   X

		SWCA DEIS prep						    XX

		Forest DEIS review and comment 3/29-4/7								XX

		SWCA incorporate Forest comments								  XX

		RO, Coop Agency, Rosemont 3 week DEIS review and comment 4/16-5/7								      X		XX

		SWCA incorporate comments, finalize DEIS										 XXX

		GPO printing 30 days 5/16-6/16										        X		XXX

		EPA copies, drafting of NOA												      XX

		NOA, 90-day comment period 7/2-9/30												        		XXXX		XXXX		XXXX

		FEIS and ROD (current timeframe) 12/30/10																								        X

		                            Draft Deliberative Product                                                                                                                                mroth 02/09/2010                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
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From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Terry Chute; sgriset@swca.com; William B Gillespie; Melinda D Roth; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: another question about Rosemont Analysis
Date: 08/05/2010 04:07 PM
Attachments: 9th Cir. Te Moak.pdf

Bev,

Bill G, Suzanne G, and I have been trying to figure out how best to define the area
of consideration for cumulative effects, realizing that it can vary, depending on the
resource.  Our current best guess would be to define it around the Santa Cruz
watershed north of the Int'l Boundary, e.g. roughly the ridge of the Tumacacoris on
the west, the Huachucas, Whetstones, and Rincons on the east (and I'm not sure
what we kicked around for the north boundary).  However, we've heard other ideas
from various sources, including cooperating agencies.  Our regional heritage leader
recently sent out a 9th circuit court case that faulted the BLM for inadequate
consideration of cumulative effects on cultural resources and Native American
religious concerns (below).  We can make sure to avoid the particular mistakes
made in that case, but still points out that maybe it'd be good if someone with
Experience or even Expertise in defining areas of cumulative effect regarding
heritage & tribal issues was available for questioning.  I'll check with our regional
heritage leader to see if he knows of anyone, but if Tom or Terry have some info
about this, we'd be happy to hear it. 

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/05/2010 03:04 PM

To "Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>

cc "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Re: Bounds of Analysis Question Regarding Utility

CorridorsRosemont IDT please read, and respond 

The MPO proposes a utility corridor over Lopez Pass on the N, NW side

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568540050AF40/0/8E801E239D591C30852577760065B423
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Roger Flynn, Jeffery C. Parsons, Western Mining Action
Project, Lyons, Colorado, for petitioners Te-Moak Tribe of
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Project, and Great Basin Mine Watch.
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Department of Justice, Washington, DC, John Steiger, Of
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dents United States Department of the Interior; Robert V.
Abbey, State Director; Gail G. Givens, Assistant Field Man-
ager, Battle Mountain Field Office; Clinton R. Oke, Assistant
Field Manager, Elko Field Office; United States Bureau of
Land Management.


Robert Tuchman, Thomas F. Cope, Linnea Brown, Holme
Roberts & Owen LLP, Denver, Colorado, W. Chris Wicker,
Woodburn and Wedge, Reno, Nevada, for respondent-
intervenor Cortez Gold Mines.


OPINION


PAEZ, Circuit Judge: 


Te-Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone of Nevada, a
federally-recognized Indian tribe (“the Tribe”), the Western
Shoshone Defense Project (“WSDP”),1 and Great Basin Mine
Watch (“GBMW”)2 (collectively,“Plaintiffs”) appeal the dis-
trict court’s denial of their motion for summary judgment, and
the grant of summary judgment to the Department of the Inte-
rior (“DOI”), the Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”), sev-
eral officers of the BLM, and intervenor Cortez Gold Mines,
Inc. (“Cortez”) (collectively, “Defendants”).3 Plaintiffs con-


1The Western Shoshone National Counsel created WSDP “to protect
and preserve Western Shoshone rights and homelands for present and
future generations based upon cultural and spiritual traditions.” 


2GBMW describes itself as “a coalition of environmentalists, ranchers,
and Native Americans dedicated to reforming the hardrock mining indus-
try and the agencies that regulate them to protect the land, air, water and
Native American resources of the Great Basin.” 


3We have jurisdiction to review both the grant of summary judgment to
Defendants and the denial of summary judgment to Plaintiffs, because
“[t]he grant of summary judgment [to the Defendants] is a final order
. . . .” Rogers v. County of San Joaquin, 487 F.3d 1288, 1294 (9th Cir.
2007) (citing Jones-Hamilton Co. v. Beazer Materials & Servs., Inc., 973
F.2d 688, 694 (9th Cir. 1992)). 
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tend that the BLM’s approval of Cortez’s amendment to a
plan of operations for an existing mineral exploration project
in Nevada violated the National Environmental Policy Act
(“NEPA”), the National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”),
and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(“FLPMA”). We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
§ 1291. We affirm the district court with respect to Plaintiffs’
NHPA and FLPMA claims, and we reverse and remand for
further proceedings with respect to one of their NEPA claims.


I. Factual and Procedural Background


This appeal involves Cortez’s proposal to amend the plan
of operations for an existing mineral exploration project, the
Horse Canyon/Cortez Unified Exploration Project (“the HC/
CUEP”), located in Lander and Eureka Counties in northeast-
ern Nevada.4 The BLM approved the original plan of opera-
tions for the HC/CUEP in 2001.5 Pursuant to the 2001 plan of
operations, Cortez conducted exploration activities in a
30,548-acre area designated for the project (“project area”).


The HC/CUEP, in its original and amended plans, is a
phased exploration project. Phase I includes 150 drill sites, as
close as 200 feet apart, to determine what minerals are in the
target areas. Depending on what Cortez discovers, it may
move into Phase II of the HC/CUEP, in which there are about
125 drill sites, with three or more drill rigs working in close
proximity to one another. Finally, if Cortez chooses to con-
tinue exploring, it may move into Phase III, in which Cortez


4Although exploration activities under the HC/CUEP may eventually
lead to a mining project, the BLM has yet to authorize actual mining in
the project area. 


5The BLM approved the original HC/CUEP plan of operations as an
amendment to the Horse Canyon Exploration Project. The HC/CUEP
added 16,430 acres to the Horse Canyon Exploration Project by joining it
with the Cortez Gold Mine Expansion Project, for a total project area of
30,548 acres. 
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can use approximately 100 drill holes within the Phase II drill
sites’ footprints. 


Under the original HC/CUEP plan of operations, Cortez
was permitted to disturb a total of 50 acres of land within the
entire project area over the course of all three phases of the
project. In July 2003, Cortez proposed an amendment to the
HC/CUEP plan of operations (“the Amendment”) that would
permit Cortez to disturb a total of 250 acres throughout the
project area—five times the amount approved by the BLM for
the original project. Under the Amendment, Cortez’s explora-
tion would proceed according to the same phased operations
as outlined in the original HC/CUEP plan of operations, and
Cortez could not disturb more than 50 acres at any given time.
Cortez estimated that the HC/CUEP as amended would last
five years. 


Cortez’s exploration activities under the HC/CUEP repre-
sent only a small part of a long history of exploration and
mining activities in this area of Nevada. Active mining opera-
tions have existed since the 1860s, and the mining industry
continues to explore the area for further mineral deposits. In
addition to the HC/CUEP, Cortez currently operates a number
of mines in the area, and Cortez has plans to develop in the
near future two mineral deposits as the Pediment/Cortez Hills
Mine Project (“the Pediment/Cortez Hills project”).6 


After Cortez proposed the Amendment in July 2003, the


6Cortez first discovered a mineral deposit on the western pediment of
Mount Tenabo (“the Pediment Deposit”) in 1993, before the approval of
the original HC/CUEP. Cortez originally submitted a proposed plan of
operations for the development of the Pediment Deposit in January 2001.
The Pediment Deposit is located within the original project area. As part
of the approval process for mining the Pediment Deposit, the BLM com-
missioned cultural surveys and studies of the area. Before the BLM com-
pleted the approval process, Cortez discovered another deposit in Cortez
Hills and sought approval from the BLM to mine the Pediment Deposit
and the deposit in Cortez Hills as one project. 
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BLM prepared an Environmental Assessment (“EA”) pursu-
ant to NEPA, assessing the environmental and cultural
resources of the project area and the potential impacts on the
environment. The EA “tiered” to, and thus incorporated, pre-
vious environmental impact statements and environmental
assessments, including those for the original HC/CUEP and
for the South Pipeline Project, another mining project located
near the project area.7 


Although miners have been mining this area for genera-
tions, Native Americans have been there much longer.
According to their oral history, Te-Moak and other Western
Shoshone tribes have inhabited this area since time immemo-
rial, and their religion and culture is inextricably linked to the
landscape of the area. The project area is located on their
ancestral lands.8 Mount Tenabo, located within the project
area, is considered a traditional locus of power and source of
life for the Western Shoshone, and figures in creation stories
and world renewal. The top of Mount Tenabo is used by the
Western Shoshone for prayer and meditation and although
mining activities have impeded this practice, the association
of the top of the mountain to Western Shoshone beliefs, cus-
toms, and practices remains. The project area also contains
many pinyon pine trees, a source of pine nuts that were once
a key component of the Western Shoshone diet and remain a
focal point of Western Shoshone culture and ceremony.
Although mining has impeded the collection of pine nuts,
remnant stands of pinyon pine continue to be used as tradi-
tional family gathering areas by contemporary Western Sho-
shone. Finally, because of the Tribe’s burial traditions, the
ancestors of the Western Shoshone are likely buried through-
out the project area. 


7“Tiering refers to the coverage of general matters in broader environ-
mental impact statements . . . with subsequent narrower statements or
environmental analyses . . . incorporating by reference the general discus-
sions and concentrating solely on the issues specific to the statement sub-
sequently prepared.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.28. 


8There is no reservation land in the project area. 
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As a result of the Western Shoshone’s undisputed connec-
tion to the land, the BLM has consulted with the Tribe, as
required by NEPA and the NHPA, about sites of cultural and
religious significance in areas slated for exploration and min-
ing, including areas covered by the HC/CUEP, its predecessor
project (the Horse Canyon Exploration Project), and the Pedi-
ment Project. This consultation led the BLM to designate two
sites within the project area as “properties of cultural and reli-
gious importance” or “PCRIs” that are eligible for inclusion
on the National Register of Historic Places: (1) Horse Canyon
and (2) the top of Mount Tenabo and the “White Cliffs” of
Mount Tenabo. 


The BLM sent a letter to the Tribe about the Amendment
one year after the BLM received Cortez’s proposal in July
2003. The BLM noted that there was already extensive docu-
mentation of traditional, cultural, and spiritual use sites within
or near the project area, but asked the Tribe for help in identi-
fying any additional concerns and in developing any alterna-
tives or methods that might eliminate or reduce potential
adverse impacts. The Tribe did not respond to this letter. 


About one month after soliciting the Tribe’s input, the
BLM submitted the draft EA for public comment on Septem-
ber 1, 2004, and sent the Tribe a copy to review. Although the
BLM attempted to contact the Tribe by telephone in the mid-
dle of September to ascertain whether the Tribe would be
commenting on the EA, the Tribe did not respond to those
calls. WSDP and GBMW, however, did contact the BLM in
early October regarding the proposed action and requested
information on the BLM’s consultation with the Western Sho-
shone and the location of drill holes, access roads, and other
details of the project. The BLM responded on October 20,
2004, but did not provide the organizations with the requested
project details. 


The BLM could not provide the organizations with the pre-
cise locations of the project’s exploration activities because
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they were not specified in the proposed Amendment’s plan of
operations. Instead, the BLM conditionally approved the
Amendment, requiring Cortez to provide detailed maps prior
to surface-disturbing activities and to follow specific avoid-
ance measures to protect cultural resources. The BLM issued
a Decision Record (“DR”) and Finding of No Significant
Impact (“FONSI”) (together a “DR/FONSI”) on October 22,
2004. 


Plaintiffs petitioned the State Director of the BLM for
review of the BLM’s DR/FONSI on November 24, 2004.
After granting Plaintiffs’ request for review, the State Direc-
tor met with the Te-Moak Tribal Chairman, Te-Moak’s coun-
sel, and other representatives from the Tribe, WSDP, and
GBMW, and also considered arguments from Cortez. After
completing his review, the State Director affirmed a modified
version of the DR/FONSI that imposed additional mitigation
measures. One such modification was an exclusion zone pro-
tocol to protect PCRIs eligible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places. 


Dissatisfied with the State Director’s modified DR/FONSI,
Plaintiffs sought judicial review of the BLM’s action in May
2005 by filing suit against the DOI, the BLM, and several
BLM officers under the Administrative Procedure Act (APA).
See 5 U.S.C. § 551 et seq. The district court subsequently
granted Cortez’s motion to intervene. Ultimately, the parties
filed cross-motions for summary judgment. Concluding that
the BLM had complied with NEPA, the NHPA, and the
FLPMA, the district court granted Defendants’ motion for
summary judgment and denied Plaintiffs’ motion for sum-
mary judgment. Plaintiffs timely appealed.


II. Discussion


Plaintiffs argue that the BLM’s approval of the Amendment
violated NEPA, the NHPA, and the FLPMA. We review de
novo a district court’s grant and denial of summary judgment.
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Or. Natural Res. Council v. Lowe, 109 F.3d 521, 526 (9th Cir.
1997). Pursuant to the APA, our task is to determine whether
the agency’s final action was “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse
of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law . . . .”
5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A); see also Or. Natural Desert Ass’n v.
Bureau of Land Mgmt., 531 F.3d 1114, 1140 (9th Cir. 2008).
Here, we review the modified DR/FONSI issued by the BLM
State Director, which is the final agency action. See 43 C.F.R.
§ 3809.809(b). 


The arbitrary and capricious standard “requires us to ensure
that an agency has taken the requisite hard look at the envi-
ronmental consequences of its proposed action, carefully
reviewing the record to ascertain whether the agency decision
is founded on a reasoned evaluation of the relevant factors.”
Greenpeace Action v. Franklin, 14 F.3d 1324, 1332 (9th Cir.
1992) (internal quotation marks and citations omitted).


A. National Environmental Policy Act


[1] We first consider Plaintiffs’ argument that the BLM’s
approval of the Amendment violated NEPA. NEPA imposes
a procedural requirement “(1) to ensure the agency will have
detailed information on significant environmental impacts
when it makes its decisions; and (2) to guarantee that this
information will be available to a larger audience.” Inland
Empire Pub. Lands Council v. U.S. Forest Serv., 88 F.3d 754,
758 (9th Cir. 1996). The NEPA procedures used by agencies
“must insure that environmental information is available to
public officials and citizens before decisions are made and
before actions are taken.” 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b). “The NEPA
process is intended to help public officials make decisions
that are based on understanding of environmental conse-
quences, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance
the environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(c). Pursuant to these
goals, NEPA requires federal agencies to prepare an environ-
mental impact statement (“EIS”) for all “major Federal
actions significantly affecting the quality of the human envi-
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ronment . . . .” 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C). An agency may first
prepare an EA, however, to determine whether it must prepare
an EIS or may issue a FONSI. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(a)(1). If the
agency issues a FONSI, then it may proceed with the pro-
posed action. Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Ctr. v. Bureau of
Land Mgmt., 387 F.3d 989, 993 (9th Cir. 2004). 


Here, the BLM prepared an EA, concluded on the basis of
the EA’s findings that the Amendment would not significantly
affect the environment, and issued a DR/FONSI. As noted
above, after Plaintiffs objected, the BLM State Director
affirmed the DR/FONSI with modifications that imposed an
exclusion zone protocol, in addition to the avoidance mea-
sures imposed in the original DR/FONSI, to protect PCRIs
eligible for listing on the National Register. Plaintiffs chal-
lenge the BLM’s modified DR/FONSI on the grounds that (1)
the BLM failed to take a “hard look” at the Amendment’s cul-
tural and environmental impacts because it approved all three
phases of the Amendment without obtaining sufficient infor-
mation about each particular phase of exploration activities;
(2) the BLM did not conduct sufficient analysis of reasonable
alternatives; and (3) the BLM did not conduct sufficient anal-
ysis of cumulative impacts. We consider these arguments in
turn.


1. Failure to Take a “Hard Look” at Cultural and
Environmental Impacts


Plaintiffs argue that the BLM failed to take a “hard look”
at the Amendment’s effects—specifically, effects on Western
Shoshone cultural resources—because it approved all three
phases of the Amendment without knowing the precise loca-
tions of the project’s activities, such as drill sites, access
roads, and support facilities. Plaintiffs contend that, without
these details, the BLM neither conducted a “hard look” analy-
sis of the project, nor adequately informed the public of the
potential impacts of the project, as NEPA requires. The BLM
and Cortez argue that, in light of the exploratory nature of the
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project, the BLM’s analysis and decision comply with NEPA.
They argue that the BLM sufficiently analyzed the potential
impact that the project could have and imposed avoidance and
mitigation measures that account for any unpredictable
impacts on cultural resources. 


[2] Although we have not previously reviewed the BLM’s
approval of a phased exploration project, the Interior Board of
Land Appeals (“IBLA”) reviewed a similar NEPA challenge
to a phased exploration project in Great Basin Mine Watch,
159 IBLA 324 (2003).9 Similar to the situation here, in Great
Basin Mine Watch, a mining company submitted to the BLM
a proposal to expand an earlier exploration project. The pro-
posed expansion would disturb an additional 95.55 acres of
land for a total of 100 acres, within a 3,336-acre project area.
Id. at 327, 331. The BLM analyzed the proposed amendment
without specific details regarding the location of the Phase II
and III operations. Id. at 327. The IBLA determined that the
BLM’s failure to include details for phases other than the first
phase of the project did not violate NEPA, because “BLM
compensate[d] for the omission of precise sites for future
activities by analyzing the impacts of approximately 95.55
acres of additional surface disturbance anywhere within the
project area and imposing resource-specific stipulations and
mitigation measures for all activities throughout the entire
project area.” Id. at 354. 


[3] We agree with the IBLA that the BLM, in some cases,
may adapt its assessment of environmental impacts when the
specific locations of an exploration project’s activities cannot
reasonably be ascertained until some time after the project is
approved. NEPA’s ultimate focus is on the assessment of
environmental impacts and a project’s details are usually a
means to that end. An exploration project, however, inher-
ently involves uncertainties; if mining companies knew the


9As we discuss below, the plaintiffs in Great Basin Mine Watch also
challenged a phased exploration project under the NHPA and the FLPMA.
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precise location of mineral deposits before drilling, explora-
tion would not be required. In approving mineral exploration
projects, the BLM must balance these uncertainties with its
duty under NEPA to analyze possible environmental impacts.
The IBLA’s approach in Great Basin Mine Watch strikes an
appropriate balance by holding that the BLM may approve an
exploration project without knowing the exact locations of
drill sites and other project activities. In order to do so, the
BLM must analyze the impact of drilling activities in all parts
of the project area and impose effective avoidance and mitiga-
tion measures to account for unknown impacts. 


We recognize that in Great Basin Mine Watch, unlike here,
the mining company provided the BLM with access road and
drill site locations for Phase I. See 159 IBLA at 347. We do
not believe, however, that this deficiency renders the BLM’s
approval of the Amendment unreasonable. Phase I exploration
activities, like those for Phases II and III, are uncertain by
design because Cortez must adjust the location of drilling
throughout the course of Phase I. Here, as in Great Basin
Mine Watch, the BLM was provided with dimensions of drill
sites and access roads, the methods used to construct them,
and the total surface disturbance area that would result from
the Amendment. With this information, the BLM assessed the
potential impacts from all three phases that might occur
throughout the project area. 


[4] Additionally, as in Great Basin Mine Watch, the BLM
imposed effective avoidance and mitigation measures to pro-
tect Western Shoshone cultural resources from impacts result-
ing from all three phases of the Amendment. In the modified
DR/FONSI, the BLM State director outlined these measures,
which prevent Cortez from disturbing land in exclusion zones
around PCRIs that are eligible for inclusion on the National
Register unless later authorized to do so by the BLM. Accord-
ingly, before beginning exploration activities, Cortez must
submit 1:24,000 scale maps of the areas to be disturbed. Cor-
tez may start exploration activities only if past surveys show
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that no cultural resources are in the area. If the BLM deter-
mines that a Class III cultural resources survey is needed, an
archaeologist and a Native American observer will survey the
land and make recommendations.10 If Cortez finds previously
undiscovered cultural resources while conducting exploration
activities, it must cease activities within 100 meters of the dis-
covery until the BLM determines whether or not the site is
eligible for the National Register and should thus be protected
by an exclusion zone. The BLM will delineate exclusion
zones to surround any newly discovered sites that might be
eligible for inclusion on the National Register.


[5] These measures compensate for Cortez’s inability to
identify the locations of drill sites and related activities for
Phases I through III before beginning exploration activities,
provide for phased assessment of areas not yet surveyed for
cultural resources at a Class III level, and permit the BLM to
protect cultural resources when so required by law. We there-
fore conclude that the BLM did not violate NEPA by approv-
ing the Amendment without knowing the precise locations of
drill sites, access roads, and other project activities for Phases
I through III.


10The BLM uses different types of surveys to evaluate areas for the
presence of cultural resources. A Class I survey is “a professionally pre-
pared study that includes a compilation and analysis of all reasonably
available cultural resource data and literature, and a management-focused,
interpretative, narrative overview, and synthesis of the data.” BLM Man-
ual, 8110 — Identifying and Evaluating Cultural Resources 8110.21A.1
(Rel. 8-73, 12/03/04) available at http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/
medialib/blm/wo/Planning_and_Renewable_Resources/coop_agencies/cr_
publications.Par.44865.File.dat/Binder2-2.pdf (last visited June 11, 2010).
A Class II survey is a “probabilistic field survey” or “statistically based
sample survey” that “aid[s] in characterizing the probable density, diver-
sity, and distribution of cultural properties in an area . . . . ” Id.
8110.21B.1. A Class III survey is an “[i]ntensive” survey that involves “a
professionally conducted, thorough pedestrian survey of an entire target
area . . . intended to locate and record all historic properties” and that
“provides managers and cultural resource specialists with a complete
record of cultural properties.” Id. 8110.21C.1, 8110.21C.3. 
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2. Failure to Consider Reasonable Alternatives


[6] Plaintiffs also argue that the BLM violated NEPA
because the agency’s discussion of reasonable alternatives in
the Amendment’s EA is inadequate. “The purpose of NEPA
is to require disclosure of relevant environmental consider-
ations that were given a ‘hard look’ by the agency, and
thereby to permit informed public comment on proposed
action and any choices or alternatives that might be pursued
with less environmental harm.” Lands Council v. Powell, 395
F.3d 1019, 1027 (9th Cir. 2005); see 42 U.S.C. § 4332(E)
(requiring agencies to “study, develop, and describe appropri-
ate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any pro-
posal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning
alternative uses of available resources”). Agencies are
required to consider alternatives in both EISs and EAs and
must give full and meaningful consideration to all reasonable
alternatives. Native Ecosystems Council v. U.S. Forest Serv.,
428 F.3d 1233, 1245 (9th Cir. 2005); see also 40 C.F.R.
§ 1508.9(b). “The existence of a viable but unexamined alter-
native renders an environmental impact statement inade-
quate.” Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, 956 F.2d
1508, 1519 (9th Cir. 1992) (quoting Citizens for a Better Hen-
derson v. Hodel, 768 F.2d 1051, 1057 (9th Cir. 1985)). 


[7] Plaintiffs first argue that the BLM should have consid-
ered the alternative of approving only Phase I of the Amend-
ment, rather than approving all three phases of the project, or
that the BLM should have considered an alternative “where
the operator would be required to at least set forth up-front its
Phase I plans.” As discussed earlier, given the uncertainty of
the exploration activities, the BLM imposed mitigation mea-
sures designed to adequately protect cultural resources in all
phases of the Amendment. “NEPA does not require a separate
analysis of alternatives which are not significantly distin-
guishable from alternatives actually considered, or which
have substantially similar consequences.” Headwaters, Inc. v.
Bureau of Land Mgmt., 914 F.2d 1174, 1181 (9th Cir. 1990)
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(citing N. Plains Res. Council v. Lujan, 874 F.2d 661, 666
(9th Cir. 1989)). Because of the mitigation measures, the
environmental consequences of approving only the first phase
of the project versus all three phases are substantially similar;
therefore, the BLM was not required to address this alterna-
tive in the EA. 


[8] Plaintiffs next argue that the BLM violated NEPA by
failing to seriously analyze any alternative except Cortez’s
chosen project. Specifically, Plaintiffs argue that the BLM’s
analysis of the No Action Alternative was insufficient because
it consisted of only one paragraph.11 Plaintiffs’ argument is
not persuasive. Although brief, the BLM’s discussion was
sufficient because the No Action Alternative maintains the
status quo, i.e. the original HC/CUEP plan of operations. The
Amendment’s EA tiered to the EA for the original HC/CUEP,
in which the direct impacts of the exploration activities were
analyzed. See N. Idaho Cmty. Action Network v. U.S. DOT,
545 F.3d 1147, 1153 (9th Cir. 2008) (“[A]n agency’s obliga-
tion to consider alternatives under an EA is a lesser one than
under an EIS. . . . [W]ith an EA, an agency only is required
to include a brief discussion of reasonable alternatives.” (cita-
tions and internal quotation marks omitted)).


3. Failure to Assess Cumulative Impacts


[9] Plaintiffs finally contend that the BLM’s cumulative
impact analysis in the Amendment’s EA was insufficient.
“NEPA requires that where ‘several actions have a cumulative
. . . environmental effect, this consequence must be consid-
ered in an EIS.’ ” Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. U.S. For-


11Plaintiffs also suggest that the BLM violated NEPA by considering
only two actions—the proposed plan and the No Action Alternative. There
is no merit to this argument. In Native Ecosystems, we stated that “[t]o the
extent that [Plaintiff] is complaining that having only two final alternatives
—no action and a preferred alternative—violates [NEPA’s] regulatory
scheme, a plain reading of the regulations dooms that argument.” 428 F.3d
at 1246. 
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est Serv., 137 F.3d 1372, 1378 (9th Cir. 1998) (quoting City
of Tenakee Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308, 1312 (9th Cir.
1990)); see 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(c)(3). We also require that an
EA fully address cumulative environmental effects or “cumu-
lative impacts.” See, e.g., Kern v. BLM, 284 F.3d 1062, 1076
(9th Cir. 2002) (“Given that so many more EAs are prepared
than EISs, adequate consideration of cumulative effects
requires that EAs address them fully.” (quoting Council on
Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects
Under the National Environmental Policy Act 4 (Jan. 1997),
also available at http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/
ccenepa.htm (last visited June 11, 2010) (emphasis added))).
“Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the action when added
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions . . . . Cumulative impacts can result from individually
minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.


Here, the BLM designated an area in which it needed to
analyze the Amendment’s cumulative impacts (“the cumula-
tive effects area”). The Pediment/Cortez Hills project is a pro-
posed mining operation located within the cumulative effects
area. The BLM acknowledged in the Amendment’s EA that
the Pediment/Cortez Hills project was a “reasonably foresee-
able activity.” The BLM’s knowledge of the Pediment/Cortez
Hills project in 2004 can also be reasonably inferred by its
December 2005 publication of a “Notice of Intent to Prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement to Analyze the Proposed
Amendment to the Pipeline/South Pipeline Plan of Operations
(NVN-067575) for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project.” 70
Fed. Reg. 72,308 (Dec. 2, 2005). Therefore, the BLM was
required to analyze the cumulative impacts of the Amendment
and the Pediment/Cortez Hills project. See 40 C.F.R.
§ 1508.7. 


[10] In a cumulative impact analysis, an agency must take
a “hard look” at all actions. An EA’s analysis of cumulative
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impacts “must give a sufficiently detailed catalogue of past,
present, and future projects, and provide adequate analysis
about how these projects, and differences between the proj-
ects, are thought to have impacted the environment.” Lands
Council, 395 F.3d at 1028. “General statements about ‘possi-
ble effects’ and ‘some risk’ do not constitute a ‘hard look’
absent a justification regarding why more definitive informa-
tion could not be provided.” Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain,
137 F.3d at 1380. “[S]ome quantified or detailed information
is required. Without such information, neither the courts nor
the public . . . can be assured that the [agency] provided the
hard look that it is required to provide.” Id. at 1379. 


[11] Here, the Amendment’s EA included a cumulative
impacts section that purported to review past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable activities in the cumulative effects
area, by examining specific resources that may be affected.
The EA, however, failed to include the required “quantified
or detailed information.” See id. A comparison of the Amend-
ment’s EA with the EAs in Klamath-Siskiyou clearly demon-
strates that the BLM’s analysis of cumulative impacts in the
cumulative effects area did not adequately address the reason-
ably foreseeable mining activities of the Pediment/Cortez
Hills project. See 387 F.3d at 997. 


A review of the BLM’s analysis of the Amendment’s
cumulative impact on two of these resource sec-
tions—Cultural Resources and Native American Religious
Concerns—is instructive. We note that the bulk of the EA’s
discussion in these two sections focuses on the effects of the
Amendment itself, rather than the combined impacts resulting
from the activities of the Amendment with other projects.
Although part of the BLM’s analysis discusses “[t]he effects
of the activities to be conducted under the [proposed Amend-
ment] within the cumulative effects study area,” only two of
the seven paragraphs in these two sections refer to cumulative
effects. The majority of the discussion focuses on how effects
of the Amendment’s additional exploration activities will be
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avoided or mitigated. The EA’s discussion of the Amend-
ment’s direct effects in lieu of a discussion of cumulative
impacts is inadequate. See id. at 994 (holding that an EA’s
cumulative impact analysis was inadequate when, among
other deficiencies, “[a] considerable portion of each section
discusses only the direct effects of the project at issue on its
own minor watershed”). 


[12] Moreover, although the EA refers to cumulative
effects in two paragraphs in the Cultural Resources and
Native American Religious Concerns sections, the EA does
not, in fact, discuss the existence of any cumulative impacts
on these resources.12 Instead, it concludes that “[n]o incremen-
tal cumulative effects would occur to cultural resources as a
result of the proposed project.” To reach this conclusion, the
EA reasons that all of the impacts from the expanded explora-
tion activities will be avoided or mitigated and that all
“[e]xisting, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable activities
would avoid or mitigate all known and discovered resources.”


[13] This type of conclusory “analysis” can be found
throughout the cumulative impacts section. For example, the
Amendment’s EA devotes a scant three sentences to the
cumulative impacts to Water Resources, stating only that
“[i]mpacts to water resources . . . may include increased sedi-
mentation and potential for erosion.” This, despite the discus-
sion earlier in the EA that the Amendment “could potentially
result in direct impacts to groundwater resources where
groundwater is encountered in the drill holes,” and the BLM’s
prediction of significant impacts from dewatering as a result
of the Pediment/Cortez Hills project and other Cortez projects


12The EA’s brief reference to the “indirect cumulative effect [of] the
removal of artifacts by non-Cortez individuals using an expanded road
system to access previously inaccessible areas,” is more accurately
described as a direct effect rather than a cumulative one, because it would
result from the Amendment itself. Cf. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 (describing
cumulative impacts as a combination of impacts of the present action with
impacts of other actions). 


9002 TE-MOAK TRIBE v. USDOI







previously approved within the cumulative effects area. The
EA’s vague discussion of cumulative impacts can be found in
virtually every subpart of the section. 


In Klamath-Siskiyou, we rejected as inadequate EAs that
listed different environmental concerns (e.g. air quality, water
quality, etc.) with checkboxes marked “No,” indicating that
the environmental factor in question would not suffer any
cumulative effects. 387 F.3d at 995. A number of these fac-
tors, however, were annotated to note that they would or
could be impacted by the project, but that “[i]mpacts are
being avoided by project design.” Id. We held that this was
insufficient because “[t]he EA[s] [are] silent as to the degree
that each factor will be impacted and how the project design
will reduce or eliminate the identified impacts.” Id. 


[14] We acknowledge that the EA here, unlike the EAs in
Klamath-Siskiyou, does describe some of the ways in which
the Amendment’s impacts will be mitigated. The Amend-
ment’s EA contains a description of some mitigation mea-
sures, and the BLM State Director imposed additional
measures in his April 2005 decision. The EA, however, fails
to explain how Cortez will mitigate or avoid impacts to the
different resources resulting from the other existing, pro-
posed, or reasonably foreseeable projects, including the
Pediment/Cortez Hills project. Further, as in Klamath-
Siskiyou, the EA fails to explain the nature of unmitigated
impacts of the Amendment’s expanded exploration activities
with other existing, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable activi-
ties.13 


13Although the EA tiers to a number of EAs and EISs, including the
original HC/CUEP’s EA, these documents do not supplement the EA’s
incomplete analysis. Like the EA for the Amendment, the EA for the orig-
inal HC/CUEP did not discuss cumulative effects; rather, it referred to the
direct effects of only the HC/CUEP within the cumulative effects area:
“The effects of the activities to be conducted under the Proposed Action
within the cumulative effects study area are expected to be minimal and
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Despite the above deficiencies, Cortez argues that there
was no need for a cumulative impact analysis because there
are no cumulative impacts to analyze. Cortez suggests that it
is not enough to show that potential cumulative impacts were
not analyzed; rather, Plaintiffs must prove that cumulative
impacts will actually occur. Cortez thus adopts the district
court’s reasoning, which concluded that the cumulative
impacts analysis of the Amendment’s EA was sufficient
because Plaintiffs “failed to identify how [the Pediment/
Cortez Hills project] will have a cumulative impact when
combined with the HC/CUEP Amendment Project.” 


Although we have not yet precisely articulated the burden
that a plaintiff must bear to demonstrate that an agency should
have analyzed the cumulative impacts of a proposed project
along with other projects, our case law suggests that the bur-
den is not an onerous one. In City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v.
United States Department of Transportation, 123 F.3d 1142
(9th Cir. 1997), we observed that the plaintiffs met their bur-
den in raising a cumulative impacts claim under NEPA,
despite failing to specify a particular project that would cumu-
latively impact the environment along with the proposed proj-
ect. Id. at 1161. We declined to impose a greater burden,
noting that “the [Defendants] failed first; they did not prop-
erly describe other area projects or detail the cumulative
impacts of these projects.” Id. Moreover, in Klamath-
Siskiyou, we noted that when “the potential for . . . serious
cumulative impacts is apparent,” the BLM needed to provide
more details of its cumulative impact analysis in an EA before
concluding that there were no significant cumulative effects.
387 F.3d at 996.


relatively short-term due to the nature of the proposed exploration activi-
ties and the special environmental protection measures to be used in the
study area . . . .” Further, other EISs to which the Amendment’s EA is
tiered—the Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion EISs and the South
Pipeline Project Final EIS—do not address impacts to Native American
uses of the land. 
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[15] Applying City of Carmel and Klamath-Siskiyou here,
we conclude that in order for Plaintiffs to demonstrate that the
BLM failed to conduct a sufficient cumulative impact analy-
sis, they need not show what cumulative impacts would
occur. To hold otherwise would require the public, rather than
the agency, to ascertain the cumulative effects of a proposed
action. See id. Such a requirement would thwart one of the
“twin aims” of NEPA—to “ensure[ ] that the agency will
inform the public that it has indeed considered environmental
concerns in its decisionmaking process.” Balt. Gas & Elec.
Co. v. Natural Res. Def. Council, Inc., 462 U.S. 87, 97 (1983)
(emphasis added). 


[16] Instead, we conclude that Plaintiffs must show only
the potential for cumulative impact. Here, Plaintiffs more than
carry their burden by demonstrating that both the Amendment
and the Pediment/Cortez Hills project will directly impact the
same resources within the cumulative effects area, and thus
have the potential for cumulative impacts. Although not nec-
essary, Plaintiffs bolster their claim of cumulative impacts to
Cultural Resources and Native American Religious Concerns
by submitting the ethnographic study prepared by the BLM
for the original Pediment Deposit mining project. The study
predicted that the mine could (1) impede the Western Shosho-
ne’s visual and physical access to Mt. Tenabo; (2) decrease
the supply of pinyon pine available for harvesting by the
Western Shoshone; and (3) disturb Western Shoshone burial
sites. These same concerns could be affected by the explora-
tion activities conducted under the Amendment, potentially
resulting in a total impact that is greater than that caused by
either the Pediment/Cortez Hills project or the Amendment.14


14Although the EA is vague about the activities that might impact Cul-
tural Resources and Native American Religious Concerns, we do know
that drill rigs will be used and that there will be surface disturbance in 50-
acre plots, for a total of 250 acres. Because Mount Tenabo is located
within the project area, these activities could, like the Pediment/Cortez
Hills project, impede both physical and visual access to the mountain.
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See Klamath-Siskiyou, 387 F.3d at 994 (“Sometimes the total
impact from a set of actions may be greater than the sum of
the parts. . . . [T]he addition of a small amount here, a small
amount there, and still more at another point could add up to
something with a much greater impact . . . .”). 


[17] We conclude that BLM’s analysis of the cumulative
impacts of the proposed Amendment and the Pediment/Cortez
Hills project was insufficient, and therefore violated NEPA.
NEPA requires the BLM to take a hard look at the cumulative
impacts of the Amendment and other projects within the
cumulative effects area; this it failed to do. We therefore hold
that the district court erred in granting summary judgment for
Defendants on this issue and remand to the district court with
instructions to grant summary judgment for Plaintiffs and
remand to the BLM for further proceedings. In light of our
disposition of this issue, we need not address Plaintiffs’ argu-
ment that the Amendment and the Pediment/Cortez Hills proj-
ect are “cumulative actions” under NEPA and should be
considered in one comprehensive EIS. See Klamath-Siskiyou,
387 F.3d at 997, 1000 (observing that in light of an insuffi-
cient cumulative impact analysis, the court could not deter-
mine whether a single EA or EIS was needed); 40 C.F.R.
§ 1508.25(a)(2).15 


Also like the Pediment/Cortez Hills project, surface disturbance from the
Amendment could disturb Western Shoshone burial sites. Finally, in the
discussion of forestry impacts, the EA predicts that “some [pinyon pine]
trees may be removed for construction of access roads and drill sites.” The
combined destruction of pinyon pine by both the Pediment/Cortez Hills
project and the Amendment could, cumulatively, result in the decreased
availability of pinyon pine nuts for harvesting. None of these possibilities
is discussed in the EA’s “Cultural Resources” or “Native American Reli-
gious Concerns” sections. 


15Because we conclude that the cumulative impact analysis was incom-
plete, we need not address Plaintiffs’ argument that the BLM failed to dis-
cuss the cumulative impacts of the Amendment with the Cortez
Underground Exploration Project and Cortez’s geothermal lease project.
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In sum, although we conclude that in the EA, the BLM
took a hard look at the direct impacts of the Amendment and
that its discussion of reasonable alternatives was proper, we
hold that the BLM violated NEPA’s mandate by failing to
conduct a proper analysis of the cumulative impacts of the
Amendment and the Pediment/Cortez Hills project on West-
ern Shoshone cultural resources in the area. We therefore con-
clude that the BLM’s approval of the Amendment was
“arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not
in accordance with law . . . .” 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A).


B. National Historic Preservation Act


[18] Plaintiffs also argue that the BLM’s approval of the
Amendment violated section 106 of the NHPA. Section 106
requires the BLM to “take into account the effect of [an]
undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or object
that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the National
Register [of Historic Places].” 16 U.S.C. § 470f. Like NEPA,
“[s]ection 106 of NHPA is a ‘stop, look, and listen’ provision
that requires each federal agency to consider the effects of its
programs.” Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Serv.,
177 F.3d 800, 805 (9th Cir. 1999); cf. United States v. 0.95
Acres of Land, 994 F.2d 696, 698 (9th Cir. 1993) (“NHPA is
similar to NEPA except that it requires consideration of his-
toric sites, rather than the environment.”). 


The NHPA explicitly delegates authority to the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation “to promulgate such rules
and regulations as it deems necessary to govern the imple-
mentation” of section 106. 16 U.S.C. § 470s. We have previ-


Plaintiffs will have the opportunity to pursue these arguments before the
agency when the BLM reexamines the cumulative impacts section. We
also note that some of these arguments may be at issue in another case,
South Fork Band Council of Western Shoshone of Nevada v. United States
Department of the Interior, 588 F.3d 718 (9th Cir. 2009). 
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ously determined that federal agencies must comply with
these regulations. See Pit River Tribe v. U.S. Forest Serv., 469
F.3d 768, 787 (9th Cir. 2006); Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 177
F.3d at 805. The section 106 process requires an agency to


make a reasonable and good faith effort to identify
historic properties; determine whether identified
properties are eligible for listing on the National
Register . . . ; assess the effects of the undertaking
on any eligible historic properties found; determine
whether the effect will be adverse; and avoid or miti-
gate any adverse effects. The [agency] must confer
with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(“SHPO”) and seek the approval of the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (“Council”).


Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 177 F.3d at 805 (citations omit-
ted). 


In some cases, “[p]roperties of traditional religious and cul-
tural importance to an Indian tribe . . . may be determined to
be eligible for inclusion on the National Register.” 16 U.S.C.
§ 470a(d)(6)(A). The BLM refers to such properties as “prop-
erties of cultural and religious importance” or “PCRIs.” The
NHPA implementing regulations require the BLM, at all
stages of the section 106 process, to consult with tribes that
“attach[ ] religious and cultural significance to historic prop-
erties that may be affected by an undertaking.” 36 C.F.R.
§ 800.2(c)(2)(ii). “The goal of consultation is to identify his-
toric properties potentially affected by the undertaking . . . .”
Id. § 800.1. 


The BLM consulted with the Tribe in 2000 to determine if
there were any PCRIs within the project area, in connection
with Cortez’s original proposal to conduct HC/CUEP explora-
tion activities. On July 27, 2001, the Tribe responded to the
BLM’s inquiries by submitting a map outlining the bounda-
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ries of what it called “traditional cultural property.”16 On the
basis of this submission, further consultations with the Tribe,
and various ethnographic reports regarding the area, the BLM
evaluated several sites to determine whether they were eligi-
ble for listing on the National Register.17 In April 2004, the
BLM determined that two sites were eligible: (1) Horse Can-
yon and (2) the top of Mount Tenabo and the White Cliffs of
Mount Tenabo (a combination of two of the evaluated PCRIs).18


Under section 106, the BLM was required to consider the
Amendment’s effects on the two sites, identify any adverse
effects, and avoid or mitigate any adverse effects. See 36
C.F.R. §§ 800.5, 800.6. The BLM, in the original DR/FONSI
for the Amendment, concluded that because of the avoidance
measures outlined in the EA, “there is no potential for impacts
to cultural resources from surface disturbance exploration
activities.” After Plaintiffs complained that the EA violated
the NHPA, the BLM State Director reviewed the DR/FONSI
and added the exclusion zone protocol. Plaintiffs continue to
argue, as they did before the BLM State Director, that the
BLM violated the NHPA because (1) the BLM failed to ade-
quately consult with the Tribe and (2) the BLM State Direc-
tor’s decision was incorrect and unsupported by the record.


16The term “traditional cultural property” or “TCP,” is a term used by
the National Park Service to refer to “properties of traditional religious
and cultural importance” that may be eligible for listing on the National
Register under 16 U.S.C. § 470a(d)(6)(A). See Patricia L. Parker &
Thomas F. King, National Park Service, National Register Bulletin 38,
Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural Proper-
ties 1 (1998), available at http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/publications/
bulletins/pdfs/nrb38.pdf (last visited June 11, 2010). The term “TCP” is
analogous to “PCRI”; it describes land that Native American tribes have
identified as having cultural or religious significance. 


17Five sites were evaluated: (1) Shoshone Camp; (2) the top of Mount
Tenabo; (3) pinyon pine in the Pediment area; (4) the White Cliffs on the
Pediment side of Mount Tenabo; and (5) Horse Canyon. 


18The BLM has determined that other sites on the pediment, such as
pinyon camps and longer-term occupation areas, were National Register
eligible as ethnohistoric/archaeological sites, rather than as PCRIs. 
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1. Insufficient Consultation with the Tribe


[19] We first consider Plaintiffs’ argument that the BLM
approved the Amendment without complying with its duty
under the NHPA to consult with the Tribe. The NHPA imple-
menting regulations require agencies to provide a tribe with
“a reasonable opportunity to identify its concerns about his-
toric properties, advise on the identification and evaluation of
historic properties, including those of traditional religious and
cultural importance, articulate its views on the undertaking’s
effects on such properties, and participate in the resolution of
adverse effects.” 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(2)(ii)(A).19 Further,
“[c]onsultation [with Indian tribes] should commence early in
the planning process, in order to identify and discuss relevant
preservation issues,” id., and “must recognize the
government-to-government relationship between the Federal
Government and Indian tribes,” id. § 800.2(c)(2)(ii)(C). 


Plaintiffs argue that the BLM failed to initiate consultation
with the Tribe in a timely fashion. Cortez proposed the
Amendment to the BLM in July 2003. The BLM waited a full
year to contact the Tribe, notifying the Tribe about the pro-
posed Amendment in a July 28, 2004, letter after it had con-
tacted all other “consulting parties.” The BLM sent this letter
to the Tribe approximately one month before the BLM sub-
mitted the EA for the Amendment for public comment and
three months before the BLM issued its first DR/FONSI. The
BLM also left at least two phone messages with the Tribe in
September. Although consultation about the Amendment
between the BLM State Director and the Tribe eventually


19In arguing that the BLM violated the NHPA’s consultation require-
ments, Plaintiffs argue that the BLM was not responsive to GBMW’s and
WSDP’s October 2004 requests for more information regarding the proj-
ect. This argument fails because neither group is a federally recognized
tribe to which the NHPA’s consultation requirements extend nor do Plain-
tiffs point to evidence in the record showing that either party was acting
as “representatives designated or identified by the tribal government.” See
36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(2)(ii)(C). 
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took place, the consultation occurred after the BLM issued its
DR/FONSI. 


The BLM and Cortez argue that, in light of the BLM’s pre-
vious consultation with the Tribe for the original HC/CUEP
and other projects in the area, the BLM provided the Tribe
with a sufficient “opportunity to identify its concerns about
historic properties” as provided by 36 C.F.R.
§ 800.2(c)(2)(ii)(A). We agree. Notably, this case has a some-
what unique historic background, because the BLM began
consulting with the Tribe while working on the original HC/
CUEP and other projects. Indeed, as a result of one of the eth-
nographic studies that was a part of this earlier process,
Mount Tenabo/White Cliffs and Horse Canyon were desig-
nated as National Register eligible PCRIs. We also note that
the Amendment did not propose to enlarge the project area in
which exploration would take place; rather, it increased the
amount of land that could be disturbed within the project area.
Plaintiffs acknowledge these past efforts by explicitly stating
that they do not challenge the BLM’s previous efforts to iden-
tify historical, cultural, or religious sites within the project
area. As emphasized by Plaintiffs, “[t]he issue is whether
BLM properly conducted government-to-government consul-
tation on this Project . . . .” 


Here, Plaintiffs do not identify any new information that
the Tribe would have brought to the attention of the BLM had
it been consulted earlier in the approval process for the
Amendment. Significantly, they concede that the BLM’s
research and investigation of culturally important sites was
adequate for the original HC/CUEP EA. They thus fail to
show or even argue that early consultation would have pre-
vented any adverse effect on any yet-to-be identified National
Register eligible PCRI. Additionally, Plaintiffs do not identify
any new information regarding how the additional exploration
would adversely affect the identified PCRIs, again failing to
demonstrate how early consultation with the Tribe might have
affected the BLM’s determination. 
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Moreover, the fundamental purpose of the NHPA is to
ensure the preservation of historical resources. See 16 U.S.C.
§ 470a(d)(1)(A) (requiring the Secretary to “promulgate regu-
lations to assist Indian tribes in preserving their particular his-
toric properties” and “to encourage coordination . . . in
historic preservation planning and in the identification, evalu-
ation, protection, and interpretation of historic properties”);
see also Nat’l Indian Youth Council v. Watt, 664 F.2d 220,
226 (10th Cir. 1981) (“The purpose of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA), is the preservation of historic
resources.”). Early consultation with tribes is encouraged by
the regulations “to ensure that all types of historic properties
and all public interests in such properties are given due con-
sideration . . . .” 16 U.S.C. § 470a(d)(1)(A); cf. Pit River
Tribe, 469 F.3d at 785-86 (holding that dilatory environmen-
tal review is insufficient to comply with NEPA because “in-
flexibility may occur if delay in preparing an EIS is allowed:
After major investment of both time and money, it is likely
that more environmental harm will be tolerated.” (quoting
Save the Yaak Comm. v. Block, 840 F.2d 714, 718 (9th Cir.
1988) (internal quotation marks and citations omitted))).
While the Plaintiffs are correct that the NHPA’s implement-
ing regulations “recognize the government-to-government
relationship between the Federal Government and Indian
tribes,” they do so to ensure that consultation “be conducted
in a manner sensitive to the concerns and needs of the Indian
tribe . . . .” 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(2)(ii)(C). 


[20] In sum and as reflected in the record, the BLM has
consulted with the Tribe regarding PCRIs within the project
area for many years. In addition, the Tribe has made no show-
ing that it would have provided new information had it been
consulted again earlier in the Amendment’s approval process.
We therefore conclude that the BLM did not violate its obli-
gation to consult with the Tribe and thus did not violate the
NHPA. 36 C.F.R. § 800.1; see also Muckleshoot Indian Tribe,
177 F.3d at 806-07; Morongo Band of Mission Indians v.
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FAA, 161 F.3d 569, 582 (9th Cir. 1998); cf. Pit River Tribe,
469 F.3d at 785-86.20 


2. Incorrect or Unsupported “No Effect” 
Determination


Next, Plaintiffs argue that, even if the Tribe was properly
consulted, the BLM’s “no effect” determination under the
NHPA was improper. We are not convinced. 


[21] First, we do not agree that approval of a phased proj-
ect in its entirety always results in a violation of the NHPA.
As noted above, the NHPA, like NEPA, is a procedural stat-
ute requiring government agencies to “stop, look, and listen”
before proceeding with agency action. For the same reasons
that we concluded in the NEPA context that a phased explora-
tion project in some circumstances can be fully approved
without all the details of the separate phases of exploration,
we reach the same conclusion in the NHPA context. See, e.g.,
Great Basin Mine Watch, 159 IBLA at 356 (holding that the
BLM did not violate the NHPA when it approved all phases
of a project without knowing exact locations of access roads
and drill sites, because it had surveyed the entire project area
for cultural properties, identified sites eligible for listing in the
National Register, and imposed conditions “to ensure avoid-
ance of impacts to those eligible sites”). 


20We note that Plaintiffs also complain that the DR/FONSI relies on a
2004 Programmatic Agreement that the BLM entered into with the
Nevada SHPO, Cortez, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva-
tion, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.14(b), to guide the BLM’s management
of cultural resources in the project area. According to Plaintiffs, the 2004
agreement cannot substitute for consultation with the Tribe, because the
Tribe is not a signatory to the document. As the State Director’s decision
notes, however, the BLM did not rely on the 2004 agreement, but rather
on a 1992 Programmatic Agreement between the same parties. In light of
this fact, we place no significance on the initial DR/FONSI’s reference to
the 2004 Programmatic Agreement. 
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Second, Plaintiffs’ argument that the exclusion zone proce-
dures do not offer adequate protection to cultural resources
under the NHPA is without merit.21 According to Plaintiffs,
the National Register eligible PCRIs in the project area are of
a “landscape-scale” and therefore are not susceptible to pro-
tection by “zones.” Plaintiffs are correct that the PCRIs desig-
nated by the BLM as eligible for the National Register
encompass large areas of land. The NHPA, however, does not
mandate protection of all parts of an eligible PCRI. Section
106 requires a federal agency “[to] take into account the effect
of the undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or
object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the
National Register.” 16 U.S.C. § 470f; see also 36 C.F.R.
§ 800.6(b). The NHPA regulations, however, define an “ef-
fect” as an “alteration to the characteristics of a historic prop-
erty qualifying it for inclusion in or eligibility for the National
Register.” 36 C.F.R. § 800.16; see also id. § 800.5(a)(1)
(defining an “adverse effect” as the direct or indirect alter-
ation of “any of the characteristics of a historic property that
qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in
a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or
association”). 


[22] Here, the eligible PCRIs’ characteristics described in
the BLM’s April 2004 report are discrete features such as the
top of Mt. Tenabo, the “white quartz ledge on the south face
of Mt. Tenabo” called the White Cliffs, a network of caves
within the mountain, and burial locations. Characteristics that
made Horse Canyon eligible included the specific resources
available there: perennial surface water and unique medicinal


21We also dismiss Plaintiffs’ argument that the BLM’s mitigation mea-
sures fail to require adequate consultation with the Tribe because the BLM
alone will make certain determinations without input from the Tribe, such
as the precise location of exclusion zones. Plaintiffs’ argument fails
because the actions to which Plaintiffs refer are post-consultation and
post-approval mitigation measures; section 106 does not mandate consul-
tation at this post-approval stage of the project. 
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and edible plants. Although it is understandable that the Tribe
values the landscape of the project area as a whole, the NHPA
requires that the BLM protect only against adverse effects on
the features of these areas that make them eligible for the
National Register. Plaintiffs have not demonstrated that the
exclusion zones will fail to prevent any adverse effects to
these features. 


[23] Because we conclude that the BLM’s approval of all
phases of the Amendment does not constitute a violation of
the NHPA, and that the exclusion zone protocol sufficiently
protects the features that make the designated PCRIs National
Register eligible, we hold that the BLM’s “no effect” determi-
nation under the NHPA was proper.


C. Federal Land Policy and Management Act


[24] Last, we address Plaintiffs’ argument that the BLM’s
approval of the Amendment violated the FLPMA. The
FLPMA requires that the BLM “by regulation or otherwise,
take any action necessary to prevent unnecessary or undue
degradation of the lands.” 43 U.S.C. § 1732(b). The BLM has
promulgated “surface management” regulations to implement
this statutory mandate. See, e.g., 43 C.F.R. § 3809 (partially
codifying Mining Claims Under the General Mining Laws;
Surface Management, 65 Fed. Reg. 69,998-70,132 (Nov. 21,
2000)). The surface management regulations require
“[a]nyone intending to develop mineral resources on the pub-
lic lands [to] prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the
land,” and they “establish[ ] procedures and standards to
ensure that operators and mining claimants meet this responsi-
bility . . . .” 43 C.F.R. § 3809.1(a). By their terms, the regula-
tions govern the proposals and activities of mining operators.
See id. § 3809.1(b). 


Plaintiffs contend that Cortez did not comply with several
regulations implementing the FLPMA. Specifically, Plaintiffs
argue that Cortez failed to submit required information with
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its proposal for the Amendment as required by 43 C.F.R.
§ 3809.401. They also argue that the Amendment’s plan of
operations fails to satisfy a number of performance standards
set forth in 43 C.F.R. § 3809.420. Because Cortez allegedly
failed to fulfill its obligations under these regulations, Plain-
tiffs argue that the BLM failed to prevent unnecessary or
undue degradation of federal lands and therefore violated the
FLPMA when it approved the Amendment. We disagree. 


1. Failure to Provide Plan of Operations 
Components


Plaintiffs first argue that the BLM’s approval of the
Amendment without obtaining information from Cortez as
required in 43 C.F.R. § 3809.401(b) violated the FLPMA.
Section 3809.401(b) requires that mining operators “describe
the proposed operations at a level of detail sufficient for BLM
to determine that the plan of operations prevents unnecessary
or undue degradation . . . .” 43 C.F.R. § 3809.401(b). The
BLM “require[s] less information about smaller and simpler
mining operations.” 65 Fed. Reg. at 70,004. In general, infor-
mation specified under § 3809.401(b)(2) “is only required to
the extent it is applicable to the operation.” 65 Fed. Reg. at
70,040-42; see also 43 C.F.R. §§ 3809.401(b)(2),
3809.401(b)(5). 


We quickly dispose of several of Plaintiffs’ challenges to
alleged deficiencies in the Amendment’s plan of operations
because they are simply not applicable to the Amendment.
We reject Plaintiffs’ vague and unsupported contentions that
(1) the plan of operations failed to contain a number of
detailed plans and descriptions as set forth in 43 C.F.R.
§ 3809.401(b), and (2) the BLM failed to require an interim
management plan under 43 C.F.R. § 3809.401(b)(5), or cross
sections, preliminary or conceptual designs, and operating
plans for approved projects under 43 C.F.R.
§ 3809.401(b)(2)(ii). These regulations apply to mining oper-
ations, not exploration projects like the HC/CUEP. See 43
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C.F.R. § 3809.401(b)(2)(ii) (requiring information only “for
mining areas, processing facilities, and waste rock and tailing
disposal facilities”); 65 Fed. Reg. at 70,042 (explaining that
the interim management plan regulation was added pursuant
to Recommendation 5 of the National Research Council’s
Hardrock Mining on Federal Lands 101 (1999), which
addresses the need for interim plans for mine closure). 


With regard to the information that is required, we reject
Plaintiffs’ arguments that the BLM approved the Amendment
without the benefit of a complete description of the proposed
operations, a general schedule of operations, and a monitoring
plan. See 43 C.F.R. § 3809.401(b). These elements can be
found in the Amendment’s proposal and EA. Because Plain-
tiffs cannot demonstrate that the Amendment did not “de-
scribe the proposed operations at a level of detail sufficient
for BLM to determine that the plan of operations prevents
unnecessary or undue degradation,” these arguments fail. 43
C.F.R. § 3809.401(b). 


[25] We also reject Plaintiffs’ argument that the BLM’s
approval of the Amendment was improper because it did not
have “[m]aps of the project area at an appropriate scale show-
ing the location of exploration activities, drill sites . . . and
access routes . . . .” 43 C.F.R. § 3809.401(b)(2)(i). They argue
that in so doing, the BLM failed to fulfill its obligation to pre-
vent unnecessary and undue degradation under the FLPMA.
The IBLA considered a similar argument in Great Basin Mine
Watch and concluded that the BLM had not violated 43
C.F.R. § 3809.401(b)(2)(i) or the FLPMA when it approved
a plan of operations for a similarly phased exploration project
that did not “provide any significant details for the phases
other than Phase I.”22 Great Basin Mine Watch, 159 IBLA at


22The IBLA’s decision considered the BLM’s compliance under the
pre-2001 regulations, which contained slightly different wording and were
organized into sections in a manner different than the current regulations.
159 IBLA at 345, n.9. The differences, however, do not affect our analysis
of the issues here. 
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345; see id. at 347-48. In the NEPA and NHPA contexts, we
found Great Basin Mine Watch’s reasoning to be persuasive
regarding the level of detail required for approval of phased
exploration projects. We have no reason to resolve this issue
any differently in the FLPMA context. We therefore conclude
that the BLM’s approval of the Amendment without all of the
details for the separate phases of exploration did not violate
the FLPMA.


2. Failure to Meet Performance Standards


Plaintiffs also argue that the BLM violated the FLPMA
when it approved the Amendment’s plan of operations,
despite its failure to meet two of the performance standards
set forth in 43 C.F.R. § 3809.420. Although a plan of opera-
tions must comply with these performance standards, the
BLM may “approve [a] plan of operations subject to changes
or conditions that are necessary to meet the performance stan-
dards of § 3809.420 and to prevent unnecessary or undue deg-
radation.” 43 C.F.R. § 3809.411(d)(2). 


Plaintiffs first contend that Cortez failed to specify access
routes for the Amendment’s additional exploration activities
in violation of 43 C.F.R. § 3809.420(b)(1). That regulation
requires that, “[w]here a notice or a plan of operations is
required, it shall specify the location of access routes . . . .”
While Cortez did not specify access routes at the time of
approval, the BLM set forth in the Amendment’s EA, the
original DR/FONSI, and the modified DR/FONSI, that Cortez
needed to “submit 1:24,000 maps showing the locations of the
proposed drill pads and access roads” prior to any earth-
disturbing activities. 


[26] Plaintiffs also argue that, in approving the Amend-
ment, the BLM failed to protect cultural resources pursuant to
43 C.F.R. § 3809.420(b)(8). The regulation mandates that:


(i) Operators shall not knowingly disturb, alter,
injure, or destroy any scientifically important pale-
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ontological remains or any historical or archaeologi-
cal site, structure, building or object on Federal
lands.


(ii) Operators shall immediately bring to the atten-
tion of the authorized officer any cultural and/or
paleontological resources that might be altered or
destroyed on Federal lands by his/her operations, and
shall leave such discovery intact until told to proceed
by the authorized officer. The authorized officer
shall evaluate the discoveries brought to his/her
attention, take action to protect or remove the
resource, and allow operations to proceed within 10
working days after notification to the authorized
officer of such discovery.


43 C.F.R. § 3809.420(b)(8)(i)-(ii). As it did with the access
routes in the Amendment’s EA and DR/FONSI, the BLM
imposed conditions on the Amendment’s plan of operations
that served to fulfill this performance standard. Under the EA
and DR/FONSI, once Cortez has provided maps showing spe-
cific drill sites, the BLM must take affirmative steps to evalu-
ate cultural resources in the area and to protect those
resources through avoidance measures.23 Further, the EA


23The EA acknowledges that in some cases, proposed earth-disturbing
activities may not be able to avoid sites eligible for the National Register.
Section 3809.420(b)(8)(ii), however, does not appear to require an opera-
tor to avoid cultural resources at any cost: the operator “shall leave such
discovery intact until told to proceed by the authorized officer.” Id. 


In their reply brief, Plaintiffs argue that 43 C.F.R. § 3809.420(b)(8)
mandates the protection of a broader set of cultural resources than are pro-
tected by the NHPA. For this reason, Plaintiffs argue, the mitigation mea-
sures imposed by the BLM, which are directed only at protecting PCRIs
eligible for inclusion on the National Register pursuant to the NHPA, do
not protect other cultural resources and therefore do not fulfill the perfor-
mance standard in § 3809.420(b)(8). Because Plaintiffs failed to pursue
this line of argument in their opening brief, and because Plaintiffs fail to
support this argument beyond its bare assertion, we deem the argument
waived. See Entm’t Research Group v. Genesis Creative Group, 122 F.3d
1211, 1217 (9th Cir. 1997). 
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requires that Cortez, “within 24 hours, notify proper authori-
ties and the BLM if subsurface cultural resources are discov-
ered during construction, operation, or reclamation activities”
and to “immediately cease earth-disturbing activities within
100 meters of the discovery, until the discovery can be exam-
ined by the proper authorities and/or a BLM-approved archae-
ologist.” Under the EA, Cortez can “only resume [earth-
disturbing activities] once cleared by the BLM or other appro-
priate authority.” These procedures were later modified by the
State Director to provide even further protection to any newly
discovered historical, archaeological, or paleontological
resources. Consequently, we conclude that the Amendment
meets the performance standards in §§ 3809.420(b)(1) and
3809.420(b)(8) and affirm the district court’s award of sum-
mary judgment to the BLM and Cortez on Plaintiffs’ FLPMA
claims.


III. Conclusion


Because the BLM approved the Amendment to the HC/
CUEP in violation of NEPA, we reverse the district court’s
award of summary judgment to Defendants and remand to the
district court so that it may enter summary judgment in favor
of Plaintiffs on their NEPA claim and remand the matter to
the BLM for further proceedings. On the NHPA and FLPMA
claims, we affirm the district court’s grant of summary judg-
ment to Defendants. AFFIRMED in part and REVERSED in
part, and REMANDED for further proceedings consistent
with this opinion. Each side shall bear its own costs on
appeal.
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of the project area, following the west access road.  As proposed, the
corridor goes through BLM lands just west of the ridgeline.  Debby K. is
aware of the alignment (we recently clarified it with the company), and
her resource has the greatest impact from the alignment.  But, there
may also be heritage resources that are impacted (historical), so, I'm
sharing this response with Bill and Mary as well.  And, I might as well
share it with the rest of the team to be on the safe side...anyone have
any concerns? 

We are viewing the corridor as a connected action, since untilities are
necessary for the operation. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com> 

08/05/2010 11:30 AM 
To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"

<tfurgason@swca.com> 
cc "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us> 

Subject Bounds of Analysis Question Regarding Utility Corridors

Salek brought up a good point this morning - I'm sure it is not the first time this has been
raised, and it may be a loose end that we need to resolve. 
  
Have we identified the location of the utility corridor(s) and provided them to the ID Team
members, so they can address environmental effects from the ground disturbing effects of
the construction activities?  How are we planning on dealing with this in the Effects
Analysis?  It is my understanding that some or all of these corridors cross BLM lands, and
the FS and the lead agency needs to address the environmental effects on BLM lands as
well.  Also - I am not clear on whether the utility construction (electric line, water line) is
being considered a connected action or a part of the proposal.   
  
Your thoughts and updates would be helpful.. Thanks....Terry 



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Ken Kertell
Subject: Another request from Rosemont
Date: 05/18/2009 10:35 AM

 
Bev-
Just a reminder- we are still waiting for the “Biological Resources & Mitigation Concepts” by
Westland 2007 that was referenced  in the MPO that we requested a little while back. Could you
check in on that as well?
 
Big Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub@westlandresources.com;

karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: jderby@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; Robert Cordts; Rochelle Desser;

Heidi Schewel
Subject: April 15th Status Meeting Topics
Date: 04/02/2010 12:45 PM

The next Status Meeting is scheduled for Thrus., April 15, 2010, from 10:30 to 1:30 in room 6V6 of the
Forest Service.  (This is also the 3rd Thurs. of the month and the Cooperating Agencies meeting) 

Planned topics include:  

Status of and need for Tech reports, field surveys, info requests, ongoing reviews
Discussion of alternatives
Status of DEIS
Concurrent processes, ie. Army Corps, TEP, permitting
Expected timeframes, media releases
Other???

We are hoping Bob Cordts, Regional Director for Lands and Minerals, can attend this meeting. 

Please let me know if you have other topics, special needs (call in phone#), etc. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub@westlandresources.com;

karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: jderby@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; Robert Cordts; Rochelle Desser;

Heidi Schewel
Subject: April 15th Status Meeting Topics
Date: 04/02/2010 12:45 PM

The next Status Meeting is scheduled for Thrus., April 15, 2010, from 10:30 to 1:30 in room 6V6 of the
Forest Service.  (This is also the 3rd Thurs. of the month and the Cooperating Agencies meeting) 

Planned topics include:  

Status of and need for Tech reports, field surveys, info requests, ongoing reviews
Discussion of alternatives
Status of DEIS
Concurrent processes, ie. Army Corps, TEP, permitting
Expected timeframes, media releases
Other???

We are hoping Bob Cordts, Regional Director for Lands and Minerals, can attend this meeting. 

Please let me know if you have other topics, special needs (call in phone#), etc. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: John Able
Sent By: johnable23@gmail.com
To: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Reta Laford; Teresa Ciapusci; mroth@fs.fed.us
Subject: Arizona Illustrated Video Download for Record -- Gail Hartmann and     Rod Pace
Date: 07/24/2009 05:15 PM

Bev and Melissa, downloading and burning this Arizona Illustrated interview to a
DVD might be useful for the project or admin record.  There is a download link on
the webpage at http://tv.azpm.org/kuat/segments/2009/7/24/kuat-rosemont-copper/

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Text or Voice:  520-405-4256
Twitter:  @johnable (work/public/private -- because social media destroys
boundaries)

mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:johnable23@gmail.com
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From: Sarah L Davis
To: cbellavia@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; tjchute@msn.com
Subject: Article on amateur astronomy - recreation/quality of life issue, astro site in Sonoita
Date: 08/09/2010 04:20 PM

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 08/09/2010 04:14 PM -----

UANow
<noreply@uanews.org> 

08/09/2010 01:52 AM

To sldavis@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject 08/09/2010: Resident Assistants Ramp Up Training

 

Top News From the
University of Arizona

August 9,
2010

UANews.org
Master Calendar 

Resident Assistants Ramp Up Training
UANews | With classes slated to start Aug. 23, hundreds of UA
students who will serve as resident assistants are getting much-
needed training for handling issues that may surface in residence
halls. more >

Love of Night Sky Led to Stargazing Column
Arizona Daily Star | Tim Hunter, who heads the UA's radiology
department, is devoted to stargazing. Since February 2007, he

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:cbellavia@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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mailto:tjchute@msn.com
http://www.arizona.edu/
http://www.uanews.org/
http://www.uanews.org/calendar/day
http://uanews.org/click/33221/1


has written Sky Spy, Caliente's popular and long-standing feature
about what to look for in the heavens. more >

Math Teacher Training Program to Launch with
$1.8M Grant
UANews | A new UA program, Arizona Master Teachers of
Mathematics, is built on the premise that Arizona math teachers
should excel both as instructors and as leaders in their schools
and districts. more >

Researcher Awarded $1.8M to Develop Colon
Cancer Therapy
UANews | Emmanuelle J. Meuillet of the Arizona Cancer Center
will study the role of inflammation in colon carcinogenesis with
hopes of developing a new therapy to treat colon cancer. more >

UA Offering Online Business Courses
The Arizona Republic | Small-business owners who want to add
to their education may not have to leave their shops. The UA's
McGuire Center for Entrepreneurship, part of the Eller College of
Management, is launching three online certificate courses in
entrepreneurship Aug. 15. more >

Office of University Communications | 888 N. Euclid Ave. Room 413, Tucson, Arizona 85721 | Privacy Policy
520-621-1877, 520-626-4121 (fax) | newsinfo@email.arizona.edu | uanews.org

The e-mail address for your subscription is sldavis@fs.fed.us.
To manage your subscription, or to unsubscribe from UANow, please click this link.

© 2010 Arizona Board of Regents 

.
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com
Subject: August 10, 2010 Coordination Meeting.docx
Date: 08/09/2010 03:30 PM
Attachments: August 10, 2010 Coordination Meeting.docx

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 - August 10, 2010 Coordination Meeting.docx
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SWCA Environmental Consultants/Coronado National Forest

Rosemont Copper Project Coordination Meeting Agenda

August 10, 2010



Location:  SWCA Environmental Consultants, Tucson, AZ  85701

Attendees:  Forest Service:  Bev Everson; SWCA: Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard 

Topics:

Schedule and deliverables 

Affected environment review tracking/ Chapter 3 update

Alternative water sources review

Other business











From: MARRA, MARC
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Jamie Sturgess
Subject: Augusta -- Rosemont/USFS MOU
Date: 01/23/2008 09:06 AM
Attachments: Rosemont MOU -- Draft for Final Review (01-22-08).doc

Bev:

The draft Rosemont/USFS MOU, incorporating comments from Rosemont, is
attached.

Jamie was hoping to get this to you in time for execution by Friday.

Marc

Marc A. Marra
Fennemore Craig
3003 North Central Avenue, Suite 2600
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2913
(602) 916-5000
(602) 916-5450 (direct)
(602) 916-5650 (fax)
mmarra@fclaw.com
www.fennemorecraig.com

mailto:MMARRA@FCLAW.COM
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING


Between


USDA FOREST SERVICE


Coronado National Forest

And


Rosemont Copper Company 


This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is hereby entered into by and between the USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest, hereinafter referred to as the Forest Service, and the Rosemont Copper Company, Inc., hereinafter referred to as the Proponent.


A.  PURPOSE:

The purpose of this MOU is to articulate the working arrangement whereby a third-party environmental contractor (Prime Consultant) will be chosen by the Forest Service, in consultation with the Proponent, to conduct an environmental impacts analysis of the Rosemont Copper Project (Project) to serve as documentation of Forest Service compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Public Law 91-190).  

Project Background 

In July, 2007, a Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) for the Project was submitted by the Proponent to the Coronado National Forest (CNF), Minerals and Geology Program, requesting approval of a plan to mine copper, silver, and molybdenum in the Santa Rita Mountains, Pima County, Arizona.  

The Project would be carried out on a mosaic of privately owned land, State of Arizona trust land, National Forest System (NFS) land, U.S. Department of the Interior (USDI) land managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and possibly land managed by others.  The proposed project area covers about six and a half square miles of land approximately 30 miles southeast of Tucson, Arizona.  Mining would be conducted primarily on private land; however; processing, waste management, and other support facilities are proposed to be sited mostly on NFS land on the Nogales Ranger District.  Other project-related facilities, such as utilities, are proposed to be located on state and public land managed by the BLM.


Most NFS lands are subject to the location of certain minerals under the Mining Law of 1872, as amended (30 U.S.C. 21-54, et seq.), in accordance with the directives in Forest Service Manual 2800. In prospecting, locating, and developing the mineral resources, all persons must comply with all rules and regulations that govern mining on National Forests.


Legislative Authorities 

If the MPO is approved, the Proponent would carry out mining and related activities on both private and NFS land. The following statutory authorities provide direction for the management of surface resources in conjunction with mineral exploration and development on NFS lands.


1. The 1897 Organic Administration Act (30 Stat. 11, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 473-475, 477-482, 551) provides the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to regulate the occupancy and use of NFS lands.  It provides for the continuing right to conduct mining activities under the general mining laws in conjunction with compliance of the rules and regulations covering NFS lands.  It also recognizes the rights of miners and prospectors to access NFS lands for prospecting, locating and developing mineral resources.

2. The 1960 Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act (74 Stat. 215; 16 U.S.C. 528-531) requires that NFS lands be administered in a manner that considers the values of the various resources when making management decisions, and specifically provides that nothing in the act be construed to affect the use or administration of the mineral resources on NFS lands.

3. The 1970 Mining and Minerals Policy Act (84 Stat.1876; 30 U.S.C. 21a) established the Federal Government’s policy for mineral development, “…to foster and encourage private enterprise in the development of economically sound and stable industries, and in the orderly development of domestic resources to help assure satisfaction of industrial, security, and environmental needs”.


4. Regulations at Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 228A, set forth rules and procedures governing the use of NFS lands in conjunction with operations authorized by the general mining laws.  Part 228.3(a) specifically addresses development of mineral resources.

B.  STATEMENT OF MUTUAL INTERESTS AND BENEFITS:

The Forest Service has the authority to approve the Proponent’s proposal.  The approval process requires compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the National Forest Management Act of 1976, and other applicable statutes, regulations, Executive Orders, and the Forest Service Manual and Handbook direction (collectively, the applicable legal requirements) before the action can proceed.  

After a preliminary evaluation of the proposed action by CNF resource specialists, the Forest Service decided to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) to achieve NEPA compliance.  The EIS will be prepared by the Prime Consultant in a manner consistent with the applicable legal requirements.


The parties agree that the analysis will be given a high priority, will be initiated and completed promptly, will utilize existing information and resource specialists to the greatest extent appropriate, will focus on substantive environmental issues, and will provide an opportunity for full participation by interested members of the public and governmental agencies consistent with the applicable legal requirements.


The parties recognize that the Forest Service retains sole responsibility for making decisions with regard to EIS content, format, and the impacts analyses.

C.  IN CONSIDERATION OF THE ABOVE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS:


1. As the lead agency in the NEPA review, the Forest Service will have primary responsibility for the content of the EIS.   In order to reduce duplication of effort, the Forest Service plans to inform and/or invite other Federal, state and local agencies having jurisdiction by law or special expertise related to the proposal to participate as “cooperating agencies” during the NEPA review (40 CFR 1501.6).  The Prime Consultant will be required to deliver an EIS that conforms in format and content to the requirements established by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing the NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508) and Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.15, Environmental Policy and Procedures.  Other agencies would augment the EIS as necessary to meet their respective environmental review requirements.


2. The Forest Service’s proposed action, which is administrative in nature, is “to approve the MPO, which would, in turn, grant permission to the Proponent to build and operate specific mine-related facilities on NFS land.”  Because the proposed administrative action would trigger an action with the potential for environmental impact, the EIS will evaluate the impacts of all activities that comprise the Proponent’s proposed action.  It will also evaluate the impacts of a no-action alternative and a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed action, as required by 40 CFR 1502.14(d).

3. The parties to this MOU understand and agree that the NEPA review will fully disclose cumulative impacts that result from consideration of impacts of the Project in combination with impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, regardless of the agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person who undertakes such other actions (40 CFR 1508.7). 

4. Project-related activities to be addressed in the EIS will include, but will not be limited to, the following:


· The Proponent’s proposed action, whereby it will construct, operate and reclaim an open-pit copper, silver and molybdenum mine primarily on private land; and construct, operate and reclaim a processing plant, tailings, waste rock and leach facilities primarily on NFS lands adjacent to the proposed mine;


· development and operation of utilities and their corridors;


· use of existing roads, new road construction, and road maintenance;


· construction of, but not limited to, access roads, a leach field, retention structures, utilities, wells, ore transportation systems, and test reclamation plots;


· the creation of jobs required for all phases of the project, such as construction, operation and production, and reclamation;


· mitigation to avoid or minimize impacts;


· project closure, reclamation and maintenance; and 


· monitoring of construction, operation, and reclamation. 


5. The Forest Service will serve as the lead agency in the preparation of the EIS, in accordance with Council on Environmental Regulations (CEQ) at 40 CFR 1501.6) and will be responsible for compliance, as a Federal agency, with the NEPA and other laws and regulations.

6. It is understood by the Proponent and the Forest Service that an EIS will be prepared by a Prime Consultant who will be selected from a list of Forest Service contractors and compensated by the Proponent.  The Prime Consultant will be chosen solely by and serve under the direct supervision and control of the Forest Service.  The Prime Consultant’s accomplishments will be the foundation of the Forest Service EIS and will be owned by the Forest Service.  The Prime Consultant may obtain technical assistance or information from one or more independent, third-party subcontractors, subject to Forest Service approval.  


7. The CNF Supervisor will be the Responsible Official (decision-maker) for this NEPA review.

8. As soon as the scoping process is underway, the Proponent will limit its communications with the Prime Consultant and the Forest Service to matters of budget, schedule, and fulfillment of information requests (see F.3 and F.4).

D.  THE FOREST SERVICE SHALL:


1. Consider the views of the Proponent during selection of the Prime Consultant.  Factors that will be weighed included NEPA experience, past performance, availability, costs and conflicts of interest.  Necessary qualifications of the consultant’s impacts analysis team are listed in Attachment 1 of this MOU.

2. Assist the Proponent in preparing the contract with the Prime Consultant.  The contract will be written to reflect the terms of this MOU, especially those terms and conditions identified in Attachment 1.

3. Designate a Forest Service point of contact for all matters related to the preparation of the EIS (see F.12).  This individual will direct the Prime Consultant in conducting the NEPA review and will interface with the Proponent to resolve issues and address questions that arise during EIS preparation.   This person will also interface with the Forest’s Rosemont Project Manager on questions of a highly technical nature that arise during EIS preparation.

4. Consult with and keep the Proponent informed of progress made in the NEPA review and will hold meetings with the Proponent on a monthly basis to discuss progress and any important issues and/or needs.


5. Based upon a review of the project and the information developed to date, make every effort to meet mutually acceptable milestones established in writing by the Proponent (see Attachment 2).  The schedule may be subsequently modified due to events or conditions beyond the control of the parties.  In this event, the Forest Service will work with the Proponent on a mutually acceptable schedule revision.

6. Meetings between the Proponent and the Forest Service will occur during all phases of the  NEPA review and will include, but not be limited to the following:

a.
Selection of the Prime Consultant and/or subcontractors.


b.
Determining or adjusting the budget for the NEPA review.  


c.
Reaching consensus on a timeline for the EIS (see draft in Attachment 2).

d. 
Reviewing and concurring upon this MOU and a contract with the Prime Consultant.


e.   Prior to a proposed change in the scope of the EIS that would increase costs by more than 5% of the total budget.


7. Invite the Prime Consultant and/or the Proponent to participate, as necessary, in meetings with resource agencies and government officials during the NEPA process.

8. Develop a protocol to facilitate communication and coordinate the exchange of information between the Proponent, the Forest Service, and the Prime Consultant.   All such communications will be part of the Forest Service’s deliberative process regarding the proposed project.  This protocol will be determined considering the complexity of the proposed action, the Federal Advisory Committee Act, the Freedom of Information Act, and related agency guidance. 


9. With the assistance of the Prime Consultant and subcontractors:


a.
Develop a public participation plan.

b.   Design visual aids for meetings and open houses, including maps, handouts, poster boards, mailers, etc.

b.
Arrange and participate in public meetings.


c.   Document comments received at public and internal meetings.

d.
Prepare news releases to announce scoping and other comment periods.

e.
Distribute public notices and publish legal notices.

10. Oversee the environmental analysis through a Forest Service interdisciplinary (ID) team, which will function in an advisory capacity to provide technical guidance to the Project Manager, Prime Consultant, and subcontractors regarding the issues and alternatives to be addressed in the EIS.  The team will also provide input and guidance on the adequacy of existing data and studies, and such additional matters as are useful to the prompt and efficient completion of the EIS.  Every effort will be made to avoid duplication of tasks between the Project Manager, Prime Consultant, subcontractors, and ID team members and to focus the EIS on significant issues. 

11. Ensure that adequate information and data are provided by the Proponent and Forest Service for use in impacts analyses.  Provide written or electronic copies of the following information to the Prime Consultant and/or Proponent:


a.
NEPA milestone schedule defined by the Forest Service and the Proponent.



b.
A template for the EIS.


c.
The CNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan), Forest Plan EIS, Record of Decision, and all Plan amendments.


d.
Statutes, regulations, Executive Orders, Forest Service Manuals and Handbooks related to preparation of the EIS.


e.
Written comments or reports prepared by the ID Team.


f.    Letters, comments or other materials received by the Forest Service from the public during all phases of the NEPA process.

12. Provide the Prime Consultant with existing data, environmental descriptions, and analyses available from all sources, including the Forest Service.


13. Upon the Proponent’s request, designate specific data and information as confidential and proprietary to the extent permitted by law.  This responsibility extends to both internal and consultant’s use of the information.  In the event that confidential or proprietary information is proposed for release by the Forest Service under the authority of the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), the Proponent will be provided written notice of pending release at least thirty (30) days in advance of such.

14. Assume responsibility for compliance with NEPA procedures and implementing regulations and ensure the quality of notices, all versions of the EIS, the Record of Decision, and the NEPA administrative record (AR).

15. Ensure that the EIS presents a range of reasonable alternatives and includes relevant environmental/social/economic issues and impacts, including cumulative impacts.

16. Provide a mailing list to the Prime Consultant for public distribution of NEPA-related announcements and documents.

17. Confer with the Prime Consultant and meet, as necessary, during preparation of the EIS to discuss topics, such as the following:

a. Substantive environmental issues that will be addressed in the EIS.


b. Design criteria for the proposed action and alternatives.


c. Measures to minimize potential impacts and/or avoid impacts.


d. Alternatives to be analyzed in detail and the alternatives that will not be analyzed in detail.


e. Changes to the EIS necessary to respond to comments received from the public.

f. Proposed mitigation measures and analysis and disclosures required by those measures.

18.  Independently evaluate information and analyses submitted by the Prime Consultant, subcontractors, the proponent, or others, and assume responsibility for its accuracy [40 CFR 1506.5(b)].  Make the final determination of the inclusion or deletion of material from the EIS and in all instances involving questions as to the content of any material (including all data, analysis, and conclusions).

19. Supervise preparation of the EIS in compliance with applicable legal requirements including, but not limited to, public review of the EIS, analysis of public comments, and decision documentation.  In exercising this responsibility, the Forest Service will endeavor to foster cooperation among other relevant agencies and to integrate NEPA requirements with other environmental review and consultation requirements in order to avoid, to the fullest extent possible, duplication of efforts by such agencies (40 CFR 1500.5(g)(h), 1501.2(d)(2), 1506.2)  However, the Forest Service will not delegate to any other agency its authority over the scope and content of the EIS or its approval of the Project.

20. Direct the Prime Consultant to maintain the NEPA AR for the project until the decision is signed.  At that time, the record will be delivered to the Forest Service.


a.
The Forest Service will provide direction to the Prime Consultant for design, organization, indexing, preparation and maintenance of the administrative record for the project.


b.
The Prime Consultant and subcontractors will document sampling, testing, field observations, literature searches, analysis, recommendation, and other work which provides source material for the analysis, and any supplements to them.  The Prime Consultant and subcontractors will also document all the Forest Service's records in a similar and compatible manner.


c.
The documentation will be organized by specific categories of information and chronologically within categories for easy retrieval.  An index of the information in the AR will show the date, author, addresses, subject and document or page number.  The list will be appended to the EIS for use as a reference to information cited therein.


d.
Two complete copies of the NEPA AR will be made available to the public during the Draft EIS comment period. 

e.   The final AR will include all information and documentation collected after the DEIS comment period, through the Record of Decision.

21. Assume responsibility for preparation of and costs associated with the reproduction and distribution of the Record of Decision (ROD).


E.  THE PROPONENT SHALL:


1.  Contract with the Prime Consultant to conduct the NEPA analysis and documentation in accordance with Forest Service standards.

2.  Designate a single-point contact for interaction with the Prime Consultant and the Forest Service on all matters that concern the NEPA review of the Project.


3.  Develop and execute a contract with a Prime Consultant to cover all costs associated with the NEPA review of the Project, with the exception of those related to the ROD. The Proponent will be responsible for all costs and any continuing costs incurred by the Prime Consultant until the contract has expired or is terminated by the Proponent.

4.  Prior to awarding the contract, ensure that all Consultant staff and those of its sub-contractors sign a “Conflict of Interest” or “Disclosure Statement” that confirms that individuals and the Consultant do not have any interest, financial or otherwise, in the outcome of the project.  A copy of signed statements will be provided to the Forest Service prior to the initiation of the NEPA review.


5.  Incorporate the specifications listed in Attachment 1 into its contract with the Prime Consultant, including a requirement that the Prime Consultant and any subcontractors shall not conduct public surveys or questionnaires without prior approval of the Forest Service. 

6.  Provide the Forest Service and the Prime Consultant with a comprehensive written description of the Project that also describes commitments to implementing specific mitigation measures to avoid impacts. 


7.  Provide all relevant technical and environmental information necessary for environmental analysis and documentation.


8.  Include in its contract with the Prime Consultant the requirement that the Consultant will be responsible for collecting and disseminating all documentation, including, but not limited to, meeting notes; electronic mail (email) messages; analysis protocols, methodologies and data; maps; Geographic Information System (GIS) data and metadata; other supporting information used in the preparation of the EIS; and the EIS itself.   Such information will comprise the NEPA AR, which will be maintained by the Prime Consultant and afterward, filed on the CNF. 


9.  Review the technical, environmental, and socioeconomic information in its possession, and to the extent that such information is not restricted by confidentiality, provide the Forest Service with information necessary for review or input to the impacts analysis.  


10.  Provide timely responses to data requests and timely review of documents within the time limits established by the Forest Service.


11.  Attend meetings and participate in the development of mitigation measures to address potential adverse impacts..  The Prime Consultant’s ID team, or specific members thereof, will attend Forest ID team meetings regarding the Project, as requested or deemed useful by the Forest Service.


12.  Ensure that the Prime Consultant is responsive to all Forest Service requests related to the NEPA review of the Project, for assisting the Forest Service in responding to public comments arising from the Draft and Final EIS, and for providing other information (i.e., mapping, public meeting materials, etc.) needed by the Forest Service to prepare the ROD.


13.  Assume responsibility for the costs of stenographic, clerical, graphics, and layout services; printing of documents in accordance with Forest Service standards; and analysis, internal review drafts, and copies of the draft and final NEPA-related documents (including the EIS) prepared by the Consultant.


14.  Bear sole responsibility for the cost of preparing and providing the number of requested copies of the Draft and Final EIS for public review; for the cost of distributing the EIS, as directed by the Forest Service; and for providing an electronic copy of the EIS and related documents that is suitable for reproduction by the Forest Service.


15.  AT NO TIME direct the Prime Consultant in matters related to the NEPA review and/or EIS analyses and preparation.


F.
IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED AND UNDERSTOOD BY THE PARTIES THAT:


1.
The Prime Consultant will be under the supervision of the Forest Service, and the Forest Service will make the final determination concerning the scope and contents of the Consultant's work.  The contract between the Proponent and the Prime Consultant will specify compliance with all legal requirements.


2.
NEPA-related information and data collected by the Prime Consultant and subcontractors will be retained in the NEPA administrative record.  An index of the AR will be shared with the Forest Service NEPA Team Leader as it is developed.

3.
The complexity and the independent nature of the NEPA process requires a common understanding of the roles of the Forest Service personnel, the Proponent, the Prime Consultant, and other interested persons, agencies, and organizations.  The role of the Proponent is the same as it would be if the process were being entirely performed by Forest Service personnel, with no Proponent financing.


4.
The independent nature of the NEPA process creates the need to conduct the process with integrity.  The Forest Service ID Team Leader will establish the process for the efficient flow of communication between the Prime Consultant, the Proponent and the Forest Service.  Oral and written communications among ID team members are protected from disclosure to preserve the integrity of the deliberative process.  Individuals who disclose this kind of information to the public and/or the proponent will be excluded from further participation in the NEPA review. 


5.
The Prime Consultant is an important part of the interdisciplinary process and will aid and support the Forest Service ID Team.


6.
All planning data, maps, files, reports, computer, audio or video tapes, and disks and other records will be retained in the NEPA administrative record.


7.
In the event of a challenge to the legality or adequacy of the Forest Service compliance with NEPA with respect to the proposal of the Proponent, the Proponent, the Prime Consultant, the Prime Consultant's professional personnel, and the subcontractors will, at the Proponent's expense, make available to the federal government all pertinent non-privileged information under their control, and to the extent reasonable, discuss such information with the government, and testify at deposition or trial regarding such information.

8.
Either party, in writing, may terminate this MOU in whole, or in part, at any time before the date of expiration.  In the event of termination, it is agreed to as follows:


a.
The NEPA review process will terminate.

b.
All documentation, reports, analyses, and data used in the EIS developed by the Proponent, the Prime Consultant, or the Prime Consultant's subcontractors up to the date of termination will be delivered to the Forest Service and be placed in the administrative record.

c.
The Proponent's contract with the Prime Consultant will require the Prime Consultant to submit to the Forest Service a written report on the environmental work and analyses done by the Contractor.


d.
Preparation of the EIS may be initiated by the Forest Service, consistent with federal government manpower and budget limitations.


9. Any information furnished to the Forest Service under this MOU is subject to public release under the authority of the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552). Specific exemptions in the FOIA may protect proprietary and private information related to the project.  The Forest Service FOIA staff will evaluate such information to determine whether or not it may be withheld.  All information to be released in response to a FOIA request will be shared with the Proponent or other party for review 30 days prior to release.  The Proponent/other party will have a right to object to release of specific information.

10.
This MOU in no way restricts the Forest Service or the Proponent from participating in similar activities with other public and private agencies, organizations, and individuals.


11.
The Forest Service and the Proponent and their respective agencies and offices will handle their own activities and utilize their own resources, including the expenditure of their own funds, in pursuing these objectives.  Each party will carry out its separate activities in a coordinated and mutually beneficial manner.


12.
The principal contacts for this MOU are:  Gil Clausen, President and CEO, Rosemont Copper Company, 4500 Cherry Creek south, Suite 1040, Denver, CO.  80246; and [INSERT FS CONTACT HERE].

13.
Nothing in this MOU will obligate either the Forest Service or the Proponent to obligate or transfer funds.  Specific work projects or activities that involve the transfer of funds, services, or property among the various agencies and offices of the Forest Service and the Proponent will require execution of separate agreements and be contingent upon the availability of appropriated funds.  Such activities must be independently authorized by appropriate statutory authority.  This MOU does not provide such authority.  Negotiation, execution, and administration of each such agreement must comply with all applicable statutes and regulations.

14.
This MOU is not intended to, and does not create, any right, benefit, or trust responsibility, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or equity, by a party against the United States, its agencies, its officers, or any person.


15.
This MOU may be amended upon mutual written agreement of all parties.

16.
This MOU is effective upon the signature of the Forest Service and the Proponent.


17.
Unless earlier terminated, this MOU shall be deemed to expire on the day on which FS issues its final ROD relating to the Project.

18.
By signature below, the Proponent certifies that the individuals listed in this document as   


Representatives of the Proponent are authorized to act in their respective areas for matters related to this MOU.

THE PARTIES HERETO have executed this MOU.


		ROSEMONT COPPER COMPANY

		

		USDA FOREST SERVICE



		     

		

		CORONADO NATIONAL FOREST



		

		

		     





		

		

		



		         

		DATE

		

		JEANINE A. DERBY    

		DATE



		     

		

		Forest Supervisor





		The authority and format of this instrument has been reviewed and approved for signature.



		



		NORENE NORRIS                                DATE



		Forest Service Grants & Agreements Specialist 





ATTACHMENT 1

THIRD-PARTY CONTRACT SPECIFICATIONS

ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT


I.
RESPONSIBILITIES

The Consultant will be responsible for:

1.
Assisting the Forest Service in identifying all environmental compliance requirements that must be met prior to implementation of the project; 


2.
Planning and conducting any field studies needed to support the NEPA impacts analysis, which may include, but are not be limited to, a cultural resources survey and a biological resources survey, both of which will be prepared in the format specified by the Forest in cooperation with Forest archaeologists, biologists, and other resource specialists;

3.
Distributing all NEPA notices for public review; 

4.
Analyzing the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and reporting the results in an environmental impact statement (EIS);

5.
Preparing the preliminary, draft and final EISs that disclose the impacts of the Project;


6.
Assisting the Forest in government-to-government consultation with agencies and Indian tribes;

8.
Preparing responses to comments on the Draft EIS;

9.
Printing and distributing pre-decisional and final NEPA documents; and


10.
Identifying a primary and secondary point of contact for the Forest Service.

Each of the above responsibilities will be carried out with the oversight and input of Forest Service technical resources specialists assigned to the Project interdisciplinary team.  Following is a list of specific duties and responsibilities associated with these tasks.

A.  Environmental Compliance Planning 


The Consultant will:

1.
At Forest Service request, attend meetings with agencies and other parties regarding environmental compliance efforts. Meeting sites would be at the Forest Supervisor’s Office in Tucson, Arizona; however, the need may arise to schedule meetings at regulatory agency or other sites or offices, such as the Nogales Ranger District; 


2.
Prepare a checklist of all environmental compliance requirements (including those from Forest Service directives, handbooks, and manuals) that must be satisfied before project implementation, and identify agency points-of-contact, where applicable;

3.
Prepare a description of the proposed action, in consultation with Forest staff, and identify potential environmental resource issues and concerns;

4.
Collect and review environmental baseline data and information, then identify the need for field studies and other research; and

5.
Review and concur on the EIS timeline in Attachment 2 of the MOU for third-party NEPA review of the Project. 


B.  Environmental Field Studies


Based on information and data needs identified during project scoping, the Consultant will conduct field studies where data and information gaps exist.  Studies may include, but are not limited to, field surveys of cultural and heritage resources and biological resources, including threatened and endangered species.



C.  Consultation with Other Agencies

The Consultant will provide the necessary technical expertise to conduct the following activities: 

1.
In accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act; Section 7, Endangered Species Act; and state species protection regulations, assist the Forest Service in conducting consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) regarding protected species and habitat; and

2.
Assist with community and Tribal outreach in cooperation with the Forest Supervisor and Forest heritage staff.


C.  NEPA Review

The Consultant will support the Forest in completing the NEPA review process. Tasks will include, but are not limited to, the following:


1. 
Maintain an administrative record of the NEPA review process for transfer to Forest archives.  The administrative record will include, but not be limited to, original written correspondence, meeting notes, email messages, field notes, field reports, comment letters, public notices, mailing lists, and the EIS in preliminary, draft and final form.  Only those items relevant to the NEPA analysis will be retained in the administrative record;

2. 
Develop an EIS outline for Forest Service approval;

3.
Revise the EIS outline in response to comments by Forest resource specialists;

4.
Evaluate scoping comments received in response to the Notice of Intent and, with the Forest Service, determine how they will be addressed in the NEPA review;

6
Prepare a preliminary DEIS for review by Forest resource specialists;

7.
Revise the PDEIS in response to Forest Service comments and prepare a Draft EIS for publication;

8.
Copy and distribute the DEIS for public review; and

9.
Evaluate public comments on the DEIS, prepare a Comment-Response Summary, and revise the EIS to address comments.


The Forest Service will be responsible for transmitting the DEIS and Notice of Availability to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and will prepare the Record of Decision and Legal Notice of Decision.



II.
DELIVERABLES

Deliverables will include, but are not limited to, those listed below.  The Consultant will provide reports and other deliverables to the Forest in both written and electronic formats.  Electronic versions will be delivered as attachments in the latest MS Word software either by electronic mail and/or on compact disks.  Maps will be prepared in consultation with Forest GIS staff in a format consistent with Forest Service format.


		Deliverables



		NEPA Administrative Record 



		Checklist of Environmental Requirements 



		Project Description 



		Field Surveys



		Field Survey Reports 



		Annotated Outline of EIS



		Evaluation and Summary of Scoping Comments



		*Biological Assessment and Evaluation


*Draft Letter to Fish and Wildlife Service for Endangered Species Act Consultation 



		*Heritage Assessment


* Draft Letter to State Historic Preservation Office for National Historic Preservation Act Consultation 



		Preliminary (Internal Review) EIS



		Draft EIS for Public


Release



		DEIS Comment Summary and Evaluation



		Comment-Response Summary for FEIS



		Final EIS





III.
CONSULTANT STAFF QUALIFICATIONS

All consultant staff must possess, at a minimum, a Bachelor's degree (or equivalent combination of experience and education) in the field of expertise for which support is provided and at least five (5) years experience in performing NEPA analysis.  Proof of such experience will be required prior to contract award.


For this contract, the following technical positions will be necessary:

Interdisciplinary NEPA Team Leader:  minimum of 10 years experience in this capacity


Geologist:  equivalent to a GS-12 Geologist, with at least 10 years experience (emphasis on hardrock mineral exploration and extraction)


Geochemist:  equivalent to a GS-12 Geologist, with at least 10 years experience in hardrock mining, mineral processing, and reclamation


Mining Engineer:  equivalent to a GS-12 Engineer, with at least 10 years experience in hardrock mining and reclamation

Hydrogeologist:  the equivalent of a GS-12 Hydrogeologist with at least 10 years in hardrock mine development and remediation geohydrology


Hydrologist:  the equivalent of a GS-12 Hydrologist with at least 10 years experience in hardrock mine development and remediation hydrology

Biologist:  (Terrestrial, Aquatic) the equivalent of a GS-12 Biologist with at least five years experience in wildlife biology 

Soils Scientist: the equivalent of a GS-12 Soils Scientist with at least five years of experience


Air Quality Specialist:  the equivalent of a GS-12 Air Quality Specialist with at least five years of experience in Air Quality and NEPA impacts analysis


Cultural Resource Specialist:  (Historian, Native American, Archaeologist, Anthropologist); must meet the Secretary of the Interior's qualification standards for archaeology as published in the Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61

Visual Resources Specialist:  the equivalent of a GS-11 Landscape Architect with at least five years of experience in visual resources and NEPA impacts analysis; expertise in the application of the Forest Service’s Visual Resource Management System and the Forest Service’s Scenery Management System


Recreation Specialist:   the equivalent of a GS-11 Recreation Specialist with five years experience in Recreation/Trails and NEPA impacts analysis 


Socioeconomist:   at least five years experience with collaboration, community outreach and environmental justice issues


SubconTRACTORs:  The Forest Service’s Contracting Officer must review and approve potential subcontractors to the Consultant who will contribute to fulfillment of the tasks described herein, and any future additions to the approved list of subcontractors once established.  


IV.
DATA AND INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

All data and information collected under this contract will become the property of the U.S. Government.


Consultant performance and products will be subject to review by the Forests technical staff and management to ensure adequacy, accuracy and completeness.  The Forest may request that advance copies of specific sections of the NEPA document be provided for review by Forest resource specialists prior to submittal of the final deliverable.  At its discretion, the Forest may seek additional review of Consultant products by other non-Forest resource experts.

ATTACHMENT 2


EIS TIMELINE


ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT 


Task









Target Date____


Interdisciplinary team established on Forest




January

 2008

MOU for third-party NEPA analysis signed




January 2008


Proponent signs third-party contract





January 2008




Statement of Proposed Action with Purpose

 and Need drafted

February 2008


Public Participation Plan finalized


February 2008

Notice of Intent (NOI) to Prepare EIS published



February-March 2008


NOI distributed to public mailing list





March 2008

Public scoping meetings (open house) held




March 2008


Scoping comment evaluation completed




March-April 2008

Forest Service (FS) and consultant meet to develop alternatives, review



issues, define geographic bounds of cumulative impacts analysis area,

and

identify past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions therein
April 2008

Sections 1 and 2 of Preliminary Draft (PD) EIS completed


July 2008


Section 3 and 4 of PDEIS completed





October 2008

PDEIS to FS, Proponent, and cooperating agencies (CAs) for review
November 2008


Comments on PDEIS to Consultant





December 2008

Final FS and CA review of revised PDEIS before printing DEIS

February 2009

EPA publishes Notice of Availability (NOA) of DEIS and announces


45-day public comment period





March 2009


Public comment meetings






March-April 2009

Comment analysis: FS, Consultant, Proponent



April 2009


Responses to comments prepared, DEIS to FEIS revised


May-July 2009

Preliminary FEIS and responses to comments to FS, Proponent,

CAs for review







August 2009


Final revisions to FEIS, responses to comments completed


September 2009


Print copy of FEIS after review





October 2009


EPA publishes NOA of FEIS






October 2009

ROD issued a minimum of 30 days after NOA of FEIS


November 2009


Appeal period begins, 45 days





December 2009
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From: Mikey Block
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: Augusta Resources "Rosemont Mine", Pima County, AZ
Date: 03/19/2008 04:03 PM
Importance: High
Attachments: Rosemont Mine letter.doc

Dear Ms. Everson,
 
Please see my attached letter.
 
Thank you.
 
Sally Reichardt
E-mail:  bsrsvn@azwildblue.com

mailto:mikey@mikeyblock.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us

March 18, 2008

Coronado National Forest


Beverly Everson


300 West Congress Street


Tucson, Arizona


85701

Re:  Augusta Resources proposed “Rosemont Mine”


Dear Ms. Everson,


I write to you, as a native Tucsonan, who is currently living in Sonoita and who is extremely concerned about the proposed Rosemont Mine.  As a child, our family had very little money so we found camping on Mt. Lemmon to be a very inexpensive family vacation.  I always thought that our National forests were for the enjoyment of the taxpayers.   Apparently, I am wrong.  The Coronado National Forest will become a dumping site of waste rock and tailings.  Hundreds of acres paid for and enjoyed by American taxpayers will be destroyed by a foreign registered company scheduled to ship the majority of the mined copper outside of the United States.


I continue to hear, as I did throughout my entire childhood, how precious our water supply is; so precious that we had peak hours that we shouldn’t water during.  I now read, in Augusta’s Rosemont Mine feasibility study that “Water quantities are limited and environmentally sensitive in the region of the Rosemont mine”.  Further, the study says:  “fresh water makeup is 4.8 million gallons per day”. Wow!  It seems to me that the wells in the surrounding areas/towns will quickly run dry.  Their study goes on to say “Property for other well locations are currently being acquired for the other 2,000 gpm requirement”.

The study also states that “State Route 83 can be used to gain access to the plant road” and “This system of interstates and highway will allow for quick access to the site”.  I beg to differ.  It will be far from “quick” access.  Hwy. 83, as you know, is a two lane road with several windy areas.  One such curve has one of the highest accident rates and, I believe, the highest rate in the State for motorcycles.  We already have 18 wheelers using Hwy. 83 as a detour route because the bridge on I-10 to the East of Hwy. 83 is too short.  We currently have many wide loads which require us to pull off to the side of the road and “wait”.  Last week, I had to pull over for four separate wide loads and that was just between Rosemont Junction & I-10.  Several of our highway patrol cars are involved with these wide loads.  Augusta said for the first two (or thereabouts) years, they will be running wide loads every 10 minutes.  Nobody will be able to use this section of Hwy. 83. It will make travel impossible.  The school busses will not be able to get the kids to school.  The Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic (2nd oldest in Arizona) Hwy. sign will need to be taken down.  Nobody, including bicyclists, motorcyclists and tourists will be able to travel from Tucson to the wineries, Tombstone, Parker Lake, Patagonia Lake or Patagonia, via Hwy. 83, thus, hurting tourism and the revenues of small businesses.

This mine, if built, will be seen from many miles away and their tailings will actually be located in the backyard of an existing neighborhood on Coronado National Forest property.  Additionally, per their feasibility study, the mine will be “working two 12-hour shifts per day, seven days per week, 52 weeks per year”.  Property values in Sonoita, Patagonia and all of the surrounding areas, for hundreds of miles will plummet.

Add to the above, that this mine will only employ 327 people and a mine life of 18.2 years.  It’s no wonder that the Board of Supervisors voted to oppose this project.  Not to mention that there’s no guarantee, of course, that the mine won’t go belly up in two years like some recent mines in the U.S. have.  The proposed mine property contains many very, very old Oak trees and is one of the most pristine lands we have.  If anyone believes that the mine can put this land back to anything close to what it is now, they are just dead wrong.  It’s impossible.  The proposed mining site will destroy this area forever.  

Contrary to what Augusta would have you believe, there is huge opposition to this mine. I urge you to consider the destruction of the Santa Ritas and Coronado National Forest by this open pit copper mine, as a travesty of the public trust and to reject the Rosemont Copper proposal. 


Sincerely,


Sally Reichardt

E-mail:  bsrsvn@azwildblue.com



From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Lara Mitchell; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Barrel Only Description
Date: 07/14/2010 12:27 PM

Bev,
 
Got a hold of Dale and he will be sending you a brief description of the updated Barrel Only
alternative that was approved last Friday.  Rosemont was tasked with determining total acreages,
etc., and we have not yet received that data.  Lara is working on making sure the Figure for
tomorrow is this latest version.  Dale will email you the description as soon as possible.
 
Thanks!
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com

mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Kathy Arnold'; fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com; 'Krizek, David'; 'Marcie

Bidwell'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Beverley A Everson'
Subject: Barrel-Only Landform - Proposed Meeting/Conference Call
Date: 06/30/2010 08:28 AM
Importance: High

All,
 
The CNF has expressed that they would like to meet to review the updated landform.  I propose we
hold a meeting/conference call today, but both Debby and Salek have a commitment for this
morning; therefore I would like to schedule the update for 1:30 PM (Arizona Time) this afternoon. 
The location will be the SWCA office, but those who are unable to physically attend may join via
conference call.
 
Melissa/Jonathan, please issue invitations with the conference call number to all team members.
 
Kathy/Fermin, please email a PDF of the latest landform or let everyone know that the one
attached to my emails is the working version.
 
I realize this is short notice, but this work is very likely leading to major change in the Barrel-Only
Alternative and it is imperative that it be completed as soon as reasonably possible.
 
Please confirm your availability ASAP.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Kathy Arnold'; fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com; 'Krizek, David'; 'Melissa

Reichard'; 'Marcie Bidwell'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'
Subject: Barrel-Only Landform Meeting Rescheduled
Date: 06/30/2010 10:31 AM
Importance: High

All,
 
According to Fermin, Rosemont will have finished a more complete evaluation and design of the
landform concept developed by the team later next week.  This afternoon he will be able to
confirm a day next week on which he will be able to present this work to the team.  Therefore, I am
canceling today’s tentative meeting and will reschedule for the day next week Fermin says the
work will be available.  I’ll get back to all of you later this afternoon or first thing tomorrow
morning with the reschedule information.
 
Thanks for your patience with this.
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: John Able
Sent By: johnable23@gmail.com
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Tom Furgason; Reta Laford; Teresa Ciapusci; Beverley A Everson; mroth@fs.fed.us
Subject: Beta Test of Scoping Comment Search Issue Suggests "Missing Comments"
Date: 07/04/2009 07:35 AM

FYI: Melissa, our beta test of the Comment Search has turned up the first problem
(see below).  This appears to be totally a problem with the Search, but Jim
Pepper is very worried that his submission was overlooked.  I just wanted to give
you a heads up that while I hope to have the issue resolved this weekend, Philip
may be calling about this on Monday.  

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Text or Voice:  520-405-4256

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>
Date: Sat, Jul 4, 2009 at 7:27 AM
Subject: Re: Scoping Comment Letter missing in new website
To: jepepper@earthlink.net
Cc: Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, tciapusci@fs.fed.us, Wade Bunting
<wadebunting@aol.com>

This inquiry refers specificially to an apparent failure of the Scoping Comment Search
to return results related to "Form Letter 17."  In particular, the search returns no
results by name or key word for this specific submission, and it appears as though
either 1) the search engine is not properly associating comments from this
submission, or 2) that the submission was not properly received or processed.  Jim,
you also express great concern that it may even have been overlooked.

As I mentioned on the phone, at the moment I am focusing on number 1 above,
treating this as a problem with the Scoping Comment Search.  Philip Murphy of
InfoHarvest, our consultant for the Search Feature, has been contacted and is
working on the issue over the July 4th weekend.  I am hoping that the rather
complex nature of this particular submission -- a cover letter signed by yourself and
Wade Bunting, a 38-page main comment document, and six attachments -- all
signed by an additional hundred people and submitted as a form letter, has stumped
the search engine.  This is why we are conducting this "beta test": to find and
correct any problems with the technology.

While I don't rule out number 2 above, the evidence doesn't point there yet. The
reason I say that is because even though the Scoping Comment Search does not
return any results for this submission, all documents relevant to Form Letter 17 are
in fact resident and properly coded in the Comment Database.  This suggests to me
that this document was properly received and processed and that comments were
identified and considered, it's just that the internal logic of the Scoping Comment
Search couldn't properly cope with all the associations generated by 8 documents
and a hundred signatories.  We'll start with this hypothesis. Philip believes he will
have an answer/solution by Monday morning.  If at that time we discover it was not
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the technology, we will investigate number 2 above.

Jim, whatever the problem is, we'll get to the bottom of it and I'll report back to
you.  Thanks for your patience in finding what, at the moment, is the first and only
problem reported with our new Scoping Comment Search.

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Text or Voice:  520-405-4256

On Fri, Jul 3, 2009 at 5:37 PM, jepepper <jepepper@earthlink.net> wrote:

Good
afternoon
John;

 

This email
memorializes
our phone
conversation
of late this
afternoon. 
As I
reported to
you, an
extensive
comment
letter
authored by
Wade
Bunting and
me (James
Pepper), is
missing
from the
scoping
comments
posted on
your new

mailto:jepepper@earthlink.net


website. 

 

As I
informed
you, only
the cover
sheet of this
38 page
comment
letter is
contained in
the data
base
(Submission
ID 1753).  I
searched in
vain for the
balance of
the
comment
letter, using
all
combinations
of our
names, first
initials, etc.,
and found
eight
separate
Submission
ID’s for
Wade and
me, but
none
contained
the balance
of this
important



letter.  I
also
unsuccessfully
searched
for unique
combinations
of words
and terms
that
appeared in
our letter,
revealing
that our
letter
contained
unique
comments.

 

The letter is
dated July
11, 2008,
and the
page
included in
the scoping
file shows
the letter
logged in
via a
Coronado
National
Forest
stamp
dated July
14.  Wade
hand
delivered
the letter to



your Tucson
office on
that date. 
Note that
on the same
date he also
hand
delivered
copies to
Congresswoman
Giffords and
Congressman
Grijalva.

 

Naturally
we are
extremely
concerned
about this
matter. 
Wade and I
live in
relatively
close
proximity to
the
proposed
project,
and, along
with others,
we spent an
inordinate
amount of
time
preparing
these
comments. 
The



comments
also
represent
the
concerns of
the Sonoita
Community,
as there are
98 co-
signatories
to the
letter, thus
the weight
of our
community
rests in this
letter.  If
these
comments
have not
been a part
of the on-
going
analyses
since their
submittal,
this poses a
very serious
issue
indeed. 
And, as I
reported to
you, this is
particularly
distressing
given our
record of
civil,
informed



and
continuous
participation
in the NEPA
process.

 

Per your
assurances
during our
phone
conversation,
you will
work with
your
consultant
in Seattle
starting
immediately
to
determine if
this is only
a “data
base” issue;
that you
have the
document
and it has
merely
escaped
inclusion in
the on-line
comment
data base.
 If however,
the balance
of the
comment
letter is



missing, we
have, as
you stated,
a far more
serious
matter.  Per
my request,
you agreed
to provide
me with an
email
response as
soon as you
have
anything to
report.  Also
per your
assurances,
I will hear
back from
you with an
email status
report,
regardless
of what you
have to
report,
sometime
on Monday,
July 6.

 

Thank you
for your
urgent
attention to
this matter.

 



Regards,

 

Jimmy
Pepper

 

 

 



From: Tom Furgason
To: John Able
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Charles Coyle; Matt Petersen
Subject: Beta version of FS website concerns
Date: 06/18/2009 03:50 PM

John,
 
Thank you for allowing the opportunity to review the Rosemont EIS website.  Although out of scope, I
felt that it was in the interest of the NEPA process to have my comments before allowing full access to
the public.  I general I like the look and feel of the site, but that is the easy part.  I did not complete a
comprehensive review of the site, but following are some concerns that I have regarding the website:
 
1. EIS Documents: Works in progress- I feel that a great deal care needs to be taken in relation to
what is made public—and when.  The CNF’s intention to post chapters of the EIS as they are being
written may not be prudent.  It is a certainty that most (if not all) of the chapters will need to be
repeatedly revised as other sections of the EIS are developed. Although Reta had indicated they would
then simply re-post the revised versions, but that will result in multiple versions in the public domain
and will contribute to future conflicts (even if they are dated). Our specific concern is that we are
putting out drafts that are not fully developed and do not accurately reflect final analyses and language.
Under NEPA, that may be considered as actually misleading the public, not informing them.
 
2. Rosemont Drilling Decision Memo- in the beginning, we were told to keep these 2 projects in
particular completely separate from each other.  Therefore, is it appropriate to include this on the
Rosemont EIS site or to place it back to the CNF site?
 
3. Record Index- This is very problematic. This record index will change during the life of the project
and I’m concerned about the public getting confused and thinking that we are hiding information.  For
instance, if the proposed water pipeline route changes, then we’d probably pull the original survey
reports.  I can see a situation where the public interpreted this as the Forest Service hiding something.
 
4. Management Records: ID Team- I concerned that this may impact the deliberative nature of the
IDT.  It is very unlikely that SWCA will hand anything out at the IDT meetings without first having the
Forest Service review the document and accept it as its own.  Furthermore, much like the video taped
events, it is unlikely that consulting staff will feel free to fully express ideas which they have not fully
thought through or vetted with their managers.
 
5. About the project: Data- What sort of data are you intending to post?  Well logs, agave surveys? 
Relevant data should simply be appended to the appropriate report.
 
6. Blogs – I’m concerned about the IDT posting blogs individually. Without careful consideration and
editing, it is entirely possible that members of the IDT may quite unintentionally make pre-decisional
statements or conclusions that must be left up to the deciding official.
 
We may have more comments as we review the website in greater detail.  Again, thank you for
allowing us to view this site in advance.
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520) 325-9194
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Ken Kertell; Geoff Soroka; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Biological Assessment
Date: 04/15/2009 10:35 AM

Debbie,
 
I just wanted to let you know the status of the preparation of the Biological Assessment for the
proposed action.  For now, we are assuming that the Action Area is the footprint of all of the mine
facilities (pit, waste rock, tailings, processing, etc.), utility lines, and access roads.  We have received
the PPC, LLNB, and agave survey reports from Westland and have begun drafting the BA.  We are
expecting the Chircahua leopard frog survey report soon.  Based on our understanding of the area, we
are addressing four species in the BA: LLNB, PPC, Chircahua leopard frog, and MSO.  All but the
MSO have been documented as occurring in the Action Area.  We are not considering impacts to
Cienega Creek and any species that it may support because we lack sufficient hydrologic studies to
make this determination at this time.  We will revise the report accordingly if it is determined that the
mine would result in impacted Cienega Cr.
 
I know that there was a lot of discussion about obtaining a consultation number for the proposed
Rosemont Mine.  Do you know if this has occurred?  For now, we are relying on the species list from
the USFWS web page.  However, we’d like to site any correspondence with UFWS to date.
 
Also, how would you like for SWCA to handle FS and BLM Sensitive Species, AGFD WSCA, Pima
County’s HCP species, etc.?  We could prepare a large wildlife specialists report evaluating all of these
or we could prepared separate reports and tech memos for each agency/jurisdiction.  I’d appreciate any
direction that you could provide on this. 
 
I’d like to point out that we are aware that we may need to prepare BA’s for each of the action
alternative, but we’d really would like to get the BA into USFWS to engage them as soon as possible. 
Any assistance with this would be greatly appreciated.  Thanks.
 
Tom
 
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520) 325-9194 Office
(520) 820-5178 Cell
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From: Jerome Hesse
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason
Subject: Bounds of Analysis Geology
Date: 06/11/2009 10:24 AM
Attachments: 2009-5-31_Ortman_Hesse_GeoMin Bnds of Analysis_memo.doc

Hi Bev,
 
Sorry I have not contacted you earlier about the bounds of analysis for the Affected Environment--
Geology and Minerals section of the Rosemont EIS. Take a look at Dale's attached memo. Initially we
were proposing multiple bounds of analysis for geology focusing on Mine Site Geology and Minerals,
Seismicity, and Caves, but after further discussion we believe it is prudent to limit the analysis to a
single bounds focusing on the mine site. Seismicity and caves will of course be addressed, but are not
likely to be such significant issues that they warrant an entire separate formal bounds of analysis.
 
Let me know if you agree with this approach.
 
Thanks,  
 
Jerome Hesse
Program Director, Cultural Resources
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
520-325-9194 phone
520-325-2033 fax
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Office: (520) 896-2404


Consulting Engineer







Mobile: (520) 449-7307

PO Box 1233
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Oracle, AZ 85623









PROJECT MEMORANDUM


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT

		To:

		Jerome Hesse (SWCA)



		Copy to:

		



		From:

		Dale Ortman PE



		Date:

		31 May 2009

		

		



		Subject:

		Draft Bounds of Analysis – Geology & Minerals 





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


· Mine Site Geology & Minerals


· Mine Site Geology

· Geologic Hazards

· Other Geologic Resources

· Seismicity

· Caves

.


Please note that the draft outline for Chapter 3 includes a section on Regional Geology, but I believe this will only be descriptive and not the subject for impact analysis or determination of environmental consequences; hence it does not warrant Bounds of Analysis.

Mine Site Geology & Minerals

The Bounds of Analysis for Mine Site Geology and Minerals are intended to encompass the temporal and spatial extent necessary to describe the mine site geologic environment that may be impacted by the proposed project.  The potential impacts to geology and mineral resources are restricted to the physical removal and relocation of geologic material during the mining activity.  This work includes excavation and relocation of waste rock, the excavation and processing of ore, removal of the metal-bearing minerals and metallic constituents of the ore, and relocation of the processed ore. Therefore, the temporal Bounds of Analysis for Geology and Mineral are limited to the Construction and Operations time periods and the spatial bounds are the geographic limits of the active mining project area.

Seismicity 

The Bounds of Analysis for Seismicity are intended to encompass the temporal and spatial extent of the seismic regime that may impact the proposed project.  Seismic activity may impact the project from initial site work through post-closure; therefore the temporal Bounds of Analysis for seismicity are Construction, Operations, Reclamation, and Post-Closure.  The spatial bounds include both the location of the potential seismic impacts, which are restricted to the mine project area, and the area of area of seismic activity and active faulting that may impact the project site.  Typically, the area of seismic activity that can potentially impact a project is defined by a 200 km radius around the project site; therefore the spatial bound for seismicity is the area within a 200 km radius centered on the Rosemont Project.

Caves

The Bounds of Analysis for Cave Resources are intended to encompass the temporal and spatial extent necessary to describe the cave environment that may be impacted by mine blasting induced vibrations.  Temporally the potential cave resource impacts associated with mine blasting that will occur only during the Construction and Operations time periods; therefore the temporal bounds for Cave Resources are Construction and Operations.  The spatial bounds for Cave Resources should be a radius around the mine pit at which blast vibration damage to cave formations is unlikely; as determined by analysis of blast wave propagation.  However, the area has known cave-forming geology and two cave systems developed for public visitation; therefore the spatial bounds of analysis also should include these two known cave systems, namely Kartchner Caverns and Colossal Cave.
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Alan Belauskas; Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel;

Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; Janet Jones; John Able; Keith L Graves; Kendall
Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell; mriechard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; Salek
Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: cancellation of meeting tomorrow; please keep other dates open
Date: 04/14/2009 12:54 PM

Jeanine is asking Rosemont Copper Company to review all alternatives, alternative
elements, and mitigation suggested to date (including those that the team put
together last week, those developed through the brainstorming with the company a
couple of weeks ago, and those suggested by the public during scoping) and then
make determinations on the feasability of the alternatives and mitigation, and then,
explain how they would address the feasable ideas.

Because of this change in strategy, we do not need to meet tomorrow.  I'm hoping
that the company will be prepared to present their findings to the IDT on the 22nd,
and if so, we will meet then for the presentations in the morning, and an internal
review of the company's findings in the afternoon.  This meeting is mandatory for
the core team, and optional for the extended team.  Please also hold the 29th open
for a meeting to further discuss alternatives.

Thanks everyone, and sorry for the late notice on the cancelled meeting.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

04/13/2009 12:39 PM

To Alan Belauskas/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Janet
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Keith L
Graves/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mriechard@SWCA.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
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Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Give priority to Rosemont Schedule over fire
assignments

Hi Team,

Below is a message that Jeanine asked me to forward to all of you.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/13/2009 12:38 PM -----

Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS 

04/10/2009 04:38 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Give priority to Rosemont Schedule over fire
assignments

Thanks to everyone for the top notch job of evaluating issues and compiling them
into to a reasonable set for the analysis.  Also thanks for your preliminary work in
considering structure of alternatives.   Now that fire season is starting, I just want to
remind key Rosemont players that if called for a fire assignment please clear it with
Bev and only   take the assignment if it would not delay the schedule for the
Rosemont Project.   Again, thanks for all the competent work on this project.  

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: Canned Statements
Date: 02/23/2009 05:35 PM

 
TA-
I am working on my drafts to complete the paper trail on Non-issues and NOT Significant themes.
Do you have your canned statements yet? If not, would you like me to skip those or draft the rest
of the rationale and put a field in for that?
Let me know. I hope you had a nice day off on Friday.
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; klgraves@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard; rosemonteis; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; teresa@ciapusci.com;
tfurgason@swca.com; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject: Change in meeting location to SWCA, July 15 Rosemont IDT
Date: 07/14/2009 02:07 PM

We will be meeting tomorrow in the conference room at SWCA.  See you there at
9:00.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Matt Petersen; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Change in tomorrow's agenda
Date: 05/12/2009 05:50 PM
Importance: High

Melissa,
 
I just got a call from Bev and there is one change for tomorrows agenda. Please change Kathy’s
presentation to “Alternative Responsive to Public Input”.  Thanks.
 
Tom
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Andrea Campbell; Debby Kriegel; Salek Shafiqullah; Sarah Davis; Kristin Cox; Melissa Reichard; Beverly

Everson; Teresa Ann     Ciapusci; Deborah Sebesta; Keith Graves; Kendra Bourgart; Dale Ortman; John Able;
Reta     Laford; Walt Keyes

Cc: Kristin Cox; Jeff Connell; Melissa     Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: Chapter 2
Date: 10/10/2008 05:19 PM

 All- 

I have placed copies of the Draft Proposed Action on WebEx for your review.
Please note that there are three versions of the same document: 
1) .pdf file with proposed graphics (~3.5 mb)
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=15929> 
2) .doc file with proposed graphics (~30.1 mb! + 5 minutes to download) 
3) .doc file without graphics (0.4 mb)

All versions have been formatted per the FS EIS template guidance and the
R3 Publishing Arts Style Guide (2008). There are some discrepancies in the
formatting guidance that have yet to be resolved; however, in my opinion
they are relatively minor. 

All three versions were formatted to be printed double sided per FS guidance.
This resulted in some pages being left blank and are labeled as such. 

Please submit all comments to Bev so that she can compile them for us and
resolve any conflicting comments or edits prior to providing them to SWCA. 

Finally, feel free to contact me directly if you have any questions. 

Tom Furgason
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; tfurgason@swca.com; daleortmanpe@live.com; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Clarification of Golder's Proposal (George Annandale)
Date: 12/11/2009 05:21 PM

Hello Bev,
Last week we had a conference call with Golder Associates Inc. (GAI) to discuss the
scope of work related to the Rosemont project.  A few items were discussed which
may or may not be already included in the GAI scope of work.  These elements are
described below and Debby and I were wondering if we can confirm that these
items can be provided or modified as appropriate. Thanks.

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
----- Forwarded by Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS on 12/11/2009 02:51 PM -----

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

12/11/2009 12:20 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Modifications to George Annandale's Proposal

DRAFT - Please provide your comments

Items to clarify/add:
1.  Provide analysis for the entire 2 mile-wide east face of the "Barrel Only"
alternative.
2.  Provide hard and electronic copies of the report, powerpoint, and analysis (input-
output files associated with the model).
2.  Review Horst Shor's landforming proposal (which should be available the week of
December 21) and provide a brief assessment of what work proposed by both
Golder and Schor may affect one another.  Should coordination of work be
beneficial, participate in communication as appropriate.  Communication shall include
Dale Ortman and the Forest Service.
3.  Participate in two interim meetings, approximately at week 2 and week 4, to
ensure that work is proceeding per Forest Service criteria.
4.  Consider modification of the current side slope by changing long slopess, creating
interim bench(s), and rounding the toe of slope.
5.  Should the footprint of the alternative change, provide sufficient information
(such as a drawing) to assess the extent of the change. 
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Melinda D Roth'; Rochelle Dresser
Subject: CNF Approval to Confer with Rosemont Re Reclamation Tech Transfer Meeting
Date: 04/23/2010 08:07 AM

Bev,
 
At the 20 April 2010 meeting between SWCA and the CNF I was tasked with facilitating a 17 May
2010 Technology Transfer meeting regarding reclamation issues.  In order to proceed with this task
I requested and was verbally granted CNF authorization to directly confer with Rosemont in regard
to that meeting with the provision that I copy the CNF (Bev Everson) on all email correspondence
pertinent to the matter.  This email is to confirm the CNF authorization to directly confer with
Rosemont regarding this task.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Subject: CNF Comments on the DEIS
Date: 11/10/2009 03:24 PM

Bev,
 
As we mentioned in our meeting last Tuesday, it would be very useful for the SWCA Team to have the
comments on the DEIS consolidated and any discrepancies resolved prior to our review.  Furthermore,
I would like my team members to have time to review all of the consolidated comments before meeting
on November 18.  Ideally, this would be put on WebEx for all of the specialists’’ reference in the future.
 
Having the consolidated comments would allow our specialists to come to the meeting prepared to offer
advice to the specialists on how to proceed with the completion of the Affected Environment and
Consequences portion of the DEIS.  Do you know when we can expect to see all of the comments?
 
Tom
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Comment Categories
Date: 11/03/2008 10:29 AM
Attachments: Doc4.doc

Bev,
 
Attached are the comment categories that Kathy requested.
 
Tom
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Comment Categories


Water Resources 


Process and Procedure 


Socioeconomics 


Transportation & Access 


Wildlife & Habitat 


Air Quality 


Visual Resource Management 


Reclamation 


Recreation 


Land Use 


Public Health & Safety 


Noise


Hazardous Waste


Light Pollution


Technical Feasibility


Out of Scope


Soils & Geology


Vegetation


Special Status Species


Riparian


Alternatives


Locatable Minerals


Cultural Resources


Wilderness


Climate Change


Livestock Grazing


Environmental Justice


Fire Management


FOIA


Palentology


Other  (electrical transmission was a major theme coded under “other”)




From: Melissa Reichard
To: Philip Murphy; John Able
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Kent C Ellett; Beverley A

Everson
Subject: Comment scans for online database are complete!
Date: 03/10/2009 03:45 PM

Philip-
I have just burned what should be the final CD to send to you. It should go out in tomorrow’s mail. I
put all comment submissions from 1-11082 on the CD. The only exceptions are the submissions
that were FL (not FL+). You should have already received all of the Form Letters and attachments.
Thank you for your patience with this process- it is a lot of work. If you notice that I have somehow
missed one, please let me know. I have double and triple checked, but all these numbers start to
blur together. You have proved to be a great quality check for us.
Thanks for all your efforts!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; klgraves@fs.fed.us;

dkriegel@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments by Govt Agencies
Date: 04/09/2009 04:31 PM

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go
directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please
note that some email clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link
appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=142901>
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Comments on Cause and Effects
Date: 03/25/2009 05:32 PM

I reviewed select draft Significant Issue Elements (Worksheet 3) and have some
comments for your use.  Thanks.

52. Reclamation Plan:  
Cause: no mine pit backfilling:  add under INDIRECT: Possible reduction in spring
flows or dewatering of springs.  Possible reduction in groundwater levels and
changes in flow directions.  Possible reduction in surface water base flows.   
Cause: Partial backfill and Complete backfill:   I consider these an alternative or
mitigation and not part of the plan of operation and feel they should be removed.  If
these are to remain, then add in INDIRECT for both:  Changes in groundwater
chemistry.

80. Mine area Groundwater
Cause: Groundwater flow into the mine pit:  add under DIRECT:  Potential
permanent lowering of the groundwater table. 
Reviewed by Salek and Roger C. 

91. Acid Rock drainage
No comment per Salek and Eli.

92. Pit lake
This should also be included as an additional cause in #80 Mine area Groundwater.  
Cause: Accumulation:  add under DIRECT:  Possible reduction in spring flows or
dewatering of springs.  Possible reduction in groundwater levels and changes in flow
directions.  Possible reduction in surface water base flows. 
Reviewed by Salek, Roger and Walt

94:  Storm Water control
add under INDIRECT:  Change in groundwater and surface water chemistry.  Change
in soil chemistry.    

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
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From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Hoag, Cori
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: Comments on Geology from Public Safety section to include in Geology and Minerals
Date: 07/26/2010 02:22 PM
Attachments: Rosemont PH&S Everson Comments.pdf

Hi Cori,
 
Bev Everson provided a few comments in her review of the Public Health and Safety section for the
DEIS to include certain text in the Geology and Minerals section.  I attached a scan of these
comments to this email.  Please include or address these texts as appropriate in your preparation
of the Geology and Minerals section.  If you have any questions, please give me a ring, thanks!
 
Best,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: tfurgason@swca.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Comments on Proposed Action
Date: 10/15/2008 03:46 PM
Attachments: 11204_Proposed Action_without figures_101008_CE (2)_Kriegel_Comments.doc

This is a MUCH better document than it was 2 weeks ago!  I do, however, have
some comments.  Thanks.
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Proposed Action


Overview of the Proposed Action


A complete description of the proposed project is found in the Rosemont Copper Company Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) (Rosemont Copper Company 2007) and in numerous technical documents, plans, and memoranda prepared by Rosemont Copper Company and its consultants, all of which have been submitted to the Coronado National Forest (CNF). 


Extraction of ore from an approximately 2,900-foot-deep open pit mine would be conducted largely  
(it’s 62% on private land, which I think is too close to to half to use the word 
“primarily”) on private land. Processing, waste management, and other support facilities are proposed to be located on the CNF surface; project infrastructure, such as utilities, would be located on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and state land. Access to mining claims would originate on State Route (SR) 83 east of the property. A new access road is proposed. Mine pre-production constructionincluding stripping to expose the ore in preparation for mining, is proposed to occur over an 18-month period. Following pre-production, Year 0 would begin the mine production, which would occur over a 19-year period. The entire process, including preproduction, construction, and mining, would last 20.5 years (Figure 2-1).


Project-related activities include, but are not limited to, the following:


· Construction, operation, and reclamation of an open pit copper, molybdenum, and silver mine largely on private land;


· Construction, operation, and reclamation of an ore processing plant, tailings, waste rock, and leach facilities on CNF land adjacent to the pit; 


· Construction and operation of infrastructure, such as utilities and their corridors, on non-CNF land; (Table 2.1 shows that some of this is on the CNF)

· Construction of a new access road,  (“leach facilities” was already listed in bullet #2) retention structures (what is a retention structure?), wells, ore transportation systems (roads?), and test reclamation plots;


· Use of existing roads, construction of new roads , and maintenance of both;


· Labor for construction, operation, processing, and reclamation;


· Implementation of mitigation to avoid or minimize impacts;


· Closure, reclamation, and maintenance of the mine and related facilities (Is this last item the maintenance of the reclaimed site?  If so, state this.  If it’s maintenance of the mine and related facilities during production, list it first, or addiit to bullet #1.); 


· Resource monitoring during construction, operation, and reclamation. 

Mining

Open Pit


Open pit mining would be used to excavate ore to recover copper, molybdenum, and silver. A roughly circular open pit mine that measures 6,000 to 6,500 feet in diameter, with a final depth of 1,800 to 2,900 feet, depending on the elevation of the pit rim (This sounds like we don’t know what the elevation of the pit rim is.  Is there a way to word this item so it’s more clear that the depth varies because the rim elevation varies?) , and a design life of 19 years, would be developed as shown in Figure 2-2. Pit slope angles between in-pit roads are controlled by rock strength and would range between 28° and 48°. The mine would produce a total of approximately 600 million tons of ore and 1,228 million tons of waste rock. The pit would disturb 950 acres, of which 590 acres is on private land and 360 acres is on CNF land. Table 2-1 shows the anticipated disturbance proposed by the project in acres. Mining activity would occur 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, and the operation would average a total of 456 employees.

Figure 2-1. Project timeline. (To come later)

Figure 2-2. Site plan.
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Table 2-1. Anticipated Project Disturbance (Acres)


		Disturbance Category

		Private Lands

		CNF Surface Ownership

		BLM Lands

		State Trust Lands

		Other Private

		Total



		Primary access road

		10

		65

		0

		0

		0

		75



		Plant site

		40

		240

		0

		0

		0

		280



		Tailings/waste rock/leach pad

		235

		2,660

		0

		0

		0

		2,895



		Pit

		590

		360

		0

		0

		0

		950



		West access road and utility corridor

		0

		5

		15

		75

		120

		215



		Total

		875

		3,330

		15

		75

		120

		4,415





The Rosemont mine contains two types of ore: sulfide and oxide. Ore is primarily composed of sulfide minerals and contains both sulfur and metals. Contact with water and air over a long period has oxidized the upper part of the ore body, converting the sulfide minerals to oxide minerals; it is estimated that this oxide ore or “oxide cap” will (Note: This document alternates between“will” and “would”.  Do a search and make the entire document consistent.)  be mined out in the first 6 years of the project, while sulfide ore will be produced throughout the life of the mine. Sulfide and oxide ores require different processing to recover the metals. As presented in Section 2.2.3, sulfide ore will be sent to a concentrator facility for grinding and flotation recovery of copper/molybdenum concentrate (a powder of the metal-bearing sulfide minerals), while the oxide ore will be sent to a heap leach and Solvent Extraction–Electrowinning (SX-EW) facility for recovery of high-purity “cathode” copper plates. The copper/molybdenum concentrate and the high-purity copper plates are the products to be sold by the proposed operation; further refining and metal recovery, including recovery of silver, will be done off-site by other companies and are not part of the proposed action. 

Acid Rock Drainage


Sulfide minerals, when exposed to air and water, tend to oxidize and produce sulfuric acid, which, in turn, has the potential to generate acid rock drainage (ARD). At the proposed mine, the ore minerals are contained primarily in limestone and skarn (metamorphosed limestone) rocks, with minor amounts in quartz monzanite porphyry (igneous) (check with Rosemont whether QMP is a minor or major ore-bearing rock), andesite (volcanic), and arkose (sandstone) rocks. Waste rock is also composed of these same rock types. The MPO states that the naturally occurring lime content of the ore-bearing and waste rock material will neutralize any sulfuric acid produced in the processed ore (tailings) or waste rock and control the generation of ARD. However, to provide additional ARD control, waste rock will be tested for its ARD potential throughout the life of the mine, and potentially ARD-generating rock will be selectively encapsulated in neutralizing rock. In addition, surface water and groundwater testing will be done both during operations and following mine closure to monitor potential water quality impacts.


Stormwater


Stormwater from above the mine pit will be diverted around the area. Stormwater that falls within the mine pit and associated disturbed areas, especially stormwater that comes into contact with ore, will be contained on-site and used for mining and processing purposes. Stormwater management is discussed in more detail in Section 2.2.7, Water Supply and Control, as well as in the MPO (Rosemont Copper Company 2007).

Production Schedule


Ore will be produced at an approximate rate of 75,000 tons per day (tpd) and waste rock at 195,000 to 267,000 tpd. The mine schedule, summarized in Table 2-2, includes 18 months of preproduction stripping, followed by 19 years of ore production. Oxide ore will be mined out by Year 6. Sulfide ore will be sent to the primary crusher and on to the concentrator, while oxide ore will be placed on a leach pad, as discussed in Section 2.2.3. 


Table 2-2. Rosemont Copper Project Production Schedule


		Timeline 

		Sulfide Mill Ore

		Oxide Leach Ore

		Waste



		

		1,000 tons

		1,000 tons

		1,000 tons



		Preproduction: 18 m

		3,328

		14,979

		101,293



		Year 1

		19,444

		18,244

		84,286



		Year 2

		27,375

		5,320

		92,305



		Year 3

		27,375

		937

		89,088



		Year 4

		27,375

		2,602

		87,423



		Year 5

		27,375

		5,002

		85,023



		Year 6

		27,375

		2,195

		87,830



		Year 7

		27,375

		–

		90,025



		Years 8–10

		82,125

		166

		269,909



		Years 11–15

		136,875

		–

		287,195



		Years 16–19

		86,705

		–

		14,050



		Total

		492,727

		49,445

		1,288,427



		Notes: 

1. Excludes 3,026 ktons of stockpiled sulfide ore re-handled in Year 1 and 302 ktons in Year 9.


2. 166 ktons of oxide ore in Years 8–10 will be waste as leach pad will not be available. 





Ore and Waste Rock Transport

Ore and waste rock will be excavated and loaded into the haul truck by large electric mining shovels or diesel powered front-end loaders.  Ore and waste rock will be moved in large, off-highway haul trucks able to carry 260 tons of material. Mine roads for the haul trucks will be constructed in the open pit and between the pit and the plant, heap leach, and waste rock disposal sites. Haul roads will be a total of 125 feet wide, including safety berms and drainage ditches, and no steeper than 10% to 12%. Maximum truck speed will be 35 miles per hour (mph) (25 mph for steep roads). Haul roads will not be paved but will be routinely watered for dust suppression.

Blasting

 (moved to section above)  Before excavation, the rock will be loosened by blasting. Electric blasthole drills will drill a rectangular pattern of 12.25-inch holes that are approximately 50 feet deep. The lower part of each blasthole will be loaded with an ammonium nitrate and fuel oil (ANFO) explosive and then filled to the top with available rock material. This will be done to help contain the blast energy within the rock to loosen the material for digging, thereby reducing the amount of energy lost to the air that results in blast noise. Blasting operations will be conducted daily and will be limited to daylight hours, typically between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.


Dry bulk ammonium nitrate, known as “prill,” will be stored in silos located at the plant site. Mixed ANFO will be transported to and loaded in the blastholes by special “prill” trucks designed for the purpose. Blasting detonators (caps, delays, cord, and boosters) will be stored in special magazines and transported in separate vehicles.


Waste Rock


Waste rock, consisting largely of limestone and skarn rocks with some andesite, quartz monzonite porphyry and arkose rocks, will be disposed in areas located to the southeast, east, and northeast of the proposed open pit (see Figure 2-2). The MPO states that the presence of substantial quantities of lime-bearing rocks (limestone and skarn) will provide a large neutralizing capacity within the waste rock and will minimize the generation of ARD. 

The first waste rock will be placed as perimeter buttresses to partially block the view of the pit and processing facilities for travelers on SR 83 and for viewers in the surrounding area. (the buttress is a part of the mining area project, so it cannot block views of itself) The outside faces of the buttresses will be revegetated and reclaimed as they are completed. Throughout the life of the mine, waste rock will be disposed of to the west and/or north of (behind) these buttresses. Waste rock will also be placed to support and armor the outer slopes of the dry-stack tailings disposal areas. Construction of the perimeter buttresses will be complete 5 years after plant start-up. The final elevations of the perimeter buttresses will be about 5,400 feet but will step down on the northeast side to elevations that are between 5,150 and 5,050 feet to tie in with the dry-tailings and oxide heap leach facilities. (It’s difficult to get an idea of what this means just from elevations alone.  If possible, add something about how high the buttress will be)

Prior to disposal of waste rock, undisturbed areas will be cleared and grubbed and soil usable for growth media will be salvaged for active or future reclamation. The outer slopes of the waste rock disposal area will have an overall slope of 4H:1V (horizontal:vertical). The active faces will be benched with individual bench faces at 3H:1V. The final faces will be regraded by pushing down the crests and smoothing the overall slope to 4H:1V. Soil will then be spread across the surface, seeded, fertilized, and managed as necessary to promote revegetation of the waste rock storage area. Reclamation of these areas will be conducted as soon as the ultimate waste rock facility limits have been reached (see Section 2.2.12 of this Environmental Impact Statement [EIS] and the Reclamation Plan [reference]). 

Waste rock disposal will be restricted to a single drainage basin, the Barrel Canyon area. The tops of the disposal facilities will be sloped to direct stormwater away from the crest of the perimeter buttresses. Stormwater and seepage from the waste rock disposal area will be collected at the toe of slopes and ultimately directed to a sediment pond to the northeast of the tailings storage area. This pond will be the final testing and control point for stormwater discharge to the Barrel Canyon drainage.


The heap leach facility used to process the oxide ore during the first 7 years of the life of the mine will be located in the waste rock disposal area behind the perimeter buttress. Starting in Year 10, following 3 years of freshwater rinsing, the heap leach facility will be buried within the waste rock disposal area; burial will be finished in Year 15.


Milling/Processing


Processing Overview

The mine will produce sulfide ore for its entire life and oxide ore for the first 6 years of operations. Each ore type requires a different process to recover the metal from the rock. The sulfide ore, which contains copper, molybdenum, and silver, will be crushed, milled (ground), and subjected to flotation to recover the metal-bearing minerals. This will be done at the concentrator, and the product, a powder of the metallic minerals called “concentrate,” will be sold and shipped from site. The oxide ore, processed only for the contained copper, will be sent directly from the mine pit without crushing and placed on a heap leach pad, where it will be sprinkled with a dilute sulfuric acid solution to leach the copper from the ore. The copper will be recovered from the acid solution using the SX-EW process, and the final product, high-purity copper plates called “cathodes,” will be sold and shipped from site. The ground waste rock from the flotation process, called “tailings,” will be dewatered to the consistency of moist, fine-grained sand, transported via conveyor belt to the disposal site, and mechanically placed for final disposal. At mine closure, the tailings will be covered with waste rock and growth media and revegetated. The leached oxide ore on the heap leach pad will remain in place and, following a 3-year period of freshwater rinsing, will be buried within the mine waste rock disposal area and reclaimed.


The general layout of the ore processing facilities is presented in Figure 2-3. The disturbance acreage and land ownership or administration is shown above in Table 2-1. 


Sulfide Ore Processing

The concentrator is designed to process sulfide ore at a rate of up to 75,000 tpd. The basic steps (Figure 2-4) in sulfide ore processing are as follows:

· Crushing


· Grinding


· Flotation


· Concentrate dewatering


· Tailings dewatering


· Tailings disposal


Crushing and Grinding


The purpose of crushing and grinding is to physically liberate the grains of metallic mineral from the grains of the host rock and make them available for recovery. Crushing of ore produced from the open pit will occur at the primary crusher, where the run-of-mine (ROM) ore will be reduced from pieces that are several feet in diameter to pieces that are about 6 inches in diameter. The crushed ore will be transferred via conveyor belt to the coarse ore stockpile, and other conveyors will send it to the grinding mill in the concentrator building. In the concentrator building, the crushed ore will be combined with water and ground to the size of grains of fine sand (approximately 100 mesh). Grinding will be done in stages using different types of grinding mills to achieve a consistent grain size for flotation. Between the various mill stages, the material will pass though “cyclones;” the cyclones send any particles that are too large for the next grinding stage back to the previous stage for additional grinding. 


Flotation


Flotation is the separation and recovery of the grains of metallic minerals from the grains of the host rock. It is done in a water slurry by adding various chemicals to the slurry and bubbling air up through the slurry. The chemicals make the grains of metallic minerals stick to the outside of the air bubbles and float to the top of the water where they are skimmed off; the grains of host rock do not float and remain behind. Flotation is done in a series of tanks called “cells;” the mineral-bearing froth skimmed from the top of the flotation cells contains the copper/silver/molybdenum concentrate, and the ground host rock left at the bottom of the cells is the tailings. The proposed project will use a two-stage flotation process to separate concentrates of copper/silver and molybdenum. The first stage separates a combined copper/silver/molybdenum concentrate from the tailings, and the second stage recovers a molybdenum concentrate, leaving behind the copper/silver concentrate. The chemicals used in sulfide ore processing are listed in Table 2-3.

Figure 2-3. Facility plan.
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 Figure 2.4. Process flow.


This page intentionally left blank.

Table 2-3. Mill Reagents


		Reagents

		Delivered Form

		Method of Storage

		Solution Storage Content

		Other Information



		Allyl Alkyl Thionocarbamate 
(aero 5415, collector)

		Liquid (drums)

		Drums on pallets and as water solution

		50%

		



		Sodium Isopropyl Xanthate 
(SIPX, collector)

		Dry (drums)

		Drums on pallets and as water solution

		

		Mix tank content 10%; day tank content 10%



		Methyl Isobutyl Carbinol (MIBC, frother)

		Liquid (drums)

		Drums on pallets and in tank

		

		Mix tank content undiluted; day tank content undiluted



		Sodium Hydrosulfide (NaHS, copper mineral depressant)

		Dry powder in bags or super sacks

		Bags or sacks on pallets

		

		Mix tank content 30%; day tank content 30%



		Flocculant

		Dry powder in bags or super sacks

		Bags or sacks on pallets

		1% (Mix Tank, 0.1%) (feed to thickener)

		



		Pebble Lime 
(CaO, pH modifier)

		Bulk truck

		Dry in bin and as milk of lime slurry

		18%

		



		Note: 

Typical mill reagents are shown; brand names may vary.





Concentrate Dewatering


Concentrate dewatering is the removal of most of the water from the concentrate-bearing slurry to produce the concentrate powder; the final sulfide ore product is then shipped from the mine site. The process of concentrate dewatering will start in “thickeners,” which are large tanks in which the concentrate particles, aided by chemical additives, settle by gravity to the bottom of the tanks, where they compress under their own weight. Material withdrawn from the bottoms of the thickeners will be sent to vacuum filters for final dewatering. All recovered water will be recycled to the processing circuit.


Tailings Disposal


Tailings will be disposed using the “dry-stack” method rather than the wet-slurry tailings ponds used at all other copper operations in Arizona. In dry-stack disposal, the tailings slurry from the bottom of the flotation cells will be sent to a thickener, similar to the concentrates, followed by vacuum drum filters to remove most of the remaining water, which results in a material with the consistency of moist, fine-grained sand. The MPO states that 92% of the water will be removed from the tailings slurry and recycled to the process circuit. The dewatered tailings will be sent via conveyor belt to the dry-stack tailings disposal area for final disposal at an average rate of 73,600 tpd.


The dry-stack tailings disposal area (see Figure 2-3) will be divided into two separate units, the north stack and the south stack, which will be separated by the central drain, a stormwater control facility. The dewatered tailings will be deposited by a radial stacker and moved and compacted as needed by a dozer. The outer slopes of the dry stack will be contained and armored with benched waste rock buttresses that are no less than 150 feet wide and that have an overall crest-to-toe slope of 3.5H:1V and bench faces of 3H:1V (ask Rosemont whether tailings slopes will be regraded to 4:1 for reclamation like waste rock slopes). The central drain will be constructed of waste rock selected for size and chemical inertness and will function to collect and route stormwater from both atop and upstream of the tailings facility to a control pond for testing prior to discharge. Stormwater from the waste rock buttresses of the dry-stack tailings disposal area will be combined with stormwater from the waste rock disposal for discharge. 


The dry-stack tailings disposal area will not be lined to prevent seepage from entering the underlying ground. The MPO states that the water content of the final dewatered tailings will be 12% to 15% by weight, resulting in a placed material that will not undergo any significant seepage. In addition, the MPO states that the lime content of the host rock in the tailings will neutralize the potential for ARD formation from any sulfide minerals that remain in the tailings.


Dust control for the tailings will primarily come from the residual moisture content of the tailings and the natural crusting of the tailings surface as it dries following placement. Additional dust control, using water sprays or chemical binders, will also be provided as needed.


Oxide Ore Processing


The oxide ore processing facilities are designed to handle ore at a rate of 9,000 tpd. The basic steps (see Figure 2-4) in oxide ore processing are as follows:


· Heap leaching


· SX-EW processing


Heap Leaching


Heap leaching will be done on a lined heap leach pad located within the ultimate footprint of the waste rock disposal area (see Figure 2-3). ROM oxide ore will be delivered from the mine pit by the 260-ton haul trucks and placed by direct dumping and dozing. Following placement of the oxide ore, a dilute solution of sulfuric acid called “raffinate” will be applied using a system that is similar to drip irrigation. The leach solution will seep through the ore pile, dissolving the metals; the metal-bearing leach solution is called pregnant leach solution (PLS). The PLS collects in a gravel layer at the base of the pad and flows through the gravel, assisted by piping placed in the gravel, to lined collection ditches along the edge of the pad and finally to a lined PLS collection pond, where it will then be pumped to the SX-EW facility so that the dissolved copper can then be removed. The chemicals used in heap leaching and SX-EW are listed in Table 2-4.

Table 2-4. SX/EW Reagents


		Accelerant

		Delivered Form

		Method of Storage

		Solution Storage Concentration

		Other Information



		Sulfuric acid (H2SO4)

		Liquid (truck)

		In tank

		93%

		–



		Diluent (kerosene)

		Liquid (truck)

		In tank

		100%

		–



		Cobalt sulfate (CoSO4)

		Liquid (drums)

		Drums on pallets

		

		Circuit concentration, % of organic solution TBD



		Guar

		Dry crystals in bags or super sacks

		Bags or sacks on pallets

		TBD

		Cobalt concentration as delivered, 21%



		Mist suppressor

		Dry powder in bags or super sacks

		Bags or sacks on pallets

		10% (mix tank)

		–



		Mist suppressor (FC-1100)

		Liquid (drums)

		Drums on pallets

		–

		–





The heap leach pad and collection ditch liner will consist of 60-mm, linear, low-density polyethylene (LLDPE) over a geosynthetic clay liner (GCL), which is a composite material of bentonite clay sandwiched between synthetic filter fabric. The PLS pond will be lined with two layers of LLDPE over a GCL. The LLDPE layer will sandwich a polyethylene geonet, which is an open work net that captures leakage through the upper LLDPE layer and routes it to a leakage monitoring and recovery system. Stormwater from the heap leach pad will be collected and recycled to the process circuit. 


SX-EW Processing


PLS from the heap leach pad will be pumped to the SX-EW facility (Figure 2-5). In the SX-EW building, the PLS will be mixed with an organic solvent, and then the dissolved metal will transfer from the PLS to the solvent; this is the solvent extraction phase of the SX-EW process. The metal-bearing solvent will be separated from the depleted leach solution (raffinate) and the raffinate recycled to the heap leach pad. The metal enriched organic solvent will then be mixed with a strong sulfuric acid solution, and then the metal will transfer from the solvent to the strong acid solution. The strong acid solution will be sent to large tanks, electrowinning (EW) cells, where electrical current will be sent through metal plates immersed in the EW cells. The positively charged copper ions will migrate to the negatively charged cathode plates, where they will collect and form a high-purity copper plate. The cathodes will be removed from the EW cells and rinsed, and the copper plate will be stripped from the cathode. The plates of “cathode” copper are sold and shipped from the site. The chemicals used in SX-EW are listed above in Table 2-4.


Transportation

Project Access


The proposed Rosemont Copper Mine is located about 30 miles southeast of Tucson, Arizona (see Figure 1-1). Primary highway access would be from SR 83, which is a north-south two-lane paved road that connects to Interstate 10 (I-10) approximately 12 miles north of the mine site. South of the mine site, SR 83 continues for approximately 13 miles to the community of Sonoita, where it crosses SR 82; SR 82 then connects to I-19 approximately 30 miles to the west. No rail service is proposed for the project; the closest rail access is 25 miles to the west at Sahuarita, Arizona, or 30 miles east at Benson, Arizona; therefore, all direct access would be by road. 

A new two-lane, unpaved road 3.7 miles long and designed for 35-mph traffic would be constructed to provide primary access between SR 83 and the mine (see Figure 1-1). The new East Access Road (why are these words capitalized?) would leave SR 83 between mile markers 46 and 47 along a straight section of the state highway. At the intersection, SR 83 would be widened and provided with additional lanes for slowing down, speeding up, and turning onto the access road. The East Access Road (same comment) would be open for the public from SR 83 to the guard shack at the mine entrance; no public access would be available into the mine site. Just before reaching the mine site, a new section of single-lane unpaved road would be built to connect the East Access Road (ditto) to the existing forest road over Gunsight Pass. This road would allow continued public access to the west over the Santa Rita Mountains and would connect with the existing roads to the west. Mine personnel would use the road to access the water supply system. Existing forest roads, both official and unofficial, that enter the project site would be blocked, but public access to the area outside the mine site would be afforded by several new roads that will be constructed to reconnect the prior forest road system. 


Traffic

Mine-related traffic during operations would primarily consist of trucks carrying supplies to the project, trucks carrying concentrate and copper cathodes from the project, and employee traffic. Table 2-5 shows Rosemont’s estimate of the general type and number of truck shipments during the 19-year life of the mine. Shipments of copper concentrate will represent the highest volume of traffic leaving the project site, with approximately 56 trips per day, 7 days a week. Major shipments, such as copper concentrates and sulfuric acid, would be scheduled to avoid shift changes and high-volume traffic times on SR 83.


Table 2-5. Trip Data (table needs correct numbers from Rosemont) 

		Materials

		Quantity/Year

		Round Trips/Week

		Round Trips/Day



		Copper concentrate (tons)

		484,700 

		388

		56



		Copper cathode (tons)

		19,000

		17

		4



		Sulfuric acid (tons)

		73,190

		64

		9



		Pebble lime (tons)

		37,200

		33

		5



		SAG & ball mill balls (tons)

		19,000

		17

		4



		Diesel fuel (gallons)

		9,000,000

		29

		4



		Ammonium nitrate (tons)

		20,075

		18

		4



		Miscellaneous reagents (tons)

		3,750

		6

		1



		Wear parts & explosives (tons)

		3,250

		5

		1



		Moly concentrates (tons)

		4,670

		4

		–



		Fuels & oils (gallons)

		105,000

		1

		–





Rosemont would employ an average of 456 persons during the 19-year mining phase of the project. The numbers of employees will be greater during the construction and preproduction stripping phase, as discussed below. Van pools for employees and staggered work shifts would be used to reduce the number of trips during sensitive times of the day (e.g., school bus hours on SR 83). If all employees use the van pools and each van carries five people, there will be 47 trips arriving and 15 trips leaving in the morning, and 47 trips leaving and 15 trips arriving in the evening. Shift changes would create the largest concentrated volume of mine traffic during a 24-hour period. Shift changes vary between 6:00 a.m.–8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.–6:00 p.m.

Construction and Preproduction Stripping


Construction and preproduction stripping at the mine pit would occur for 18 months prior to the start-up of mine and ore processing operations. During this period, all facilities would be constructed that would be needed in order to begin mining and processing ore. Construction and preproduction traffic would primarily consist of the employee traffic, deliveries of mine and ore processing equipment, and delivery of construction materials.


Construction work would be scheduled for 10 hours per day, 5 days per week, (the next sentence mentions weekend work, so this sentence can’t say “no” activity on weekends) Occasionally, work could occur on Saturdays to maintain the construction schedule. The construction workforce would be a maximum of approximately 900 people (Figure 2-6). (The workforce could be less than 100, right?  Figure 2-6 shows less than 100 at the beginning and end.)  Crews would be bused from staging areas along I-10 to the north and Sonoita to the south in order to lessen increased traffic along SR 83 between I-10 and Sonoita.

A summary of equipment deliveries for the mine, ore processing, and on-site electrical system is provided on Tables 2-6 through 2-8, respectively. Major equipment arriving by rail would be received at the Port of Tucson, which is located near Vail, Arizona. The shipments of major equipment would be controlled under permit to allow delivery of the materials to the site when needed and would be staggered to avoid traffic congestion.


Figure 2-5. Buildings and structures. 
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Figure 2-6. Staffing distribution. 

Table 2-6. Mine Equipment


		Mine Equipment

		Number

		Items/Shipment

		Total Shipment



		Haul trucks

		22

		7

		154



		Shovels

		3

		19

		57



		Front end loader

		2

		13

		26



		Drills

		4

		1.5

		6



		Dozers

		5

		3

		15



		RT dozers

		2

		2

		4



		Graders

		3

		1

		3



		Water trucks

		2

		2

		4



		Total

		43

		

		269





Table 2-7. Process Equipment


		Process Equipment

		Quantity

		Items/Shipment

		Total Shipments



		Agitators

		21

		0.25

		6



		ANFO/lime storage bins

		4

		1

		4



		Air compressors

		13

		0.5

		7



		Primary crusher

		1

		–

		6



		Conveyors

		9

		–

		80



		Dry tailings conveyors

		15

		–

		166



		Cyclone clusters

		6

		0.5

		3



		Dust collectors

		6

		0.5

		3



		Hollow flite dryer

		1

		1

		1



		Moly packing system

		1

		1

		1



		Cathode stripping machine

		1

		1

		1





Table 2-7. Process Equipment (Continued)


		Process Equipment

		Quantity

		Items/Shipment

		Total Shipments



		Anodes

		Lot

		–

		7



		Cathodes

		Lot

		–

		3



		Barge and pumps

		3

		1

		3



		Reagent systems

		3

		1

		3



		Electrowinning cells

		24

		1

		24



		Flotation cells

		38

		1

		38



		Apron feeders

		6

		1

		6



		Clarkson feeders

		29

		–

		2



		Disc filters

		13

		1

		13



		Electrolyte filters

		2

		1

		2



		Clay filter

		1

		1

		1



		Package boiler

		1

		2

		2



		Bridge cranes

		11

		2

		22



		Chiller

		1

		1

		1



		Electrolyte heat exchanger

		2

		0.5

		1



		Mill liner handler

		2

		1

		2



		Sag mill

		1

		8

		8



		Ball mills

		2

		8

		16



		Sag mill motor

		1

		7

		–



		Ball mill motors

		2

		14

		–



		Pebble crusher

		1

		1

		–



		Pebble wash screen

		1

		1

		–



		Thickeners

		4

		16

		–



		Regrind mill

		4

		4

		16



		Pumps

		255

		0.25

		64



		Pressure vessels

		30

		0.3

		9



		Rock breaker

		1

		1

		1



		Transformer/rectifier–EW

		1

		2

		2



		Samplers

		18

		0.28

		6



		Truck scale

		1

		4

		4



		Shop tanks

		63

		1

		63



		Miscellaneous mobile equipment

		35

		1

		35



		Total

		634

		

		632





Table 2-8. Electrical Materials


		Electrical Materials

		Quantity

		Tons

		Trips



		Transformers

		18

		547

		18



		Breakers

		7

		11

		7



		Switchgear

		18

		86

		4



		MCCs

		23

		39

		8



		Portable buildings

		12

		228

		12



		Cable (lb)

		287,208

		144

		6



		Cable trays/miscellaneous (lb)

		35,000

		18

		8



		Total

		

		

		57





Construction materials, shown in Table 2-9, consist of concrete, structural steel, bulk piping, mechanical platework, and minor equipment. A batch plant (define this term) would be constructed using available sand and gravel on- site. 


Table 2-9. Construction Materials


		Material

		Estimated Quantity (tons)

		Trips



		Concrete

		11,450 

		477



		Rebar

		4,540 

		189



		Structural steel (light, medium, heavy)

		4,100 

		170



		Mechanical platework

		311 

		13



		High-density polyethylene for piping

		750 

		78



		Carbon steel for piping

		340 

		78



		Stainless steel for piping

		105 

		78



		PVC pipe

		3 

		78



		Minor miscellaneous materials

		

		42





Electrical Power


The project area lies in the service territories of two electrical power providers, Tucson Electric Power (TEP) and Trico Electric Cooperative. Most of the project’s electrical demand is within the TEP service area; therefore, it is expected that TEP would be the service provider for the entire project. A multiple service territory and provider agreement is required to be submitted to the Arizona Corporation Commission for review and final approval prior to implementation.


The total power requirement for the project would be 133 megawatts and would require a minimum transmission voltage of 138 kilovolts (kV). TEP has a 115-kV power line, the Vail-Kantor line, approximately 9 miles northwest of the project site (Figure 2-7). The available power would be increased by connecting the Vail-Kantor line to the 345-/138-kV supply at a nearby TEP substation, and a new power line would be constructed that extends to the mine site. 
The new power line, which would be approximately 8 miles long, would extend 4 miles east along the boundary of the Santa Rita Experimental Range, continue south for 4 miles to the west mine access road, and then continue for X miles along the road and over the Santa Rita Mountains to the mine site (check actual length and path of power line with Rosemont).


The proposed 138-kV main power line would be supported on single 90-foot-tall single steel poles with a minimum of 75 feet of ground clearance. Pole spacing would be about 800 feet on level ground or less where required to maintain ground clearance going over the mountains. In addition, a power line supported on wooden poles would be constructed to supply electricity to the water supply wells (see Figure 2-7).


 The Rosemont project would generate a portion of the needed energy on-site using solar technologies, such as passive (?) solar installations for appropriate applications (e.g., water heaters and fans) (I think passive solar is only for non-mechanical stuff, and therefore water heaters and fans would be “active solar”.  Check this.) and photovoltaic cell technology for supplemental electricity generation. 


Water Supply and Control

Water Supply


Most of the water used at the proposed project would be allocated to ore processing, with much smaller amounts employed for activities such as dust control, fire protection, drinking water, and sanitary uses. The majority of the water supply would come from groundwater wells in the Santa Cruz Valley, with a very small amount obtained from stormwater retained on the mine site. Process water and other water impacted by the project would be controlled to reduce the risk of environmental impacts. The supply, use, control, and ultimately discharge of water to the environment is regulated by various local, state, and federal agencies, including the following:


· State and county agencies


· Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ)


· Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR)


· Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)


· Federal agencies


· U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)


· U.S. Army Corps of Engineers


The MPO states that the project would use approximately 5,000 acre-feet (af) per year of fresh water, for a total use over the life of the mine of approximately 100,000 af. The water would be pumped, at a maximum rate of 5,000 gallons per minute, from four to six wells, which are located on X acres (acreage from Rosemont) of land owned by Rosemont near the community of Sahuarita in the Santa Cruz Valley west of the Santa Rita Mountains, to the mine site, which is east of the Santa Rita Mountains. The proposed pipeline would follow the route shown in Figure 2-8 and consist of 12-inch-diameter (buried or surface? Rosemont) pipe, four or five pump stations, and an (overhead or buried? Rosemont) electrical power line. 


The water would be pumped from the Upper Santa Cruz sub-basin of the Tucson Active Management Area (AMA) groundwater basin and transferred for use to the Cienega Creek groundwater basin outside the Tucson AMA (see Figure 2-8 [add AMA, Cienega basin, and CAP infiltration sites to figure]). Rosemont plans to recharge the Tucson AMA groundwater basin with 105,000 af, 5% more water than it plans to pump, and has contracted for excess water from the Central Arizona Project (CAP) to provide the water as available. The CAP water would be recharged at existing CAP infiltration facilities in the Tucson AMA (see Figure 2-8). The program started in 2007 and as of [Month Day, Year,] approximately XXX af have been recharged to the Tucson AMA. 


The groundwater withdrawal for mining purposes requires approval from ADWR; however, Arizona law requires ADWR to grant a Mineral Extraction and Metallurgical Processing groundwater withdrawal permit unless reliable alternative water supplies are available at comparable cost (Arizona Revised Statutes [ARS] Section 45-514[A][2] and [3]).

 Figure 2.7. Power supply transmission route.
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 Figure 2.8. Water supply pipeline.
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Water Control

The primary objective of the water control at the proposed project would be to reduce the risk of discharging contaminated water to the environment. The three major areas of water control are


· Process water control


· Stormwater control


· Groundwater control


Process Water Control

Process water is used in the production of copper/molybdenum concentrates from the sulfide ore and the leaching and recovery of copper from the oxide ore. These are chemical processes; therefore, the water intentionally contains various chemicals used in the ore processing. In addition, water used for washing haul trucks and other equipment will be controlled as process water. The sulfide concentrator, oxide heap leach, and SX-EW facilities will recover and recycle a large amount of water (need estimate of how many af/year). Process water control will primarily be achieved by containing the process water in engineered structures, such as tanks, pipes, sumps, lined ponds, lined ditches, and a lined heap leach pad, and maintaining the water content of the dry-stack tailings at a level that minimizes seepage from the tailings disposal facility. The engineering design and performance of the various process water control facilities, including seepage and leakage monitoring and recovery, will need to meet or exceed the Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT) criteria used by ADEQ and will be regulated under the ADEQ Aquifer Protection Permit (APP) program.


The processing of sulfide and oxide ores uses different chemicals; therefore, the process water for the sulfide concentrator and the oxide heap leach SX-EW facilities are contained in separate circuits. As shown in Figure 2-9 [simplified schematic of concentrator process water circuit], process water for the concentrator will be introduced to the facility for grinding and flotation, recovered in the thickeners and filters, stored in the lined process water temporary storage pond (PWTS), and recycled to the concentrator; these facilities are shown in Figure 2-3. Water loss will occur because of residual water content in the tailings and concentrates, and evaporation. Incidental water uses at the concentrator include dust control and facility wash water.


The majority of process water for the heap leach SX-EW facility will be introduced at the heap leach pad, with a much lesser amount needed for the EW circuit. As shown in Figure 2.9, the heap leach process water circuit will consist of the lined heap leach pad, where dilute sulfuric acid solution is introduced to the ore pile; a lined ditch to collect the copper-bearing PLS from the heap and route it to the lined PLS pond; a pumping system to send the PLS to the SX-EW facility, where the copper is removed; a lined storage pond for the copper-depleted leach solution (raffinate); and a facility for replenishing the acid content of the leach solution prior to sending it back to the leach pad to continue the process. Water loss at the heap leach will occur as a result of evaporation and residual fluid that remains in the leached ore. Process water at the SX-EW facility will be used in strong sulfuric acid solution in the EW cells, where the cathode copper would be electroplated, and loss primarily will occur through evaporation. Plant clean-up and cathode rinsing will form the main incidental water uses at the heap leach and SX-EW facilities.


Stormwater Control

Stormwater comes from rain and occasional snow falling on the project and adjacent areas. Stormwater moving through parts of the project area that could contaminate the water would be collected and used for process water.Stormwater from other areas of the project could be discharged, providing it met regulatory standards. Stormwater diverted around the project would be returned to the natural drainages downhill from the project area. Stormwater control and discharge would occur in accordance with a stormwater discharge permits administered by ADEQ and PDEQ (reference specific regulations).


Stormwater control would consist of three primary elements: 


· Diversion of stormwater around the project area;


· Collection and process use of contaminated stormwater; and


· Collection, monitoring, and discharge of uncontaminated stormwater.


Stormwater diversion channels would be constructed to route surface water runoff around the project area and from undisturbed areas within the project to natural drainages downhill from the mine site. The location of primary diversion channels and other stormwater control facilities discussed in this section are shown in Figure 2-8 (add diversion channels to figure). Stormwater collecting in the mine pit would be collected, and excess water would be used in ore processing. Stormwater from the ore processing and mine maintenance plant areas would be routed to the PWTS pond for use as process water. Stormwater from the tailings and waste rock disposal areas would be collected in sumps and stormwater control ponds and monitored for chemical and sediment content in accordance with the stormwater permit. If the collected stormwater meets the permit requirements, it could be discharged from the site; if not, it would be used for process water. A stormwater pond called the compliance point dam would be located in the Barrel Canyon drainage downstream of the mine site and would be the final monitoring point for stormwater prior to discharge.


Active stormwater control would continue after the mine closed as required by the stormwater discharge permit and the erosion control provisions of the Mine Land Reclamation Plan, administered by the Arizona State Mine Inspector.  (For how long?)

Groundwater Control

Groundwater control would include those activities and facilities intended to monitor and protect the quality of the groundwater in the area as well as the investigation and modeling used to predict the response of the groundwater systems to both the withdrawal of groundwater and the influence of seepage and leakage from the project facilities. Also, this would include the various regulatory programs, primarily the APP program administered by ADEQ, that have jurisdiction over groundwater.


Protection of groundwater quality at the mine site during operations would primarily be achieved through the process water and contaminated stormwater controls discussed above. This would include monitoring of the seepage and leakage detection facilities required to be designed into some of the processing facilities by the applicable permits. Of particular importance to the long-term groundwater protection would be the ARD prediction and monitoring program discussed in Section 2.3.4 of the MPO. Monitoring to ensure that off-site groundwater quality is not impacted beyond that allowed by the APP permit would be accomplished through the installation and scheduled sampling and testing of specific groundwater monitoring wells according to the requirements of the APP.


Protection of groundwater quality at the mine site following mine closure would be achieved by the closure and reclamation of the process facilities, elimination or minimization of ARD generation in the tailings and waste rock due to the design and operation of the waste disposal facilities, monitoring and testing required by the APP following mine closure, and permanent capture of possible impacted mine site groundwater by the mine pit (add discussion of the groundwater modeling results once completed).

Figure 2.9. Process water flow. (To come later)
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Mine Workforce and Schedule


Mine Staffing


Rosemont estimates that the average mine workforce over the 19-year period of mine operations would total approximately 456 persons, distributed between the following categories:


· General and administrative, 40 persons


· Mine operations, 284 persons


· Mill operations, 96 persons


· SX/EW operations, 36 persons


As discussed in Section 2.2.2, mining and ore processing would operate 24 hours a day, 7 days per week, 365 days per year, for the 19-year life of the operation.

Support Facilities and Functions

Support facilities necessary to support the Rosemont mine and ore processing operations would include buildings and structures, such as administration buildings, change house, warehouse with lay down yards, analytical laboratory, light vehicle and process maintenance building, mine truck shop, mine truck wash and lube facility, powder magazines and ammonium nitrate storage, and a main guard shack with truck scale. The facilities wold also include fuel and lubricant storage and dispensing facilities for mine and process equipment. The support facilities are listed in Table 2-10 and shown in Figure 2-5. These structures will be constructed within the overall acreage of the proposed disturbance footprint. 

Table 2-10. Support Buildings and Structures

		Facility

		Approximate Area 
(square feet)

		Purpose



		Administration building

		17,000

		House all administrative and management personnel



		Change house

		9,240 + 660 extension

		Changing rooms, health/safety office, training office



		Warehouse

		6,600

		Storage, office



		Analytical laboratory

		8,400

		Labs, reagent storage, offices



		Light vehicle repair and fuel storage

		4,950

		Vehicle repair and plant maintenance facilities; fuel storage



		Mine truck shop

		20,000

		Service bays



		Mine truck wash and lube facilities

		TBD

		Truck servicing



		Powder magazines and ammonium nitrate silos

		1,069

		Storage



		Main guard house and truck scale

		Guard house, 100

		Entrance to the plant





Equipment


The major pieces of mining equipment are summarized in Table 2-11. This equipment would only be used on the mine property and would not be encountered on any public roads. (How would they get to the site in the first place?  Wouldn’t they be on a public road at least twice…at the beginning and the end?)

Table 2-11. Major Mining Equipment


		Equipment

		Purpose

		Fleet Size



		12.25-inch-diameter rotary blasthole drill

		Blasthole drilling

		4



		Percussion drill

		Road and bench pioneering, secondary rock breakage

		1



		60-cylinder electric mining shovel

		Ore and waste rock loading

		3



		33-cylinder front-end loader

		Safety berm maintenance, bench pioneering, road construction, etc.

		2



		260-ton off-highway haul trucks

		Hauling ore and waste rock

		31



		30,000-gallon water truck (150 tons)

		Dust suppression with PWTS pond water

		2



		20,000-gallon water truck (100 tons)

		Dust suppression with PWTS pondwater

		1



		850-horsepower (hp) crawler dozer/ripper (D11 class)

		Road and sump construction, bench clearing, trimming pit wall faces, maintaining waste rock storage area, regarding waste rock storage area for reclamation, etc.

		3



		580-hp crawler dozer/ripper (D10 class)

		Road and sump construction, bench clearing, trimming pit wall faces, maintaining waste rock storage area, regarding waste rock storage area for reclamation, etc.

		2



		630-hp rubber-tire dozer (844 class)

		Cleaning up shovel area, patrolling road, clearing blasthole sites

		3



		500-hp motor grader, 24 feet (24H class)

		Construction and maintenance of roads

		2



		270-hp motor grader, 16 feet (16H class)

		Construction and maintenance of roads, maintenance of access road from SR 83

		1





In addition to the major mining equipment, mine operations and maintenance crews would require other support equipment, including but not limited to, explosive/blasting agent delivery trucks, an 8-cylinder front-end loader, 25-ton haul trucks, backhoe/loaders, a portable aggregate crushing and screening plant, an all-terrain crane, fuel/lube trucks, mechanic field service trucks, a 200-ton transporter/trailer, a tire-handling truck, integrated tool carriers, forklifts, light plants, pickup trucks, and crew vans. Some of this equipment would be encountered on public roads. 

Solid, Hazardous and Sanitary Waste

Rosemont proposes to separate and recycle the solid waste materials that are able to be recycled, including scrap metal, white paper, small vehicle tires, scrap high-density polyethylene pipe and liner, grease, used oil, and batteries.


Solid Waste


Inert waste, such as construction debris, respirator filters, gloves, air filters, hoses, piping, non-recyclable packaging, and other non-decaying materials would be disposed of at a licensed on-site landfill operated by Rosemont (this is not on  the CNF, right?). The landfill would cover approximately 1.5 acres (Figure 2-5 [add landfill site]) and be permitted and regulated by ADEQ (PDEQ?). All garbage, including food and waste subject to decay, would be disposed of off-site by a commercial disposal service. The on-site landfill would be regulated by ADEQ. Large equipment tires, such as those on the 260-ton haul trucks, would be disposed of on-site in specific tire-burial cells regulated by ADEQ. 


Hazardous Waste


Hazardous waste is generally classified as those materials that are harmful to human health and the environment when not managed properly. A waste is considered hazardous if it is listed on one of four lists published in the Federal Register at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 261. These listed wastes are subject to specific regulations at the federal, state, and local levels. Arizona has incorporated federal hazardous waste regulations into the Arizona Administrative Code (AAC) §R18-8-260 through 280. The state regulations are listed in ARS §49-901 through 49-944, and the ADEQ has the primary authority to regulate hazardous substances, including waste materials, at the Rosemont Mine. Some required permits and authorizations include a Hazardous Waste Permit, EPA Identification Number, approved Pollution Prevention Plan, and annual registration as a hazardous waste management facility. 

Rosemont is expected to produce less than 220 pounds of hazardous waste each month and would qualify as a Conditionally Exempt Small-Quantity Generator. No hazardous waste would be disposed of on-site. Waste oil and antifreeze would be shipped off-site for recycling. All hazardous waste would be transported by licensed haulers and disposed of at regulated facilities. Handling of hazardous waste would be done in accordance with all applicable regulations.


Sanitary Waste


Sanitary waste at the project site would be handled by septic systems, with leach fields located in the vicinity of each building. During the construction phase, and where necessary during operations, portable toilets would be used in various locations throughout the plant and mine sites. The portable toilets would be serviced by a commercial sanitation company and the waste removed for disposal off-site.

Reclamation and Closure


Reclamation of the Rosemont property is regulated by the Arizona State Mine Inspector under the Arizona Mined Land Reclamation Act (ARS §27-901 et seq. as amended), the CNF under (reference regulations), and ADEQ, under the APP program (ARS §49-241 through 49-252, and AAC §R18-9-101 through 403). The Reclamation Plan would focus on design of the facilities with closure goals in mind; concurrent reclamation practices; constraining disturbances to a single drainage; minimizing downstream hydrologic disturbances; preparing a comprehensive drainage plan; using modern technology to minimize the generation of impacted water; managing operations to minimize environmental impacts; (Though Rosemont might claim that they are doing this, it’s absolutely not true.); constructing a waste rock ridge to block views of the  pit and mine facilities from Highway 83; salvaging soil resources; performing selective vegetation removal; revegetating reclaimed surfaces; and preparing an estimated closure cost (how is this last item relevant?).

Two main elements of the Reclamation Plan are early construction of a perimeter waste rock buttress between the main highway (SR 83) and the mining and ore processing site; and concurrent reclamation of final outer slopes on the perimeter buttress. Revegetation would take place shortly following construction of the final outer slopes of the buttress. Revegetation would be based on work funded by Rosemont and currently underway at the University of Arizona School of Natural Resources.

It is anticipated that by Year 10, leaching and drain-down of the leach pad would be completed. At that time, the ponds would be decommissioned and residual leach solutions would have evaporated or been processed. Once the ponds are decommissioned and have been deemed closed by ADEQ, the facility would be completely covered by ROM rock. The surface above the heap leach facilities would be graded to drain.


During operations, the upper benches of the mine pit would be reseeded before mining restricts access. At closure, the open pit would be bermed (??) and/or fenced to restrict access. Following closure, the central drain would continue to act as a conduit for stormwater in the upstream Barrel Canyon drainage to the lower Barrel drainage. The drain would also take stormwater from the top surface of the reclaimed perimeter buttress. 

Operating facilities at the Rosemont site would be demolished at closure and building foundations would be buried in place. All areas would be investigated for contaminants, and any contaminated soils, reagents, or fuels would be disposed of off-site. 


Post-mining/closure reclamation objectives for the Rosemont property include dispersed recreation, wildlife habitat, and ranching. Current and probable post-mine recreational activities include horseback riding, hunting, prospecting, all-terrain vehicle and motorcycle riding, four-wheeling, hiking, and birdwatching. The Rosemont property is part of an existing ranching facility with more than 15,000 acres of grazing lease. The post-mining use for a portion of this facility would include ongoing ranching, and it is anticipated that cattle would be used throughout the life of the mine to assist in providing nutrients to the soil as well as in long-term post-mining use of the area. 

Resource Protection and Control Plans

Rosemont has presented several plans that describe the resource protection goals and actions of their proposed actions. Those plans are as follows:


· Groundwater protection plan


· Air quality and dust control plan


· Reclamation and closure plan


· Viewshed protection plan


· Public access and recreation mitigation plan


· Biological resource plan


· Cultural resource plan


· Lighting plan


· Public safety plan


Groundwater Protection Plan


Groundwater quality in Arizona is regulated by ADEQ and requires that Rosemont apply for and be granted an APP. The APP program for a mining project is based on the compliance with the BADCT requirements published by ADEQ. In addition, the APP would define the Pollutant Management Area (PMA), the area within which facilities that could discharge pollutants to the groundwater would exist, and the locations of the Compliance Wells, which are the groundwater monitoring wells installed to sample and test the groundwater in the PMA (Figure 2-10).


The following components were incorporated into the project design to provide compliance with APP’s BADCT requirements:


· Isolation and containment of process waters;


· Primary and secondary containment structures, such as double liners in process impoundments and elevated, double-walled, or contained tanks;


· Overflow protection and spill and leak detection systems;


· Management of stormwater runoff to reduce sediment loads in stormwater discharges to pre-mining conditions; and


· Management of process water for zero discharge.


Figure 2-10. Pollutant management area.
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Air Quality and Dust Control Plan


The regulation of dust and other airborne pollutants is primarily  conducted at the county level, with oversight from state and federal agencies. Rosemont would have to obtain an air quality permit from Pima County. To support the air quality permit application, Rosemont has undertaken a baseline monitoring program that measures the natural dust levels and the wind speed and direction at the site. These data would be included in an overall air quality model that would be developed to support the required permit application and that would lead to implementation of the ongoing monitoring and reporting requirements of the permit. 


The modeling process would include development of short-term (hourly and daily) and long-term (annual) emission rates of regulated pollutants; application of regulatory approved models to quantify predicted concentrations; and a comparison of predicted impacts plus background concentrations with applicable standards. The air impact analyses would include an emission inventory, air quality impacts, and visibility modeling. The emission inventory would address all regulated pollutants as well as tailpipe emissions, which are not regulated for purposes of evaluating ambient impacts. Visibility modeling would be conducted in the Class I Areas, the nearest being the Saguaro National Monument (distance?).


To comply with the requirements of the air quality permit, Rosemont would include various dust control measures in the daily operations. Such measures would include:


· Moisture content in the tailings delivered to the dry-stack area will be between 10% and 15%;


· A binder material will be applied to the tailings on the conveyor and to the surface of the tailings;


· Water will be applied to unpaved roads;


· Water will be sprayed at the primary crusher pocket;


· Wet scrubbers will be used in the primary crushing building and crushed-ore stockpile building and tunnels; and


· The crushed-ore stockpile and concentrate load out will be covered. 

Viewshed Protection Plan


The proposed plan includes the placement of a perimeter buttress to mostly block the view of the pit and ore processing facilities from SR 83. The perimeter buttress, constructed of waste rock, would be constructed early in the project. The viewshed plan of the MPO states that at the start of the project the plant area would be visible for 4 miles from SR 83 adjacent to the project, but only minimally visible along the road from south of the project to Sonoita. The plan indicates that within 5 years the plant would be largely hidden, and by Year 10, it could not be seen from anywhere along the highway. The viewshed plan indicates that approximately 11 acres of the mine pit highwall would be visible from the highway at the end of the project.

Public Access and Recreation Mitigation Plan


The project would cut off public access for recreation and other uses within the mine area including blocking the existing roads on CNF land that enter the site.. Rosemont has developed a plan that includes the construction of new road segments that would connect the disrupted road system and re-establish public access to CNF land not involved in the mining operation. A foot trail would be established south of the mine to allow hikers into the Santa Rita Mountains without entering the mine property. In addition, Rosemont has proposed a modification to a future section of the Arizona Trail to realign it to the east of the project area. The proposed roads and trails are shown in Figure 2-11.


Figure 2-11. Access roads and trails.

Biological Resource Plan 

The biological resource plan describes the plant and animal communities on the project site and would be the basis of efforts to mitigate the impact of the project to these communities. 
In addition, it recognizes the various levels of legal protection afforded to specific species. 

The property ranges in elevation from 4,400 to 6,300 feet above mean sea level and supports a variety of upland habitat with open woodlands, trees interspersed with grasses and shrubs at higher elevations, and open grasslands with widely scattered shrubs and cacti at the lower elevations.


Rosemont would, as necessary, control noxious weeds on the project. CNF approval would be obtained prior to initiating any weed control program on federal land. Reclamation would use seed and mulch certified as weed-free. 


The property is within the Pima County Conservation Land System (CLS). The CLS was adopted in 2001 by the Pima County Board of Supervisors as part of its Comprehensive Plan. The MPO states that the proposed project is not subject to the requirements of the CLS.

Cultural Resource Plan

The project area contains both historic and prehistoric cultural resource sites; as many as 50 archeological surveys have been conducted in or near the area. This EIS has evaluated the adequacy and coverage of previous archaeological work and has undertaken additional cultural resource surveys in order to conduct a comprehensive analysis of potentially significant cultural resource impacts.


Lighting Plan

Pima County has adopted an Outdoor Lighting Code (OLC) to preserve the unique desert environment and night sky by controlling the obtrusive aspects of excessive and careless outdoor lighting usage. The project, due to its proximity to the Kitt Peak and Mount Hopkins observatories, would be located in areas with the most restrictive OLC requirements. Although Arizona law exempts mining operations of more than 5 acres from county zoning ordinances, Rosemont has committed to comply with the requirements of the OLC.


Public Safety and Emergency Response Plans

Access to the site would be controlled by fencing (Does the MPO state what type of fencing?  If so, should this be mentioned?), security patrols and by limiting locations for officially entering and leaving the property. Guard buildings would be located at the authorized project entrances and manned around the clock. Signs would be posted along the fence and along roads warning people that entrance to the site is prohibited.


Employees working at the site  would berequired to receive specific training in accordance with Mine Safety and Health Administration rules, covering all aspects of site safety. Access would be controlled and trespassing rules enforced. Supply route drivers would receive site orientation training and be familiarized with their specific loading/unloading locations and procedures.


Emergency plans would include a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan, an Emergency Response and Contingency Plan, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, a Fire Plan, and others. These plans would identify emergency preparedness and emergency contact protocols for any conceivable situation. 


Some of the facilities and equipment for emergency planning would include: a fully equipped environmental sampling and spill response station, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act–compliant waste storage and accumulation areas, safety and training building, an ambulance, and a fire truck.


Emergency planning would also provide the following throughout the mine site for safety: emergency lighting and exit signs, fire and smoke alarms, fire extinguishers, and standpipe fire hose stations. 


In order to prevent wildfires, mine vehicles would be equipped with, at a minimum, fire extinguishers and shovels. (first aid kits have nothing to do with preventing wildfires)  Policies, such as prohibiting parking on top of vegetation and properly disposing of cigarette butts, would be established and enforced to minimize fire potential.
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: daleortmanpe@live.com
Cc: mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Comments on SRK ACD report
Date: 04/29/2010 08:31 AM
Attachments: SRK ACD Review Response.docx

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

This letter is my response to your request that I review the draft technical review memorandum, “Rosemont Copper Project Review of Alternatives Considered but Dismissed”, dated December 16, 2009 and prepared by SRK Consulting (SRK).  My comments, incorporating extensive comments from Forest Hydrologist Salek Shafiqullah, follow.

Section 2.1

There is no mention of a potential tunnel from the pit to the west side.  A tunnel could shorten haul distances of 10 to 20 miles to 3 to 5 miles if material was placed on or adjacent to the mountain fringe.

Section 2.3

The fact that no extensive engineering, biological or cultural surveys have been done on the west side of the Santa Rita ridgeline should not preclude consideration of waste rock and tailings disposal there.

Section 3, general

Keep units consistent (miles instead of kilometers), to facilitate a comparison of the distances in the examples to the distances in the alternative (ie., Antamina Mine, Moroccan port).

Section 3.1

The assumption was made that the intent of this alternative is really to address copper concentrate shipments and not ore because crushing and conveying facilities would not change from the planned size stated in the MPO.  What was this assumption based on? 

Section 3.2  

The memo does not explicitly answer the question of whether or not the method is technically feasible.

Section 3.3

The memo states that, “(it) is believed that an element of the ACD proposal was to reduce (the) footprint of the Rosemont operations”.  What is this assumption based on?

Continue the order of discussion (rail, conveyor, slurry) used in Section 3.2 for consistency.

Conveyor paragraph states that, “New and innovative equipment would have to be developed “; complete this thought by ending the sentence with something like, “therefore, this method would not be feasible”.

The statement is made that, “Potential environmental degradation coupled with the long distance of conveyance make this option impracticable”.  Provide some clarification on what this degradation would consist of, to better inform the decision maker of the trade-offs.

Slurry paragraph states that method is impractical because no location has been identified for the filtration plant, water treatment plant, pump station and transload facilities.  The fact that the location of these facilities has not been identified is not sufficient reason to dismiss this method of conveyance.

Section 3.5

Note typographical error, “…direct automated load of concentrates for conveyor However, some…”

Section 4.2

Text does not specifically answer the question of whether or not this method is technically feasible.

Section 4.3

Text does not specifically answer the question of whether or not this method is technically feasible.

The memo states that, “Attempts to open the ores by hydrofracturing techniques were tried in an effort to increase permeability and flow-through of injected fluids”.  Clarify that attempts were made historically, and not with this project.

Memo states, “This mineralized rock, however, is an acid-consuming ore and of very low grade at 0.18 percent total copper (Westland Resources, 2007, p. 12)…”; the grade given here differs from the stated copper percentage of 0.47 percent is Section 5.2, paragraph 1 of the memo.

Section 5.2

Text does not specifically answer the question of whether or not this method is technically feasible.

Section 5.4

A new natural gas line, a utility not in the MPO, would need to be brought into the project site.  This may result in an additional utility alignment and/or corridor.

Section 6.3

Text does not specifically answer the question of whether or not this method is technically feasible.

Section 6.4

The memo states that, “Fewer employees would be required over the life of the mine”.  Is this per day?

Section 6.5

The last sentence of this section states that this alternative is not technically or practically feasible; however, the opposite is stated in Section 6.2.

Section 8.2

Note typo, “…would interfere in the process and could not be used in its native state…”. 

Section 8.3

Paragraph one should also state that in Mexico it would traverse private land as well.

Section 9.1

In previous technical discussions, there were two different topics presented that relate to the waste water treatment plant outfall.  The first was the use of sewage effluent outfall to the river from the wastewater treatment plants, and whether or not this waste is suitable for mining and processing use.  The second topic was the use of reclaimed water, sewage effluent that has undergone additional treatment, making it useable for turf irrigation.  The memo is incorrect in stating that reclaimed water is primarily used to recharge aquifers.

Section 9.3

Reclaimed water is delivered directly for use in turf irrigation.  The text is not correct in stating that reclaimed water is primarily used to recharge the aquifers.

Section 9.4

A major consequence of this alternative is that potable groundwater would not be withdrawn from the aquifer in Sahuarita.

Section 9.5

The memo is incorrect in claiming that the majority of reclaimed water is used to supply downstream users, sustain riparian habitat, and recharge the groundwater aquifer.  Sewage effluent is used for these purposes and it is potentially available.  Since no jurisdiction can utilize sewage effluent efficiently, it is dumped into the river.  Potentially, the main reason that this alternative is not practicable is the cost of the pipeline, unless it is not practicable due to the chemistry of the effluent.

Section 10.3

Text does not explicitly answer the question of whether or not this method is practically feasible.

Section 10.4

The last two bullets in Section 10.5 (tailings and footprint) potentially should be moved into Section 10.4 as they are consequences and were not presented in the consequences section in that section.

Section 11.2

Note typo, “Rosemont has indicated in its 2000 draft…”; change to correct reference year.

Section 12.1

It appears that the base case description is from the Phased Tailings Alternative rather than from the MPO.

Section 12.3

Scenarios 1 and 2 have different applications, and as such are not comparable.  Scenario 1 discusses removal areas and depth, and Scenario 2 discusses techniques for removal of material.

Section 12.5

Change “McCreary” to McCleary.



Lastly, please ensure that you have provided the Forest with resumes of all of the SRK Consulting reviewers of the ACDs.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this memo.



Sincerely,

Bev Everson

Rosemont Copper Project Leader

		





		



		[bookmark: Sig1_1] 

		[bookmark: Sig2_1] 



		[bookmark: Sig1_2] 

		[bookmark: Sig2_2] 



		[bookmark: Sig1_3] 

		[bookmark: Sig2_3] 



		

		







		[bookmark: Sig3_1] 

		[bookmark: Sig4_1] 



		[bookmark: Sig3_2] 

		[bookmark: Sig4_2] 



		[bookmark: Sig3_3] 

		[bookmark: Sig4_3] 







[bookmark: Ccname][bookmark: Ccname2][bookmark: Ccname3][bookmark: Ccname4]    

[image: fsshield1253] 	Caring for the Land and Serving People	Printed on Recycled Paper    [image: recycle1129]



image1.jpeg



image2.png



image3.png





From: Tom Furgason
To: Mary M Farrell; wgillespie@fs.fed.us
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Suzanne Griset; Jerome Hesse; Jennifer Hider; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Comments on the Arch Report and next Step
Date: 12/03/2009 01:19 PM

Mary and Bill,
 
I am becoming very concerned that we will not have enough time to adequately evaluate cultural
resources in the draft EIS.  Can you please schedule a time with Suzanne to discuss your expectations
for the analysis required to support the Heritage Resource section of the EIS?  Earlier this week, Bev
informed SWCA of the Coronado’s expectations to submit a PDEIS to send to Region prior to Feb 15. 
I’m very concerned that we are running out of time to:

1)       review the comments on the cultural resources report, and
2)       revise the report to include all of the action alternatives.

 
Can you please provide SWCA your expectations for completing the analysis of the additional
alternatives at your earliest opportunity?  As a first step, our team has contacted the ASM and have
requested their assistance in completing the Class I inventory for all Action Alternatives.  We will be
transmitting the GIS shape files to the ASM tomorrow and expect to have the results prior to
December 24.  We’ll also need to schedule a time for our archaeologist to look at the Coronado’s
records.

 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; klgraves@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard; rosemonteis; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; teresa@ciapusci.com;
tfurgason@swca.com; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject: communication with cooperating agencies, per our discussion Wednesday
Date: 07/17/2009 06:18 PM

The IDT asked some very good questions in this week's IDT meeting about working
with Cooperating Agency representatives, and in response, I offer the following
guidance on your correspondence with them for informal, short, peer-to-peer
conversations.  Treat this correspondence as you have with other projects you've
worked on.  Your experience should guide you as to what documentation, if any, is
necessary for the record.  However, if you have questions or concerns, ask me - if I
don't know the asnwer, we'll strategize how best to find out. 

Cooperating Agency personnel may have the same questions from their end. 
Basically, cooperators are free to review and comment on anything posted to the
web.  When we specifically ask a cooperator for review and feedback of a particular
document, we should work through the project chain of command and consider
formalizing the request and cooperator feedback - more detail on this aspect of
working with cooperators is forthcoming.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; klgraves@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard; rosemonteis; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; teresa@ciapusci.com;
tfurgason@swca.com; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject: communication with cooperating agencies, per our discussion Wednesday
Date: 07/17/2009 06:18 PM

The IDT asked some very good questions in this week's IDT meeting about working
with Cooperating Agency representatives, and in response, I offer the following
guidance on your correspondence with them for informal, short, peer-to-peer
conversations.  Treat this correspondence as you have with other projects you've
worked on.  Your experience should guide you as to what documentation, if any, is
necessary for the record.  However, if you have questions or concerns, ask me - if I
don't know the asnwer, we'll strategize how best to find out. 

Cooperating Agency personnel may have the same questions from their end. 
Basically, cooperators are free to review and comment on anything posted to the
web.  When we specifically ask a cooperator for review and feedback of a particular
document, we should work through the project chain of command and consider
formalizing the request and cooperator feedback - more detail on this aspect of
working with cooperators is forthcoming.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel; Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel;

George McKay; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Kendall Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Marc Kaplan; Mary M
Farrell; Robert Lefevre; S@FSNOTES; Salek Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: Completing Bounds of Analysis review
Date: 06/26/2009 05:39 PM

Several of us have been sent Bounds of Analysis write-ups from our specialist
counterparts at SWCA.  These were sent out from SWCA a few weeks ago.  At this
point, I need everyone with a Bounds of Analysis to review to complete the review
and to provide a written response with comments for SWCA.  Please provide this
response to me no later than COB on July 8, and cc to your counterpart at
SWCA

If you have already responded to SWCA directly, good job!  Please just provide a
copy of your response to me.

If you need help in understanding what you're reviewing, please come and discuss it
with me, or call me.

Thanks, everyone.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: Conflicting SR feedback- Please clarify
Date: 06/29/2009 10:48 AM

Hi Ladies-
I hope you all had a nice weekend! There were just a couple things that were given to us from your
feedback that we needed help with. So, could you please decide what your final preference is.
 

1. Scoping Report 1- Figure 3- Reta stated to change the “Proposed Mine Footprint” text box to
“Rosemont Copper Project”. Mindee and Bev asked to relabel it “Proposed Project
Footprint”

2. Comments from Mindee and Bev suggested moving this figure to follow discussion of public
hearings on next page. Reta made no request. It is SWCA standard that a figure explaining
any text follow the first page discussing the subject. Page 8 begins the discussion of the
scoping meetings and their locations with the corresponding figure on page 9. It is our
recommendation that the figure remain as it is currently located.

 
If you have time to discuss this as soon as possible, it would be appreciated. We are trying to get
this one wrapped up and back through our QAQC process this afternoon.
 
Thanks!!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Jim Tress
To: Jason_Douglas@fws.gov; 'dsebesta@fs.fed.us'; 'ljones02@fs.fed.us'; 'beverson@fs.fed.us';

'tfurgason@swca.com'
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Amanda Best
Subject: Considering Alternatives in a BA.
Date: 08/06/2009 02:48 PM

All,
 
After yesterday’s meeting I did a little looking around in the regulations because I recalled that
somewhere I had seen reference to the consideration of alternatives in a Biological Assessment
(BA). The following is excerpted from FWS regulations at 50 CFR Ch. IV § 402.12 (10–1–05 Edition)
and describes the suggested contents for a BA that may be prepared by the Federal agency in
support of Section 7 Consultation with the FWS. Based on the information provided below, I
believe there may be some distinct advantages to consideration of alternatives in the Forest’s BA.
 
“(f) Contents. The contents of a biological assessment are at the discretion of the Federal agency
and will depend on the nature of the Federal action. The following may be considered for inclusion:
(1) The results of an on-site inspection of the area affected by the action to determine if listed or
proposed species are present or occur seasonally. (2) The views of recognized experts on the species
at issue. (3) A review of the literature and other information. (4) An analysis of the effects of the
action on the species and habitat, including consideration of cumulative effects, and the results of
any related studies. (5) An analysis of alternate actions considered by the Federal agency for the
proposed action.”
 
I believe that the BA prepared for any project where the Federal agency has not made a
determination of their preferred action or where the preferred action is likely to be modified
between draft and final NEPA documents should include an analysis of the alternatives to the
proposed action. This approach will inform both the ongoing NEPA review and consultation with
the Service. This is clearly contemplated in the regulations.
 
While I am not aware that it would be precluded by any regulation, the final BiOp is typically
focused on the Federal agency’s preferred alternative. I do not know that it would be that much
more work to expand the FWS’ opinion in the BiOp to the alternatives identified in the BA if they
do not reflect substantive differences in impacts to listed resources.  If the ROD ultimately
incorporates elements of the various alternatives considered in the NEPA document then having
the BA prepared in this fashion would also inform the federal agency as they determine whether or
not reinitiating consultation is necessary.
 
Jason, is there a more recent version of 50 CFR Ch. IV § 402.12?
 
Regards,
Jim

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
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e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.



From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: kellett@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; mroth@fs.fed.us; ccoyle@swca.com;

mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; beverson@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us
Subject: Consolidated Cooperator Activities
Date: 10/30/2009 11:39 AM

Here is the completed Cooperator Catalog of Activities consolidating all of their
comments.

Thanks!

Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=157541>
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Continued mitigation review (see table I forwarded this morning) on Monday; extended team welcome also...
Date: 01/08/2010 04:28 PM

We'll be meeting at 1:00 in 4B.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
Subject: Conversation with Salek
Date: 04/28/2009 01:08 PM

Everyone-
I wanted to fill you in on a discussion that Salek and I had. He stopped by on his way out to touch
base about the Hydrology conf calls. I updated him on the happenings of the last IDT meeting and
the cancellation of the bi-weekly conference calls. We also discussed the new tech reports that
have been received. I gave him a CD of the Tailings Design report that was submitted last week.
When he asked about a hard copy, I informed him that Rosemont is only submitting one copy.
 
A few thoughts-
1. We need to decide on a process of notifying specialists or core team members of the availability
of Tech Reports. I could send out an announcement through WebEx of reports that have been
received when I get them uploaded, if Bev feels this is appropriate. An announcement would be
able to be reviewed by anyone on the sight and it’s history could be referenced.
 
2. I know this was discussed with Bev last week, but could Rosemont be given some guidelines of
what is required for submission? When we spoke about it, I think we came to a number of 6 hard
copies. At least 2 copies for SWCA would be appreciated (1 for AR and 1 for library). You may also
want to be sure to include a copy for specialists responsible for reviewing the document.
 
3. I was thinking that, as we move to crucial steps in the process, is there something we can do to
keep the team apprised of meetings and things that happened. It might just be a matter of my
posting up brief (draft, of course) notes from the meeting on WebEx in case someone needs to
catch up on something missed.
 
I welcome any feedback you might have.
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Tom Furgason
To: brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu; cbeck@azdot.gov; Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov; daniel_moore@blm.gov;

dt1@azdeq.gov; David_Jacobs@azag.gov; falco@cfa.harvard.edu; gfleming@asmi.az.gov;
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us; jmtannler@azwater.gov; julia.fonseca@pima.gov; jwindes@azgfd.gov;
karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov; lagrignano@azwater.gov; lee.allison@azgs.az.gov; Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov;
LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov; madan.singh@mines.az.gov; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil;
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil; nicole.ewing-gavin@tucsonaz.gov; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; rcasavant@azstateparks.gov; stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us

Cc: tciapusci@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; mrorth@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Cooperating Agency Alternative
Date: 11/25/2009 12:04 PM

I am following up with members of the Cooperating Agencies (Agencies) working on
the Rosemont Copper EIS.  During the meeting last week, Forest Supervisor Jeanine
Derby requested that the Agencies consider participating in the development an
alternative to the Proposed Action.  This alternative would then be analyzed
throughout the EIS process if it meets the requirements under NEPA.  The Coronado
has requested that SWCA be available to assist the Agencies with the development
of this alternative.  However, the Agencies may work entirely independently of the
Coronado and SWCA should they choose to do so.
 
We discussed several potential issues relating to the Proposal and began discussing
potential elements of the Proposed Action (fully described in the 2007 Mine Plan of
Operations) that could be modified to address some issues.  However, several
members from the Agencies expressed concern that they needed more information
regarding the alternatives currently being considered by the Coronado so that they
do not create a duplicative alternative.  It was also clear that additional meetings
would be required. 
 
Although there was no clear consensus among the group how to proceed, I would
like to propose that we meet next Wednesday (December 2) from 9:00 am to 12:30
pm. This meeting will include a:
 

1)      presentation on the alternative currently under consideration;
2)      review of the issues, or groups of issues, driving the alternatives;
3)      review of existing GIS data regarding resources;
4)      open forum to further define those issues the Agencies believe should drive

an alternative or elements of an alternative; and
5)      identification of the major portions of the Proposed Action that the alternative

will address.
 
The following information would be useful to me moving forward:

Is your Agency interested in participating in the development of an
alternative? 
Are there specific areas of expertise where your Agency’s participation would
be especially helpful?
Is your Agency interested in providing a leadership role for the reaming
preparation of the alternative?

 
 
The Coronado will place all material from the meeting on their web site.  SWCA will
also send out meeting notes by COB on Friday, December 4.  I welcome any
suggestions for any information that you would like to have at the meeting on
Wednesday.  I can’t promise that we’ll be able to meet every request; however, we’ll
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endeavor to accommodate them. 
 
Have a happy Thanksgiving.
 
Tom Furgason
Rosemont Project Manager/Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 
 



From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: ccoyle@swca.com
Bcc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Cooperating agency meeting
Date: 09/11/2009 11:52 AM

Charles - 
I just sent out the draft agenda for the September CA meeting, but did not include
you in the mailing because the Sonoran Institute is not available to make a
presentation this month.  If we manage to schedule them for a socioeconomic
presentation at a later date, I'll let you know so you can appoint an SWCA social
scientist to attend if you wish.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; Rochelle Desser; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: coordination meeting tomorrow - can we start at 9:00 instead of 9:30?
Date: 03/29/2010 12:46 PM

There is a landforming conference call tomorrow at 10:00, and so I'm wondering if
we can start our meeting earlier and try to avoid conflict between the two
meetings.  Thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: coordination meeting tomorrow
Date: 04/12/2010 12:45 PM

Please let me know if you have any agenda items, and Mel, if you would like to have
Sarah Davis attend.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Sturgess Jamie; Kathy Arnold; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Copy of Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_052909_TF.xls
Date: 05/29/2009 01:46 PM
Attachments: Copy of Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_052909_TF.xls

Attached is the monthly tracking sheet that was distributed during this mornings meeting. 
 
Tom Furgason
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FS & SWCA Process

						Supporting EIS Deliverables		Percent Completion of Deliverables		MOU Deliverable Date (where applicable)		Actual Delivery Date to CNF from SWCA (where applicable)						CNF Final Review and Acceptance

				NEPA Process Milestones						other dates in italic		1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		1		Section 106 consultation initiated		5.4		100%				Jul. 08		Aug. 08

		2		Administrative Record Set-Up Procedures		N/A		100%		N/A		Jul. 08		Aug. 08

		3		Communication Plan		N/A		100%		N/A		Feb. 08		Jun. 08

		4		Purpose and Need		6.1.4		100%		Oct. 08		Oct. 08		Jan. 09		Feb. 09

		5		Cooperating Agency invitations sent		2.1		100%		Dec. 08		Dec. 08

		6		Tribal Field Visits		5.4		100%				Sep. 08		Oct. 08		May-09

		7		Forest Supervisor review of draft Issue Statements		4.3		90%		Jan-09		Mar. 09

		8		Forest Supervisor review of Scoping Reports		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Jan-09		Mar. 09

		9		Regional USFS review of scoping/draft issues		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Feb-09		Mar. 09

		10		Technical Reports from RCC		5.1, 5.3, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7		85%		Mar-09		Mar. 09

		11		Cooperating Agency MOUs accepted		2.1		50%		Apr. 09

		12		Cooperating Agency MOUs executed		2.1		80%		Apr. 09

		13		Cooperating Agency participation in alternatives development		2.1		100%		Apr. 09

		14		Draft Alternatives		6.2		50%		Apr. 09

		15		Forest Supervisor review of draft alternatives		6.2		0%		Jun-09

		16		Forest NFMA consistency review of alternatives		6.2		0%		Jun-09

		17		Forest Supervisor review of draft bounds of cumulative effects analysis/reasonably foreseeable actions		6.1.7		0%		Mar-09

		18		Cultural Resource Reports Delivered to Tribes		5.4		90%				Mar. 09

		19		Biological Assessment and Evaluation (BA&E)		5.3		85%				May-09

		20		Draft Affected Environment		6.3		25%				Apr-09

		21		Forest Supervisor review of Affected Environment		6.3		0%		Apr-09

		22		Draft Effects Analysis		6.4		0%		Jun-09

		23		Forest Supervisor review of Effects Analysis		6.4		0%		Jul-09

		24		Regional review of draft Affected Env. and Effects Analysis		6.3, 6.4		0%		Aug-09

		25		Regional review of DEIS		6.1 - 6.5		0%		Sep-09

		26		Final Forest, proponent and cooperating agency review of Draft EIS		6.1 - 6.5		0%		Oct-09

		27		Camera-ready DEIS to Regional Office		7		0%		Nov-09

		28		Publish NOA and begin 90-day comment period				0%		Nov-09

		28		Compilation of FOIA requests for 2009				0%

		29		Public meetings/comment period				0%		Jan. 10

		30		Comment Analysis for DEIS				0%		Feb-10

		31		Integration of other local, state and federal regulatory requirements into the FEIS				0%

		32		Regional Mtg/review of comments and strategy to address in FEIS				0%		Mar-10

		33		Response to comments and FEIS revised; proponent and cooperating agency input				0%		Apr-10

		34		Regional review of FEIS and draft decision rationale				0%		May-10

		35		Final revision to FEIS				0%		Jun-10

		36		Camera-ready FEIS to Regional Office for printing				0%		Jul-10

		37		Print and distribute FEIS				0%		Jul-10

		38		EPA publishes NOA of FEIS				0%		Jul-10

		39		Record of Decision issued				0%		Jul-10

		40		Delivery of Administrative Record				0%
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FS & SWCA EIS

				2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 1. Management of the NEPA Process

		1.1 Weekly Project Status Meetings				99%		43%		NA

		1.2 Proponent Status Meetings				99%		43%		NA

		1.3 Monthly Process Milestone Management				90%		43%		NA

		1.4 Other Meetings				100%		Unknown

		Task 1 NTE

		Task 2. Cooperating Agency Process and Interdisciplinary Team Lead

		2.1 Cooperating Agency Liaison				28%		25%

		2.2 Review of EIS for Forest Plan Consistency				0%		0%

		Task 2 NTE

		Task 3. Management of Administrative Record

		3.1 Quarterly compilation of AR				97%		All comments scanned

		3.2 Response to FOIA Inquiries				NA		NA		NA

		Task 3 NTE

		Task 4. Scoping Summary

		4.1 Scoping Process and Quantitative Results				99%		95%		Feb-09

		4.2  Content Analysis and Thematic Grouping of Issues				99%		95%		Feb-09

		4.3  Issue Statements and Issues to be Analyzed in Detail				99%		85%		Feb-09

		Task 4 NTE

		Task 5. Detailed Technical Reports to Address Significant Issues

		5.1 Issue 1  Water Resources				41%		15%

		5.2 Issue 2. Visual Resources				26%		25%		NA

		5.3 Issue 6. Biological Resources (BA&E, MIS, MBTA)				30%		65%		NA		May-09

		5.4 Issue 7. Cultural Resources (inc.Ethnohistory Report)				75%		75%		NA		Apr.2		NA

		Task 5 NTE

		TASK 6: EIS DOCUMENT

		Task 6.1 Chapter 1 - Introduction and Purpose and Need

		6.1.1 Introduction				8%		30%		NA

		6.1.2 Document Organization				8%		30%		NA

		6.1.3 Project History and Background				8%		30%

		6.1.4 Purpose & Need for Action				100%		100%		Oct-08		-		-		Jan-09

		6.1.5 Regulatory Framework and Authorizing Actions				8%		40%		NA

		6.1.6 Issues Raised During Scoping				100%		90%		NA

		6.1.7 Interrelated Actions (Introduction & Past, Present,…)				0%		0%		NA

		Chapter 1 completed				8%		100%		Apr-09

		Task 6.1 NTE

		Task 6.2 Chapter 2 - Alternatives Development

		6.2.1 No Action Alternative				20%		50%

		6.2.2 Proposed Action				100%		100%		Oct-08

		6.2.3 Alternative 3				20%		20%		NA

		6.2.4 Alternative 4				20%		20%		NA

		6.2.5 Alternatives Eliminated				355%		50%		NA

		6.2.6 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives								NA

		Alternatives Analysis Completed				50%		50%		Mar-09

		Task 6.2 NTE				50%		50%

		Task 6.3 Chapter 3 - Affected Environment

		6.3.1 Air Quality				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.2 Hydrology				25%		25%

		6.3.3 Geology and Minerals				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.4 Soils & Reclamation				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.5 Biological Resources				35%		85%		Apr-09

		6.3.6 Cultural Resources				50%		50%		Apr-09

		6.3.7 Socioeconomics/EJ				30%		30%		Apr-09

		6.3.8 Visual Resources				26%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.9 Transportation/Access				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.10 Recreation				10%		10%		Apr-09

		6.3.11 Livestock and Grazing				5%		5%		Apr-09

		6.3.12 Land Use and Wilderness				5%		5%		Apr-09

		6.3.13 Noise				10%		10%		Apr-09

		6.3.14 Lighting				20%		20%		Apr-09

		6.3.15 Hazardous Materials				0%		0%		Apr-09

		6.3.16 Public Health and Safety				20%		20%		Apr-09

		Chapter 3 AE Completed				15%		15%		Apr-09

		Task 6.3 NTE				9%		20%

		Task 6.4 Chapter 3- Environmental Consequences

		6.4.1 Air Quality				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.2 Hydrology

		6.4.3 Geology and Minerals				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.4 Soils & Reclamation				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.5 Biological Resources				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.6 Cultural Resources				15%		15%		Aug-09

		6.4.7 Socioeconomics/EJ				30%		30%		Aug-09

		6.4.8 Visual Resources				15%		15%		Aug-09

		6.4.9 Transportation/Access				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.10 Recreation				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.11 Livestock and Grazing				5%		5%		Aug-09

		6.4.12 Land Use and Wilderness				5%		5%		Aug-09

		6.4.13 Noise				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.14 Lighting				0%		0%		Aug-09

		6.4.15  Hazardous Materials				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.16 Public Health and Safety				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.17 Monitoring and Mitigation				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.18 Unavoidable Adverse Effects				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.19 Short-term use/Long-term Prod.				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.20 Irreversible/ Irretrievable Commitment of Resources				20%		20%		Aug-09

		Chapter 3 EC Completed				15%		15%		Sep-09

		Task 6.4 NTE

		Task 6.5 Chapters 4-9 and Appendices

		Chapter 4. Consultation & Coordination				10%		10%		Sep-09

		Chapter 5. List of Preparers								Oct-09

		Chapter 6. References								NA

		Chapter 7. Acronyms and Abbreviations				20%		20%		NA

		Chapter 8. Glossary				90%		90%		NA

		Chapter 9. Index								NA

		Task 6.5 NTE				39%		40%

		Task 7. Compilation and  Formatting  of the DEIS

		7.1 Administrative DEIS				6%		6%		Nov-09

		7.2 Team Review of Admin. DEIS

		7.3 Development of the DEIS

		Task 7 NTE				8%		6%

		Total 2009 NTE

		Task 8: CNF Out-of-Scope Requests		2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 8 Cumulative Cost
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Sturgess Jamie; Kathy Arnold; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Copy of Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_052909_TF.xls
Date: 05/29/2009 01:46 PM
Attachments: Copy of Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_052909_TF.xls

Attached is the monthly tracking sheet that was distributed during this mornings meeting. 
 
Tom Furgason

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com

FS & SWCA Process

						Supporting EIS Deliverables		Percent Completion of Deliverables		MOU Deliverable Date (where applicable)		Actual Delivery Date to CNF from SWCA (where applicable)						CNF Final Review and Acceptance

				NEPA Process Milestones						other dates in italic		1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		1		Section 106 consultation initiated		5.4		100%				Jul. 08		Aug. 08

		2		Administrative Record Set-Up Procedures		N/A		100%		N/A		Jul. 08		Aug. 08

		3		Communication Plan		N/A		100%		N/A		Feb. 08		Jun. 08

		4		Purpose and Need		6.1.4		100%		Oct. 08		Oct. 08		Jan. 09		Feb. 09

		5		Cooperating Agency invitations sent		2.1		100%		Dec. 08		Dec. 08

		6		Tribal Field Visits		5.4		100%				Sep. 08		Oct. 08		May-09

		7		Forest Supervisor review of draft Issue Statements		4.3		90%		Jan-09		Mar. 09

		8		Forest Supervisor review of Scoping Reports		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Jan-09		Mar. 09

		9		Regional USFS review of scoping/draft issues		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Feb-09		Mar. 09

		10		Technical Reports from RCC		5.1, 5.3, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7		85%		Mar-09		Mar. 09

		11		Cooperating Agency MOUs accepted		2.1		50%		Apr. 09

		12		Cooperating Agency MOUs executed		2.1		80%		Apr. 09

		13		Cooperating Agency participation in alternatives development		2.1		100%		Apr. 09

		14		Draft Alternatives		6.2		50%		Apr. 09

		15		Forest Supervisor review of draft alternatives		6.2		0%		Jun-09

		16		Forest NFMA consistency review of alternatives		6.2		0%		Jun-09

		17		Forest Supervisor review of draft bounds of cumulative effects analysis/reasonably foreseeable actions		6.1.7		0%		Mar-09

		18		Cultural Resource Reports Delivered to Tribes		5.4		90%				Mar. 09

		19		Biological Assessment and Evaluation (BA&E)		5.3		85%				May-09

		20		Draft Affected Environment		6.3		25%				Apr-09

		21		Forest Supervisor review of Affected Environment		6.3		0%		Apr-09

		22		Draft Effects Analysis		6.4		0%		Jun-09

		23		Forest Supervisor review of Effects Analysis		6.4		0%		Jul-09

		24		Regional review of draft Affected Env. and Effects Analysis		6.3, 6.4		0%		Aug-09

		25		Regional review of DEIS		6.1 - 6.5		0%		Sep-09

		26		Final Forest, proponent and cooperating agency review of Draft EIS		6.1 - 6.5		0%		Oct-09

		27		Camera-ready DEIS to Regional Office		7		0%		Nov-09

		28		Publish NOA and begin 90-day comment period				0%		Nov-09

		28		Compilation of FOIA requests for 2009				0%

		29		Public meetings/comment period				0%		Jan. 10

		30		Comment Analysis for DEIS				0%		Feb-10

		31		Integration of other local, state and federal regulatory requirements into the FEIS				0%

		32		Regional Mtg/review of comments and strategy to address in FEIS				0%		Mar-10

		33		Response to comments and FEIS revised; proponent and cooperating agency input				0%		Apr-10

		34		Regional review of FEIS and draft decision rationale				0%		May-10

		35		Final revision to FEIS				0%		Jun-10

		36		Camera-ready FEIS to Regional Office for printing				0%		Jul-10

		37		Print and distribute FEIS				0%		Jul-10

		38		EPA publishes NOA of FEIS				0%		Jul-10

		39		Record of Decision issued				0%		Jul-10

		40		Delivery of Administrative Record				0%
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FS & SWCA EIS

				2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 1. Management of the NEPA Process

		1.1 Weekly Project Status Meetings				99%		43%		NA

		1.2 Proponent Status Meetings				99%		43%		NA

		1.3 Monthly Process Milestone Management				90%		43%		NA

		1.4 Other Meetings				100%		Unknown

		Task 1 NTE

		Task 2. Cooperating Agency Process and Interdisciplinary Team Lead

		2.1 Cooperating Agency Liaison				28%		25%

		2.2 Review of EIS for Forest Plan Consistency				0%		0%

		Task 2 NTE

		Task 3. Management of Administrative Record

		3.1 Quarterly compilation of AR				97%		All comments scanned

		3.2 Response to FOIA Inquiries				NA		NA		NA

		Task 3 NTE

		Task 4. Scoping Summary

		4.1 Scoping Process and Quantitative Results				99%		95%		Feb-09

		4.2  Content Analysis and Thematic Grouping of Issues				99%		95%		Feb-09

		4.3  Issue Statements and Issues to be Analyzed in Detail				99%		85%		Feb-09

		Task 4 NTE

		Task 5. Detailed Technical Reports to Address Significant Issues

		5.1 Issue 1  Water Resources				41%		15%

		5.2 Issue 2. Visual Resources				26%		25%		NA

		5.3 Issue 6. Biological Resources (BA&E, MIS, MBTA)				30%		65%		NA		May-09

		5.4 Issue 7. Cultural Resources (inc.Ethnohistory Report)				75%		75%		NA		Apr.2		NA

		Task 5 NTE

		TASK 6: EIS DOCUMENT

		Task 6.1 Chapter 1 - Introduction and Purpose and Need

		6.1.1 Introduction				8%		30%		NA

		6.1.2 Document Organization				8%		30%		NA

		6.1.3 Project History and Background				8%		30%

		6.1.4 Purpose & Need for Action				100%		100%		Oct-08		-		-		Jan-09

		6.1.5 Regulatory Framework and Authorizing Actions				8%		40%		NA

		6.1.6 Issues Raised During Scoping				100%		90%		NA

		6.1.7 Interrelated Actions (Introduction & Past, Present,…)				0%		0%		NA

		Chapter 1 completed				8%		100%		Apr-09

		Task 6.1 NTE

		Task 6.2 Chapter 2 - Alternatives Development

		6.2.1 No Action Alternative				20%		50%

		6.2.2 Proposed Action				100%		100%		Oct-08

		6.2.3 Alternative 3				20%		20%		NA

		6.2.4 Alternative 4				20%		20%		NA

		6.2.5 Alternatives Eliminated				355%		50%		NA

		6.2.6 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives								NA

		Alternatives Analysis Completed				50%		50%		Mar-09

		Task 6.2 NTE				50%		50%

		Task 6.3 Chapter 3 - Affected Environment

		6.3.1 Air Quality				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.2 Hydrology				25%		25%

		6.3.3 Geology and Minerals				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.4 Soils & Reclamation				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.5 Biological Resources				35%		85%		Apr-09

		6.3.6 Cultural Resources				50%		50%		Apr-09

		6.3.7 Socioeconomics/EJ				30%		30%		Apr-09

		6.3.8 Visual Resources				26%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.9 Transportation/Access				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.10 Recreation				10%		10%		Apr-09

		6.3.11 Livestock and Grazing				5%		5%		Apr-09

		6.3.12 Land Use and Wilderness				5%		5%		Apr-09

		6.3.13 Noise				10%		10%		Apr-09

		6.3.14 Lighting				20%		20%		Apr-09

		6.3.15 Hazardous Materials				0%		0%		Apr-09

		6.3.16 Public Health and Safety				20%		20%		Apr-09

		Chapter 3 AE Completed				15%		15%		Apr-09

		Task 6.3 NTE				9%		20%

		Task 6.4 Chapter 3- Environmental Consequences

		6.4.1 Air Quality				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.2 Hydrology

		6.4.3 Geology and Minerals				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.4 Soils & Reclamation				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.5 Biological Resources				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.6 Cultural Resources				15%		15%		Aug-09

		6.4.7 Socioeconomics/EJ				30%		30%		Aug-09

		6.4.8 Visual Resources				15%		15%		Aug-09

		6.4.9 Transportation/Access				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.10 Recreation				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.11 Livestock and Grazing				5%		5%		Aug-09

		6.4.12 Land Use and Wilderness				5%		5%		Aug-09

		6.4.13 Noise				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.14 Lighting				0%		0%		Aug-09

		6.4.15  Hazardous Materials				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.16 Public Health and Safety				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.17 Monitoring and Mitigation				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.18 Unavoidable Adverse Effects				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.19 Short-term use/Long-term Prod.				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.20 Irreversible/ Irretrievable Commitment of Resources				20%		20%		Aug-09

		Chapter 3 EC Completed				15%		15%		Sep-09

		Task 6.4 NTE

		Task 6.5 Chapters 4-9 and Appendices

		Chapter 4. Consultation & Coordination				10%		10%		Sep-09

		Chapter 5. List of Preparers								Oct-09

		Chapter 6. References								NA

		Chapter 7. Acronyms and Abbreviations				20%		20%		NA

		Chapter 8. Glossary				90%		90%		NA

		Chapter 9. Index								NA

		Task 6.5 NTE				39%		40%

		Task 7. Compilation and  Formatting  of the DEIS

		7.1 Administrative DEIS				6%		6%		Nov-09

		7.2 Team Review of Admin. DEIS

		7.3 Development of the DEIS

		Task 7 NTE				8%		6%

		Total 2009 NTE

		Task 8: CNF Out-of-Scope Requests		2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 8 Cumulative Cost
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Copy of Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_052909_TF.xls
Date: 05/28/2009 02:34 PM
Attachments: Copy of Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_052909_TF.xls

Bev and Teresa Ann,
 
Attached is the copy of SWCA's monthly tracking sheet.  Please let me know if you have any questions
or comments.  Thanks.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com

FS & SWCA Process

						Supporting EIS Deliverables		Percent Completion of Deliverables		MOU Deliverable Date (where applicable)		Actual Delivery Date to CNF from SWCA (where applicable)						CNF Final Review and Acceptance

				NEPA Process Milestones						other dates in italic		1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		1		Section 106 consultation initiated		5.4		100%				Jul. 08		Aug. 08

		2		Administrative Record Set-Up Procedures		N/A		100%		N/A		Jul. 08		Aug. 08

		3		Communication Plan		N/A		100%		N/A		Feb. 08		Jun. 08

		4		Purpose and Need		6.1.4		100%		Oct. 08		Oct. 08		Jan. 09		Feb. 09

		5		Cooperating Agency invitations sent		2.1		100%		Dec. 08		Dec. 08

		6		Tribal Field Visits		5.4		100%				Sep. 08		Oct. 08		May-09

		7		Forest Supervisor review of draft Issue Statements		4.3		90%		Jan-09		Mar. 09

		8		Forest Supervisor review of Scoping Reports		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Jan-09		Mar. 09

		9		Regional USFS review of scoping/draft issues		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Feb-09		Mar. 09

		10		Technical Reports from RCC		5.1, 5.3, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7		85%		Mar-09		Mar. 09

		11		Cooperating Agency MOUs accepted		2.1		50%		Apr. 09

		12		Cooperating Agency MOUs executed		2.1		80%		Apr. 09

		13		Cooperating Agency participation in alternatives development		2.1		100%		Apr. 09

		14		Draft Alternatives		6.2		50%		Apr. 09

		15		Forest Supervisor review of draft alternatives		6.2		0%		Jun-09

		16		Forest NFMA consistency review of alternatives		6.2		0%		Jun-09

		17		Forest Supervisor review of draft bounds of cumulative effects analysis/reasonably foreseeable actions		6.1.7		0%		Mar-09

		18		Cultural Resource Reports Delivered to Tribes		5.4		90%				Mar. 09

		19		Biological Assessment and Evaluation (BA&E)		5.3		85%				May-09

		20		Draft Affected Environment		6.3		25%				Apr-09

		21		Forest Supervisor review of Affected Environment		6.3		0%		Apr-09

		22		Draft Effects Analysis		6.4		0%		Jun-09

		23		Forest Supervisor review of Effects Analysis		6.4		0%		Jul-09

		24		Regional review of draft Affected Env. and Effects Analysis		6.3, 6.4		0%		Aug-09

		25		Regional review of DEIS		6.1 - 6.5		0%		Sep-09

		26		Final Forest, proponent and cooperating agency review of Draft EIS		6.1 - 6.5		0%		Oct-09

		27		Camera-ready DEIS to Regional Office		7		0%		Nov-09

		28		Publish NOA and begin 90-day comment period				0%		Nov-09

		28		Compilation of FOIA requests for 2009				0%

		29		Public meetings/comment period				0%		Jan. 10

		30		Comment Analysis for DEIS				0%		Feb-10

		31		Integration of other local, state and federal regulatory requirements into the FEIS				0%

		32		Regional Mtg/review of comments and strategy to address in FEIS				0%		Mar-10

		33		Response to comments and FEIS revised; proponent and cooperating agency input				0%		Apr-10

		34		Regional review of FEIS and draft decision rationale				0%		May-10

		35		Final revision to FEIS				0%		Jun-10

		36		Camera-ready FEIS to Regional Office for printing				0%		Jul-10

		37		Print and distribute FEIS				0%		Jul-10

		38		EPA publishes NOA of FEIS				0%		Jul-10

		39		Record of Decision issued				0%		Jul-10

		40		Delivery of Administrative Record				0%
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FS & SWCA EIS

				2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 1. Management of the NEPA Process

		1.1 Weekly Project Status Meetings				99%		43%		NA

		1.2 Proponent Status Meetings				99%		43%		NA

		1.3 Monthly Process Milestone Management				90%		43%		NA

		1.4 Other Meetings				100%		Unknown

		Task 1 NTE

		Task 2. Cooperating Agency Process and Interdisciplinary Team Lead

		2.1 Cooperating Agency Liaison				28%		25%

		2.2 Review of EIS for Forest Plan Consistency				0%		0%

		Task 2 NTE

		Task 3. Management of Administrative Record

		3.1 Quarterly compilation of AR				97%		100% (1st quarter)

		3.2 Response to FOIA Inquiries				NA		NA		NA

		Task 3 NTE

		Task 4. Scoping Summary

		4.1 Scoping Process and Quantitative Results				99%		95%		Feb-09

		4.2  Content Analysis and Thematic Grouping of Issues				99%		95%		Feb-09

		4.3  Issue Statements and Issues to be Analyzed in Detail				99%		85%		Feb-09

		Task 4 NTE

		Task 5. Detailed Technical Reports to Address Significant Issues

		5.1 Issue 1  Water Resources				41%		15%

		5.2 Issue 2. Visual Resources				26%		25%		NA

		5.3 Issue 6. Biological Resources (BA&E, MIS, MBTA)				30%		65%		NA		May-09

		5.4 Issue 7. Cultural Resources (inc.Ethnohistory Report)				75%		75%		NA		Apr.2		NA

		Task 5 NTE

		TASK 6: EIS DOCUMENT

		Task 6.1 Chapter 1 - Introduction and Purpose and Need

		6.1.1 Introduction				8%		30%		NA

		6.1.2 Document Organization				8%		30%		NA

		6.1.3 Project History and Background				8%		30%

		6.1.4 Purpose & Need for Action				100%		100%		Oct-08		-		-		Jan-09

		6.1.5 Regulatory Framework and Authorizing Actions				8%		40%		NA

		6.1.6 Issues Raised During Scoping				100%		90%		NA

		6.1.7 Interrelated Actions (Introduction & Past, Present,…)				0%		0%		NA

		Chapter 1 completed				8%		100%		Apr-09

		Task 6.1 NTE

		Task 6.2 Chapter 2 - Alternatives Development

		6.2.1 No Action Alternative				20%		50%

		6.2.2 Proposed Action				100%		100%		Oct-08

		6.2.3 Alternative 3				20%		20%		NA

		6.2.4 Alternative 4				20%		20%		NA

		6.2.5 Alternatives Eliminated				50%		50%		NA

		6.2.6 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives								NA

		Alternatives Analysis Completed				50%		50%		Mar-09

		Task 6.2 NTE				50%		50%

		Task 6.3 Chapter 3 - Affected Environment

		6.3.1 Air Quality				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.2 Hydrology				25%		25%

		6.3.3 Geology and Minerals				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.4 Soils & Reclamation				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.5 Biological Resources				35%		85%		Apr-09

		6.3.6 Cultural Resources				50%		50%		Apr-09

		6.3.7 Socioeconomics/EJ				30%		30%		Apr-09

		6.3.8 Visual Resources				26%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.9 Transportation/Access				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.10 Recreation				10%		10%		Apr-09

		6.3.11 Livestock and Grazing				5%		5%		Apr-09

		6.3.12 Land Use and Wilderness				5%		5%		Apr-09

		6.3.13 Noise				10%		10%		Apr-09

		6.3.14 Lighting				20%		20%		Apr-09

		6.3.15 Hazardous Materials				0%		0%		Apr-09

		6.3.16 Public Health and Safety				20%		20%		Apr-09

		Chapter 3 AE Completed				15%		15%		Apr-09

		Task 6.3 NTE				9%		20%

		Task 6.4 Chapter 3- Environmental Consequences

		6.4.1 Air Quality				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.2 Hydrology

		6.4.3 Geology and Minerals				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.4 Soils & Reclamation				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.5 Biological Resources				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.6 Cultural Resources				15%		15%		Aug-09

		6.4.7 Socioeconomics/EJ				30%		30%		Aug-09

		6.4.8 Visual Resources				15%		15%		Aug-09

		6.4.9 Transportation/Access				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.10 Recreation				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.11 Livestock and Grazing				5%		5%		Aug-09

		6.4.12 Land Use and Wilderness				5%		5%		Aug-09

		6.4.13 Noise				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.14 Lighting				0%		0%		Aug-09

		6.4.15  Hazardous Materials				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.16 Public Health and Safety				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.17 Monitoring and Mitigation				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.18 Unavoidable Adverse Effects				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.19 Short-term use/Long-term Prod.				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.20 Irreversible/ Irretrievable Commitment of Resources				20%		20%		Aug-09

		Chapter 3 EC Completed				15%		15%		Sep-09

		Task 6.4 NTE

		Task 6.5 Chapters 4-9 and Appendices

		Chapter 4. Consultation & Coordination				10%		10%		Sep-09

		Chapter 5. List of Preparers								Oct-09

		Chapter 6. References								NA

		Chapter 7. Acronyms and Abbreviations				20%		20%		NA

		Chapter 8. Glossary				90%		90%		NA

		Chapter 9. Index								NA

		Task 6.5 NTE				39%		40%

		Task 7. Compilation and  Formatting  of the DEIS

		7.1 Administrative DEIS				6%		6%		Nov-09

		7.2 Team Review of Admin. DEIS

		7.3 Development of the DEIS

		Task 7 NTE				8%		6%

		Total 2009 NTE

		Task 8: CNF Out-of-Scope Requests		2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 8 Cumulative Cost
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Copy of Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_063009_TF.xls
Date: 08/04/2009 04:43 PM
Attachments: Copy of Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_063009_TF.xls

Bev,
 
Attached is the monthly tracking sheet for your review.  My aplogies, but it still needs minor formating
and Charles needs to update the information on Chapter 3.  I'll get you the revisions as soon as
possible.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com

FS & SWCA Process

						Supporting EIS Deliverables		Percent Completion of Deliverables		MOU Deliverable Date (where applicable)		Actual Delivery Date to CNF from SWCA (where applicable)						CNF Final Review and Acceptance

				NEPA Process Milestones						other dates in italic		1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		1		Section 106 consultation initiated		5.4		100%				Jul. 08		Aug. 08		Aug. 08		Aug. 08

		2		Administrative Record Set-Up Procedures		N/A		100%		N/A		Jul. 08		Aug. 08

		3		Communication Plan		N/A		100%		N/A		Feb. 08		Jun. 08

		4		Purpose and Need		6.1.4		100%		Oct. 08		Oct. 08		Jan. 09		Feb. 09		Feb. 09

		5		Cooperating Agency invitations sent		2.1		100%		Dec. 08		Dec. 08						7/1/08

		6		Tribal Field Visits		5.4		100%				Sep. 08		Oct. 08		May-09

		7		Forest Supervisor review of draft Issue Statements		4.3		100%		Jan-09		Mar. 09				Apr-09

		8		Forest Supervisor review of Scoping Reports		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Jan-09		Mar. 09		Jun-09		Jul-09

		9		Regional USFS review of scoping/draft issues		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Feb-09		Mar. 09

		10		Technical Reports from RCC		5.1, 5.3, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7		90%		Mar-09		Mar. 09

		11		Cooperating Agency MOUs accepted		2.1		100%		Apr. 09								May-09

		12		Cooperating Agency MOUs executed		2.1		100%		Apr. 09								Jun-09

		13		Cooperating Agency participation in alternatives development		2.1		80%		Apr. 09		Apr. 09				Jul-09

		14		Draft Alternatives		6.2		80%		Apr. 09		May-09		Aug. 09

		15		Forest Supervisor review of draft alternatives		6.2		0%		Jun-09

		16		Forest NFMA consistency review of alternatives		6.2		0%		Jun-09

		17		Forest Supervisor review of draft bounds of cumulative effects analysis/reasonably foreseeable actions		6.1.7		90%		Mar-09

		18		Cultural Resource Reports Delivered to Tribes		5.4		100%				Mar. 09						Jun-09

		19		Biological Assessment and Evaluation (BA&E)		5.3		90%				May-09		Jul.-09

		20		Draft Affected Environment		6.3		60%				Apr-09

		21		Forest Supervisor review of Affected Environment		6.3		0%		Apr-09

		22		Draft Effects Analysis		6.4		0%		Jun-09

		23		Forest Supervisor review of Effects Analysis		6.4		0%		Jul-09

		24		Regional review of draft Affected Env. and Effects Analysis		6.3, 6.4		0%		Aug-09

		25		Regional review of DEIS		6.1 - 6.5		0%		Sep-09

		26		Final Forest, proponent and cooperating agency review of Draft EIS		6.1 - 6.5		0%		Oct-09

		27		Camera-ready DEIS to Regional Office		7		0%		Nov-09

		28		Publish NOA and begin 90-day comment period				0%		Nov-09

		28		Compilation of FOIA requests for 2009				0%

		29		Public meetings/comment period				0%		Jan. 10

		30		Comment Analysis for DEIS				0%		Feb-10

		31		Integration of other local, state and federal regulatory requirements into the FEIS				0%

		32		Regional Mtg/review of comments and strategy to address in FEIS				0%		Mar-10

		33		Response to comments and FEIS revised; proponent and cooperating agency input				0%		Apr-10

		34		Regional review of FEIS and draft decision rationale				0%		May-10

		35		Final revision to FEIS				0%		Jun-10

		36		Camera-ready FEIS to Regional Office for printing				0%		Jul-10

		37		Print and distribute FEIS				0%		Jul-10

		38		EPA publishes NOA of FEIS				0%		Jul-10

		39		Record of Decision issued				0%		Jul-10

		40		Delivery of Administrative Record				0%
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FS & SWCA EIS

				2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 1. Management of the NEPA Process

		1.1 Weekly Project Status Meetings				100%		60%		NA

		1.2 Proponent Status Meetings				99%		67%		NA

		1.3 Monthly Process Milestone Management				100%		58%		NA

		1.4 Other Meetings				100%		NA

		Task 1 NTE

		Task 2. Cooperating Agency Process and Interdisciplinary Team Lead

		2.1 Cooperating Agency Liaison				38%		38%

		2.2 Review of EIS for Forest Plan Consistency				0%		0%

		Task 2 NTE

		Task 3. Management of Administrative Record

		3.1 Quarterly compilation of AR				99%		Awaiting further direction				9-May

		3.2 Response to FOIA Inquiries				NA		NA		NA

		Task 3 NTE

		Task 4. Scoping Summary

		4.1 Scoping Process and Quantitative Results				99%		95%		Feb-09		Jun-09		Jun-09		Jul.-09		Jul.-09

		4.2  Content Analysis and Thematic Grouping of Issues				99%		95%		Feb-09		Jun-09		Jun-09		Jul.-09		Jul.-09

		4.3  Issue Statements and Issues to be Analyzed in Detail				99%		85%		Feb-09		Apr.-09		Jun-09		Jul.-09		Aug. 09

		Task 4 NTE

		Task 5. Detailed Technical Reports to Address Significant Issues

		5.1 Issue 1  Water Resources				57%		40%

		5.2 Issue 2. Visual Resources				50%		35%		NA

		5.3 Issue 6. Biological Resources (BA&E, MIS, MBTA)				72%		70%		NA		May-09		Jul.-09

		5.4 Issue 7. Cultural Resources (inc.Ethnohistory Report)				81%		75%		NA		Apr.2		NA

		Task 5 NTE

		TASK 6: EIS DOCUMENT

		Task 6.1 Chapter 1 - Introduction and Purpose and Need

		6.1.1 Introduction				8%		50%		NA

		6.1.2 Document Organization				8%		50%		NA

		6.1.3 Project History and Background				8%		60%

		6.1.4 Purpose & Need for Action				100%		100%		Oct-08		-		-		Jan-09

		6.1.5 Regulatory Framework and Authorizing Actions				8%		90%		NA

		6.1.6 Issues Raised During Scoping				100%		90%		NA		Mar.-09		Apr.-09		9-Jul

		6.1.7 Interrelated Actions (Introduction & Past, Present,…)				0%		0%		NA

		Chapter 1 completed				11%		100%		Apr-09

		Task 6.1 NTE

		Task 6.2 Chapter 2 - Alternatives Development

		6.2.1 No Action Alternative				60%		90%

		6.2.2 Proposed Action				100%		100%		Oct-08

		6.2.3 Alternative 3				76%		80%		NA

		6.2.4 Alternative 4				76%		80%		NA

		6.2.5 Alternatives Eliminated				76%		85%		NA

		6.2.6 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives								NA

		Alternatives Analysis Completed				76%		50%		Mar-09

		Task 6.2 NTE				76%		80%

		Task 6.3 Chapter 3 - Affected Environment

		6.3.1 Air Quality				25%		50%		Apr-09

		6.3.2 Hydrology				25%		25%

		6.3.3 Geology and Minerals				25%		30%		Apr-09

		6.3.4 Soils & Reclamation				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.5 Biological Resources				35%		85%		Apr-09

		6.3.6 Cultural Resources				50%		50%		Apr-09

		6.3.7 Socioeconomics/EJ				30%		30%		Apr-09

		6.3.8 Visual Resources				50%		50%		Apr-09

		6.3.9 Transportation/Access				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.10 Recreation				10%		10%		Apr-09

		6.3.11 Livestock and Grazing				50%		75%		Apr-09

		6.3.12 Land Use and Wilderness				5%		5%		Apr-09

		6.3.13 Noise				40%		50%		Apr-09

		6.3.14 Lighting				40%		40%		Apr-09

		6.3.15 Hazardous Materials				50%		50%		Apr-09

		6.3.16 Public Health and Safety				50%		50%		Apr-09

		Chapter 3 AE Completed				15%		15%		Apr-09

		Task 6.3 NTE				18%		20%

		Task 6.4 Chapter 3- Environmental Consequences

		6.4.1 Air Quality				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.2 Hydrology

		6.4.3 Geology and Minerals				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.4 Soils & Reclamation				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.5 Biological Resources				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.6 Cultural Resources				15%		15%		Aug-09

		6.4.7 Socioeconomics/EJ				30%		30%		Aug-09

		6.4.8 Visual Resources				15%		15%		Aug-09

		6.4.9 Transportation/Access				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.10 Recreation				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.11 Livestock and Grazing				5%		5%		Aug-09

		6.4.12 Land Use and Wilderness				5%		5%		Aug-09

		6.4.13 Noise				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.14 Lighting				0%		0%		Aug-09

		6.4.15  Hazardous Materials				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.16 Public Health and Safety				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.17 Monitoring and Mitigation				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.18 Unavoidable Adverse Effects				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.19 Short-term use/Long-term Prod.				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.20 Irreversible/ Irretrievable Commitment of Resources				20%		20%		Aug-09

		Chapter 3 EC Completed				17%		25%		Sep-09

		Task 6.4 NTE

		Task 6.5 Chapters 4-9 and Appendices

		Chapter 4. Consultation & Coordination				10%		10%		Sep-09

		Chapter 5. List of Preparers								Oct-09

		Chapter 6. References								NA

		Chapter 7. Acronyms and Abbreviations				20%		20%		NA

		Chapter 8. Glossary				90%		90%		NA

		Chapter 9. Index								NA

		Task 6.5 NTE				39%		40%

		Task 7. Compilation and  Formatting  of the DEIS

		7.1 Administrative DEIS				6%		6%		Nov-09

		7.2 Team Review of Admin. DEIS

		7.3 Development of the DEIS

		Task 7 NTE				8%		6%

		Total 2009 NTE

		Task 8: CNF Out-of-Scope Requests		2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 8 Cumulative Cost
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: Core team meeting on Wednesday, in room 1822 (new federal building)
Date: 02/22/2010 03:56 PM

Please plan on a half day meeting this Wednesday.  As always, extended team
members are welcome.

Also, by now you have been notified that the latest version of the DEIS is out and
posted on WebEx.  Note that there will be some further editing on the document
(here in this office), so don't spend a lot of time on review yet, however, take a look
to see what is new from the last version.  For example, recreation and economics
have been fleshed out.

See  you Wednesday.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Deborah K Sebesta/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:kbrown03@fs.fed.us
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mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: Core team meeting on Wednesday, in room 1822 (new federal building)
Date: 02/22/2010 03:56 PM

Please plan on a half day meeting this Wednesday.  As always, extended team
members are welcome.

Also, by now you have been notified that the latest version of the DEIS is out and
posted on WebEx.  Note that there will be some further editing on the document
(here in this office), so don't spend a lot of time on review yet, however, take a look
to see what is new from the last version.  For example, recreation and economics
have been fleshed out.

See  you Wednesday.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: daleortmanpe@live.com; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Core team review of Rosemont Proposed Action
Date: 10/22/2008 01:45 PM

Hi Dale,

I have my comments and comments from Debby Kriegel, Salek, Sarah Davis and
Walt Keyes that I am sending to your office in hard copy (I have mine and Debby's
in electronic format, but the files are too large to go through our fire wall, and so I
can't email them to you).  No other comments were received, so this is all of them. 
They are going out through our mailroom via the SWCA mailbox.

Salek and I had the most comments, and because of this, we would like to meet
with you to go over our comments and the rest of the team's comments.  We're
both available Friday afternoon - would you be available then?  Monday morning is
also a possibility for me, though I'm not sure of Sal's availability.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson

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

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Andrea Campbell; Debby Kriegel; Salek Shafiqullah; Sarah Davis; Kristin Cox; Melissa Reichard; Beverly

Everson; Teresa Ann     Ciapusci; Deborah Sebesta; Keith Graves; Kendra Bourgart; John Able; Reta Laford;
Walt Keyes

Subject: Core Team Review
Date: 10/04/2008 12:55 PM

Here is the revised link to the P&N and Proposed Action Outline: 
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=16218>

 

Tom Furgason

(520) 820-5178
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: mbidwell@swca.com
Subject: Coronado NF Review of "KOP Viewshed Analysis" Report
Date: 01/15/2010 03:54 PM
Attachments: Review_Rosemont_Report_Viewshed_Analysis.doc

Bev, 

Attached are my comments on the technical report titled "KOP Viewshed Analysis". 
Please forward to Rosemont.

Thanks.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
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		To:  Bev Everson, Project Manager





This letter provides feedback on the report titled “KOP Viewshed Analysis”, with a cover letter dated December 31, 2009.   The report was prepared by Tetra Tech and provided by Rosemont Copper Company. 

This report provides a study of what portions of the “Phased Tailings” alternative would be visible from 12 Rosemont-selected Key Observation Points (KOPs).  While the work is admirable and appears to be very accurate, it would be better to follow Forest Service guidelines and coordinate work with SWCA and other subcontractors.  The report could be useful if utilized the Forest Service’s KOPs and if visibility analysis showed areas beyond the Rosemont project features (i.e., visibility on adjacent undisturbed lands).

Where the public primarily views a landscape while traveling (in a vehicle or on foot), visibility should be evaluated for the travelway (road or trail), or appropriate section of travelway, not a KOP.  KOPs are carefully selected to represent the views along a travelway and provide places to complete visual simulation work.  Visibility from individual KOPs are generally only useful if they represent a visitor experience.  However, it is positive to see that some of the KOPs selected by Rosemont’s team (the pullout on Hwy 83, the Arizona Trail, the OHV trailhead, and Sonoita) are the same KOPs selected by the Forest Service’s team.  And for the KOP locations in this report in which SWCA will complete simulations, this report will help them focus the simulations on project areas visible from these points.

I’d also like to comment on a couple of items that I noticed in the graphics.  First, the landforming work shown is an improvement from the original drawings because it reduces the flatness of the top of the pile and varies the side slopes.  However, the changes do not mimic adjacent landforms, and there are numerous, very long horizontal benches.  Second, the proposed fenceline shown would affect the Arizona Trail in 4 different areas.  Can the fenceline be pulled closer to the waste rock pile to avoid so many conflicts?  

I recommend that Rosemont do the following:

1.  Continue to fund work by SWCA, Golder Associates (George Annandale), and Horst Schor.


2.  Ensure the coordination of subcontractors to efficiently direct work.  I would welcome a meeting with Rosemont, Tetra Tech, and SWCA in order to help us all to work together as a team.

/s/ Debby Kriegel


DEBBY KRIEGEL


Forest Landscape Architect
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Correction!!  Need for mitigation concepts from regulations and MANAUL (NOT handbook) by Friday
Date: 12/16/2009 02:18 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

12/16/2009 01:56 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

cc aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Need for mitigation concepts from regulations and

handbook by Friday

Please bring these to the meeting on Friday, or if you are not
attending, try to get this input to me by COB tomorrow.  I need all of
the IDT to pitch in on this since several members are already on leave
for the holidays.

Thanks!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
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Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Correspondence review complete. File Code: 2810, subject: Rosemont Copper Project SWCA Subcontractors
Date: 11/04/2008 05:31 PM

File Code: 2810--Rosemont Copper Project SWCA Subcontractors 
Review of this document is complete
Click on the following link to view the document->

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle; Larry Jones; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Critique of Westland Reports
Date: 06/14/2009 04:00 PM
Attachments: Critique of Westland Tech Memos.pdf

Bev and Debbie,
 
Attached is SWCA's critique of the technical memoranda, from Westland Resources, that we used in
support of the BA.  SWCA did not find these memoranda sufficient to complete the BA.  In many cases
our biologists were able to either complete minor statistical calculations or find supplemental information
on their own.  However, in some cases, we need information from the proponent, USFWS, and Forest
Service.
 
The attached memorandum from our project biologist to me outlines areas we felt were deficient, how
we addressed the perceived deficiencies, or areas where we need additional information.
 
Please let us know if you have any edits or if we can submit a final for the record.  Thank you in
advanced for your prompt review. 
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants.

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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Memorandum  
(Draft, Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution) 


To: Tom Furgason, SWCA Environmental Consultants  


From: Ken Kertell, SWCA Environmental Consultants 


Cc: Melissa Reichard, SWCA Environmental Consultants 


Date: 10 June 2009 


Re: A Critique of the Biological Reports Submitted by WestLand Resources, Inc., 
for the Rosemont Copper Project 


The purpose of the memorandum is to provide the Forest Service with 1) a summary of deficiencies in the 
biological resource reports submitted by WestLand Resources, Inc., for the Rosemont Copper Project, and 
2) a discussion of how these deficiencies were resolved (or not resolved) by SWCA for the purpose of 
preparing a Biological Assessment to initiate Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act. 
Four reports are evaluated below: Agave Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity, Lesser Long-
nosed Bat Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity, Pima Pineapple Cactus Survey of the Proposed 
Rosemont Project Waterline Alignment, and 2008 Ranid Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity. 


1. AGAVE SURVEY OF THE ROSEMONT HOLDINGS AND VICINITY,  
MARCH 11, 2009. 


 
Report Deficiency SWCA Response 


Pages 6-8, Section 2.1 Proposed Impact Area 


WestLand divided the project area (impact footprint) into 1 
hectare units and then selected a random subset of 191 units. 
WestLand then sampled the se ¼ of 76 of these 191 units.  


No mention was made in the report as to whether these 76 units 
were selected randomly from the initial 191 units. 


Resolution: None 


Page 22, Section 4.1 Analysis of Agave Distribution, 2nd paragraph 


WestLand states the following: “As a consequence of this 
clumped and apparently random distribution, it is very difficult 
to predict how many agaves might be impacted by the 
proposed Rosemont Project. The best predictor of density 
would be the overall average of all survey plots or the end 
point in the running average of agave densities. The 
anticipated total impact on the agave population would then 
be the average density multiplied by the total area of expected 
disturbance.” 


No actual estimate of agave rosettes or flowering agave stems 
was provided by WestLand, despite the fact that they provide 
means and standard errors for each in the report. 


Resolution: SWCA applied basic statistics to WestLand’s results 
in order to estimate a defensible range of agave rosettes and 
flowering stems in the project area. Three estimates were 
provided for each based on confidence levels of 95%, 90%, and 
80%.1 


                                                      
1 A Confidence Interval is constructed as follows: mean ± (SE × z critical value). For 95%, z = 1.96; for 90%, z = 1.645; for 80%, 
z = 1.28  







Memorandum 2 
10 June 2009 


1. AGAVE SURVEY OF THE ROSEMONT HOLDINGS AND VICINITY,  
MARCH 11, 2009. (CONTINUED) 


 
Report Deficiency SWCA Response 


Page 22, Section 4.2 Comparison of Agave Rosette Densities 


WestLand states the following: “While we are reasonably 
confident (SWCA italics) in the data for agave rosette density 
within the proposed area of impact, we are also certain that 
the observed agave densities on the regional plots are 
underestimated because of the survey methods (SWCA 
italics) used and difficulty in seeing small rosettes in areas 
with dense grass and small shrubs. Therefore, we can make 
no meaningful comparisons between agave rosette densities 
in the impact area and in the general region (SWCA italics).” 


Data collection by WestLand failed to meet one of the stated 
goals of the study, which was to determine “whether the 
Property is representative of the agave distribution on a regional 
basis” (page 9). 


Resolution: None 


Page 22, Section 4.3 Comparison of Agave Flowering Densities, page 22 


WestLand states that the mean density of flowering stems on 
the regional plots is 2.783±0.781 (SE) stems/ha.  


This contradicts the data in Table 4 (page 20) where the density 
of regional flowering stems is listed as 2.808±8.591 (SD) 
stems/ha. 


Resolution: SWCA called WestLand to identify the correct value. 


Page 23, Section 5.1 Evaluation of Rosemont Property for Potential Foraging by Lesser Long-nosed Bats, 1st paragraph 


WestLand states the following: “When bats are in the region, it 
is likely that they are able to find every agave that is flowering, 
anywhere on the landscape.” 


This statement is conjectural and inappropriate in a scientific 
report. 


Resolution: None 


2. LESSER LONG-NOSED BAT SURVEY OF THE ROSEMONT HOLDINGS AND 
VICINITY, MARCH 11, 2009  


 
Report Deficiency SWCA Response 


Page 15, Section 3.2 Rosemont Impact Area Roost Surveys, 2nd paragraph 


WestLand states the following: “One site (probably the Chicago 
prospect, based on Schrader [1915]) had a small colony of 
LLNBs using it for a post-maternity dispersal day roost.” 


There is no site listed in Appendix B as the Chicago prospect. 


Resolution: SWCA used the data in Appendix B. 


3. PIMA PINEAPPLE CACTUS SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED ROSEMONT 
PROJECT WATERLINE ALIGNMENT, MARCH 11, 2009 


 
Report Deficiency SWCA Response 


Page 5, Figure 2  


The map twice depicts PPC no. 2, and fails to depict 
PPC no. 4 


SWCA requested from WestLand the corrected shapefiles for Figure 2. 
WestLand sent incomplete, uncorrected shapefiles, and has not 
responded to SWCA’s follow-up request. 


Resolution: None 


Page 7, Table 1  


No notes are provided for PPC no. 19. Resolution: SWCA called WestLand and received the notes for PPC 19 


General Comment  


WestLand makes no attempt in the report to 
distinguish between suitable PPC habitat and areas 
that clearly do not provide suitable habitat for this 
species, information needed for the Biological 
Assessment being prepared by SWCA. 


SWCA requested from WestLand a follow-up addendum to the original 
report that provides this additional habitat information. Six weeks later, 
SWCA has still not received this addendum, despite numerous calls by 
SWCA to Brian Lindenlaub, WestLand. 


Resolution: None 







Memorandum 3 
10 June 2009 


4. 2008 RANID SURVEY OF THE ROSEMONT HOLDINGS AND VICINITY, 
APRIL 24, 2009 


 
Report Deficiency SWCA Response 


Figure 2, Map pocket  


Two of the locations, Highway Tank and S. Sycamore 
Canyon, were labeled with a blue asterisk, which is defined in 
the map legend as a site where Chiricahua Leopard Frogs 
(CLF) were observed during the 2008 survey. However, notes 
included on the map immediately adjacent to each of these 2 
sites (outside of the legend box) indicate that leopard frogs 
observed at these sites were not positively identified as CLF. 


Resolution: SWCA requested and received from WestLand a 
corrected map with a new legend symbol (green asterisk) 
pertaining to LF observed but not positively identified as CLF. 


General Comment  


WestLand did not include in their report a summary of survey 
information collected in the vicinity of the Rosemont project by 
state and federal agencies during the 2008 season, and 
apparently did not consult local experts regarding the status of 
CLF in the Rosemont area, information needed for the 
Biological Assessment being prepared by SWCA. 


Resolution: SWCA contacted Jim Rorabaugh, USFWS biologist, 
for this information. Mr. Rorabaugh provided SWCA with a table 
showing the status of all CLF sites in the Rosemont vicinity that 
were surveyed in 2008 by WestLand, AGFD, Forest Service, 
and USFWS. Associated with each location in the table is a 
description of the current status of the species at that site; e.g., 
breeding, dispersal, unknown.  


Information received from Mr. Rorabaugh does not at this time 
support the following statement made in the WestLand report 
(page 17, Section 7 Conclusion, 2nd paragraph): “…it appears 
that the Greaterville/Box Canyon area represents the core area 
for the population of Chiricahua leopard frogs in northeastern 
portions and foothills of the Santa Rita Mountains, and that the 
other sites represent dispersal destinations from this core area.” 
This statement implies that Greaterville and Box Canyon are 
breeding locations. While this may be true, according to the 
information provided by Mr. Rorabaugh, there currently is no 
evidence that CLF breed in either Box Canyon (prior to 2008, 
the last record for Box Canyon was a road kill collected in 1999) 
or at the Greaterville locations depicted in Figure 2 of the 
WestLand report (Greaterville Tank, Greaterville Road Tank 1, 
Greaterville Road Tank II, Granite Mountain Tank). According to 
Mr. Rorabauch, the only sites near the Rosemont holdings 
currently confirmed as breeding sites are Louisiana Gulch and 
Los Posos Gulch, neither or which is discussed or depicted in 
Figure 2 of the WestLand report. In addition, there is no 
discussion in the WestLand report of Las Cienegas as a 
possible source population for CLF at Rosemont, even though, 
according to Mr. Rorabaugh, frogs in the Rosemont area are 
currently considered part of the Las Cienegas/Santa Rita 
Mountains metapopulation. 


 
 







From: Tom Furgason
To: beverson@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us
Cc: rlaford@fs.fed.us; mroth@fs.fed.us; ljones@fs.fed.us; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Critique of WestLand Reports
Date: 06/14/2009 03:56 PM
Attachments: Critique of Westland Tech Memos.pdf

Bev and Debbie,
 
Attached is SWCA's critique of the technical memoranda, from Westland Resources, that we used in
support of the BA.  SWCA did not find these memoranda sufficient to complete the BA.  In many cases
our biologists were able to either complete minor statistical calculations or find supplemental information
on their own.  However, in some cases, we need information from the proponent, USFWS, and Forest
Service.
 
The attached memorandum from our project biologist to me outlines areas we felt were deficient, how
we addressed the perceived deficiencies, or areas where we need additional information.
 
Please let us know if you have any edits or if we can submit a final for the record.  Thank you in
advanced for your prompt review. 
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants.

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com



 


Memorandum  
(Draft, Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution) 


To: Tom Furgason, SWCA Environmental Consultants  


From: Ken Kertell, SWCA Environmental Consultants 


Cc: Melissa Reichard, SWCA Environmental Consultants 


Date: 10 June 2009 


Re: A Critique of the Biological Reports Submitted by WestLand Resources, Inc., 
for the Rosemont Copper Project 


The purpose of the memorandum is to provide the Forest Service with 1) a summary of deficiencies in the 
biological resource reports submitted by WestLand Resources, Inc., for the Rosemont Copper Project, and 
2) a discussion of how these deficiencies were resolved (or not resolved) by SWCA for the purpose of 
preparing a Biological Assessment to initiate Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act. 
Four reports are evaluated below: Agave Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity, Lesser Long-
nosed Bat Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity, Pima Pineapple Cactus Survey of the Proposed 
Rosemont Project Waterline Alignment, and 2008 Ranid Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity. 


1. AGAVE SURVEY OF THE ROSEMONT HOLDINGS AND VICINITY,  
MARCH 11, 2009. 


 
Report Deficiency SWCA Response 


Pages 6-8, Section 2.1 Proposed Impact Area 


WestLand divided the project area (impact footprint) into 1 
hectare units and then selected a random subset of 191 units. 
WestLand then sampled the se ¼ of 76 of these 191 units.  


No mention was made in the report as to whether these 76 units 
were selected randomly from the initial 191 units. 


Resolution: None 


Page 22, Section 4.1 Analysis of Agave Distribution, 2nd paragraph 


WestLand states the following: “As a consequence of this 
clumped and apparently random distribution, it is very difficult 
to predict how many agaves might be impacted by the 
proposed Rosemont Project. The best predictor of density 
would be the overall average of all survey plots or the end 
point in the running average of agave densities. The 
anticipated total impact on the agave population would then 
be the average density multiplied by the total area of expected 
disturbance.” 


No actual estimate of agave rosettes or flowering agave stems 
was provided by WestLand, despite the fact that they provide 
means and standard errors for each in the report. 


Resolution: SWCA applied basic statistics to WestLand’s results 
in order to estimate a defensible range of agave rosettes and 
flowering stems in the project area. Three estimates were 
provided for each based on confidence levels of 95%, 90%, and 
80%.1 


                                                      
1 A Confidence Interval is constructed as follows: mean ± (SE × z critical value). For 95%, z = 1.96; for 90%, z = 1.645; for 80%, 
z = 1.28  
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1. AGAVE SURVEY OF THE ROSEMONT HOLDINGS AND VICINITY,  
MARCH 11, 2009. (CONTINUED) 


 
Report Deficiency SWCA Response 


Page 22, Section 4.2 Comparison of Agave Rosette Densities 


WestLand states the following: “While we are reasonably 
confident (SWCA italics) in the data for agave rosette density 
within the proposed area of impact, we are also certain that 
the observed agave densities on the regional plots are 
underestimated because of the survey methods (SWCA 
italics) used and difficulty in seeing small rosettes in areas 
with dense grass and small shrubs. Therefore, we can make 
no meaningful comparisons between agave rosette densities 
in the impact area and in the general region (SWCA italics).” 


Data collection by WestLand failed to meet one of the stated 
goals of the study, which was to determine “whether the 
Property is representative of the agave distribution on a regional 
basis” (page 9). 


Resolution: None 


Page 22, Section 4.3 Comparison of Agave Flowering Densities, page 22 


WestLand states that the mean density of flowering stems on 
the regional plots is 2.783±0.781 (SE) stems/ha.  


This contradicts the data in Table 4 (page 20) where the density 
of regional flowering stems is listed as 2.808±8.591 (SD) 
stems/ha. 


Resolution: SWCA called WestLand to identify the correct value. 


Page 23, Section 5.1 Evaluation of Rosemont Property for Potential Foraging by Lesser Long-nosed Bats, 1st paragraph 


WestLand states the following: “When bats are in the region, it 
is likely that they are able to find every agave that is flowering, 
anywhere on the landscape.” 


This statement is conjectural and inappropriate in a scientific 
report. 


Resolution: None 


2. LESSER LONG-NOSED BAT SURVEY OF THE ROSEMONT HOLDINGS AND 
VICINITY, MARCH 11, 2009  


 
Report Deficiency SWCA Response 


Page 15, Section 3.2 Rosemont Impact Area Roost Surveys, 2nd paragraph 


WestLand states the following: “One site (probably the Chicago 
prospect, based on Schrader [1915]) had a small colony of 
LLNBs using it for a post-maternity dispersal day roost.” 


There is no site listed in Appendix B as the Chicago prospect. 


Resolution: SWCA used the data in Appendix B. 


3. PIMA PINEAPPLE CACTUS SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED ROSEMONT 
PROJECT WATERLINE ALIGNMENT, MARCH 11, 2009 


 
Report Deficiency SWCA Response 


Page 5, Figure 2  


The map twice depicts PPC no. 2, and fails to depict 
PPC no. 4 


SWCA requested from WestLand the corrected shapefiles for Figure 2. 
WestLand sent incomplete, uncorrected shapefiles, and has not 
responded to SWCA’s follow-up request. 


Resolution: None 


Page 7, Table 1  


No notes are provided for PPC no. 19. Resolution: SWCA called WestLand and received the notes for PPC 19 


General Comment  


WestLand makes no attempt in the report to 
distinguish between suitable PPC habitat and areas 
that clearly do not provide suitable habitat for this 
species, information needed for the Biological 
Assessment being prepared by SWCA. 


SWCA requested from WestLand a follow-up addendum to the original 
report that provides this additional habitat information. Six weeks later, 
SWCA has still not received this addendum, despite numerous calls by 
SWCA to Brian Lindenlaub, WestLand. 


Resolution: None 
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4. 2008 RANID SURVEY OF THE ROSEMONT HOLDINGS AND VICINITY, 
APRIL 24, 2009 


 
Report Deficiency SWCA Response 


Figure 2, Map pocket  


Two of the locations, Highway Tank and S. Sycamore 
Canyon, were labeled with a blue asterisk, which is defined in 
the map legend as a site where Chiricahua Leopard Frogs 
(CLF) were observed during the 2008 survey. However, notes 
included on the map immediately adjacent to each of these 2 
sites (outside of the legend box) indicate that leopard frogs 
observed at these sites were not positively identified as CLF. 


Resolution: SWCA requested and received from WestLand a 
corrected map with a new legend symbol (green asterisk) 
pertaining to LF observed but not positively identified as CLF. 


General Comment  


WestLand did not include in their report a summary of survey 
information collected in the vicinity of the Rosemont project by 
state and federal agencies during the 2008 season, and 
apparently did not consult local experts regarding the status of 
CLF in the Rosemont area, information needed for the 
Biological Assessment being prepared by SWCA. 


Resolution: SWCA contacted Jim Rorabaugh, USFWS biologist, 
for this information. Mr. Rorabaugh provided SWCA with a table 
showing the status of all CLF sites in the Rosemont vicinity that 
were surveyed in 2008 by WestLand, AGFD, Forest Service, 
and USFWS. Associated with each location in the table is a 
description of the current status of the species at that site; e.g., 
breeding, dispersal, unknown.  


Information received from Mr. Rorabaugh does not at this time 
support the following statement made in the WestLand report 
(page 17, Section 7 Conclusion, 2nd paragraph): “…it appears 
that the Greaterville/Box Canyon area represents the core area 
for the population of Chiricahua leopard frogs in northeastern 
portions and foothills of the Santa Rita Mountains, and that the 
other sites represent dispersal destinations from this core area.” 
This statement implies that Greaterville and Box Canyon are 
breeding locations. While this may be true, according to the 
information provided by Mr. Rorabaugh, there currently is no 
evidence that CLF breed in either Box Canyon (prior to 2008, 
the last record for Box Canyon was a road kill collected in 1999) 
or at the Greaterville locations depicted in Figure 2 of the 
WestLand report (Greaterville Tank, Greaterville Road Tank 1, 
Greaterville Road Tank II, Granite Mountain Tank). According to 
Mr. Rorabauch, the only sites near the Rosemont holdings 
currently confirmed as breeding sites are Louisiana Gulch and 
Los Posos Gulch, neither or which is discussed or depicted in 
Figure 2 of the WestLand report. In addition, there is no 
discussion in the WestLand report of Las Cienegas as a 
possible source population for CLF at Rosemont, even though, 
according to Mr. Rorabaugh, frogs in the Rosemont area are 
currently considered part of the Las Cienegas/Santa Rita 
Mountains metapopulation. 


 
 







From: Tom Furgason
To: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Mary M Farrell
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Charles Coyle; Suzanne Griset; Jerome Hesse; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Cultural Resources Report & Affected Env.
Date: 06/19/2009 03:32 PM

Reta,
 
I was wondering what the timeframe is for the Coronado NF to send the Cultural Resources report to
the tribes and agencies for review.  As you know, we’ll have a 30-day review period (possibly longer if
tribes/agencies request and are granted additional review time) before we can expect to put any more
work into the Chapter 3 portion on tribal consultation.  Is there anything that SWCA can do to assist
with transmitting the reports to the interested tribes and agencies?  Feel free to let Suzanne Griset or
me know what we can do to assist.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; jmacivor@swca
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Current status of Issue Statements
Date: 09/15/2009 12:53 PM
Attachments: 09152009_ final_issue_statements.docx

Recent changes noted in yellow or overstrikes.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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DRAFT, deliberative product for Internal Use Only

				08272009



NEAR FINAL ISSUE STATEMENTS 

ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT



Given the proposed action, purpose and need, and scoping input, the ID Team is recommending the following important issues related to the proposal. As the ID Team developed issue statements and began the alternative development phase of the NEPA process, it determined that six of these issues drove the development of alternatives.  Five additional issues were determined to generate mitigation measures that would be applied to any alternative that is carried forward.  All eleven issues will be helpful to focus the environmental effects analysis. Although the public is concerned with the Reclamation Plan, the ID Team is recommending it be dropped as an issue since public concerns are conjectural (company failure) or already decided by law, regulation, or policy (bonding adequacy).  





The six issues driving alternative development include:



WATER RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water quantity and quality.  

Construction, mining, reclamation activities, and transportation and utility corridors may affect water at wells, springs, seeps, and creeks. Potential impacts include:

· Reduction of water quality downstream due to failure of process water and stormwater control facilities; 

· Degradation of groundwater and surface water chemistry from exposure of acid-producing bedrock, waste rock, and tailings to air and water; 

· Degradation of water quality from erosion or destabilization of operational and/or reclaimed areas;

· Reduction of water quantity downstream due to stormwater control facilities;

· Lowering of groundwater elevation due to the presence of the mine pit; 

· Increased risk to both human and ecological receptors due to exposure with contaminated water.





VISUAL RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to visual resources.  Landscape alterations as a result of the open pit, tailings and waste rock piles, facilities, and transportation and utility corridors, may affect visual resources in the area. Impacts may result in:

· Transformation of valued scenic natural landscapes to industrial landscapes;

· Loss of natural landforms and vegetation; 

· Degradation of scenic quality from numerous viewpoints and travelways;

· Loss of mountain views from numerous viewpoints and travelways;

· Displacement of visitors to the area; 

· Loss of scenic road designation for all or part of State Route 83;

· Reduced visibility due to increased dust.



HERITAGE RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to heritage resources. Heritage Resources may be affected by the construction and operation of the open pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, transportation and utility corridors, and tailings and waste rock placement; and by drilling and blasting.  Potential impacts include: 

· Destruction of or damage to cultural resource sites, including ancestral habitation sites; 

· Desecration or destruction of human burials;

· Loss or reduction of future archaeological research potential;

· Loss or desecration of traditional homelands of Native American groups;

· Loss or reduction of traditional resource collection areas and other cultural practice opportunities;

· Potential for physical and spiritual harm to the earth, as seen from the perspectives of the religious and cultural traditions of Native American groups.





RECREATION

Issue – Potential impacts to recreation.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities may alter recreational quality, quantity, and opportunities, and include the potential for:

· Loss of access to recreation lands in the area;

· Loss or reduction of solitude, remoteness, rural setting, and quiet;

· Permanent changes to recreation settings;

· Changes in the types of recreation activities pursued in the area;

· Impacts to other recreational areas due to displaced visitors.





RIPARIAN HABITAT

Issue – Potential impacts to riparian habitat.  Riparian habitat may be affected by the alteration of surface and subsurface hydrology, as well as by disturbance due to the siting and operation of the pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, tailings and waste locations, and transportation and utility corridors.  These impacts may result in:

· Loss of riparian habitat, 

· Loss of species diversity, 

· Loss or Fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors.





PLANTS AND ANIMALS

Issue – Potential impacts to plants and animals.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, may affect wildlife species and their habitats, including the potential for:  

· Loss of population viability of species of conservation concern;

· Impacts to individuals of species of conservation concern; 

· Disruption of mating, foraging, and other behaviors; 

· Reduced forage and available water for wildlife;

· Increased vehicle/wildlife collisions;

· Loss or fragmentation of wildlife habitat;

· Increased potential for establishment and/or expansion of non-native species; 

· Loss or conversion of vegetation communities.



Issues focusing environmental effects analysis include:



AIR QUALITY 

Issue – Potential impacts to air quality. Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, coupled with local weather patterns, may result in an increase in dust, airborne chemicals, and vehicular emissions, further leading to the potential for:

· Increased risk of health issues for area residents;

· Reduced visibility for area residents, motorists, recreationists, astronomical observatories, and area amateur astronomers and stargazers; 

· Reduced visibility in Class I Wilderness Areas.



NIGHT SKIES 

Issue – Potential impacts to night sky values. Increased light, air particulates, and gases emissions from mine-related facilities, equipment, and vehicles, and processes may diminish dark skies. Impacts include the potential for:

· Increased sky glow reducing visibility of stars, planets, satellites, and other celestial objects;

· Increased light directly visible from roadways and other key observation points; and by area residents, recreationists, research and amateur astronomers, and stargazers;

· Reduced visible light reaching telescopes due to small and large dust particles;

· Damage to observatory equipment from exhaust fumes and chemical use.



NOISE AND VIBRATION 

Issue – Potential impacts from noise and vibration. Drilling and blasting, mine construction and operations, equipment use, and vehicular traffic may increase noise and ground vibrations, presenting the potential for:

· Vibration damage to historic sites, telescopes, and private property;

· Decreased qualities of solitude, quiet, and naturalness for area recreationists, residents, and visitors.



TRANSPORTATION 

Issue – Potential impacts to road safety, traffic patterns and transportation infrastructure. Construction, operation, and maintenance of new and reconstructed roadways; increased traffic, including oversized vehicles; and the transport of personnel, equipment, supplies, and materials related to the mine project, have the potential for:

1. Reduced roadway safety for school buses and other vehicles;

1. Increased traffic congestion and delays;

1. Increased dust, sedimentation, noise, and light;

1. Increased vehicle emissions; 

1. Increased number of vehicle and wildlife collisions;

1. Reduced access to National Forest lands.



SOILS	 

Issue – Potential impacts to soils. Ground disturbance from clearing of vegetation, grading, and stockpiling of soils may result in: 

· Increased erosion and subsequent sediment flows into drainages, 

· Reduced soil productivity. 



RECLAMATION PLAN

Issue – Potential impacts of reclamation design, planning, implementation, and long-term success on multiple resources.  Mining and reclamation will cause long-term or permanent changes to the landscape and land uses.  Concerns with reclamation include:

· Adequacy of funding and bonding;

· Post-reclamation land use opportunities;

· Successful recontouring and revegetation to mimic pre-disturbance conditions;

· Adequacy of monitoring programs;

· Long-term or permanent resource impacts.
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; tfurgason@swca.com

Subject: Dec. 9 EXTENDED IDT meeting in 4B - half day
Date: 12/04/2009 03:04 PM

Please plan on a 9:00 to 12:00 extended IDT meeting in 4B.  We will discuss project
record and recent team work on EIS, and will also have a briefing on meetings and
other happenings on the project.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Deborah K Sebesta/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:kbrown03@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: December 2 IDT meeting
Date: 11/25/2009 02:15 PM

Please plan on a half day meeting on Wednesday, Dec. 2 (9:00 to 12:00).  We'll
discuss project record keeping and recent homework.  Extended team members,
please attend if possible.  We'll be meeting in 6V6.

Have a wonderful Thanksgiving!  See you next week.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: DEIS - General Comments
Date: 02/01/2010 08:56 AM
Attachments: DEIS_Review_General_Comments.docx

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

General DEIS

Highlight all changes made to the DEIS since January 15, 2010 in the February 15, 2010 version for ease of review.  This can be done using different fonts, sizes, colors, etc. (Roth, others)

Several specialists noted that comments from the Oct 15, 2009 DEIS have yet to be incorporated into the DEIS.  Review these past comments and incorporate them now.  (Roth, others)

Until a decision is made, replace “will” with “would” universally throughout the document (Roth).

There are many roads not mentioned at all, or sufficiently; the Secondary/West Access Road is a huge omission; the “new road would connect the East Access Road to the existing forest road over Gunsight Pass” is not described at all (let alone the ownership issues with this route – on private I suspect); and the “several new roads…” also mentioned in 2.4.4, paragraph two.  Additionally there will be a need for roads for Company purposes, for monitoring and such, primarily to ponds, detention basins and the entry/exits of French drains (the rock underdrains) which have NO description. (Keyes)

Acronyms – where terms are used sparingly, don’t use acronyms, and don’t use the same acronym for two different terms (for example, SA is salvage assess and scenic attractiveness) (several IDT members)

Need a complete Table of Contents (Roth)

Chapter 2

Figures in Chapter 2 need more specific titles (Keyes).

Include transportation information (especially if there are access and other road alignment changes) in Barrel, Scholefield/McCleary, Sycamore, and Backfill alternatives (Keyes). 

There still are many sections of Chapter 2 with empty outlines and notes about figures and discussions to be added.  These elements will need to be included before appropriate effects sections can be written and evaluated (Lefevre).

The sub-headings for each alternative (“Alternative X Modifications to Address Specific Resource Concerns” and “Alternative Items Needed for Implementation of Alternative X”) are confusing and don’t seem like appropriate EIS subheadings.  For the first header, perhaps something like “How Alternative X is Different From the MPO” would be more clear to the reader (Kriegel).

The first paragraph of text under each resource (ex. 2.6.1) is repetitive.  This general information should be moved to the introduction for each alternative and not repeated for each resource (Kriegel).



Chapter 3

Organize Chapter 3 to group Physical, Biological, and Socioeconomic topics.  Within each of these major groupings, organize resource sections to put key issues up front or put foundational information first, ie Geology then Water.  (Roth, Laford)

Each section of Chapter 3 such as Visual Resources, Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice, etc. should follow the same general outline (probably provided by an RO FS NEPA specialist) something like this:

Introduction

Effected Environment

Applicable Law, Regulation and Policy

Environmental Consequences

Cumulative Effects (Davis)

(Irretrievable and Irreversible Commitments of Public Resources

Short-term Uses Versus Long-term Productivity (Roth) – Carlotta EIS has specific sections at the end of Chapter 3 for these)

Include in Chapter 3, information concerning the impacts to SR83/ADOT for the use of fully loaded (80,000 lb. gross weight) trucks on SR 83 originating from and heading to the project. Such use over the period of twenty years will certainly have an impact on the pavement structure of SR 83, requiring earlier repaving, overlays, reconstruction or some combination of these methods in order to preserve useful function of the roadway.  ADOT will handle such work and funding, but there will impacts to traffic, and ADOT/federal funding that result.  Traffic loading and commensurate wear is a well understood subject for highway engineers, so this is not rocket science (Keyes).

Include access to mining claims not owned by Rosemont under effects analysis. (Blair)

Include recreational prospecting and personal use rock and mineral collecting in effects analysis, either under recreation or geology and minerals (Blair)

3.15 Dark Skies - Paragraph 3: Distance from Kitt Peak National Observatory to the project.  It is exactly 50 and ¼ miles straight-line distance from the main telescope at the observatory to the center of the open pit in the proposed operation. (Blair)

3.14 Noise: I did not see the city/ county noise ordinances listed. I did not see the comparison with what was originally surveyed versus the city/ county noise ordinances. I did not see any discussion about conducting noise surveys during construction of the mine; nor did I see any discussion about noise surveys once the mine is up and running.  (Belauskas)

Past, present, and future actions need to be added. (Kriegel)  Briefly explain up front that affected environment descriptions include past and present activities.  In the cumulative effects section for each resource, include a table of the applicable foreseeable future actions first, followed by the narrative. (Roth)









From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com; Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: DEIS Chapter 1 IDT comments
Date: 11/02/2009 04:06 PM
Attachments: Chapter 1 misc comments.docx

IDT members comments on Chapter 1 of the DEIS

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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IDT comments on DEIS Chapter 1 review, due 11/2/2009

From Walt:

INTRODUCTION

1.1:  …The proposed project is located on lands administered by the Nogales Ranger District of the Coronado National Forest.  This would be better as “The proposed project is located primarily on lands administered by the Nogales….”



In Table 1.1-1 the section on ADOT should include some additional text:  “Responsible for establishing a complete system of state highway routes and have the final authority on funding, establishing, opening, relocating, altering, vacating, maintaining, or abandoning any portion of a state route or state highway, including establishment of parkways and historic and scenic roadways. 



1.2  This paragraph says “…Rosemont’s proposal is to initially mine the Rosemont deposit…”.  Their proposal is ONLY to mine the Rosemont deposit.  Anything that comes afterward, whether suspected or not, is conjectural.



1.2:  “…The proposed mine would extract all of the mineable reserves in the Rosemont deposit.”  This is incorrect.  The proposal would exploit all the currently economically mineable reserves in the Rosemont deposit to which Augusta Resources has a property right.



1.5  “The environmental issues raised…”  Not all the issues raised are environmental.



1.6.2  MINING:  Bisbee (Lavender Pit) is still an operating mine with respect to a heap leach oxide operation, and large amounts of waste rock and tailings which have not been reclaimed.  I believe this operation is darn close to 60 miles from the proposed Rosemont project—as the crow flies—and therefore should be included in this Connected Actions section.



Additionally, the discussions about other significant mines within a 75-mile radius of Rosemont mine is heavy on the Johnson Camp mine and short on details about the Mission and Sierrita Mines.  If the last two mines are included as potential destinations for material from Rosemont there should be a lot more information about these two mines, including existing groundwater contamination, air quality issues, DEQ enforcement actions, etc.



1.6.2  TRANSPORTATION:  The following text is included in the DEIS:  Include future ADOT improvements to any roads.  Include plans for additional roads.  SWCA or subconsultants should consult ADOT’s website (http://www.azdot.gov/mpd/priority_programming/stip.asp ) for ADOTs current crystal ball.  ADOT is the main player for actual highways in the study area.  Pima County also operates paved and unpaved roads within the study area and has a lightweight version of the ADOT website at (http://roadprojects.pima.gov/ ), which lists their planned projects.  Bear in mind that these lists are subject to change, and WILL change.  Besides, these lists do not look out very far in time.  Furthermore, transportation “improvements” are responsive to need, and need is composed primarily of the number of vehicles using the roadway, safety considerations, and available funding.  In this manner any significant increase in traffic volume, decrease in traffic safety, or increase in gasoline/diesel tax revenue which arise from the proposed Rosemont mine can make a “improvements” more likely.  Therefore the transportation system is essentially a self-adjusting, self-healing and self-funding system.  The physical nature of transportation “improvements” varies and is not determined until design alternatives are complete and the selected alternative is chosen.  Therefore the location and nature of impacts which accrue from such “improvements” cannot be precisely foreseen in many circumstances.  Additionally, “improvements” which might normally be expected to occur may be delayed, canceled or rejiggered if external factors such as overall economic conditions deteriorate, oil prices increase significantly, or other factors decrease the motivation or need for motor vehicle transportation along routes within the study area.



From Larry

General Comments

Qualifier: I’m not sure I know what an EIS of this caliber should look like (i.e., the headings and scope of coverage)…I’ll assume the NEPA folk know this, and I’ll try to concentrate on biology sections or other things that jump out at me.

Drafts should have dates attached, perhaps as running head. If lots of us are going to be reviewing stuff and there are any number of authors working on the DEIS, we need to know what version we are looking at.

There should also be a name of a human being attached to the DEIS, as with any document, so that we know who we are responding to.  Doesn’t need to be the author (but could be), but should be point of contact if we see issues arise.

I hope to practice what I preach, so the heading of this document has my name and a date.

Don’t use acronyms, unless a very few are used repeatedly throughout.  I’m on the ID Team and I don’t have time to search for acronyms, even if listed in the back, in this to-be-massive document.

What is Rosemont Fee Land?  Unpatented Mining Claims?  If so, wouldn’t it be best to say something like that? These are still on FS land.

You need to use a lot more inherently understandable language.  There is tons of stuff in here that is techno-babble.  In my NEPA classes, they make this clear.

Chapter 1

1.3.1 Purpose should not be “to approve a Mine Plan of Operations”… a touchy point with several folk who commented, including Pima Co., AGFD, and Congress.  I agree.  The FS should be considering the proposal, not having a pre-decisional determination to approve an open pit mine.



1.3.4 Is a statement from Kathy Arnold prudent/allowed?  Aren’t they in it for the money and mineral extraction and doesn’t this give us the appearance of catering to Rosemont?



1.7.2 This section really needs to spell out the process of public scoping in detail.  A zillion people commented and there was quite the process to whinny these down to precious few large categories.



1.7.4 “Major comments” is heading, but weren’t we calling things Significant Issues and such…should this not be the same terms and working definitions we used as an IDT?





From Mary and Bill

Comments pertaining to Cultural Resource Issues and Tribal Consultation are made as in version of the document called “farrell’s comments on Ch. 1” (Ch 1 DRAFT 101509 CE wbg mmf.doc) filed in WebEx with other Chapter 1 docs.





From Debby

General Comments

· This review was conducted to identify “holes”.  The enormous holes in this EIS are that (1) alternatives are not developed, and (2) affected environment is only in first draft form, and (3) effects analysis/environmental consequences is mostly missing (including mitigation).

· Throughout these documents, the word “will” is used frequently (related to effects, etc.).  Should this be changed to “would”?

· The organization of the Draft EIS on WebEx and the Draft Table of Contents outline handed out at the meeting on 10/28 do not match.

· On September 14, 2009, I provided a review of 2 Tetra Tech reports: “Viewshed Analysis” and “State Route (SR) 83 Scenic Road Evaluation for Rosemont”.  I await a response.  Revised reports may be helpful in completing the EIS.

· Since May, I have been awaiting Rosemont’s presentation of their reclamation team’s (David Krizek and Joy Lyndes) work on reshaping landforms for Rosemont’s alternative.  What is the status?  Again, this could be helpful to completing the EIS.

· Although the SWCA landscape architect (Marcie Bidwell) seems capable of completing most of the needed visual resource work, she is located in Durango (making it difficult to work closely with her) and seems to be distracted by work on other projects.  If Rosemont EIS work must be completed promptly, she should be 100% dedicated to Rosemont.  I also recommend that she start spending considerable time in the Tucson and mine area. 

· Although the SWCA recreation specialist (Steve Leslie) seems capable of completing the needed recreation work, he is located in Las Vegas (making it difficult to work closely with him), is currently not funded to make even one site visit to the mine area, and has produced only minor products to date (issue statements, an outline for the EIS, and a bounds of analysis map).

· EPG’s landscape architect needs to provide items that I requested in September.

Acronyms

· If this list is to be complete for all resources, many VRMS/SMS and Recreation terms should be added.  However, I recommend minimizing the use of acronyms to improve readability of the document.

Chapter 1 (Introduction, Purpose and Need):

· Introduction is very minimal.  I recommend adding some detail.

· Why is information on Cooperating Agencies included under the heading “Introduction”?

· Maps of the project area are needed.

· There are many Past, Present, and Reasonably Forseeable Future Actions to be added (IDT homework should help).





From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: DEIS review.  Please read message.
Date: 10/29/2009 12:11 PM

Several of the team has discovered missing sections of the DEIS as you've started
your review.  I am working with SWCA to try to get the missing pieces out to all of
you.  I need your help; if you see glaring omssions, based on what you know of the
analysis (which is considerable at this point), or think you see an omission, let me
know via email, and cc to Tom Furgason (tfurgason@swca.com).  Tom will send the
sections you need electronically.

Bev

Also, there is one hard copy of the DEIS.  
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: DEIS review.  Please read message.
Date: 10/29/2009 12:11 PM

Several of the team has discovered missing sections of the DEIS as you've started
your review.  I am working with SWCA to try to get the missing pieces out to all of
you.  I need your help; if you see glaring omssions, based on what you know of the
analysis (which is considerable at this point), or think you see an omission, let me
know via email, and cc to Tom Furgason (tfurgason@swca.com).  Tom will send the
sections you need electronically.

Bev

Also, there is one hard copy of the DEIS.  
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: rgerhart@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; awcampbell@fs.fed.us; jrigg@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com;

tfurgason@swca.com; gmckay@fs.fed.us; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; mrobertson@swca.com;
beverson@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us;
wgillespie@fs.fed.us; jhesse@swca.com; aelek@fs.fed.us; treeder@swca.com; jhider@swca.com;
hschewel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; khouser@swca.com; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; rdesser@fs.fed.us;
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; mthrash@swca.com; drietz@swca.com; cwhite@swca.com; temmett@fs.fed.us;
gsoroka@swca.com; sleslie@swca.com; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us;
devinquintana@fs.fed.us; mbidwell@swca.com; lmitchell@swca.com; mroth@fs.fed.us;
daleortmanpe@live.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; lcgarrett77@msn.com; bschneid@email.arizona.edu;
rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; vboyne@swca.com; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;
mreichard@swca.com; bgaddis@swca.com; rmraley@fs.fed.us; mandres@swca.com; jsautter@fs.fed.us;
cbellavia@swca.com

Subject: Directions for Tech Report Tracking
Date: 06/09/2010 04:52 PM

For those of you that are having issues figuring out the Tech Report tracking, I
created a one page direction sheet to help (link below). I hope it does. Let me know
if you need any other help to get this task done.
Thanks!
Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=170496>
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From: Emily Belts
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; mroth@fs.fed.us; Lauren Weinstein
Subject: Distrubance Areas for the Proposed Rosemont Mine
Date: 06/14/2010 02:48 PM
Attachments: 190_210.zip

Hi Tom,
Per our phone conversation this morning, please review links 190 and 210 for the 138kV transmission
line in relation to the various operations alternatives being evaluated in the EIS.  We are interested in
understanding the disturbance areas for the proposed mine and associated operations.
 
Thanks for your help.
 
 
Emily Belts
Environmental Planner
 
EPG
Environmental Planning Group
Phoenix, Arizona
602-956-4370 phone
602-956-4374 fax
http://www.epgaz.com
 
 
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It
may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise protected from
disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all affected databases. Thank you.
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190_210.sbn





190_210.sbx





190_210.shp





190_210.shp.xml

   20100614 14420500 TRUE {7818CB13-34D3-4601-A6EC-0F1ED88EC6C4}         file:// Local Area Network    Dataset moved. N:\projects\Rosemont Copper\TEP_Lopez\Base\Links 20090623 10565400  Dataset copied.  20090819 10021000  Dataset copied.  20100205 10180800  Dataset copied.  20100614 14420500






190_210.shx





190_210.dbf

			Id			LinkNum			miles			carryF			0			210			2.01492793373e+000			1


			0			190			8.96295296148e-001			1









190_210.prj

PROJCS["NAD_1983_UTM_Zone_12N",GEOGCS["GCS_North_American_1983",DATUM["D_North_American_1983",SPHEROID["GRS_1980",6378137.0,298.257222101]],PRIMEM["Greenwich",0.0],UNIT["Degree",0.0174532925199433]],PROJECTION["Transverse_Mercator"],PARAMETER["False_Easting",500000.0],PARAMETER["False_Northing",0.0],PARAMETER["Central_Meridian",-111.0],PARAMETER["Scale_Factor",0.9996],PARAMETER["Latitude_Of_Origin",0.0],UNIT["Meter",1.0]]






From: Melissa Reichard
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason
Subject: Docs for Pima County
Date: 09/04/2009 03:11 PM

TA-
I’m sorry for the delay in getting these to you. Apparently, both of these documents are too large
to email so I have them posted here on WebEx: Team Working/NEPA Process/Alternatives. The

May 29th letter was given to the Forest during a Status meeting. The April document was handed

out in paper form only for discussion at an IDT meeting on April 15th. That is why you will notice
some hand written notes on my copy. This is the only one I have. If these are not the documents
that you were looking for or you need additional assistance, please let me know.
 
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Document Request:  TT proposal for Davidson GW model
Date: 02/11/2010 01:37 PM

Hello Dale, 
I am interested in obtaining a copy of the proposal by Tetra Tech regarding a groundwater model for
Davidson Canyon.  Could you please forward the proposal and any associated transmittals.  Thanks. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
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From: Sarah L Davis
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: mreichard@swca.com; Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M
Farrell; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; Arthur S Elek

Subject: Documentation of references for Rosemont's Project Record
Date: 01/26/2010 05:56 PM
Attachments: Melissa's Record Cheat Sheet_01262010.doc

As you know, to have a defensible Record it is imperative to document all reference
material used.  This also includes reports submitted by subcontractors.  Anything
cited from literature must be included.  If only certain pages were used, copies of
these plus the cover, title page and copyright will be sufficient (make sure you have
copied the title, author, publication date, International Standard Book Number -
ISBN, Library of Congress Classification, etc.)

See the Record Cheat Sheet (attached) for assistance.  References can be emailed
to Melissa using one of the forms that she produced to make the submittal process
easy and efficient.  See www.rosemonteis.webexone.com/Documents/ Forms-
Regulations-References/Forms.   

To meet the timeline, all citations and referenced materials are due to
SWCA by March 1, preferably before.

Tom, thanks to you and Melissa both for your continued efforts in compiling a
defensible Project Record.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
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Record Cheat Sheet








Things to submit:


Field Notes


Meeting Notes


Emails w/ FS containing: 


Requests


Approvals


Guidance


Resource Reports


References:


Internet: send to MS OneNote or print copies of pages used


Books: Copy the book Cover, Title & Copyright pages, and pages of text referenced 


Anything else you think might need to be included





Format:


Single-sided


1” margins


8 ½ x 11”


Original electronic format (i.e. Word, Excel)


File names beginning with date in yyyymmdd format








Put Cover Page and documents here:


R:\Working\FOR RECORD and send an email to mreichard





Remember:


Always include a Record Document Cover Page










From: Dale Ortman
To: Tom Furgason - SWCA; Melinda D Roth - CNF; Bev Everson - USFS; Claudia Stone; Cori Hoag
Subject: Draft ACD Memo
Date: 12/18/2009 10:38 AM

We have received the draft technical review memo from SRK for the ACD's.  I will review and 
prepare comment this weekend and forward to the CNF for your review on Monday.  The budget 
contains only one round of review and comment so it behooves us to prepare a single review 
document for SRK's use in preparing the final report.  FYI, the review memo is 60 pages of text 
and determines that only one ACD passes both the feasibility and practicability tests; that of 
replacing some internal combustion engines with electric motors. 
______________

Dale Ortman PE
Cell: (520) 449-7307
Office/Home: (520) 896-2404

Sent Via Blackberry
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; Rochelle Dresser
Subject: Draft ADEQ Questions Regarding Pit Lake Backfill
Date: 03/31/2010 02:00 PM

Salek,
 
Presented below is a draft of the requested two questions for ADEQ regarding their ability to
permit pit backfill at Rosemont:
 

1.       The current Arizona Mining Guidance Manual BADCT contains the following: The final step
in developing an individual BADCT design is to make a selection from the Reference Design
and the alternative design(s). The basis for this selection is loading to the aquifer. The
BADCT design will be that design which results in the least amount of pollutant loading
(discharge) to the aquifer. For example if an alternative design results in a lower pollutant
loading to the aquifer, then that design will be selected as the BADCT design instead of the
Reference Design. (BADCT Section 1.1.3.6 Selection of BADCT Design, Page 1-17, emphasis
added).  It is apparent that substantial backfill of the Rosemont pit resulting in
reestablishment  of a flow-through condition in the groundwater will not result in the least
amount of pollutant loading (discharge) to the aquifer when compared to the passive
containment resulting from partial or no backfill; therefore the substantial backfill
alternative does not appear meet ADEQ’s BADCT requirements under the APP program. 
Does ADEQ have the discretion to issue an APP to Rosemont for a backfill alternative that
results in reestablishment  of a flow-through condition in the groundwater?

 
2.       If ADEQ has the discretion to issue an APP to Rosemont, what general or specific

information would be required for ADEQ to exercise that discretion and what actions would
ADEQ take to exercise their discretion to issue the APP?
 

Let me know if this suits your needs.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
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PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Draft discussion/thoughts on alternatives and effects to recreation and visual quality
Date: 07/21/2009 08:24 AM
Attachments: Recreation_Effects_Alternatives.doc

Visual_Effects_Alternatives.doc

Here is my homework for tomorrow's meeting.  I realize that we were supposed to
put our thoughts into a table, but I wasn't sure which table to use, and it looked like
other resource specialists were creating documents like this...so I drafted something
similar.  This morning I attempted to post the rec document on WebEx and it
appeared to save fine, but then I couldn't find it on WebEx, so I must have done
something wrong.  

Melissa, can you either post these documents on WebEx?  Or do you or Bex plan to
consolidate text from specialist's input into one big table for us all to loo at?  

Thanks.
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D R A F T


Rosemont Alternatives and Summary of Likely Direct Effects on Recreation 

July 21, 2009


No Action


· No Effects


Proposed Action


· Tailings and waste rock would obliterate views of mountains from Scenic Byway

· Arizona Trail would be located along the toe of tailings and waste rock piles

· Forest road system (including popular OHV loop roads throughout the project area) would no longer provide scenic driving opportunities for visitors


· Dispersed recreation opportunities in riparian areas along Barrel and McCleary canyons would be obliterated


· Access across Gunsight Pass may remain open to public


Rosemont’s Alternative


· Same effects as Proposed Action, but mitigation (including reshaping landforms and revegetation) would help tailings and waste rock look somewhat less engineered


Tailings in Schofield/Waste Rock in McCleary


· Tailings and waste rock would alter views of mountains from Scenic Byway


· Arizona Trail would be obliterated by a portion of the waste rock and tailings piles 


· Some Forest road system (including popular OHV loop roads throughout the project area) would continue to provide scenic driving opportunities for visitors


· Dispersed recreation opportunities in riparian areas along Barrel and McCleary canyons would be preserved


· East-West access across mountains may be permanently obliterated

Only Barrel Canyon


· Similar effects to Rosemont’s Alternative

· Lower portion of Barrel Canyon would continue to be available for dispersed recration

Tailings in Sycamore/Waste Rock in Upper Barrel and Upper McCleary


· Would likely have a reduced impact on recreation by placing 1/3 of waste material in Sycamore Canyon, which is much less important for recreation

· Tailings and waste rock would obliterate a portion of the view of mountains from Scenic Byway


· Much of Forest road system (including popular OHV loop roads throughout the project area) would continue to provide scenic driving opportunities for visitors


· Many dispersed recreation opportunities in riparian areas along Barrel and McCleary canyons would be preserved


· East-West access across mountains may be permanently obliterated













D R A F T


Rosemont Alternatives and Summary of Likely Direct Effects on Visual Resources


July 21, 2009


No Action


· No Effects


Proposed Action


· Tailings and waste rock would obliterate views of mountains from Hwy 83, AZ Trail, and other viewpoints east of project

· Tailings and waste rock do not blend with surrounding landscape (even side slopes, flat top, etc.)


Rosemont’s Alternative


· Same effects as Proposed Action, but mitigation (including reshaping landforms and revegetation) would help tailings and waste rock look somewhat less engineered


Tailings in Schofield/Waste Rock in McCleary


· Tailings and waste rock would be placed in locations highly visible from viewing areas on east side of mountains

· May be easier to mimic landforms and vegetation patterns from surrounding landscape because mountains here have much more simple shape and vegetation


· Large flat bench would not look natural


· Pit would be fully visible


· Plant would be fully visible


· Central mountain view would remain

Only Barrel Canyon


· Similar effects to Rosemont’s Alternative

· Height of pile in south end of Barrel may have more effect on views from south and/or from east side of mountains than proposed action

Tailings in Sycamore/Waste Rock in Upper Barrel and Upper McCleary


· Would likely have a reduced impact on visual quality long-term by placing 1/3 of waste material in Sycamore Canyon, which is much less visible than other areas


· Would need to demonstrate to residents to north and northwest (including Tucson) that tailings pile can be treated to have little or no effect to these viewsheds

· Access road to Sycamore would create a visual impact during mine operation


· Pit would be fully visible


· Plant would be fully visible


· Much of central mountain view would remain





From: Jonathan Rigg
To: rlaford@fs.fed.us
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; tjchute@msn.com; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Draft Mitigation Process Memo and Final Mitigation Table
Date: 07/16/2010 01:38 PM
Attachments: Mitigation Memo_CE.docx

FINAL Mitigation Table_CE.docx

Reta,
 
Attached for your review is the Draft Mitigation Process Memorandum and Final Mitigation Table. 
The table reflects the changes agreed upon by the FS and Rosemont at the July 8, 2010, mitigation
meeting.  Please review the memo and let me know if you have any comments or questions.  The
referenced Cooperating Agency response letters are saved in the record and on WebEx. 
 
Many thanks,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com
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MITIGATION MEASURES PROCESS MEMORANDUM
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Rosemont Copper Project

Mitigation Measures Process Memorandum

July 16, 2010

DRAFT

Coronado National Forest (Coronado) received a proposed Plan of Operations (PoO) for construction, operation/reclamation, and closure of an open-pit mine on public land administered by Coronado and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to extract locatable minerals such as copper, molybdenum, and silver. The PoO, titled Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations (WestLand Resources, Inc. 2007), was submitted by Augusta Resource Corporation, the parent company of Rosemont Copper Company (Rosemont Copper). Pursuant to U.S. mining laws, the U.S. Forest Service (Forest Service) and BLM are required to respond to the PoO to conduct mining operations. Under 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 228.5, the Forest Service, serving as the lead federal agency for this project, must determine whether to approve the PoO submitted by Rosemont Copper or to require changes or additions deemed necessary to meet the requirements of the regulations for environmental protection set forth in 36 CFR 228.8. 

As an integral part of Coronado’s decision to approve or modify the PoO, and in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, Coronado developed alternatives to the proposed action. A comparative analysis of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and four alternatives is currently being conducted, and the findings will be disclosed in the upcoming Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). During the Draft EIS analysis process, applicable mitigation measures are reviewed in order to determine the extent of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and the action alternatives. The purpose of mitigation measures is to minimize or eliminate the adverse environmental impacts of the proposed action and the action alternatives analyzed in the EIS. 

Mitigation measures fall into two groups. The first group consists of mitigation measures that are required by law, regulation, or policy, or as a condition of a required permit. Examples of the sources of these mitigation measures include the following:

· Laws and regulations: Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act (CWA), Mine Safety and Health Act, and Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. 

· Policies: Coronado’s Forest Plan’s policy is to “support environmentally sound energy and minerals development and reclamation.” BLM’s policy is to authorize mining with reasonable mitigation to prevent undue and unnecessary environmental degradation, according to the BLM Manual and Handbook 1790-1 and Departmental Guidance (516 Department Manual 1-7).

· Permit Conditions: Pima County Department of Environmental Quality Air Quality Permit, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Individual Section 404 CWA Permit for Impacts to Waters of the United States, and Arizona Department of Environmental Quality Aquifer Protection Permit.

The second group of mitigation measures consists of measures requested by the public, Forest Service Interdisciplinary (ID) Team, cooperating agencies, and project proponent that are not required by law, regulation, policy, or as a condition of a permit but are approved as supplements to required mitigation measures. 

In order to determine supplemental mitigation measures for this project, a list of all proposed mitigation measures was compiled by the Forest Service. Sources of proposed mitigation measures included the public’s responses to public scoping, Cooperating Agencies’ responses to solicitation for proposed measures (letters attached), Forest Service ID Team’s responses to internal solicitation for proposed measures, and voluntary supplemental measures proposed by Rosemont Copper. The resulting compilation of proposed mitigation measures was then evaluated by the Forest Service ID Team and Rosemont Copper to ensure they have reasonable monetary costs and are practicable, effective, and necessary. 

During a series of meetings between the Forest Service ID Team and Rosemont Copper, proposed mitigation measures from this compilation were considered and approved as supplemental mitigation or dismissed. The rationale for dismissal of proposed supplemental measures included the following:

· Redundant: proposed measure is already covered by law, regulation, policy, permit condition, proposed action, or previously recorded measure carried forward.

· Impracticable or Infeasible: proposed measure employs speculative or unproven technology or is not cost effective. 

· Considered during Alternatives Development: proposed measure duplicates an alternative or an element of an alternative that was considered but dropped during the Forest Service alternatives development process.

· Impact(s) to Other Resource(s): proposed measure would have greater impact to other resource(s) than previously recorded measure carried forward. 

The Forest Service ID Team and Rosemont Copper met 5 times from November 2009 through July 2010. Revised tables were provided to both parties prior to the meetings in order to solicit comments and questions and propose edits. The final Rosemont Copper Project Mitigation Table (attached) was approved by both parties on July 8, 2010, and includes mitigation measures required by laws, regulations, policies, and permit conditions, as well as supplemental mitigation measures.






Rosemont Copper Project PDEIS: Chapter 2 Mitigation Comment Compilation

June 4, 2010



		Proposed Mitigation Measure

		Driver and/or Law, Regulation, and Policy

		Target Issue(s) and Quantitative Units of Measure



		Air

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Onsite dust control on Rosemont facilities shall be maintained on access, haul, service, and maintenance roads on site during construction, operation, and closure periods through uses of:

· gravel, 

· water spray, 

· treatment with dust control agents, 

· otherwise as specified in the Air Quality Permit

Specifications for each class of facility to be according to the Air Quality Permit and documented in a Dust Control Plan to maintain compliance with PDEQ air quality regulations or other applicable regulation.

		Clean Air Act regulations as delegated to Pima County Department Environmental Quality (Dust Control Plan to be updated as needed to comply with PDEQ permit)

		Air Quality – PM10

Plant and Animals – Dust Impacts to plants

Visual – Change in landscape character

Public Safety – CAA standards, PM and GHG

Socioeconomics – Quality of Life

Dark Skies – PM





		Set and enforce speed limits within project area

		

		See 1.1.1



		Rosemont shall use dust control technology at material transfer points and other point sources at crushing, conveyor, and bulk material handling facilities, as required in the air quality permit, these technologies include:

· water sprays, 

· cover, 

· wind barriers, 

· mechanical controls, or other appropriate measures.

		Clean Air Act and PDEQ permit (Shall be specified and monitored as per the PDEQ permit requirement)

		See 1.1.1



		Apply soil stabilizers to tails as required by the Air Quality Permit

		

		See 1.1.1



		Rosemont shall maintain MSDS sheets on site as appropriate for chemical materials used onsite, such as:

· chemical or physical dust control agents, 

· organics, 

· inorganic binders, or 

· stabilizing polymers.

Materials to be used on site shall be subject to review and approval as part of the Materials Management Plan/Procedures

		Mine Safety and Health Act 

		Drop? Having MSDS sheets doesn’t mitigate anything



		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		

		Move to Monitoring



		Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in the air quality permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or closure

		

		See 1.1.1



		Use acid mist controls in electrowinning tank house as required by the Air Quality Permit

		

		Air 

Public Safety



		Rosemont shall stipulate to usage of low-sulfur diesel fuel on-site for all stationary equipment as per Clean Air Act, and as per the Mine Plan of Operations for mobile equipment

		Clean Air Act, PDEQ Air Permit

Arizona Revised Statutes Articles 2, 3, 5, and 7 contain a lot of requirements for combustion engines and fuel. Some engines may be required by law to use low-sulfur diesel fuel, others may not. 



		See 1.1.1

Also Air – GHG emission in tons



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		Use exact MPO wording



		Compact the tails as specified in the Tailings Operations and Maintenance Plan as they are placed in selected locations within the tailings facilities 

Compaction specifications shall be dependent on location within the tailings area, as specified in the Tailings Operations and Management Plan, to meet both geotechnical stability 

		

		See 1.1.1



		Use emitters, similar to drip irrigation, to apply the acid leaching solution to the heap

		

		See 1.1.1



		Establish truck specifications to reduce emissions

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		RCC shall develop a Transportation Reduction Plan to include a Park and Ride Program and van pooling for workers during all phases of the project to reduce the number of personal vehicle miles driven to and from the project.

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons 



		Construct electric lines as a first step in developing the time to eliminate the need for on-site electrical generation

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		Use alternative methods for power generation such as solar for administration buildings

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks and heavy equipment.

		

		See 1.1.1



		Offsite dust management on access road includes development and implementation of a Dust Control Plan for:

· the unpaved section of Santa Rita Road

· dedicated BLM roads used for access

· Forest Service access roads used to access other areas used for Rosemont project activities on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains.

		

		See 1.1.1



		Use modern design, progressive operation methods and air quality control strategies as appropriate to the contemporary equipment specified for use at site

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		Operational considerations such as energy, water, and fuel conservation shall be considered as well as dust management at the facility. Therefore, Rosemont shall select and operate mobile equipment in a manner that takes into consideration the number of road miles driven, and balance the dust control efforts to the activities and miles driven (more haul truck miles = more water truck miles).

		

		Air – PM and GHG



		Ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained at all times and does not unnecessarily idle, is tuned to manufacturer's specifications. 

		 

		Move to monitoring



		Plants and Animals (Formerly Biology)

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specific provisions to prepare seedbed, reseed any project-related disturbances along Pima County ROW or roadway. 

		

		???



		Rosemont shall finalize and implement a Rosemont Reclamation Plan that includes planting of native grasses, Palmer agave, shrubs, and trees. Non-native species may be used with FS approval. 

The Rosemont Reclamation Plan will integrate the requirements of State Mine Inspector, BLM, and USFS, as well as the reclamation-related requirements of cooperating agencies.

Whereas specific plans may apply differently to private, state and federal lands, Rosemont has committed to reclaim all lands to the highest standards identified in the respective plans.

		BLM, USFS, SMI, USFWS, AZG&F permit requirements

		Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Long-term stability and risks

· Reveg. Success

· Sediment delivery 

Air - PM

Water – sediment

Plants and Animals

· Change in veg community

· Area reclaimed

· Ecological concerv. Plans

· Noxious weeds

Visual – change in landscape character

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		The Invasive Species Management Plan (regarding noxious weeds, aquatic and terrestrial plants and animals) shall be reviewed periodically and adjusted as needed to apply to all project-related land disturbances on Forest Lands.

		 

		Plants and Animals – noxious weeds

Move to Monitoring



		Rosemont agrees to accept allotment conditions and modifications to develop a Water Source Enhancement and Mitigation Plan (RWSEMP) within the expanse of the Rosemont Ranch lands that surround the Helvetia and Rosemont Mining District.

The RWSEMP shall demonstrate no net loss in numbers of surface water sources for livestock and wildlife. 

For each individual source of seasonal or permanent surface water lost to wildlife or grazing use, whether through direct or indirect project-related impact, mitigation sources shall be created to provide a replacement water source in the area impacted. 

		 

		Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number seeps, springs

Plants and Animals – 

· botanical species

· animal habitat

· corridors

Heritage – sacred springs

Water – beneficial uses

Water – beneficial uses, stock tanks

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number seeps, springs

Socioeconomic – rural landscape

Unnecessary detail



		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor. This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		 

		Move to monitoring



		Process water ponds, such as raffinate ponds, pregnant leach solution collection ponds, or chemical or fuel storage areas, shall be enclosed, covered, or otherwise managed to protect wildlife, livestock, and public safety. Location and construction criteria for project facilities shall prevent deleterious exposure of livestock, wildlife, or birds to toxic chemicals or hazardous conditions created by, used in, or resulting from processing operations.

		

		Plants and Animals – habitat?

Public Safety – public health risk



		Rosemont agrees to accept allotment conditions and modifications to fence off selected exclusion areas of highest-value riparian habitat to restrict livestock access from critical breeding areas for sensitive wildlife species within the Rosemont Ranch land system,

		 

		Animals – avoid impacts, habitat lost



		The Noxious Weed Control Program shall include specifics on reducing noxious weed introduction and weed control throughout the project area. The Reclamation Plan shall acknowledge that noxious weed prevention is preferable to remedial action, and include provisions to this effect. 

If noxious weeds invade revegetated areas, Rosemont shall be responsible to remove by hand, spray, mechanical, or other approved methods as included in the noxious weed control plan. The effectiveness of the noxious weed control plan shall be reported as specified in the approved MPO/Reclamation Plan.

		 

		Plants – prevent invasions



		Upon indication or discovery of a cave, sinkhole, underground drainage into a solution cavern, or similar karst features, Rosemont will suspend work at that site and contact the designated Forest Service contact to investigate the discovery before work is re-initiated. The designated FS contact will promptly coordinate the investigation with appropriate FS specialists. Any natural void in rock that is large enough for a human to enter constitutes a cave. Any collapse feature in or over carbonate rock constitutes a sinkhole.

		Federal Cave Resources Act of 1988 (as amended in 1990) on Federal land

		Animals – habitat lost



		Linear features such as utilities and pipe lines will be promptly reclaimed with native vegetation to avoid fragmentation of corridors of native biological communities. 

		 

		Animals - Corridors



		In order to avoid impacts to rocky slopes on the east side of the Santa Ritas, including Talus slopes, Rosemont will locate the west side pit operations power loop within the disturbance perimeter of the ultimate pit. 

		

		Animals – habitat lost



		Rosemont shall work with Coronado and other relevant agency biologists to develop a conservation plan for Hexelextris colemanii. Measures may include area closures, exclosures (fencing), posting, and avoidance.

		

		Plants – Number or acres lost, modified, etc, species viability



		Dark/Night Skies

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		RCC shall develop a lighting plan for operational lights. The plan shall identify how it will design and operate exterior and access route lighting to recognize and achieve the goals of the 2006 City of Tucson/Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code, while also protecting the safety of the workers and visitors to the project facilities.

Where safety requirements allow outdoor lighting shall use:

· appropriate shields, 

· dimmers and/or full cutoff lighting fixtures

· directional lighting

· limited spectrum technologies

· minimum lumens practicable

		Corridor Management Plan for the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road objective 3, page 53 bullet 4; MSHA requires a certain level of safety lighting.

		Dark Skies – sky brightness, meet code

Animals – light effects

Visual – scenic byway 



		Energy

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Solar panels shall be used for energy needs of administrative building.

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		Initial construction of the project facilities to include an Energy Conservation and Sustainable Source Demonstration Plan. The ECSSD Plan shall consider:

· the use of alternative energy sources such as solar, and wind to power or supplement energy needs of administrative activities of the mining operations. 

· The project administration building shall be designed to showcase use of LEED and sustainable energy concepts.

		LEED certification guidelines

		Air – GHG emissions in tons

Water – Quantity?



		Hazardous Materials

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Hazardous materials and substances to be managed and contained within appropriately designed, constructed, and maintained facilities. 

These facilities to include as appropriate secondary containment concrete, asphalt, synthetic, clay lining, and adequate stormwater management and drainage systems to prevent contamination outside of containment areas. 

MSHA regulations require Rosemont to maintain MSDS sheets available to workers. As required under EPCRA and/or CERCLA MSDS information shall be provided to appropriate emergency response departments, hospitals, and available for visitors entering the site

		MSHA, RCRA, EPCRA, DOT 

		Water –quality

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number degraded

Plants and Animals – avoid impacts

Public Safety – transportation, public health risk



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		RCC shall describe and commit to measures to identify and ensure isolation of potentially acid generating waste rock, prevention of acid generation from mine waste, and any additional mitigation measures that may be necessary should prevention measures fail. This will include the development of a plan to identify and manage materials using geo-chemical analysis and acid-base accounting methods. Areas of potential acid generation on the interim and ultimate pit wall shall be identified and appropriate management strategies developed.

		(Partially described in MPO but no details RE: where in waste rock or tails acid generating materials will be placed, and at what stage of the operation.)

		Water –quality

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number degraded

Plants and Animals – avoid impacts

Public Safety – transportation, public health risk



		Heritage

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Complete Archaeological Inventory survey for all parts of the Area of Potential Effect not surveyed in the SWCA survey of the initial MPO area and evaluate National Register eligibility for additional sites that are recorded.

Prepare a Historic Properties Treatment Plan that address the adverse effects to all historic properties, and specifies how to mitigate adverse effects on historic properties, which may include: 

· Procedures for the respectful treatment and repatriation of human remains. 

· Data recovery excavations

· Plan for monitoring ground disturbing activities

· Public interpretation

· Recovery of information through oral histories and archival research

Mitigate adverse effects to plants of critical traditional importance to tribes with interest in the Area of Potential Effect.

Prior to ground disturbing activities for the selected alternative, the FS shall conduct archaeological testing at those sites within the Area of Potential Effect where National Register eligibility is undetermined.

Under the programmatic agreement, the FS shall conduct archaeological data recovery at National Register-eligible sites within the project footprint

		National Historic Preservation NHPA and Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)

Include Arizona Revised Statute Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA)

		Heritage 

· # sites

· Future finds

· Burials



		

		

		Heritage - burials



		

		

		Heritage - # sites



		RCC shall provide an opportunity for Native American participation in the advisory group for recommending grant recipients from the Santa Rita Mountains Community Endowment Trust . 

		

		



		RCC shall work with the Coronado staff and consulting tribes for recommendations on the selection of plant species that will be used for reclamation purposes.

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		RCC shall provide notification of access to tribal interests to facilitate harvesting of traditional food, medicinal, and basketry plants (e.g. agave, beargrass) and traditionally used clays and pigments (generally found in natural cutbanks at springs) before project disturbance.

		 

		Heritage – traditional resource collect areas, sacred springs



		Through consultations with tribal experts, identify whether any plants in the project area could be feasibly/practicably transplanted to tribal lands. Plants may include Palmer agave, yucca, beargrass, oak, mesquite and juniper.

		FS American Indian Relations Policy

		Heritage – TCPs, collection areas



		Hydrology

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Groundwater Protection

Obtain and maintain an Aquifer Protection Program permit from the ADEQ that determines the requirements to reduce or eliminate the potential for discharge of pollutants to the aquifer through the employment of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology and monitoring at the Points of Compliance. Permit acquisition requires the preparation of necessary studies and technical reports as prescribed by ADEQ that will be relied upon by the ADEQ to issue the authorizing or regulatory permit.

As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be required to agree in writing to comply with enforceable groundwater protection permit conditions of the ADEQ APP.

The APP permit conditions are issued by the State of Arizona and include to:

· Thorough geotechnical and geological site evaluation as part of engineering design review,

· Review by ADEQ that includes designs that include a demonstration of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology suitable to the site and to the application. 

· Prefunding or guarantee of independent sources of funding for all costs for decommissioning plant facilities with potential to discharge pollutants to groundwater

· Monitor plant operations for compliance with permit standards 

· Build and operate monitor wells for groundwater quality at compliance points required by the APP permit throughout facility operations and after closure.

· Pay all expenses related to groundwater protection, monitoring, and as may be necessary to maintain compliance with permit standards

· Prepare a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan that includes requirements in the permit.

Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		 

		Water – groundwater quality, Clean Water Act

GW quality



		Surface Water Protection

Obtain a Multi-sector General Permit from ADEQ’s Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program that regulates stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Obtaining this permit includes the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan and implementation of control measures as outlined by ADEQ’s AZPDES MSGP program. The uses of Best Management Practices (BMP’s) are an integral part of these plans and permits. 

General BMP’s associated with these permits may include, among others:

· erosion and sediment control,

· good housekeeping,

· routine inspections and maintenance,

· Maintain stormwater and erosion control measures until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released. 

· Prepare and implement erosion control actions before starting surface disturbing activities.

· Disturb the smallest area practical.

· Implement concurrent reclamation when feasible.

· Manage runoff from disturbed areas to reduce sediment from leaving the site.

· Use berms and ditches to control runoff from road surfaces.

· Install settling basins, hay bales, and/or silt fences to control sediment in ditches.

· Use stormwater dispersion terraces, silt fences, gabion sediment traps, and/or straw bale barriers as needed to minimize road runoff on the undisturbed areas between and downhill of the roads.

· Seed road cuts with an approved seed mix.

· Use hydroseeding on steep or more erodible cuts and fills as appropriate.

· Maintain sediment control measures after storm events.

· Monitor effectiveness of ongoing erosion and sediment control measures and modify where appropriate.

		AZPDES

		Water – surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act

Land Stability and Soil Productivity - 

· Area of disturbance

· Sediment to Davidson Cyn.

· Reclamation results

SW quality



		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.

The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.

Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine. Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities.

		ADEQ APP, MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		 



		As applicable to waste rock and tailings disposal siting alternatives, small retention structures shall facilitate infiltration of storm water on-site to contribute to local groundwater recharge. These retention, infiltration basins shall be managed to optimize maintenance of surface and ground water quality.

		

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses



		Where stormwater rules and management plans allow, diversions consistent with topography shall be designed and operated to route storm water efficiently through or around project facilities and to transport runoff water to downstream watersheds.

		

		Water – surface water beneficial uses



		In the vicinity of the Rosemont water supply wells, Rosemont has agreed to a program to mitigate the potential effects of Rosemont pumping on residential water supply wells in the Sahuarita Heights neighborhood. The USWO Rosemont USWO agreement includes:

· A legally binding instrument negotiated and implemented by the United Sahuarita Well Owners group and Rosemont. 

· Rosemont has agreed to implement and maintain this residential well protection plan throughout the life of its mineral production operations. 

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement has detailed terms related to pump inspection, pump maintenance, pump replacement, well inspection, well maintenance, and well replacement.

· Costs for the USWO/Rosemont agreement are born by Rosemont for the benefit of the USWO members and Rosemont. 

· The agreement has been signed and recorded in Pima County. 

· A third-party insurance company administers the obligations of Rosemont to protect pumps, wells, and water supply to residential wells under the USWO agreement. 

· The benefits of the USWO/Rosemont agreement are transferable to successors of interest to USWO participants.

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement is binding on successors in interest to Rosemont. 

· The right to pump water from the Rosemont Wells is subject to the requirement of the Mineral Extraction Water Right from ADWR.

· The ADWR permitted water right has been pledged as security for the implementation and continued compliance with the USWO/Rosemont agreement.

		ADWR

		Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		To minimize infiltration, Rosemont shall either grade the top surface of the tailings storage facility to minimize surface water ponding and infiltration, or grade the surface of the tailings to maximize retention for evaporation without infiltration.

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA

		Water – groundwater quality



		Rosemont shall include as a condition in the Final MPO, a detailed description of methods to implement Regional Groundwater Mitigation within the TAMA, including plans implemented or to be implemented for:

· Utilize available CAP water as a source to conduct recharge within Tucson Active Management Area (Lower Santa Cruz).

· Local CAP recharge as close as possible within the TAMA to the Rosemont supply well field in the area of the cone of depression caused by Rosemont water withdrawal.

· To the extent practicable, balance CAP storage credits with water to be pumped from mine supply well field, with the intent to maintain a surplus inventory of storage credits prior to pumping groundwater for mineral extraction use.

· Maintain water storage and use inventory records to show that CAP recharge credits are balanced against groundwater removed from the TAMA, and that the offset-credits are extinguished and not recoverable.

		

		Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		Every 5 years, Rosemont will conduct a review of alternative water sources. For example, should CAP water, gray water, or effluent become available for mine operations, Rosemont will consider its use.

		

		Under feasibility study, drop or include in an alternative.



		Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		

		Water – groundwater quality



		Ground water quantity monitoring plan will be developed. It will be an evaluation of groundwater level data for comparison to groundwater model predictions. Model recalibration will be conducted if threshold values are reached. Annual reporting. This will occur on both groundwater systems affected by the proposal including Santa Cruz Valley and Davidson Canyon/Cienega Creek. A network of wells and piezometers will be used including existing wells and new wells.

		

		



		A Rosemont Mine water website will be constructed, updated annually and maintained by Rosemont with concurrence by the forest service. All water related data and reports will be accessible to the general public at this location. This includes all surface and ground water quality and quantity data. Executive summaries will be provided annually and written for the non technical person.

		

		



		Annually fund the USGS to operate and maintain existing surface water flow measurement gage at Barrel Canyon (09484580). 

		

		



		Water conservation measures would be implemented to minimize the need for ground water pumping.

		

		



		Land Use

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		The status and locations of corners and monuments shall be determined during the course of a dependent resurvey performed by the BLM to protect and perpetuate the original corner positions that control property boundaries between NFS and private lands as well as corners for current and future administrative or management purposes. The BLM dependent resurvey shall be completed prior to any ground-disturbing activities occurring on NFS lands. All survey costs shall be borne by the RCC.

		43 USC 2 (BLM), 43 USC 722, 43 USC 1364*; Forest Service Manual 7152.03 3(a)(b); ARS 33-103 (D & (E) 

*may have been repealed

		Forest Plan



		A well-monumented control network set outside of the disturbance area using survey grade Global Positioning System (GPS) referenced to the property corner monuments or postions (mineral survey, section, and quarter corners) shall be established by the BLM during the dependent resurvey and completed prior to any ground-disturbing management activities occurring on NFS lands. Costs shall be borne by the RCC.

		 Title 18, USC Sec 1858 (62 Stat. 789)

		Forest Plan



		The approved field notes and plats for the dependent resurvey and control network are filed in the BLM public room and become official records in the public land system.

		43 USC 2 (BLM)

		Forest Plan



		During reclamation of the Rosemont Copper operations, or as needed during operation, and to a standard satisfactory to the Forest Supervisor, re-establish, monument and re-monument all corners that control the property boundaries between NFS and private lands and other surveyed lines needed for administrative or management purposes and post the property line to Forest Service standard.

At minimum, the relocation or reestablishment of corner monuments and posting of the property line between the NFS and the private land shall comply with the following: applicable land surveying principles, procedures and standards as set forth in the appropriate GLO and BLM Manual of Surveying Instructions, publications, and circulars; current USDI BLM Standards and Guidelines for Cadastral Surveys using GPS Methods; current Arizona Boundary Survey Minimum Standards; appropriate local and state laws and regulations; and monument and posting specifications provided by the FS.

		Title 18, USC Sec 1858 (62 Stat. 789); 43 USC 2 (BLM), 43 USC 722, 43 USC 1364*; Forest Service Manual 7152.03 3(a)(b); ARS 33-103 (D & (E); Forest Service Manual 7152.3- Land Line Location Program Priorities; ARS 33-103(D); ARS 33-103(E)

		Forest Plan



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Facilitate future management associated with irregularly shaped mineral survey fractions that will more or less become an integral part of the adjoining private land and improve administration and management efficiency of NFS lands via the Small Tracts Act of January 12, 1983.

Rosemont shall make a fair market offer for the mineral survey fractions as allowed by the Small Tracts Act (>40 acres and price not to exceed $150,000).

		Forest Service Manual 5571.12; 36 CFR 254 Subpart C; Small Tracts Act of 1/12/1983 P.L. 97-465.

		Forest Plan



		Following completion of NEPA process, and as may be applicable at that time, Rosemont and the CNF shall work together to effect transfer of surface ownership and/or surface development rights of the fee land parcels within the waste rock and tailings area footprint that belong to Rosemont Ranch to the Coronado NF to ensure that final or interim reclamation of the waste rock and tailings pile would not be compromised by future non-mineral development or the need for public or private access to these property parcels following completion of approved Rosemont operations.

		

		Forest Plan



		Public Health and Safety

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Rosemont will maintain a Site Safety and Health Plan and complete the required site-specific training during operations.

		MSHA

		Public Safety – Traffic, Haz. Mat., public exposure

Air – GHG, PM2.5



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Rosemont shall prepare a Production and Operation Blasting Plan as part of the Final MPO. The Blasting Plan shall include acknowledgement that approval of the Rosemont Final MPO includes a condition that Rosemont and any successors in interest or ownership of the Mine shall be required to repair or otherwise pay for all damages to area residential, historical, or other structures due to blasting at the Mine. A blast monitoring program shall be included in the blasting plan with monitoring points located between the areas to be blasted, and sensitive receptor sites. Results of blast monitoring shall be available on request to agencies and local residents. 

		

		Public Safety – public health risk

Heritage – vibration

Plants and Animals – noise

Socioeconomic – noise, vibration

Recreation - solitude



		Coronado to hire, at RCC expense, an outside company to conduct spot check noise monitoring.

		

		See 163



		RCC shall work with local emergency service providers to maintain or increase appropriate level of service.

		

		Public Safety – public health risk



		Range/Grazing

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		At least one sustainable surface water source shall be identified in the plan for each of the permanent pastures within the Rosemont Ranch. 

		

		Water – beneficial uses



		Reclamation

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Annually, Rosemont Copper Company shall submit a summary of reclamation activities and monitoring to the Coronado NF and other appropriate agencies. This report would include the use of maps and photos to allow accurate accounting of disturbed and reclaimed acreage, plans that project the following year’s disturbance and reclamation work, details on vegetation removal, treatment, soil salvage, storage, and revegetation, and annual reclamation requirements. Rosemont Copper Company and the Coronado NF would meet to review the MPO and annual report, and the Forest Service administrator would conduct an annual inspection of site reclamation. Modify or supplement the MPO as necessary to address reclamation issues.

		 

		Monitoring?

Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other

Air – PM 2.5, PM 10

Water – surface water beneficial uses

Plants and Animals 

· Change in veg communities

· Acres reclaimed

· Migration corridors

· Invasive species

Visual Quality – degree of change

Recreation

· Acres unavailable

· Hunting opportunities

Heritage – spiritual/emotional impact

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		Require that reclamation performance guarantees be provided upfront.

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		See 4.13.1



		Upon finalizing a reclamation plan for the operations, the costs of implementing the plan must be established as per FS funding requirements and other applicable agencies.

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		The Final Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include a mutually acceptable method for phasing in reclamation performance guarantees and requirements over the life of the approved project. The Final Reclamation Plan shall also include a mutually acceptable method for phased adjustment of reclamation performance guarantees and requirements over the life of the approved project. 

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Design slopes on waste rock and tailings piles that are flat enough to support successful revegetation where applicable

		

		Is 3:1 acceptable?



		The Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include adaptive management practices for:

· Selection of plants and planting methods for trees and shrubs 

· Selection of native plant species as well as important existing grasses during reclamation. 

· Species of trees and shrubs to be considered include those important to traditional native American cultural uses in the area. 

· Traditional and heritage livestock and wildlife uses of local plant species shall be considered in selection of plant species to be used in site revegetation.

· Plant species selection will, as necessary, balance heritage use species with natural environment and stabilization criteria.

		 

		See 4.13.1



		Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specific provisions to prepare seedbed, reseed any project-related disturbances along Pima County ROW or roadway.

		

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other



		Rosemont shall contour and blend edges of topographic disturbances with adjacent undisturbed land to avoid sharp topographic breaks wherever practicable

		

		Visual Quality – change in landscape character



		The updated Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions to treat major erosion and slope failures on reclaimed areas promptly and as they occur. The Reclamation Plan shall acknowledge that erosion prevention is preferable to remedial action, and include provisions to this effect. RCC shall provide details in the Reclamation Plan that defines what erosion conditions would require action and how problems shall be addressed.

		

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other

Air – PM 2.5, PM 10

Water – surface water beneficial uses



		Identify reference sites in the Rosemont mine vicinity to determine native species occurrence, density, and cover to develop a long-term reclamation plan. Consider aspect, elevation, and location (ridge vs. canyon bottom). Based on reference site data, provide appropriate native seed mixes and plant lists for Coronado NF approval prior to any site revegetation. Select species capable of being self-sustaining on the selected site and include species with the ability to provide erosion control and stability. Establish vegetation re-establishment criteria for reclaimed areas and ensure that all areas meet criteria prior to bond release. 

		

		Plants and Animals 

· Change in veg communities

· Acres reclaimed

· Migration corridors

· Invasive species



		Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions for field surveys as needed to record species composition, seed mixes used, canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species” in selected representative areas as reclamation proceeds. RCC shall monitor revegetation annually for the life of the mine operations until successful revegetation is confirmed by the Coronado NF.

		

		Monitoring?



		The Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include specifications and goals for the salvage, storage, and reuse of growth media (topsoil) from disturbed areas to provide sufficient cover on all disturbed areas to be reclaimed. Unless otherwise specified, Rosemont shall:

· provide for a minimum of 1 foot of growth media cover over

· final waste rock slopes,

· waste rock surfaces,

· waste rock benches,

· completed tailings buttress,

· water diversion fill slopes,

· plant site fill slopes,

· construction laydown areas,

· facility plant-site following final removal of equipment.

· Temporary roads

· The areas to be revegetated shall be contoured, graded, prepared, and seeded in accordance with the specifications in the approved Reclamation Plans.

The Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall provide for conservation of growth media on site. The details for storage of growth media shall require: 

· Placement of growth media stockpiles in locations that are stable, isolated from surface water, gently sloping, and well drained. 

· Growth media stockpiles shall be convex in shape and have no steeper than three to one slopes. 

· Stockpiles shall be revegetated with native species no later than the first growth season following construction to minimize erosion.

· No persistent non-native species shall be used in reclamation except as allowed in the approved Reclamation Plan, where some locally important non-native species may already be established. 

· Install sediment control structures or other Best Management Practices (BMPs) as needed to protect growth media from loss.

· Use growth media stockpiles quickly during concurrent reclamation to minimize the length of storage time.

		 

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

Visual Quality – change in landscape character

Plants and Animals - Invasive species

Water – surface water beneficial uses



		The Forest Service may authorize a phased bond adjustment as needed according to reclamation plan stipulations. 

The Final Reclamation Plan shall include well-defined criteria for determining successful completion for each stage and type of reclamation activity and a reasonable amount of holdback for phased bond release to provide assurance of reclamation success. These criteria to be as developed or approved by the Forest Service.

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		Recreation

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Rosemont shall consider providing public access across Rosemont lands within or adjacent to public lands. 

		None

		Duplicative of 4.15.5?

Recreation - access



		Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced recreation. This may include obtaining off-forest lands for Public recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side of Hwy 83), or a combination.

		FSM 2330.2, FSM 2310.2, FSM 2311, LMP Goals p 9 Rec 1

		Recreation – acres available



		Relocate or restore access to Arizona Trail and OHV trailheads impacted by the mine. This could include parking, OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.

		

		Recreation - acres available, length and # trails

Apply to one alternative and display the differences



		A Rosemont Recreation Improvement Management Plan (RRIMP) shall be prepared as part of the Final MPO.

· The RRIMP shall include provisions for the Los Colinas Segment of the Arizona Trail. 

· The RRIMP shall provide for a sustainable water station for use by pack stock and horses along the Los Colinas segment of the Arizona Trail.

· Relocate portions of the Arizona Trail as needed to provide a trail for users throughout the mine life and post-mine.

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25, FSM 2354.43c, National Trails System Act (16 USC 1241)

		Recreation - acres available, length and # trails

Water – beneficial uses



		The RRIMP shall include and schedule details for installation and maintenance of interpretive signs along the Arizona Trail and at the viewpoint on State Route (SR) 83 where mining activity is visible.

· Sign topics, text, graphics, design, materials locations, and installation requirements shall be reviewed and approved by the Coronado NF.

· Installation of signs on SR 83 shall be coordinated with Arizona Department of Transportation.

· During the time period of mine operations under the MPO, maintenance of signs shall be funded by Rosemont Copper Company.

		FSM 2353.32

FSM 2333.58

		Recreation - offset rec losses

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations, tourism revenue changes

Visual – scenic byway



		RCC shall provide:

· A perimeter road reconstructed per FS specifications on the west side of waste rock and tailings pile (east of the pit) that provides both north-south post-mine legal public access through the site and access for RCC closure monitoring.

· A perimeter road on the east side of the waste rock and tailings pile that provides only administrative access for RCC closure monitoring and is not open to the public (in order to protect the non-motorized setting for the Arizona Trail). 

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25

		Recreation 

· Area available

· Hunting opportunities

· Trails available

· Offset recreation losses



		Create a multi-use trailhead facility that would:

· Relocate the Rosemont OHV trailhead to a location that better serves OHV users, Arizona Trail users, and Highway 83 travelers.

· Include parking, a restroom OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.

		

		Recreation - # trails/THs, ROS



		When consistent with CNF travel management goals, mine roads that are no longer needed for mine operations or access shall be naturalized by restoring natural contours, placing growth media, and revegetating with native plants.

		 

		Air, Rec, Visual, Heritage, Plants and Animals, Water, Dark Skies, Socioeconomic



		Riparian

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Rosemont will comply with mitigation specifications identified in the individual permit of the Section 404 CWA.

		CWA 404 permit conditions

		Riparian – habitat disturbed

Plants and Animals – habitat disturbed

Water – beneficial uses



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		The Final Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall identify specific areas to be developed for the post mining land use of “Riparian Habitat and Surface Water Drainage.” Specify density and sizes of native riparian species to plant along artificial diversions commensurate with the types of vegetation that would naturally occur with that type of flow regime. Specify reclamation goals and methods for that post mining conditions.

		 

		Riparian – habitat lost/disturbed



		Transportation

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Rosemont shall cooperate with ADOT to address SR 83 improvement issues related to mine traffic.

		P.L. 109-59; AASHTO “Geometric Design of Highways and Streets”, current edition.



		Public Safety – traffic, public risk



		Rosemont shall develop a comprehensive Rosemont Copper Project Transportation Plan consistent with applicable law and USFS regulations and, to the extent possible, policy for all project-related roads on USFS land:

· Maintenance standards

· Levels of appropriate use, 

· Methods to maintain the roadways sufficiently to prevent washboard, rutting and drainage problems

· Commitment to replace surfacing lost to drainage

· Commitment to repair roads damaged by use 

· Install and maintain wildlife-crossing structures (e.g. Corrugated Metal Pipes) under primary access road at locations of known wildlife concentration. 

		

		Air – Visual, Dark Skies

Soils – sediment

Recreation - access

Public Safety

Water – quality

Socioeconomic – costs

Plants and Animals – traffic conflicts



		Wherever practicable and subject to public and employee safety concerns, the RCC shall provide for: 

· Public access to RCC private lands not affected by mine-related operations via Arizona Game and Fish Cooperative Land Owner Program (CLOP) 

· Costs for providing and maintaining public access provisions and/or easements to be the responsibility of Rosemont during the period of mine operations under the approved Final MPO.

· Provide a multiplate (or equivalent) underpass to accommodate bicyclists, livestock, wildlife, hikers, and pack stock under the Primary Rosemont Access Road where the Arizona Trail crosses the access road. It is understood that equestrians and bicyclists may be required to dismount for passage.

		

		Recreation – access, hunting opps

Socioeconomic – costs

Animals – movement corridors



		RCC shall cooperate with CNF travel management goals where feasible on roads under USFS control/jurisdiction within the project area. Travel management details are subject to yearly modification by the USFS.

		36 CFR 212 (Travel Management Rule).

		Forest Plan



		RCC shall dedicate a perpetual public road easement across RCC private lands for the primary and secondary access roads (Gunsight, Lopez, or other) or equivalent feasible routing, to ensure post-mine legal access to USFS lands.

		

		Recreation - access



		Rosemont shall include in the Rosemont Copper Project Transportation Plan details that:

· Identify carpooling opportunities for employees 

· Establish shifts that reduce peak-hour traffic 

· Distribute peak travel operations during the morning and evening commute periods to minimize congestion

· Manage trucking to minimize loss of level of service to SR83 and minimize overlap with school traffic to the extent possible







		 

		Air – GHG in tons

Public Safety - traffic



		Visual Quality

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		RCC shall revegetate tailings and waste rock piles to return to near natural conditions as described in the Reclamation Plan to minimize the spread of noxious weeds. Revegetation will include the use of species and plant distributions from the surrounding landscape.

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP Goals p 9 R LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3ec 7, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Plants and Animals – noxious weeds



		Apply adaptive management procedures to determine the applicability of treatments to exposed rock faces (tailings and waste rock piles, road cuts, etc.) when exposed rock is lighter than adjacent weathered rock. Areas would be limited to those that are visible at time of closure. If possible, plant vegetation on broken ledges on visible parts of pit wall.

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %



		Replant with a seed mix that includes grasses, forbs, shrubs, and tree species, and plant larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants) in key areas such as highly visible slopes, and where needed for stability. Container plants will generally be no larger than 5 gallon size.

Provide irrigation to plants in specific areas for the first dry season as needed for successful revegetation. This applies to larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants), not seeding. Irrigation may be via drip irrigation, Dry Water, or other.

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP Goals p 9 R LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3ec 7, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %



		Paint or stain buildings or use of other materials for major facilities non-reflective flat shean earth tones (except facilities where this is prohibited by MSHA or other specific requirements, i.e. water tanks) approved by the CNF.

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

As admissible per MSHA requirements

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %



		At the end of mine operations, remove all unneeded ore processing, ancillary facilities (including foundations), and utility lines, and naturalize these sites by restoring natural contours, placing growth media on the areas, and revegetating with native grasses, trees, and shrubs.

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP Goals p 9 Rec 7, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		Off-site Mitigation Land

		

		



		Develop and provide for implementation of a Rosemont Mitigation Land Plan to show details of efforts to:

· Mitigate for impacts to public lands including water resources, riparian lands, wildlife habitat, heritage resources, and recreational access, in cooperation with the CNF, BLM, and ACOE with input from other agencies as appropriate.

· Include specific parcels, areas, or types of lands for non-development agreements, conservation easements, acquisition or exclusion of public access, and Cooperative Land Owner Programs.

· Include specific criteria from agencies with applicable regulations to identify lands that may be suitable for direct or cooperative acquisition efforts where high-value lands may be available for purchase.

		

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation – access

Heritage



		Mitigate for loss of waters of the U.S. in accordance with the April 10, 2008 Final Rule for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (73 FR 19594), including, potentially, the purchase and set-aside of offsite mitigation areas, payment in-lieu to an established restoration program, and/or permittee-responsible onsite mitigation. As examples, the ACOE may require:

· Work with Department of Game and Fish, US Fish and Wildlife Service, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and cooperating agencies as appropriate, to evaluate the potential for inclusion of purchase or assignment of surface water rights for Cienega Creek

· Work with private interests and/or other interested parties in the Rosemont Mitigation Program as described elsewhere in this mitigation summary table.

· Work with regional Land Trusts, The Nature Conservancy, The Audubon Society, and other non-profits and Non-Governmental Organizations as may be interested in land set-asides, water conservation, habitat restoration, and habitat protection.

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation – access





		Land administration controls (fee, lease, etc) and land mitigation commitments shall be recorded and/or enforceable as specified in the land mitigation plan.

		 

		Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		Mitigate for loss of hunting on Unit 34A

		 

		Recreation - hunting



		Rosemont shall agree to work with the FS regarding administrative control on the Rosemont Ranch parcels under the facility footprint.

		

		Forest Plan



		Other

		

		



		A community endowment trust is structured to be accessible to heritage and traditional uses and users in the area. Grants to be made from the annual funds available from the trust can be utilized to:

· provide educational and economic opportunities for public and tribal members 

· Sponsor education or training for tribal students 

· place interns in fields like wildlife biology, hydrology, cultural resource management, impact analysis and mitigation, business, mining technology, and other natural resource-related fields) 

· Develop cultural programs related to the heritage resources in the Santa Rita Mountain area.

· Develop classroom curricula or study units related to Native American history, in collaboration with the tribes whose traditional territories include the mine and Arizona school districts

· Develop displays and educational materials related to heritage resources in the Santa Rita Mountain area.

· Consideration of heritage resources- visual, wildlife, range management, livestock, etc., for the post-mining land use.

		FS American Indian Relations Policy

		Heritage – qualitative-spiritual, emotional

Socioeconomic – environmental justice

Consideration of heritage resources- visual, wildlife, range management, livestock, etc., for the post-mining land use.



		Upon discovery of significant paleontological resources, Rosemont will suspend work at that site and contact the designated Forest Service contact to investigate the discovery before work is re-initiated. The designated FS contact will promptly coordinate the investigation with appropriate FS specialists.

		

		Geology and Minerals



		Monitoring Required by Mitigation Measures Compilation

		

		



		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		 

		Air



		Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in the air quality permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or closure

		

		Air

Dark Skies



		Rosemont shall develop a Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan that includes periodic monitoring and eradication of designated noxious plants on Forest Lands. 

The Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan shall be reviewed periodically and adjusted as needed to apply to all project-related land disturbances on Forest Lands.

		 

		Plants – noxious weeds



		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor. This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		 

		Plants and Animals



		Provide endowment for managing invasive species.

		

		Plants – noxious weeds



		Monitor the nearby Lesser Long-nosed Bat roosts before, during, and after the mine project using accurate exit counts (e.g., infrared video counts).

		

		Animals



		As required by ADEQ under Aquifer Protection Permit rules and individual facility permit, Rosemont has accepted the design criteria and permit limits as needed to protect groundwater resources. A thorough engineering evaluation was completed for facilities to determine the appropriate Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT) required for design. Rosemont will develop a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan as per the terms of the APP permit.

		

		Will be combined with #127

Water – east-side quality

Heritage – sites, burials, collection areas



		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.

The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.

Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine. Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities.

		ADEQ APP, MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Combined with #115 and #119

*** RCC to provide examples

Water – east-side quality



		Monitor groundwater levels and make adjustments to mine management based on results. Monitor groundwater levels and minimize impacts to water levels and quality during reclamation.

		

		Water – groundwater quality



		Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		

		Water – groundwater quality



		Rosemont shall prepare a Production and Operation Blasting Plan as part of the Final MPO. The Blasting Plan shall include acknowledgement that approval of the Rosemont Final MPO includes a condition that Rosemont and any successors in interest or ownership of the Mine shall be required to repair or otherwise pay for all damages to area residential, historical, or other structures due to blasting at the Mine. A blast monitoring program shall be included in the blasting plan with monitoring points located between the areas to be blasted, and sensitive receptor sites. Results of blast monitoring shall be available on request to agencies and local residents.

		

		Pending effects determination

Noise and Vibration 

Public Safety



		Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions for field surveys as needed to record species composition, seed mixes used, canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species” in selected representative areas as reclamation proceeds. If seeded/planted species have failed to establish following the first two years, the plan shall provide for supplemental seeding and/or replanting. 

		

		Integrated into #178

Numerous resources/issues addressed



		Provide funding to the FS for a landscape architect to monitor landforming, revegetation, and other visual quality mitigation throughout the project, and modify or supplement visual quality mitigation measures to address concerns. 

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

		Visual Quality

Socioeconomic



		Coronado to hire, at RCC expense, an outside company to conduct spot check noise monitoring.

		

		Noise

Public Safety

Socioeconomic – quality of life



		Rosemont will provide funding to the FS for USGS streamflow gage monitoring station at Barrell Canyon.

		

		



		Monitor water quality and collect/dispose of pollutants in the runoff from waste rock and tailings piles.

		 

		Duplicative of #124/#128

Water – east-side quality
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From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Linda.Mayro@pw.pima.gov; Loy Neff; Melinda D Roth;

psteere@toua.net; sgriset@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; William B Gillespie; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: draft notes, rosemont heritage sub-group cooperators mtg June 17
Date: 06/22/2010 11:33 AM
Attachments: 2010-06-17_Heritage_Subgroup_MeetingNotes.docx

thanks to all participants for the good meeting last week.  Here are notes put
together by Suzanne and me-- if you see anything that needs to be corrected or
changed, please let me know by next Monday, June 28.  I'll incorporate changes &
send them to those members of our sub-team who couldn't be there and submit
them for the record.  

Mindee & Teresa Ann -- I also had two very drafty draft documents that we passed
out at the meeting, one a list of what processes & products we need for the NHPA
compliance, and one an expanded version of the project timeline with NHPA tasks
added.  Should they be added to the record as-is, or should we wait until they are
less drafty?  

Thanks!

Mary

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
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Rosemont Copper Project EIS Meeting notes

Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting 06/17/2010

Optional Heritage Sub-Group Agenda







Location:  	Federal Building, 300 West Congress, Tucson, Arizona, Room 6V6

Facilitators:  Mary Farrell, Coronado National Forest and Suzanne Griset, SWCA

Time:		1 to 4 p.m.





PARTICIPATING

Linda Mayro, Pima County

Loy Neff, Pima County

Peter Steere, Tohono O'odham Nation

Jamie Sturgess, Rosemont Copper Company

Suzanne Griset, SWCA

Bev Everson, Coronado National Forest (FS)

Mary Farrell, Coronado National Forest

Mindee Roth, Coronado National Forest



Sent Regrets:  

BLM: Amy Sobiek, Cindy Alvarez 

FS: Bill Gillespie, Teresa Ann Ciapusci 

RCC: Gordon Cheniae 

SWCA: Jerome Hesse 

Tohono O'odham Nation Joe Joaquin

Historical archaeologist: Jim Ayres





TOPICS DISCUSSED



Update on alternatives, per Forest Supervisor’s memo of May 11, 2010.  Rosemont expects to finalize maps for the alternatives within a month, and we will share the maps with Cooperating Agencies (CA).  Discussion of why the pit backfill alternative was dropped. 



Update on DEIS and EIS schedule, and review of NHPA compliance process. The mitigation table is nearing completion, but will be revised throughout the NEPA process. Question whether draft table can be shared with CA. Discussion of what processes and products will be needed to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act. Because Heritage is one of the key issues for comparing effects of alternatives, we need comparable data about the potential effects of each.  FS will request that SWCA complete archaeological survey of 3 of the final alternatives yet unsurveyed. 



Forest Service will be lead agency for RCP NEPA, and NHPA compliance, including coordinating annual monitoring for all agencies during the lifetime of the project.  Tohono O'odham Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Peter Steere requested that FS  coordinate consultation for power lines, too, even where the lines cross BLM, state, or private land.  To that end, Farrell will request copies of the EPG archaeology reports to distribute to cooperating agencies, including the Nation, BLM, and Pima County.  



Suzanne will provide examples of Historic Property Treatment Plans (HPTP’s) for the subgroup to review. Our HPTP will include a Memorandum of Agreement per NHPA 36 CFR 800, a burial treatment plan per the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), mitigation measures per the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA), mitigation measures under other authorities, and monitoring plans.



Brief discussion of mitigation measures and mitigation lands.  County suggests using socio-economic effects analysis to help determine the area of potential effects, for the cumulative effects analysis for Heritage issues.     



Next Heritage sub-group meeting to be scheduled for August 12, 13, or 19.  





Note:  Rosemont Copper Project EIS information, including Cooperating Agency meeting notes, can be found at  http://www.rosemonteis.us/     
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From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Linda.Mayro@pw.pima.gov; Loy Neff; Melinda D Roth;

psteere@toua.net; sgriset@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; William B Gillespie; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: draft notes, rosemont heritage sub-group cooperators mtg June 17
Date: 06/22/2010 11:33 AM
Attachments: 2010-06-17_Heritage_Subgroup_MeetingNotes.docx

thanks to all participants for the good meeting last week.  Here are notes put
together by Suzanne and me-- if you see anything that needs to be corrected or
changed, please let me know by next Monday, June 28.  I'll incorporate changes &
send them to those members of our sub-team who couldn't be there and submit
them for the record.  

Mindee & Teresa Ann -- I also had two very drafty draft documents that we passed
out at the meeting, one a list of what processes & products we need for the NHPA
compliance, and one an expanded version of the project timeline with NHPA tasks
added.  Should they be added to the record as-is, or should we wait until they are
less drafty?  

Thanks!

Mary

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
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Rosemont Copper Project EIS Meeting notes

Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting 06/17/2010

Optional Heritage Sub-Group Agenda







Location:  	Federal Building, 300 West Congress, Tucson, Arizona, Room 6V6

Facilitators:  Mary Farrell, Coronado National Forest and Suzanne Griset, SWCA

Time:		1 to 4 p.m.





PARTICIPATING

Linda Mayro, Pima County

Loy Neff, Pima County

Peter Steere, Tohono O'odham Nation

Jamie Sturgess, Rosemont Copper Company

Suzanne Griset, SWCA

Bev Everson, Coronado National Forest (FS)

Mary Farrell, Coronado National Forest

Mindee Roth, Coronado National Forest



Sent Regrets:  

BLM: Amy Sobiek, Cindy Alvarez 

FS: Bill Gillespie, Teresa Ann Ciapusci 

RCC: Gordon Cheniae 

SWCA: Jerome Hesse 

Tohono O'odham Nation Joe Joaquin

Historical archaeologist: Jim Ayres





TOPICS DISCUSSED



Update on alternatives, per Forest Supervisor’s memo of May 11, 2010.  Rosemont expects to finalize maps for the alternatives within a month, and we will share the maps with Cooperating Agencies (CA).  Discussion of why the pit backfill alternative was dropped. 



Update on DEIS and EIS schedule, and review of NHPA compliance process. The mitigation table is nearing completion, but will be revised throughout the NEPA process. Question whether draft table can be shared with CA. Discussion of what processes and products will be needed to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act. Because Heritage is one of the key issues for comparing effects of alternatives, we need comparable data about the potential effects of each.  FS will request that SWCA complete archaeological survey of 3 of the final alternatives yet unsurveyed. 



Forest Service will be lead agency for RCP NEPA, and NHPA compliance, including coordinating annual monitoring for all agencies during the lifetime of the project.  Tohono O'odham Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Peter Steere requested that FS  coordinate consultation for power lines, too, even where the lines cross BLM, state, or private land.  To that end, Farrell will request copies of the EPG archaeology reports to distribute to cooperating agencies, including the Nation, BLM, and Pima County.  



Suzanne will provide examples of Historic Property Treatment Plans (HPTP’s) for the subgroup to review. Our HPTP will include a Memorandum of Agreement per NHPA 36 CFR 800, a burial treatment plan per the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), mitigation measures per the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA), mitigation measures under other authorities, and monitoring plans.



Brief discussion of mitigation measures and mitigation lands.  County suggests using socio-economic effects analysis to help determine the area of potential effects, for the cumulative effects analysis for Heritage issues.     



Next Heritage sub-group meeting to be scheduled for August 12, 13, or 19.  





Note:  Rosemont Copper Project EIS information, including Cooperating Agency meeting notes, can be found at  http://www.rosemonteis.us/     
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Andrea Campbell; Debby Kriegel; Beverly Everson; Reta Laford; Keith Graves; Kendra Bourgart; John Able;

Tom Euler
Cc: Dale Ortman; Kristin Cox; Melissa     Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: Draft Proposed Action
Date: 09/30/2008 09:25 AM

The working draft Proposed Action is now on WebEx for your review.  Please note
that this is only a working draft and that, as a team, we have a lot of decisions to
make before we can put much more work into the PA.   At a minimum, we need to
resolve the following:

-Approximately length.  We have heard that this PA should be comprehensive, but
shorter than the Carlota PA (which was about 40 pages).  I think that this represents
an critical decision point because a comprehensive PA will be longer than the Carlota
PA

-Graphics and tables.  What graphics and tables do we need to support the PA?

-Outline- Per our last discussion as a team, we structured the PA around Region X's
MPO guidance.  However, there are several components (eg., Viewshed Protection
Plan, Bio Resource Plan, Lighting Plan, etc.) that don't fit into Region X's guidance. 
How should rectify this?

 

We are not expecting a comprehensive review of this version of the PA at this time,
rather a quick review that will allow us to collaborate on drafting the PA to be
forwarded to Region in October. 

 

See you tomorrow.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=98843>

 

Tom
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Andrea Campbell; Debby Kriegel; Salek Shafiqullah; Sarah Davis; Kristin Cox; Melissa Reichard; Beverly

Everson; Larry Jones; Deborah Sebesta; Keith Graves; John Able; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford; Walt
Keyes

Subject: Draft Purpose and Need
Date: 10/03/2008 03:54 PM

The revised draft Purpose and Need is now on WebEx in the Draft EIS Folder.  This
version incorporates the comments made to SWCA during the October 1 Core Team
Meeting.   <https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=99322>

 

Per Bev's request, I have also placed a copy of an outline of the Proposed Action in
the same location.

 

Tom
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Reta Laford; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Draft Scope of Work-Working Group Meeting
Date: 07/30/2008 08:04 AM
Attachments: Draft Scope of Work-Working Group Meeting JC final comments (2).doc

Reta,

Attached is Marty's latest scope.  I'm guessing that this may be moot.  Feel free to call me on
my cell today if you would like to discuss this.

Tom

<<Draft Scope of Work-Working Group Meeting JC final comments (2).doc>>

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us

The Rozelle Group, Ltd.


Prototype Work Group Scope of Work


July 22, 2008



Rosemont Copper Project 

Prototype Public Work Group Meeting


Draft Scope of Work


July 22, 2008


Purpose


As part of an enhanced public participation and collaboration process for the Rosemont Copper Project, in conjunction with the Environmental Impact Statement process, the Coronado National Forest plans to engage a prototype public Work Group to review the comment management system used to analyze Scoping comments. The intention is that this Work Group may serve as a model for other such groups that grow with the Project process, perhaps organized by other interested parties or around issues of public concern. 


Goals

, 

The public participation goals established for this effort are:


· To educate stakeholders about the comment coding methodology & content analysis process


· To initiate the effort to meet the commitment to involve the public in some type of working group process


Prototype Work Group Details


The study team initially thought that perhaps a Work Group could have involvement in the comment coding process.Instead, for this first prototype effort a workshop format will be used to inform and educate the public about the Forest Service categorization system used to code comments and the content analysis process. Study team members from SWCA and/or the Forest would develop and lead this presentation. Rozelle Group staff would facilitate a discussion among participants to answer questions and obtain feedback. 


Additionally, in keeping with the “prototype” concept, this meeting could be used as a brainstorming session to develop a plan for convening future work groups as an opportunity for input in conjunction with  the EIS process. Rozelle Group staff would facilitate this workshop exercise, breaking the group into smaller tables if necessary based on the number of participants. 


A possible agenda follows:

1. Presentation and Education on Comment Analysis Methodology and Process


2. Development of Work Group Concept & Logistics


· What is the function of the Work Group in conjunction with an EIS process?


· Should it be a standing group throughout the process, or have different participants depending on the discussion topic?


· How should participants/members be identified?


· Who should be on the Work Group or groups?


· When, where and how should the group(s) meet?


· How will non-members be included or informed?


· What should this group (or groups) be called, based on their function?


· Other questions, issues, concerns (e.g. meeting locations)


We suggest that this prototype work group meeting should be held after Labor Day in order to insure maximum opportunity for involvement by avoiding the  summer vacation season. Participants should plan on spending about 2.5 hours at the workshop. Logistical decisions that need to be made include the optimum number of participants, the best time for such a meeting (evening, daytime, weekend), and whether more than one meeting should be held at different locations. This scope of work assumes only one workshop, but can easily be modified to include more.


The method of identifying and inviting participants also requires discussion. It would seem appropriate to ask potential Cooperating Agencies to suggest participants from among their stakeholders. The study team could also identify key organizations and individuals from information obtained during the Scoping phase for the EIS. To foster transparency of the process it is important that all points of view be represented, whether opposed to or in favor of the project and including specific resource or public concerns. We often find that people are more willing to accept study results if they perceive that the study process is “fair”. Because this is a prototype work group meeting, the participants identified for this workshop may not be “permanent” members of ongoing work groups, but will assist the study team in developing the work group concept and operating procedures. We suggest that agency and consultant staff, and elected officials if they choose to attend, should not be members of the group but should serve as resources to answer questions and provide technical information.


Rozelle Group Scope of Work

The Rozelle Group, Ltd. will assist the study team in the following aspects of Work Group meeting planning, logistics, facilitation and documentation:


· Participate in 4 conference calls and 1 face-to-face meeting to plan for and design the prototype Work Group meeting – These meetings will be used to decide on meeting logistics, participation, presentation materials, and workshop materials.


· If requested by FS, contact Cooperating Agencies and other stakeholders to obtain suggestions on participants, and develop the invitation list for Forest Service review and approval


· Prepare invitations and supporting information for participants, to be approved by Forest staff – For cost estimating purposes, we assume that SWCA or FS will copy and mail the invitations, although we would do this if requested.


· Arrange meeting location(s) and time(s) – If insurance is required for facility booking, we assume that Forest Service will provide required certificates.

· Prepare meeting handouts and workshop materials, sign-in-sheets, and other supporting information, and provide refreshments – We assume that SWCA will prepare the presentation on comment analysis.


· Attend and facilitate the prototype Work Group meeting – This will require 2 staff members, including per diem for an evening meeting


· Document meeting results, including action items for implementation and minutes with appropriate attachments


A cost estimate for this scope of work is attached. 
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Cc: 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Draft Technical Memorandum - Sycamore & Scholefield Alternatives Cost Analysis Review
Date: 05/02/2010 09:13 AM
Attachments: Alt_Cost_Analyses_TechMemo_183101-1600_BK_20100427_REVISED_FNL.pdf

Sycamore&Scholefield_calculations_sprdsheets_183101_bk_20100416_FNL.xlsx
EconEvaluation_EstCostProposal_183101_cs_20100406_FNL.pdf

All,
 
Please find attached the draft Technical Memorandum and associated spread supporting
spreadsheet prepared by SRK at the request of the CNF to review the cost information provided by
Rosemont for various potential alternatives.  Also attached is the Scope-of-Work (SOW) as
approved by the CNF for this work.  As provided in the SOW the CNF has the opportunity to review
the draft Technical Memorandum and provide comment to SRK.  SWCA requests the CNF provide
any review comments no later than 21 May 2010.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. 
3275 West Ina Road, Suite 240 
Tucson, Arizona 
USA 85741 
 
bkennedy@srk.com 
www.srk.com 
 
Tel: 520.544.3688 
Fax: 520.544.9853 
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Technical Memorandum 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. Date: April 27, 2010 
cc: Tom Furgason, SWCA From: R. Bruce Kennedy, P.E. 


Allan V. Moran, R.G., C.P.G. 
Subject: Technical Review of Sycamore and 


Scholefield Alternative Cost Analyses – 
Rosemont Copper Project 


Project #: 183101/1600 


1 Objective 


This memorandum provides a technical review of the cost analyses prepared for three waste disposal 
alternatives at the proposed Rosemont Copper Project. The alternatives are: 


 Sycamore Canyon alternative—Conveyor option, 
 Sycamore Canyon alternative—Slurry Pipeline option, and 
 Scholefield-McCleary alternative. 


 The objective of the review was to address the following questions:  


 Are the cost estimates accurate? 
 Are the methodologies used in the cost estimates appropriate? 
 Are the cost estimates based on reasonable and efficient technological designs? 


2 Limitations and Sources of Data 


In the case of this work, there are specific limitations as to the scope of materials that were reviewed by 
SRK. As an example, SRK did not recalculate the total quantities of tailings, waste rock, or leach material to 
be relocated. The quantities and man-hours per unit quantity were assumed to be correct, as presented in the 
Rosemont Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) (Westland Resources, Inc., 2007) and other documents provided 
by SWCA (Rosemont, 2009) for the review. However, the designs of the conveyances, heap leach pad, and 
tailings facilities were reviewed, and where it was reasonable, the distances, changes in elevations, other 
design parameters, and cost assumptions were validated. Sources of data for the review were the MPO; 
multiple documents attached to a memorandum provided to SRK by SWCA (Rosemont, 2009); independent 
cost data that was based on recent industry experience; and independent calculations. 


3 Specific Calculations for the Three Alternatives 


Listed below are the three alternatives and the specific areas of each alternative for which calculations were 
reviewed and verified. Comments and observations are included for each alternative. 
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3.1 Sycamore Canyon alternative—Conveyor option 


There are two Sycamore Canyon alternatives, differing only in the method of tailings transport. The first 
alternative uses a conveyor and the second uses a slurry pipeline. Each alternative relocates all tailings to 
Sycamore Canyon, consolidates waste rock in Upper Barrel Canyon, and quarries rock on the west side of 
the Santa Rita Mountains for tailings capping and buttressing, rather than haul waste rock over the ridge from 
the east. The components of this alternative are reviewed below. 


a. Convey dewatered tailings to Sycamore Canyon 


The quantity of tailings was assumed to be as reported. The proposed design was reviewed and the 
capital cost elements were compared to the design. The review included verifying the distance and 
the number of conveyor segments, and reviewing the estimated capital costs of the conveyor system. 
SRK believes that the capital costs are correct for the purposes of this calculation (scoping study) but 
that electrical operating costs have been overstated. (See Section 6.3 for an explanation.) 


b. Quarry rock buttress material in Sycamore Canyon  


The quantity of material to be quarried initially was assumed to be correct, and the parameters 
affecting costs were checked, such as: haulage distance and construction requirements. At the time of 
the present evaluation, however, it would seem that the assumptions used for the construction of the 
tailing containment at the Sycamore Canyon site may result in containment rock quantities in excess 
of the actual demand. The design assumes that the buttress design would be the same as that for the 
MPO alternative (mine haul trucks dumping 150-foot wide buttresses; the design was based on the 
width required to operate 250-ton mine haul trucks), whereas if a contractor were to do the work, the 
width of the buttress could be significantly reduced. A review of the stability of a reduced buttress 
design would be required to verify the potential to reduce the quantity of buttress material. 


Second, the unit price was felt to be a bit low. In the study the unit price was assumed to be $1.90 per 
ton; a unit price of $2.10 was used by SRK. However, the volume requirement is the driving factor in 
the ultimate costs for this alternative. Consequently, an increase in unit price results in a negligible 
change in the ultimate costs.   


Third, based on the information provided by M3 Engineering of Tucson (M3) there appear to be two 
quarries from which material will be sourced for the tailings buttress construction: Quarry A&B, 
which is located on the north side of the tailings impoundment and Quarry C, which is located on the 
southwest side of the tailings impoundment. According to the drawings included in the package, 
Quarry A&B will eventually be covered by tailings.  


The M3 calculation worksheet under 1000 Sitework includes a cost item for Final Cover A&B, 
which accounts for $9 million. SRK is unclear on what this item represents. Depending on when in 
the mine life this occurs, however, the cost could be precluded as the quarry will be covered by 
tailings. 


c. Waste rock disposal in upper Barrel and McCleary canyons 


Waste rock quantities were assumed to be correct. The factors impacting haulage cost changes 
(distance, time, and truck requirements), as well as cost assumptions, were compared. SRK 
discovered there were several sources of volumes in the provided data sets, and prepared Table 1 to 
compare the costs, using each of those tonnage assumptions. By this method, SRK verified that the 
cost assumptions used in the comparison were appropriate and reasonable based on similar volumes. 
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Table 1 Waste rock disposal in McCleary Canyon 


Data Source  Tons  Truck Loads 
Round Trip 
Distance (miles) 


Round Trip 
Time (hours) 


Truck Hours 
(load x time) 


Additional 
Trucks 


$ @ $330/hr 
(extra haul 
cost) 


MPO  1,288,427,000     5,153,708   1.55  0.155         798,825   6    263,612,164 


DDWP MPO  719,827,000     2,879,308   1.55  0.155         446,293   3    147,276,604 


DDWP Upper 
Barrel Canyon 


1,229,284,000     4,917,136   1.55  0.155         762,156   6    251,511,506 


TetraTech 
volume 


756,100,000     3,024,400   1.55  0.155         468,782   4    154,698,060 


Extra truck capital would be $3.5 million per truck, depending on actual volume assumed, to be in range of $10.5 to 17.5 million based on these 
calculations. 
SRK calculations are based on the data sources shown in column 1.


The above calculations are based upon the following assumptions: 


 Tons/tons per truck= truck loads (all at 250 ton trucks)  
 Average speed, 10 mph for trucks loaded, up/down hills  
 Distance x 2 for round trip  
 Cost per hour for truck operation is $330  
 Additional truck requirements: Waste assumed duration = 20 years. Average truck hours per 


year 6,500 hours. 
 


d. Heap leach facility in Upper Barrel Canyon (Tailings Alternative #3) 


Quantities were obtained from the various sources provided, the haulage factors (distance, time, and 
truck requirements) were verified, and cost assumptions were compared. The change in liner costs 
based on area was ignored as it was a minor cost element compared to the haulage impacts. It was 
verified that the cost assumptions used in the comparison were appropriate and reasonable based on 
similar volumes. 


SRK reviewed the design of the heap leach facility and determined that efficient designs and 
assumptions for this level of evaluation were used. The unit prices for the construction and 
earthwork quantities were also reviewed and are felt to reflect reasonable and appropriate costs. As 
stated in Section 2, SRK did not recalculate the total construction and earthwork quantities; however, 
SRK verified random calculations of some line item construction costs. 


It is to be pointed out that as the volume assumptions change, not only does this impact haulage costs due to 
the change in volume times distance, but the quantity of haul trucks required can vary from the MPO 
quantities. This was presented as truck capital that varied with the quantity of material to be moved. In the 
case of the leach calculation, a 7-year operational leach pad was assumed, while for the waste stockpiles a 
20-year operational time period was used for calculating truck requirements. Thus the formulas varied with 
material type. 


3.2 Sycamore Canyon alternative—Slurry pipeline option 


This Sycamore Canyon alternative has tailings slurried to the canyon where they would be dried in a filter 
plant on the west side of the ridge. The other components of this alternative (b, c, and d) are identical to the 
Conveyor Option. 
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a. Relocate tailings filter plant to Sycamore Canyon and slurry tailings from the plant site  


A review of the design and a comparison to the capital design estimate was performed. The review 
included assumptions for the additional power line requirements, road requirements, tailing pumping 
costs, and return water system costs. The capital costs were felt to reflect reasonable, appropriate, 
and efficient designs and assumptions. As with the Conveyor option, it is felt that the electrical 
operating costs may be overstated. (See Section 6.3 for an explanation.) 


b.  Quarry rock buttress material in Sycamore Canyon 


The three points addressed in the Conveyor option are still valid.  


A fourth point to address is that the man-hour unit rates under 1000 Sitework for the Tailing Quarry 
& Buttress Construction A&B and C and Final Cover A&B and C are different from those used for 
the Conveyor option. In the Conveyor option a constant unit rate of $48.94/man-hour was used, 
whereas the unit rates used in the Slurry option vary from $31.12/man-hour to $67.86/man-hour. The 
difference in total costs for the items is less than 1 percent. SRK’s understanding is that there will be 
no difference in the tailings facility design or construction timing in the two options, so the 
difference in unit rates is unexplained. 


c. Waste rock disposal in Upper Barrel and McCleary Canyon 


This work is identical to the Conveyor option. 


d. Heap leach facility in Upper Barrel Canyon (Tailings Alternative #3) 


This work is identical to the Conveyor option. 


3.3 Scholefield-McCleary alternative 


The Scholefield-McCleary alternative consists of tailings disposal in Scholefield Canyon, with waste rock 
disposal and the heap leach facility located in McCleary Canyon. The Scholefield-McCleary alternative has 
two options for moving the tailings:  


 Conveyor Option—Convey dewatered tailings to Scholefield Canyon, and 


 Slurry Option—Relocate the tailings filter plant; slurry the tailings from the plant site to the 
relocated tailings filter plant, followed by conveyor to Scholefield Canyon. 


The components of this alternative are reviewed below. 


a. Tailings disposal in Scholefield Canyon 


i. Conveyor Option—Convey dewatered tailings to Scholefield Canyon. A review was 
performed of the proposed design and the design elements for capital cost estimating. It was 
verified that this alternative would require a permanent routing of the conveyor around the 
ultimate toe of the waste dump. This required four separate conveyor legs and associated 
access roads. This study conforms to industry standards for accuracy at a scoping study level 
(+/-30%), is appropriate, and is based on reasonable technology. As in the other options, it is 
felt that the electrical operating costs may be overstated. 


ii. Slurry Option—A review was performed of the proposed design and the design elements 
required for a capital cost estimate. This alternative consists of relocating the tailings filter 
plant and slurrying the tailings there from the Plant Site, followed by conveyor to 
Scholefield Canyon. This option requires a dedicated route around the base of the ultimate 
toe of the waste stockpile, associated access roads, piping, and electrical requirements. It 
also requires an extended tails pipeline and pumping system, return water lines, two 
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substations and two legs of an expanded conveying system. This study conforms to industry 
standards for accuracy at a scoping study level, is appropriate, and is based on reasonable 
technology. As with the other designs, it is felt that the electrical operating costs may be 
overstated. 


 
b. Waste rock disposal in McCleary Canyon  


The evaluation approach was similar to the prior two options, with adjustments for actual haulage 
distance requirements for the specific waste stockpile location. As in the prior evaluation segments, 
as the tonnage varied, so could the haul truck capital requirements. 


c. Heap leach facility in McCleary Canyon (Tailings Alternative 1, Phases 1 & 2) 


The evaluation approach was similar to the prior options, with adjustments for the actual haul 
distance requirements to this targeted leach stockpile location. As in the prior evaluation segment, 
the actual tonnage to be hauled could impact the haul truck capital requirements.  


4 Calculation Sheets  


A separate calculation sheet was created in Microsoft Excel for each alternative; the spreadsheet is attached 
to this report. This attached document was done as a spreadsheet so that the formulas used and assumptions 
are included. There is a separate tab for each of the three options and a final tab that includes the sources 
used. 


5 Summary and Observations 


The comparisons of the three alternatives to those prepared for the CNF show that the calculations are 
accurate to the standards of a scoping study; the methodologies used appear to be reasonable and appropriate 
and, in general, are based on efficient technological design elements. The possible exception to this is the 
Sycamore Canyon Tailings rock buttress design. The scoping level designs of the alternative transport 
mechanisms (slurry pipelines and conveyors) were well documented and match the design parameters in 
these proposed alternatives. 


SRK did note a potential opportunity to reduce the quantity of borrow material for the Sycamore Canyon 
alternative by reducing the crest width of the rock buttress. This would require additional stability analysis to 
determine the minimum thickness required for the rock buttress from a stability perspective. If a revised 
stability analysis is preformed on the Sycamore Canyon Tailings Facility the use of the “No Strength 
Tailings” in the core of the facility should be reexamined. The modeling of the tailings within the core of the 
facility with no strength is not representative of expected conditions and could force the rock buttress to be 
thicker than the expected condition requires. 


In all cases, SRK believes that the electrical cost assumptions may be overstated, as the design load factor 
was assumed to be 100 percent and the usage to be 100 percent. SRK believes that the duty cycle is more 
likely to be approximately 85 percent and the usage to be approximately 96 percent for an overall power 
consumption of approximately 82 percent of that stated in the study.  


SRK also noted that the conceptual closure earthworks and construction costs were not included for any of 
the alternatives. The closure for each of the alternatives will differ depending on areas of the facilities to be 
closed, including haulage cost (e.g. distance, time, and truck requirements) and construction requirements 
(e.g. recontouring, revegetation). 
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6 Bases of Assumptions 


The volumes of materials reviewed in this memorandum came from the following documents relating to the 
Rosemont project. 


 MPO source refers to the Westland Resources Inc. Mine Plan of Operations (Final MPO 070907) 
volumes that were shown on Table 2. Rosemont Copper Project Production Schedule is shown on 
page 12 of that document. 


 DDWP source refers to the Draft Deliverable Work Product table (Environmental Impact Statement, 
August 7, 2009) provided to SRK by Dale Ortman from the Coronado National Forest (CNF) and 
Rosemont Copper sources. That document had a variety of volumes that varied with each option and 
had different MPO values from the above document. 


 TetraTech source refers to various attachments included in the documents provided by Dale Ortman 
to SRK. These volumes varied slightly from the MPO and the DDWP volumes in some cases. 


To ensure that SRK evaluated ranges that included all options, SRK used all sources for calculations based 
on volume, including haulage costs and haulage capital. 


6.1 Quarry rock for tailing containment 


Volumes were taken from Tetra Tech documents and are slightly higher than the DDWP sources (95 million 
tons versus 92.85 million tons). 


SRK suggests that the design for this containment may be excessive. The design was copied from the MPO 
design using mine haulage to place mine waste as the buttress. This usage of mine equipment resulted in a 
buttress 150-feet wide at the crest. In the event that mining contractors were to do the work, smaller 
equipment would be used and a reduction in volume is likely. 


The cost assumption for contract miner quarrying was assumed to be $1.90 in the study. It is more likely that 
this number would be higher. SRK assumed $2.10 based on recent experience with mining contractors. 
Certainly, the volume required is the driver in this and not the unit cost assumptions. 


6.2 Truck requirements and costs 


Tons per truckload were specified as being 250 tons. Caterpillar, Komatsu, and Liebherr make 240-ton and 
+300-ton trucks. SRK used 250 tons per truck in their calculations to ensure similarity in cost comparison. 
Based on SRK experience with truck velocities on ramps and dump faces, SRK assumed a 10 mile per hour 
(mph) average speed. 


In each option, SRK verified the distance assumptions in the reports and found them to be reported for one-
way distances. SRK doubled this for round trip distance. 


Cost per truck operating hour was $330/hour in the study. Based on recent experience with CAT 793 (240 
ton) trucks with operating costs of $290/hour and Komatsu 930E (285-ton) trucks at $305/hour, the usage of 
$330 per hour was retained for SRK calculations. The volume of material and time spent will drive these 
costs more than the variance in hourly operating costs. 


Truck operating hours per year were calculated on the basis of 8,760 total hours in a year (365 days * 24 
hours) with assumptions of 85 percent availability and 88 percent utilization of available time. These 
assumptions generated available operating hours of 6,500 hours per year per truck. This number was used to 
calculate additional haul truck requirements by option. 


The calculation sheets for the various calculations made by Tetra Tech and Moose Mountain Technical 
Services were not included in the provided documents. SRK was able to come consistently within 2 to 20 
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percent of their cost numbers, however, mostly depending on assumed volume variations. This is accurate to 
scoping study levels. 


6.3  Construction capital and operating costs 


These cost estimates were prepared by M3 Engineering, a company with which SRK has professional 
experience and familiarity. SRK verified the proposed designs as being reasonable, then reviewed the M3 
cost estimates to ensure that they had adequately captured all the elements proposed in the design: number of 
conveyor segments, lengths of conveyors and pipelines, ancillary equipment, and so on. This resulted in a 
finding that M3 Engineering had designed what had been asked for in each case. 


SRK is not qualified to comment on specific costs; however, based on recent construction experience with 
M3 Engineering, their designs are considered by SRK to be good for scoping study level.  


SRK also reviewed the M3 proposed operating costs and feel that they have overstated the power to be 
consumed in all cases. M3 assumed a 100 percent load factor and 100 percent usage. In SRK’s experience 
with conveyor and pumping systems, a load factor of closer to 85 percent is typical and the usage factor for 
plant operations is closer to 96 percent at a well-run plant.  


7 References 


Rosemont Copper, 2009, Response to request for additional analysis dated September 3, 2009: memorandum 
from Kathy Arnold to Bev Everson, Rosemont Doc. No. 044/09-4.6.2 (redacted), September 25, 
2009, multiple documents, variously paginated. 


WestLand Resources, Inc., 2007, Mine plan of operations, unpublished report prepared for Augusta 
Resource Corporation, WestLand Project No. 1049.05 B 700, 98 p., 27 figs., and 4 appendices. 


8 Reviewer Qualifications 


The Senior Reviewer for conveyance options, R. Bruce Kennedy, P.E., is a Principal Mining Engineer with 
SRK Consulting in the Tucson office. Mr. Kennedy has more than 36 years of professional experience with 
open pit and underground engineering studies and operations, including mine planning, ground support, and 
expansion studies. Mr. Kennedy was directly responsible for providing the technical review of the Sycamore 
and Scholefield conveyance alternative cost analyses, and he oversaw the technical review of tailings, waste 
rock, and heap leach construction costs by SRK Consulting staff Clara Balasko, P.E., and Jasper Begay, 
E.I.T., in the Tucson office. Mr. Kennedy’s resume is attached. 


The Senior Reviewer, Allan V. Moran, R.G., is a Principal Geologist with SRK Consulting in the Tucson 
office. Mr. Moran has more than 38 years of diversified experience in mineral exploration management, 
mine geology, and property-specific geologic/economic/feasibility-level evaluations for a variety of metals 
throughout North America and parts of Central and South America, Africa, and Central Asia. Mr. Moran was 
responsible for technical review of the SRK draft Technical Memorandum. Mr. Moran’s resume is attached. 
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 Profession Principal Mining Engineer 
 


Education Bachelor of Science, Mining Engineering, New 
Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology, 
Soccoro, NM, 1973 
 


Registrations/ 
Affiliations 


Professional Engineer, New Mexico (#11023) 
Society for Mining Engineers 
Served as Chairman of Pinal Mountain Section and 


SW New Mexico Section of Society for Mining, 
Metallurgy and Exploration 


Mackay School of Mines Executive Advisory Board  
 
Specialization Mining Engineer with both open pit and underground engineering and operations 


experience.  Experienced in mine ventilation, ground support, mine planning and 
engineering studies.  Has also managed hydrometallurgical and flotation plants, 
participated in expansion studies, benchmarking of mine and hydrometallurgical 
plants, fatal flaw and due diligence evaluations. 


 
Expertise Mr. Kennedy has over 36 years of varied open pit and underground mining and 


mineral processing experience with a variety of mineral commodity types.  This 
includes open pit and underground mining operations.  He has supervised 
leaching and flotation processing facilities, operations, maintenance, adminis-
trative and technical staff. This work included assignments in Canada, Chile, Peru 
and Mexico.  Mr. Kennedy has worked 5 years on foreign assignments, which 
have provided extensive travel experience. 


 
Employment Record 
2010 – 2010 SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc., Principal Mining Engineer 


Tucson, Arizona 
2009 – 2009 Goldcorp, Operations Manager 


Penasquito Mine, Zacatecas State, Mexico 
2005 – 2009 
 


Quadra Mining Ltd., Vice President/General Manager 
Robinson Mine, Ely, Nevada 


2005 – 2005 
 


Phelps Dodge Mine Technology Group, Manager of Phelps Dodge Open Pit 
Slope Program, Safford, Arizona 


2001 – 2005 Phelps Dodge Miami, Hydrometallurgical Manager 
Miami, Arizona 


2000 – 2001 Phelps Dodge, Cerro Verde Mine, Mine Manager 
Arequipa, Peru 


1999 – 2000 Phelps Dodge, Candelaria Mine, Mine Manager 
Copiapo, Chile 


1997 – 1998 Phelps Dodge, Ojos Del Salado, Operations Manager 
Tierra Amarilla, Chile 


1996 – 1997 Phelps Dodge, Morenci Mine, Chief Engineer/Manager of Technical Services 
Morenci, Arizona 


1992 – 1996 Phelps Dodge, Tyrone Mine, Chief Engineer and Secretary/Assistant Treasurer 
of Pacific Western Land Company (Phelps Dodge land and water holding Co.) 
Tyrone, New Mexico 
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1990 – 1992 Phelps Dodge, ChinoMine, Mine Planner 
Silver City, New Mexico 


1986 – 1990 Bureau of Land Management, Acting Assistant Area Manager/Supervisory 
Mining Engineer, and Supervisory Environmental Protection Specialist 
Farmington, New Mexico 


1985 – 1985 Jacobs Engineering Group, Project Engineer for uranium mill tailing 
remediation projects 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 


1975 – 1985 Kerr McGee Nuclear Corp. (Quivira Mining Co.), Shift Boss through Mine 
Foreman and Sr. Mine Engineer 
Grants, New Mexico 


1973 – 1975 International Minerals and Chemicals Corp., Junior Mine Engineer/Shift Boss 
Carlsbad, New Mexico 


 
Languages English, Spanish (fluent) 


 
Key Experience: Mining and Process Engineering 
 
 Mercatur Minerals, Mineral Park Mine (Cu, Mo, Ag), Kingman, Arizona.  Part of SRK team 


working of Due Diligence report in support for bank refinancing of debt.  The mine is an operating open 
pit mine with Leach-SX-EW and flotation plant operations.  Responsible for evaluation of mining 
equipment, slope stability evaluation, capital and operating cost reviews. 


 Goldcorp, Penasquito Mine, (Zn, Pb, Au, Ag), Zacatecas, Mexico.  Operations Manager over mine, 
technical services, leach and Merrill-Crowe plant, and sulphide flotation plant operations and 
maintenance.  Identified stockpile materials suitable for leaching, mine production increased to target 
rates, flotation plant brought on-line. 


 Quadra, Robinson Mine (Cu, Mo, Au, Ag), Ely Nevada.  VP-GM of Robinson Mine during time of 
elimination of mining contractor, identification of problem metallurgy, slope control and monitoring 
programs, sequencing of pits and expansion of ore reserves.   Moly extraction plant constructed and 
operated, flotation plant expansion justified and constructed, part of evaluation team for Carlotta mine. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Mine Technology Group, Safford, Arizona.   Standardized open 
pit slope monitoring procedures across PD mines in North and South America, developed a monitoring 
program for the four underground mines, evaluated an in-pit crusher/conveyor system as alternative to 
haulage expansion for Candelaria mine, benchmarked automation in mining industry. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Miami Mine, (Cu), Miami, Arizona.   Mine/Hydromet/Tech 
Services Manager at the Miami facility.  Optimized copper production to offset pumping costs during 
low copper price, managed construction of a WESP unit on Miami Smelter, developed chemical method 
of fighting SX fires, assisted with corporate review of ore reserves at other mines, Mine Best Practices 
and six sigma participant, assisted with investigations in support of litigation. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Cerro Verde Mine (Cu, Mo), Arequipa, Peru.  Mine Manager 
during major expansion of production, pre-feasability study for mill, South American Best Mine 
Practices Team Leader.  Initiated Dispatch system and testing of GPS guidance on drills. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Candelaria Mine (Cu, Au), Copiapo, Chile.  Mine Manager during 
initiation of new pit expansion, tailing dam expansion and construction, and covering of old tailing 
dams.  Assisted in development of miner training program and was part of due diligence team for 
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evaluation of Cyprus Mining Company purchase and was involved in property evaluations in Spain and 
Brazil. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Ojos del Salado Mine (Cu, Au), Copiapo, Chile.  Operations 
Manager of two underground mines and flotation plant.  Initiated a program of combined safety, 
environmental and quality improvement, construction of new tailing disposal system and property 
evaluations. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Morenci Mine (Cu), Morenci, Arizona.   Technical Services 
Manager involved in several due diligence and property evaluations, MFL versus Mill Expansion study, 
project manager for a PLS drainage tunnel between two pits and for design and construction of Copper 
Mountain Haul Road.  Worked with four vendors to develop first GPS based shovel guidance system. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Tyrone Mine (Cu), Silver City, New Mexico.  Chief Engineer at 
transition from milling focused operation to a Leach/SX-EW focused operation.  Filed Plan of 
Operation for new pit expansion, closed Burro Chief Mine shaft for over-dumping, property 
management of land and water rights, expansion of reserves and closure plan, participant in PD Mine 
Benchmarking Team, developed and installed concept of side slope leaching with drip emmitters.  
Managed tailing dam monitoring and reporting program. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Chino Mine (Cu, Mo), Silver City, New Mexico.   Mine planning 
engineer, identified gap in mining claims, filed plan of operations, developed a crusher optimization 
strategy, identified need for and designed leach pad expansion, designed access road to new pushback.  
Monitored slope stability and pit dewatering activities. 


 Bureau of Land Management, Farmington Resource Area, Farmington, New Mexico.  Acting 
assistant area manager, Chief of Solid Minerals and Permitting groups.  Developed a computer based 
method of searching for land and environmental conflicts that was used in Coal Bed Methane Gas well 
permitting.  Did coal mine production verification (royalty calculations), resource evaluations, and 
permitting.  Mining Claim validity examination and mineral material appraisals as well as mineral 
trespass evaluations. 


 Jacobs Engineering Inc., Uranium Mill Tailing Remediation Act Project, Albuquerque, New 
Mexico.   Project engineer for design of Phillips Uranium Mill closure (Ambrosia Lake, NM), rip-rap 
design, PMP and PMF calculations, HEC 1 and HEC 2 run off models, radon cap design and 
optimization, off-site studies, subsidence evaluations.  Assisted with Bodo Canyon (Durango, CO), 
Mexican Hat, Monument Valley and Tuba City (Arizona) evaluations and Grand Junction, CO, off-site 
inventory. 


 Kerr McGee Nuclear Corporation, Ambrosia Lake Operations (U, Mo), Grants, NM.  Filled a 
variety of supervisory and engineering functions and developed a method of lining reamed raises to 
speed up mine development and reduce costs, installed an underground hoist, evaluations and 
operations of raise borers, Alpine continuous miners, testing and development of Split Set rock bolts, 
mine ventilation studies and controls.  Numerous mine evaluations, participated in leaching of mined 
out stopes via injection wells from surface, backfilling projects, road and pipeline design and 
construction. 


 International Minerals and Chemicals Corporation, (KCl and MgCl), Carlsbad, New Mexico. 


Mine ventilation and equipment studies, drilling program and ore reserves, designed and installed a 
back up crusher system.  
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Profession Principal Geologist 
 


Education B.S., Geological Engineering – Colorado School of 
Mines, Golden, Colorado (1970) 


 
Registrations/ 
Affiliations 


Registered Geologist, Oregon (#G-313) 
Arizona Geological Society 
Prospectors and Developers Association of Canada 
Society of Economic Geologists 
Society of Mining, Metallurgy and Exploration 
 


Certifications Certified Professional Geologist, American Institute of 
Professional Geologists (#9565) 


 
 
Specialization Mineral exploration management, geologic database evaluations for completeness 


and accuracy, geologic modeling of mineral resources, technical reports and input to 
pre-feasibility and feasibility level studies. Qualified Person (QP) for NI 43-101.  


 
Expertise Allan Moran is a Principal Geologist in SRK’s Tucson office.  He is an Oregon 


registered geologist and a Certified Professional Geologist through AIPG.  Mr. 
Moran has 38 years of diversified experience in mineral exploration, exploration 
management, mine geology and property specific geologic/economic evaluations for 
a variety of metals throughout North America and parts of Central and South 
America, Africa and Central Asia.  He has managed large multi-office mineral 
exploration programs, conducted numerous detailed property evaluations, managed 
resource definition drilling programs, conducted geologic due diligence and 
participated in pre-feasibility and feasibility level studies of mineral resource 
deposits for major and junior mining companies and as a consultant.  Commodity 
specific expertise includes 23 years evaluating various gold deposit models such as 
Achaean style greenstone-hosted gold, Carlin-Type gold, volcanic-hosted and 
intrusive-related gold systems.  In addition to gold, specific exploration expertise 
includes silver (three years), copper and molybdenum (six years), tungsten and 
uranium deposits (eight years). 
 
Mr. Moran’s duties include a broad spectrum of functions in exploration geology 
geochemistry and geophysics, drilling supervision, mine scale geology, deposit 
geologic modeling, geologic database construction, maintenance and verification and 
collaboration with resource modellers in deposit block modeling and resource/reserve 
estimation.  He has been project manager for multi-discipline projects such as 
scoping studies.  Additionally, Mr. Moran has authored and contributed to NI 43-101 
Technical Reports as a Qualified Person (QP), compiled feasibility reports on 
developing deposits and provided technical input to critical property due diligence 
evaluations of acquisition and merger opportunities.  
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Employment Record 
2005 – Present SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc., Principal Geologist 


Tucson, AZ 
2003 – 2005 Consulting Geologist, Project management, independent geologic evaluations, 


technical reports, technical support to exploration 
1998 – 2002 Cameco Gold Inc., Manager of Exploration North America, gold exploration and 


property evaluations 
Canada, U.S. and Mexico 


1995 – 1997 Granges (U.S.) Inc. / Vista Gold Corporation, North American Exploration 
Manager, gold exploration and development geology 
North and South America 


1995 Geologic Consultant, Property evaluation 
U.S. and Mexico 


1979 – 1994 Independence Mining Company (formerly Freeport McMoRan Gold Company 
and Freeport Exploration), Vice President and U.S. Exploration Manager, 
Corporate Acquisitions Geologist, District Exploration Manager, Senior Geologist, 
gold exploration in Western U.S. and corporate mergers and acquisitions 
U.S. 


1976 – 1979 Kerr McGee Resources, Geologist and Uranium Exploration 
Western U.S. 


1973 – 1976 Molycorp, Questa, Mine Geologist 
New Mexico 


1971 – 1973 Heinrichs GeoExploration Company, Geologist and Geophysical Crew Chief 
Southwest U.S. and Mexico 


 
Publications Author of numerous unpublished company reports and NI 43-101 Technical Reports 


as public documents listed on SEDAR for Toronto Stock Exchange 
mining/exploration companies 


 
Languages English, Spanish (functional in verbal/reading) 
 
Specialized 
Training 


Economic Evaluation and Investment Decision Methods 
Short Course by F. Stermole, Ph.D 


Sampling of Gold, Theory and Practice 
Short Course by Pierre Gy and Francis Pitard 


In-House Technical Meetings and One-Day Short Courses 
Geochemistry, geophysics, technical writing, resource modeling, geo-statistics 
and specialised geologic topics 
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Key Experience: Feasibility Studies, Geologic Due Diligence 
 
Mr. Moran has worked throughout the western U.S., Eastern Canada, Mexico and Latin America in 
exploration for copper molybdenum, uranium, gold and silver, and tungsten with extensive experience in 
gold exploration, discovery and development drilling as the background for due diligence evaluations and 
feasibility studies.  He has been involved with due diligence evaluations and feasibility studies of mineral 
deposits throughout various parts of the world.  Recent project experience includes: 
 
Due Diligence evaluations on Uranium properties in Namibia, Cameroon, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan 
and North America, Confidential Clients (2006 and 2009), exploration and development properties 
 
Due Diligence evaluations of copper properties and operating mines in Arizona, Confidential Clients 
(2005 - 2006) 
• Review of operations, geology and resource models, production outputs, costs and forecasts 
• Fatal Flaw due diligence evaluations in support of acquisition decisions 
 
Definitive Feasibility Study on the Trekkopje Uranium project in Namibia, UraMin Inc. (2006 - 2008) 
• Geological QP responsible for supervision of development drilling program and all inputs to the resource 


model 
• Resource estimation and NI 43-101 Technical Report 
• Geological input to mining and processing options for a world-class calcrete-hosted uranium vanadium 


deposit 
 
Definitive Feasibility Study on the Ryst Kuil Channel Uranium Deposits, South Africa, UraMin Inc. 
(2007) 
• Geological oversight to drilling/sampling programs, QA/QC and data inputs to the resource database and 


resource modeling 
 
Pre-Feasibility Study, an ISL Uranium deposit in Kazakhstan, Confidential Client (2007) 
• Geological review and input 
 
Feasibility Study for two ISL uranium deposits, Kazakhstan and Russia, Confidential Client (2008 - 
present) 
• Geological review of resource database and resource modeling procedures 
 
Due Diligence review of Wyoming Uranium assets, Confidential Client (2006) 
• Review of historical resources as an acquisition opportunity 
 
Due Diligence on several major open-pit copper operations in South America. Confidential Clients 
(2005) 
• Geological due diligence as part of a multi-disciplinary team evaluating all aspects of several open pit 


copper mining operations from an acquisition perspective 
 
Geologic Due Diligence (corporate experience 1990 - 2002) 
As a corporate staff Geologist, Mr. Moran contributed geologic due diligence reviews to corporate 
acquisition teams regarding geologic models, resource databases, reserve audits and economic models for 
mine specific acquisition opportunities and corporate merger evaluations. 
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Key Experience: Resource Estimation 
 
• Geological evaluation and modeling of project drill data using Leapfrog software 
• Classical statistics on drillhole assays data including grade distributions, grade ranges, correlations, 


QA/QC data evaluations and block model validations 
• Input to structural domains and geological wire-frame models used in resource estimation 
• Collaboration with resource modellers on estimation input parameters and resource classifications 
• Uranium resource data and modeling of stacked tabular sandstone-hosed deposits and vein deposits 
• Particular experience dealing with historical gamma-log data, comparisons with assay data and 


disequilibrium corrections 
• Gold resource drill data dealing with high-grade populations and nugget effects 
 
 
Key Experience: Exploration, Mine Development 
 
Mr. Moran has worked throughout the Western U.S., Eastern Canada, Mexico and Latin America in 
exploration for copper molybdenum, uranium, gold and silver, and tungsten with extensive gold experience 
in exploration, discovery, development drilling and feasibility related drilling and support studies. He has 
been involved with two gold deposit discoveries, delineation drilling on another, resource drilling on a zinc 
deposit, and discovery and delineation drilling of a molybdenum deposit currently in production.  
 
Dover Exploration Property, Copper Exploration Project, Arizona, CastleRock Resources Inc. (2003 - 
2004) 
• Evaluated the geologic data and completed a NI 43-101 Technical Report, recommending an aggressive 


exploration program 
• Managed a $1.2 million dollar program of geologic mapping, surface geochemical sampling, Quantec’s 


Titan 24 geophysical surveys, drill site selections and execution of 15 moderate-depth core holes to test 
for porphyry copper, vein copper and copper-gold skarn mineralization 


 
Nevada and Quebec gold discoveries, Cameco Gold Inc. (1998-2002) 
• Managed the North American exploration effort that resulted in the discovery of deep (+2000 ft) high-


grade gold mineralization, the JB Zone, at the REN property, northern Carlin Trend, Nevada. Total 
annual exploration budgets of C$3.0 to 5.0 million, delineation drilling is ongoing 


• Managed the Eastern Canada exploration office of Cameco Gold, that discovered gold mineralization at 
Despinassay, Quebec, a classical Abitibi-style greenstone hosted vein gold system  


 
Amayapampa Gold Deposit, Bolivia, Vista Gold Corporation (1996-1997) 
• Conducted geologic due diligence that supported the Granges Resources / Da Capo Resources merger, 


which was largely based upon the gold resource at Amayapampa, Bolivia  
• Supervised the infill confirmation and definition drilling that brought the resource to reserve status 
• Verified the resource database and defined the geologic modeling parameters input into the resource 


block model (geology, ore envelopes, geo-statistical search directions) 
• Coordinated with a consulting engineering company on the resource and reserve estimation methodology 
• Technical input to the feasibility study in support of development 
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Monywa Copper Deposit, Myanmar, Consultant (1995) 
• Participated in the scoping study of this deposit to determine the completeness and accuracy of the 


geologic database for resource/reserve estimation, in advance of a planned feasibility study by a 
consulting engineering company 


 
Cresson Mine, Cripple Creek, Colorado, Independence Mining (1993) 
• Responsible for geologic input to the due diligence team involved with the acquisition of the Cripple 


Creek assets from Nerco Minerals 
• Compiled an in-house feasibility study (AFE Document) with input from outside engineering, 


environmental and mining/resource consultants 
• Input to the Life-of-Mine economic model, staffing levels, operating and capital budgets in support of 


the production decision 
• Supervised outside consultant’s review of the resource and reserve model 
 
Sugar Creek Zinc deposit, Tennessee, Independence Mining Company (1991) 
• Supervised resource definition drilling on a Mississippi-Valley-Type carbonate hosted zinc deposit 
• Coordinated resource input to a pre-feasibility study by an outside engineering group 
 
Goat Hill molybdenum deposit, Questa, New Mexico, Molycorp (1973 - 1975) 
• Mine geologist and part of the geological team that discovered and drill defined the Goat Hill deposit 
• Managed the effective logging, sampling and logistics of an accelerated drill program consisting of nine 


core drills and two rotary drills 
• Mine geologist responsible for geologic mapping of the open pit mine 
 
Exploration and Exploration Management (1976 - 2002) 
• Personally managed all the exploration functions, contractor functions and budgets for exploration 


projects throughout North America in excess of 50 projects, several of which had multi-million dollar 
annual budgets 


• Established and managed a district office, managed an mentored junior staff and managed multi-office 
exploration programs in North America for two companies for a total of nine years 


• Knowledgeable of the geology and worked in most of the states in the Western U.S., Eastern Canada  
and parts of Mexico and South America 


 
Independent Geologic Evaluations  
• As an independent consulting geologist, conducted project specific geologic evaluations including geo-


statistical data analysis, structural geology, property exploration potential and resource database 
evaluations 


 
Geophysical Exploration 
• Two years as a crew member and crew-chief involved with field geophysical surveys for copper, gold 


and base metals in the U.S. and Mexico – IP/Resistivity, ground magnetics and gravity  
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Key Experience: Property Valuations 
 
• Completed three property valuations in conjunction with certified mineral appraisers – precious metals 


properties in Arizona and Utah (Confidential Clients, 2006 & 2009) 
• Input to technical economic models (cash flow analysis) for scoping studies, pre-feasibility and 


feasibility studies, as project participant and as project manager 
 
 
Key Experience: Technical Reports 
 
NI 43-101 Reports, UraMin Inc (2006 - 2007) 
• Initial Resource Estimate for the Trekkopje Feasibility Study, Erongo, Region, Namibia 
• Updated Resource Estimate for the Trekkopje Uranium Project, Namibia 
• Preliminary Assessment for the Trekkopje Uranium Project, Namibia 
 
NI 43-101 Technical Report, NCA Nuclear Inc (2007) 
• Elkhorn Uranium Project, Wyoming 
 
NI 43-101 Technical Report, VANE Minerals (US) Inc (2007) 
• Arizona Uranium Breccia Pipe Exploration Properties 
 
NI 43-101 Reports, Bear Creek Mining (2005 - 2006) 
• Geological QP for NI 43-101 Technical Report, Corani Silver-Gold Exploration Project, Peru 
• Initial Resource Estimate, Corani Silver-Gold Exploration Project, Peru 
 
NI 43-101 Reports, Galway Resources (2006 - 2008) 
• Indian Springs Advanced Exploration Tungsten Property, Nevada (2006) 
• Victorio Mountains Advanced Exploration Molybdenum-Tungsten  Property, New Mexico (2006) 
• Technical Report on Resources, Victorio Mountains Advanced Exploration Molybdenum-Tungsten 


Property, New Mexico (2007) 
• Preliminary Assessment, Victorio Molybdenum-Tungsten Property, Luna County, New Mexico (2008) 
• Lone Mountain Copper Exploration Property, New Mexico (2006) 
 
NI 43-101 Report, Tournigan Energy (2008) 
• Technical Report on Resources, Kuriskova Uranium Project, Eastern Slovakia (2008) 
 
Other NI 43-101 Technical Reports 
• Idaho Cobalt Project, Idaho, for Formation Capital Corporation (2005) 
• Pequop Exploration Property, Nevada, for AuEx, Inc. (2005) 
• Dover Exploration Property, Arizona, for CastleRock Resources (2003) 
 
Presenter on preparing NI 43-101 Technical Reports from the QP perspective  
• 1 day short courses for Arizona Geological Society (2007) and the Northwest Mining Association (2005) 


on the form, content and obligations of the Qualified Person 
 
CPR Report: Co Author on a Competent Person’s Report for an AIM listing (2006), Confidential Client 






Convey opt.

		Sycamore Canyon Alternative - Conveyor Option (Draft Deliberative - Not for Public Distribution)

				Baseline data assumptions:

						a. Convey Tailings to Sycamore Canyon

								Tailing volume to be identical in both cases.  Design for new tailing conveyor by M3

						b. Quarry rock buttress material in Sycamore Canyon

								*12 million initial and 95 Million total tons required, 0.8 mile haul,

						c. Waste Disposal in Upper Barrel and McCleary Canyons

								1.6 mile one-way haul compared to 1.0 mile haul in feas. 

								Additional haulage costs and additional equipment capital costs due to additional truck requirements. 

						d. Heap Leach facility in Upper Barrel Canyon

								Approximate 1 mile additional one-way haul based on maps provided.

								Additional haulage costs and additional equipment capital costs due to additional truck requirements. 

				Comments:

						*The assumption of volumes of rock buttress material is based on duplicating the design of that buttress from a "mine placed" design, 

								whch needed 150' wide haul road for mine haul trucks.   Contractor trucks would be smaller and could require a much narrower berm.

						It may be possible to design a rock buttress with a narrower width.  That would considerably reduce the volume required and the costs. 

						It is also possible that the borrow pit could be totally or partially located within the boundary of the tailing dam 

								and increase capacity of dam or reduce the height required for the ultimate tailing dam.

		SRK Review:

				a. Convey Tailings:  I examined the M3 design and verified the number of segments of conveyor, their length and the general design and found it to be of industry standards.

						I worked at a mine where M3 performed the conveyor designs and construction cost estimates and found them to be accurate and to industry standards.

						Power cost may be over-stated as they used 100% load factor and continuous usage.   Based on prior conveyor experience, I would have used

						85% load factor and 96% usage (availability) during the day for 23 average hours per day.   This would yield 81.6%  of the estimated power consumed in the study.

				b. Quarry rock buttress material in Sycamore Canyon:  										IF 95 million tons are required, then the calculation is approximately correct at $1.90 per ton, I would have used $2.10/ton.  

						95 million tons at $1.90/ton = $180,500,000								95 million tons at $2.10/ton = $199,500,000 

						IF the stability could be assured with a 50' rather than 150' wide berm, Volume would be 31.5 million tons at $2.10/ton = $66,150,000



				c. Waste Haul Calculations

						Tons/tons per truck= truck loads								all at 250 ton truck

						10 mph average speed for trucks loaded up/down hills

						distance x 2 for round trip

						Cost per hour for truck operation is $330

						Additional truck requirements: Waste assumed duration = 20 years.  Average truck hours per year 6,500 hours.



																				Round Trip		Round trip		trk hours		Addition		$ @ $330/hr

						Source						Tons				truck loads				dist (mile)		time (hrs)		loadsXtime		Trucks		Extra haul cost

						MPO						1,288,427,000				5,153,708				1.2		0.12		618,445		5		204,086,837

						DDWP MPO						719,827,000				2,879,308				1.2		0.12		345,517		3		114,020,597

						DDWP Upper McCleary Canyon						1,229,284,000				4,917,136				1.2		0.12		590,056		5		194,718,586

						TetraTech volume						756,100,000				3,024,400				1.2		0.12		362,928		3		119,766,240

						Moose Mountain difference						unknown but includes starter dam														7		212,500,000		unknown calculation method

						Extra Truck capital would be $3.5 million per truck, depending on actual volume assumed.  To be in range of $10.5 to 17.5 million based on these calculations.

						SRK calculations within 10% of Moose Mountain calculations.

				d. Leach haul calculations

						Tons/tons per truck= truck loads								all at 250 ton truck

						10 mph average speed for trucks loaded up/down hills

						distance x 2 for round trip																				 				 		 		 

						Cost per hour for truck operation is $330

						Additional truck requirements: leach assumed duration = 7 years.  Average truck hours per year 6,500 hours.

																				Round Trip		Round trip		trk hours		Addition		$ @ $330/hr

						Source						Tons				truck loads				dist (mile)		time (hrs)		loadsXtime		Trucks		Extra haul cost

						MPO						49,495,000				197,980				2		0.2		39,596		1		13,066,680

						DDWP MPO						100,000,000				400,000				2		0.2		80,000		2		26,400,000

						DDWP Upper Barrel Canyon						60,000,000				240,000				2		0.2		48,000		1		15,840,000

						TetraTech volume						73,000,000				292,000				2		0.2		58,400		1		19,272,000

						Tetra Tech cost difference						73,000,000				292,000												18,750,000		unknown calculation method

						Extra truck capital would be $3.5 million per truck, depending on actual volume assumed. To be in range of $3.5 to $7 million based on these calculations.

						SRK calculations within 3% of TetraTech calculations.





Slurry opt.

		Sycamore Canyon Alternative - Slurry Pipeline (Draft Deliberative - Not for Public Distribution)

				Note: this option is the same as the Sycamore Canyon Alternative- Conveyor option in terms of tasks b, c, and d.  Only task a is different.

				Prior calculations for tasks b, c, and d were performed on the prior tab.

				Baseline data assumptions:

						a. Relocate tailings filter plant to Sycamore Canyon and slurry tailings from Plant site.

								Tailing volume to be identical in both cases.  Design for new slurry pipeline, pumping plant, remote substation, filter plant relocation, 

								and tailing converyor modifications by M3 Engineering.

						b. Quarry rock buttress material in Sycamore Canyon.

								Identical to Convey option in terms of scope.

						c. Waste rock disposal in Upper Barrel and McCleary canyons.

								Identical to Convey option in terms of scope.

						d. Heap leach facility in upper Barrel Canyon (tailings Alternative #3)

								Identical to Convey option in terms of scope.

		SRK Review:

				a. Slurry tailings to Sycamore Canyon  and then convey tailings: 

						I examined the M3 design and cost estimates and verified that they had included costs for the items that would be in addition to the base case:

						additional power requirements, installed motor HP, tailing thickener, tailing pumps and booster pump station, additional piping for the tailings, 

						for return water and for gland water for the tailing pumps.    The work would also require large diameter valving and control systems such as VFDs 

						(Variable Frequency drives) required to control the slurry pumping system.  Instrumentaion and control systems are also critical to these sorts of 

						projects.    Their capital estimates of $8.3 million for plant equipment, $6.3 million for piping, $4.9 million for electrical expansions, and $1 million 

						for instrumentation have covered the changes in scope for this alternative

						It is to be noted that they also had a credit ($1.9 million) for some earthworks as compared to thebase case, so that there was not all increases in costs.

						I felt that the cost estimates were accurate for scoping, appropriate for the design desires, and based on reasonable and efficient technology.

						I do feel that the electrical power costs were perhaps overstated as they assumed 100% load and 24 hour per day usage.  In my experience, the 

						load factors could be less (~85%) and the usage would be about 96% based on plant availability.   This could reduce the power requirements

						to approximately 81.6% of what is stated in this study.

								Sycamore Canyon Tailings Options				Convey Tailings				Slurry and Filter Plant Relocation

								Description		Manhours		Unit Rate/ Manhour		Labour Cost		Unit Rate/ Manhour		Labour Cost

								Total Quarry and Buttress Construction A&B		236,554		$   48.94		$   11,578,016		$   55.23		$   13,063,812

								Total Quarry and Buttress Construction C		188,640		$   48.94		$   9,282,867		$   39.55		$   7,460,787

								Final Cover A&B		44,764		$   48.94		$   2,190,963		$   67.86		$   3,037,902

								Final Cover C		22,239		$   48.94		$   1,088,493		$   31.12		$   692,066

								Total Labour Cost		- 0		- 0		24,140,339		- 0		24,254,567





Sch-McC opt

		Scholefield-McCleary Alternative (Draft Deliberative - Not for Public Distribution)

				Baseline data assumptions:

						a. Tailing disposal in Scholefield Canyon.  Cost and size of filter plant to be similar but location will vary.

								i. Conveyor Option - Convey dewatered tailing to Scholefield Canyon

								ii. Slurry Option - Relocate tailing filter plant and slurry tailings from plant site followed by conveyor to Scholefield Canyon.

										Tailings volume to be identical in both cases and task is to review designs performed by M3 Engineering

						b. Waste rock disposal in McCleary Canyon

								Estimated 0.775 mile additional one way haul compared to base study.

								Additional haulage costs and additional capital equipment costs due to additional truck requirements.

						c. Heap leach facility in McCleary Canyon (tailings Alternative 1, Phases 1&2)

								Estimated 1.14 mile additional one way haul compared to base study.

								Additional haulage costs and additional capital equipment costs due to additional truck requirements.

		SRK Review:

				a. Tailing disposal in Scholefield Canyon

						I examined the M3 design and cost estimates and verified that they had included costs for the items that would be in addition to the base case:

								i. This case requires that a permanent conveyor route be established around the ultimate waste dump footprint.  As a result, 

								this conveyor requires 4 long conveyor legs and associated motors and controls as compared to the base case.  The dewatering plant

								costs remain the same as the base case.  Additional access roads were required for this option and included in the costs.

								My review shows that the conveyor legs match the design drawings in length and number, included additional equipment and electrical 

								equipment.   The capital costs can be considered to be accurate for scoping study level.  Electrical costs may be overstated and I would 

								assume a reduction to 81.6% based on an 85 (rather than 100%) load factor and 96% (rather than 100%)availability on the plant.

								ii. This case requires that a permanent slurry line and tailing conveyor route be established around the ultimate waste dump footprint.

								As a result, there is additional tailing thickening and pumping requirements, additional conveyor lengths and segments, additional remote

								electrical works, piping and control systems required.  The additional access road required was include in the costs.

								My review shows that the slurry pipeline length and associated additional requirements were included in the design.  This included

								the tailing thickener, additional substations, booster pumps, piping for slurry, return water and gland water for pumps.  The conveyor portion 

								consisted of two legs with associated electrical works.  The capital costs can be considered to be accurate for scoping study level.

								As noted above, in my opinion the electrical operating costs are possibly overstated.

				b. Waste rock disposal in McCleary Canyon

						Tons/tons per truck= truck loads								all at 250 ton truck

						10 mph average speed for trucks loaded up/down hills

						distance x 2 for round trip

						Cost per hour for truck operation is $330

						Additional truck requirements: Waste assumed duration = 20 years.  Average truck hours per year 6,500 hours.



																				Round Trip		Round trip		trk hours		Addition		$ @ $330/hr

						Source						Tons				truck loads				dist (mile)		time (hrs)		loadsXtime		Trucks		Extra haul cost

						MPO						1,288,427,000				5,153,708				1.55		0.155		798,825		6		263,612,164

						DDWP MPO						719,827,000				2,879,308				1.55		0.155		446,293		3		147,276,604

						DDWP Upper McCleary Canyon						1,229,284,000				4,917,136				1.55		0.155		762,156		6		251,511,506

						TetraTech volume						756,100,000				3,024,400				1.55		0.155		468,782		4		154,698,060

						Extra truck capital would be $3.5 million per truck, depending on actual volume assumed. To be in range of $10.5 to $21 million based on these calculations.





				c. Heap leach facility in McCleary Canyon (tailings Alternative 1, Phases 1&2)

						Tons/tons per truck= truck loads								all at 250 ton truck

						10 mph average speed for trucks loaded up/down hills

						distance x 2 for round trip

						Cost per hour for truck operation is $330

						Additional truck requirements: Leach assumed duration = 7 years.  Average truck hours per year 6,500 hours.



																				Round Trip		Round trip		trk hours		Addition		$ @ $330/hr

						Source						Tons				truck loads				dist (mile)		time (hrs)		loadsXtime		Trucks		Extra haul cost

						MPO						49,495,000				197,980				2.28		0.228		45,139		1		14,896,015

						DDWP MPO						100,000,000				400,000				2.28		0.228		91,200		2		30,096,000

						DDWP Upper McCleary Canyon						60,000,000				240,000				2.28		0.228		54,720		1		18,057,600

						TetraTech volume						73,000,000				292,000				2.28		0.228		66,576		1		21,970,080

						Extra truck capital would be $3.5 million per truck, depending on actual volume assumed. To be in range of $3.5 to $7 million based on these calculations.





Basis of assumptions

		BASIS OF ASSUMPTIONS (Draft Deliberative - Not for Public Distribution)

		The volumes of materials came from several documents relating to the Rosemont project.

				MPO source refers to the Westland Resources Inc. Mine Plan of Operations (Final MPO 070907) volumes that were shown on  

						Table 2. Rosemont Copper Project Production Schedule shown on page 12 of that document.

				DDWP source refers to the Draft Deliverable Work Product table (Environmental Impact Statement- August 7, 2009) table 

						provided to SRK by Dale Ortmann from USFS and Rosemont sources.  That document had a variety of 

						volumes that varied with each option and had different MPO  values from the above document.

				TetraTech source refers to various attachments included in the documents provided by Dale Ortmann to SRK.

						These volumes varied slightly from the MPO and the DDWP volumes in some cases.

				To assure that I evaluated ranges that included all options, I used all sources for calculations based on volume.   That included haulage costs and haulage capital.

		Quarry Rock for tailing containment

				Volumes were taken from TetraTech documents and are slightly higher than the DDWP sources.  (95 million tons versus 92.85 million tons)

				SRK suggests that the design for this containment may be excessive.   The design was copied from the MPO design using mine haulage

				to place mine waste as the buttress.   This usage of mine equipment resulted in a buttress 150' wide at the crest.  In the event that a mining 

				contractor were to do the work, smaller equipment would be used and a reduction in volume is likely.

				The cost assumption for contract miner quarrying was assumed to be $1.90 in the study.   It is more likely that this number would be higher

				I assumed $2.10 based on recent personal experience with mining contractors.  Certainly, the volume required is the driver in this and not 

				the unit cost assumptions.

		Truck requirements and costs

				Tons per truck-load were specified as being 250 tons.   Caterpillar, Komatsu and Liebherr make 240 ton and +300 ton trucks.  

						250 tons per truck was used in my calculations to assure similarity in cost comparison.

				Based on personal experience with truck velocities on ramps and dump faces, I assumed a 10 mph average speed.

				In each option, I verified the distance assumptions in the reports and found them to be reported for 1 way distances.   I doubled this for round trip distance.

				Cost per truck operating hour was $330/hr. in the study.   Based on recent experience with CAT 793 (240 ton) trucks with operating costs of $290/hr and

						Komatsu 930E (285 ton) trucks at $305/hr. the usage of $330 per hour was retained for my calculations.  The volume of material and time spent 

						will drive these costs more than the variance in hourly operating costs.

				Truck operating hours per year was calculated based on 8760 total hours in a year (365 * 24) with assumptions of 85% availability and 88% utilization of available.

						This generated available operating hours per year per truck at 6,500 hours per year.   This number was used to calculate additional haul truck requirements by option.

				The calculation sheets for the various calculations made by TetraTech and Moose Mountain were not included but I was able to consistantly come within 2-20% of their

						cost numbers, mostly depending on assumed volume variations.   This is accurate to scoping study levels.

		Construction capital and operating costs

				These cost extimates were preparred by M3 Engineering, a company I have delt with several times.   I verified the designs being proposed as being reasonable.

				I then reviewed their cost estimates to assure that they had adequately captured all the elements proposed in the design: number of conveyor segments, lengths of 

				conveyors and pipelines, anciliary equipment, etc.   This resulted in a finding that they had designed what had been asked for in each case.

				The costs for those items I am not qualified to comment upon except to say that based on recent construction experience with M3 that their designs are  good for scoping study level.

				I also reviewed their proposed operating costs and feel that they have overstated the power to be consumed in all cases.   They assumed a 100% load factor and 100% usage.

				In my experience with conveyor and pumping systems, a load factor of closer to 85% is typical and that the usage factor for plant operations is closer to 96% at a well run plant.
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Memorandum 
 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. Date: April 6, 2010 


cc: Tom Furgason, SWCA; C. Hoag, SRK From: Claudia Stone, R.G. 


Subject: Rosemont EIS – Proposal and Cost  Project #: 183101 


 Estimate for Technical Review of Sycamore and Scholefield Alternative Cost Analyses 


SRK Consulting, Inc. (SRK) was provided a scope of work (SOW) and request for cost estimate by Mr. Dale 
Ortman (Ortman, 2010), on behalf of SWCA and the Coronado National Forest (CNF). The Scope of Work 
is to provide a technical review of the Sycamore and Scholefield alternative cost analyses. This memoran-
dum provides a scope of work, key personnel, cost estimate, and schedule for this project, as requested by 
Mr. Ortman. 


Scope of Work and Approach 


SRK will review the report, Response to request for additional analysis dated September 3, 2009, September 
25, 2009 (Rosemont Copper, 2009). This report is a memorandum containing information pertaining to three 
potential alternative cost analyses for mine waste disposal at the proposed Rosemont Copper project. The 
alternatives are: 


 Sycamore Canyon Alternative—Conveyor Option 
 Sycamore Canyon Alternative—Slurry Pipeline Option 
 Scholefield-McCleary Alternative 


The review will focus on answering the following questions: 


 Are the cost estimates accurate? 
 Are the methodologies used in the cost estimates appropriate? 
 Are the cost estimates based on reasonable and efficient technological designs? 


The specific tasks to be undertaken during this review include the following: 


 Review the subject report, including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or selected by SRK 
and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject report and the current Mine Plan of 
Operations (MPO) (Westland Resources, 2007); 


 Prepare a Draft Technical Review Memorandum; and 
 Prepare a Final Technical Review Memorandum one week after receipt of SWCA and CNF editorial 


comments; SRK assumes one round of review only. 


The review will be performed in the context of the MPO, and it will conform to the guidelines in the memo-
randum of July 19, 2009, Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for Preparation of Review 
Memoranda (Ortman, 2009). The work performed by SRK will be a document and cost-estimate review on-
ly. Any additional technical review requested by SWCA and/or CNF will be out of the scope of this work. 
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Cost Estimate 


The cost for this Scope of Work is estimated not to exceed $18,000. The fee structure is shown in Table 1. 
The estimated fee includes: review of the Rosemont Copper documents and estimated costs pertaining to the 
Sycamore and Scholefield alternative cost analyses and relevant portions of the MPO; preparation of a draft 
Technical Review Memorandum; response to editorial comments provided by SWCA and/or CNF; and prep-
aration of a final Technical Review Memorandum. There is no contingency for additional evaluation, if re-
quested by SWCA or CNF. 


Timing 


SRK is able to begin work on April 6, 2010, upon receipt of a verbal or written notice to proceed. SRK antic-
ipates a signed Change Order or contract as soon as possible afterwards. SRK will expedite the review, but is 
unable to commit to the April 9 deadline. However, SRK anticipates exceeding the non-accelerated schedule 
of providing a draft Technical Memorandum 2 weeks following a written Notice to Proceed and a signed 
Change Order. One week after receipt of complete editorial comments from SWCA and the CNF, SRK will 
provide a Final Technical Review Memorandum to SWCA. SRK understands that the notice to proceed is 
contingent upon SWCA approving SRK’s proposed approach, cost estimate, schedule, and responsible per-
sonnel.  


Qualifications of Responsible Personnel  


The review of alternatives will require input from a team of SRK professionals with the relevant mining ex-
perience. The team will be sourced out of the Tucson offices. The review and technical memorandum will be 
prepared by, or under the direct supervision of personnel having at least a bachelor’s degree and 10 years of 
professional experience in the relevant technical fields, with an emphasis on hard-rock mining. The level of 
professional experience of key personnel will meet or exceed that required in the most current version of the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the CNF and Rosemont Copper Company. The report prepared by 
SRK will briefly summarize the qualifications of the key personnel, include résumés as required, and will 
include statements to SWCA affirming that the evaluations were prepared by them or under their direct su-
pervision.  


Key personnel who will be responsible for this evaluation are R. Bruce Kennedy, P.E., SRK Principal Min-
ing Engineer, and Allan V. Moran, SRK Principal Geologist. Other personnel with relevant technical exper-
tise, who will provide assistance, include the following SRK professionals: 
 


 Clara Balasko, P.E., SRK Engineer 
 Jasper Begay, SRK Engineer in Training 
 Cori K Hoag, R.G., SRK Principal Geologist 


 
The contributions of these individuals will be focused on their specific areas of expertise. Mr. Kennedy has 
more than 36 years of professional experience with open pit and underground engineering studies and opera-
tions, including mine planning, ground support, and expansion studies. Mr. Kennedy will be directly respon-
sible for providing and/or overseeing the technical review of the Sycamore and Scholefield alternative cost 
analysis.  
 
Mr. Moran has more than 38 years of diversified experience in mineral exploration management, mine geol-
ogy, and property-specific geologic/economic evaluations for a variety of metals throughout North America 
and parts of Central and South America, Africa, and Central Asia. Mr. Moran will be responsible for technic-
al review of the SRK draft and final Technical Memoranda. 
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In the event that a particular specialist becomes unavailable, a professional of equal or more relevant expe-
rience will be substituted, with SWCA’s approval, to provide the services in the time frame required. The 
resumes of key personnel were provided in prior submissions, except Mr. Moran’s and Mr. Kennedy’s, 
which are contained in Attachment A. 


The Technical Final Memorandum will briefly summarize the qualifications of the key personnel, will in-
clude a copy of each résumé, and will include a statement to SWCA affirming that the evaluation was pre-
pared by the indicated person or under his/her direct supervision. Personnel with overall responsibility for 
project coordination and task management are Corolla K Hoag, R.G. and Claudia Stone, R.G. 
 
As stated previously in other proposals related to the EIS support work SRK is performing, SRK’s indepen-
dence is ensured by the fact that SRK holds no equity in any mining project and that its ownership rests sole-
ly with its staff. Neither SRK nor any of its employees and associates who may be consulted in the prepara-
tion of this evaluation of the ACDs has worked directly for the Augusta Resource Rosemont Copper Project 
or has any beneficial interest in Rosemont. SRK will be paid a fee for this work in accordance with normal 
professional consulting practices. 
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Ortman, D., 2009, Review of Rosemont Technical Documents, Guidelines for Preparation of Review Memo-
randa, Project Memorandum, Rosemont EIS Project, to Claudia Stone (SRK) and Rebecca Miller 
(MWH), 2 p. 


_____ 2010, Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate: Sycamore & Scholefield Alter-
native Cost Analysis Review, Project Memorandum, Rosemont EIS Project, 1 April, 2010, 5 p. 


Rosemont Copper, 2009, Response to request for additional analysis dated September 3, 2009, memorandum 
to Bev Everson, Coronado National Forest, from Kathy Arnold, Rosemont Copper, dated September 
25, 2009: various memoranda, tables, figures, and other documents, variously paginated. 


WestLand Resources, Inc., 2007, Mine plan of operations: unpublished report prepared for Augusta Re-
source Corporation, WestLand Project No. 1049.05 B 700, 98 p., 27 figs., and 4 appendices. 


 


Table 1 Cost Estimate— Review of Sycamore and Scholefield Alternative Cost Analyses  


    Rate/Hour  Time  Cost 


SRK Team 
Member 


Discipline  (US$)  (Hrs)  (US$) 


Cori Hoag  Consultation, administration, and report review  $170  5  $850.00 


Claudia Stone  Project coordination, consultation, report preparation  $130  13  $1,690.00 


Bruce Kennedy  Obtain unit costs from Infomine cost estimator, calcu‐
late and compare mining cost options and assumptions 


$260  32  $8,320.00 


Allan Moran  Senior technical review  $190  3  $570.00 


Clara Balasko  Tailing dam verification of costs, comments/review of 
technology and assumptions 


120  16  1920.00 


Jasper Begay  Rock armor verification of costs, comments/review of 
technology and assumptions 


$105  16  $1,680.00 


Support Staff  Administration  $70  3  $210.00 


Total Fees    88  $15,240.00 


5.0% Office Overhead      $762.00 


10.0% Contingency      $1,524.00 


TOTAL PROJECT COSTS      $17,526.00 
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 Profession Principal Mining Engineer 
 


Education Bachelor of Science, Mining Engineering, New 
Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology, 
Soccoro, NM, 1973 
 


Registrations/ 
Affiliations 


Professional Engineer, New Mexico (#11023) 
Society for Mining Engineers 
Served as Chairman of Pinal Mountain Section and 


SW New Mexico Section of Society for Mining, 
Metallurgy and Exploration 


Mackay School of Mines Executive Advisory Board  
 
Specialization Mining Engineer with both open pit and underground engineering and operations 


experience.  Experienced in mine ventilation, ground support, mine planning and 
engineering studies.  Has also managed hydrometallurgical and flotation plants, 
participated in expansion studies, benchmarking of mine and hydrometallurgical 
plants, fatal flaw and due diligence evaluations. 


 
Expertise Mr. Kennedy has over 36 years of varied open pit and underground mining and 


mineral processing experience with a variety of mineral commodity types.  This 
includes open pit and underground mining operations.  He has supervised 
leaching and flotation processing facilities, operations, maintenance, adminis-
trative and technical staff. This work included assignments in Canada, Chile, Peru 
and Mexico.  Mr. Kennedy has worked 5 years on foreign assignments, which 
have provided extensive travel experience. 


 
Employment Record 
2010 – 2010 SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc., Principal Mining Engineer 


Tucson, Arizona 
2009 – 2009 Goldcorp, Operations Manager 


Penasquito Mine, Zacatecas State, Mexico 
2005 – 2009 
 


Quadra Mining Ltd., Vice President/General Manager 
Robinson Mine, Ely, Nevada 


2005 – 2005 
 


Phelps Dodge Mine Technology Group, Manager of Phelps Dodge Open Pit 
Slope Program, Safford, Arizona 


2001 – 2005 Phelps Dodge Miami, Hydrometallurgical Manager 
Miami, Arizona 


2000 – 2001 Phelps Dodge, Cerro Verde Mine, Mine Manager 
Arequipa, Peru 


1999 – 2000 Phelps Dodge, Candelaria Mine, Mine Manager 
Copiapo, Chile 


1997 – 1998 Phelps Dodge, Ojos Del Salado, Operations Manager 
Tierra Amarilla, Chile 


1996 – 1997 Phelps Dodge, Morenci Mine, Chief Engineer/Manager of Technical Services 
Morenci, Arizona 


1992 – 1996 Phelps Dodge, Tyrone Mine, Chief Engineer and Secretary/Assistant Treasurer 
of Pacific Western Land Company (Phelps Dodge land and water holding Co.) 
Tyrone, New Mexico 
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1990 – 1992 Phelps Dodge, ChinoMine, Mine Planner 
Silver City, New Mexico 


1986 – 1990 Bureau of Land Management, Acting Assistant Area Manager/Supervisory 
Mining Engineer, and Supervisory Environmental Protection Specialist 
Farmington, New Mexico 


1985 – 1985 Jacobs Engineering Group, Project Engineer for uranium mill tailing 
remediation projects 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 


1975 – 1985 Kerr McGee Nuclear Corp. (Quivira Mining Co.), Shift Boss through Mine 
Foreman and Sr. Mine Engineer 
Grants, New Mexico 


1973 – 1975 International Minerals and Chemicals Corp., Junior Mine Engineer/Shift Boss 
Carlsbad, New Mexico 


 
Languages English, Spanish (fluent) 


 
Key Experience: Mining and Process Engineering 
 
 Mercatur Minerals, Mineral Park Mine (Cu, Mo, Ag), Kingman, Arizona.  Part of SRK team 


working of Due Diligence report in support for bank refinancing of debt.  The mine is an operating open 
pit mine with Leach-SX-EW and flotation plant operations.  Responsible for evaluation of mining 
equipment, slope stability evaluation, capital and operating cost reviews. 


 Goldcorp, Penasquito Mine, (Zn, Pb, Au, Ag), Zacatecas, Mexico.  Operations Manager over mine, 
technical services, leach and Merrill-Crowe plant, and sulphide flotation plant operations and 
maintenance.  Identified stockpile materials suitable for leaching, mine production increased to target 
rates, flotation plant brought on-line. 


 Quadra, Robinson Mine (Cu, Mo, Au, Ag), Ely Nevada.  VP-GM of Robinson Mine during time of 
elimination of mining contractor, identification of problem metallurgy, slope control and monitoring 
programs, sequencing of pits and expansion of ore reserves.   Moly extraction plant constructed and 
operated, flotation plant expansion justified and constructed, part of evaluation team for Carlotta mine. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Mine Technology Group, Safford, Arizona.   Standardized open 
pit slope monitoring procedures across PD mines in North and South America, developed a monitoring 
program for the four underground mines, evaluated an in-pit crusher/conveyor system as alternative to 
haulage expansion for Candelaria mine, benchmarked automation in mining industry. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Miami Mine, (Cu), Miami, Arizona.   Mine/Hydromet/Tech 
Services Manager at the Miami facility.  Optimized copper production to offset pumping costs during 
low copper price, managed construction of a WESP unit on Miami Smelter, developed chemical method 
of fighting SX fires, assisted with corporate review of ore reserves at other mines, Mine Best Practices 
and six sigma participant, assisted with investigations in support of litigation. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Cerro Verde Mine (Cu, Mo), Arequipa, Peru.  Mine Manager 
during major expansion of production, pre-feasability study for mill, South American Best Mine 
Practices Team Leader.  Initiated Dispatch system and testing of GPS guidance on drills. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Candelaria Mine (Cu, Au), Copiapo, Chile.  Mine Manager during 
initiation of new pit expansion, tailing dam expansion and construction, and covering of old tailing 
dams.  Assisted in development of miner training program and was part of due diligence team for 
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evaluation of Cyprus Mining Company purchase and was involved in property evaluations in Spain and 
Brazil. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Ojos del Salado Mine (Cu, Au), Copiapo, Chile.  Operations 
Manager of two underground mines and flotation plant.  Initiated a program of combined safety, 
environmental and quality improvement, construction of new tailing disposal system and property 
evaluations. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Morenci Mine (Cu), Morenci, Arizona.   Technical Services 
Manager involved in several due diligence and property evaluations, MFL versus Mill Expansion study, 
project manager for a PLS drainage tunnel between two pits and for design and construction of Copper 
Mountain Haul Road.  Worked with four vendors to develop first GPS based shovel guidance system. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Tyrone Mine (Cu), Silver City, New Mexico.  Chief Engineer at 
transition from milling focused operation to a Leach/SX-EW focused operation.  Filed Plan of 
Operation for new pit expansion, closed Burro Chief Mine shaft for over-dumping, property 
management of land and water rights, expansion of reserves and closure plan, participant in PD Mine 
Benchmarking Team, developed and installed concept of side slope leaching with drip emmitters.  
Managed tailing dam monitoring and reporting program. 


 Phelps Dodge Mining Company, Chino Mine (Cu, Mo), Silver City, New Mexico.   Mine planning 
engineer, identified gap in mining claims, filed plan of operations, developed a crusher optimization 
strategy, identified need for and designed leach pad expansion, designed access road to new pushback.  
Monitored slope stability and pit dewatering activities. 


 Bureau of Land Management, Farmington Resource Area, Farmington, New Mexico.  Acting 
assistant area manager, Chief of Solid Minerals and Permitting groups.  Developed a computer based 
method of searching for land and environmental conflicts that was used in Coal Bed Methane Gas well 
permitting.  Did coal mine production verification (royalty calculations), resource evaluations, and 
permitting.  Mining Claim validity examination and mineral material appraisals as well as mineral 
trespass evaluations. 


 Jacobs Engineering Inc., Uranium Mill Tailing Remediation Act Project, Albuquerque, New 
Mexico.   Project engineer for design of Phillips Uranium Mill closure (Ambrosia Lake, NM), rip-rap 
design, PMP and PMF calculations, HEC 1 and HEC 2 run off models, radon cap design and 
optimization, off-site studies, subsidence evaluations.  Assisted with Bodo Canyon (Durango, CO), 
Mexican Hat, Monument Valley and Tuba City (Arizona) evaluations and Grand Junction, CO, off-site 
inventory. 


 Kerr McGee Nuclear Corporation, Ambrosia Lake Operations (U, Mo), Grants, NM.  Filled a 
variety of supervisory and engineering functions and developed a method of lining reamed raises to 
speed up mine development and reduce costs, installed an underground hoist, evaluations and 
operations of raise borers, Alpine continuous miners, testing and development of Split Set rock bolts, 
mine ventilation studies and controls.  Numerous mine evaluations, participated in leaching of mined 
out stopes via injection wells from surface, backfilling projects, road and pipeline design and 
construction. 


 International Minerals and Chemicals Corporation, (KCl and MgCl), Carlsbad, New Mexico. 


Mine ventilation and equipment studies, drilling program and ore reserves, designed and installed a 
back up crusher system.  
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Profession Principal Geologist 
 


Education B.S., Geological Engineering – Colorado School of 
Mines, Golden, Colorado (1970) 


 
Registrations/ 
Affiliations 


Registered Geologist, Oregon (#G-313) 
Arizona Geological Society 
Prospectors and Developers Association of Canada 
Society of Economic Geologists 
Society of Mining, Metallurgy and Exploration 
 


Certifications Certified Professional Geologist, American Institute of 
Professional Geologists (#9565) 


 
 
Specialization Mineral exploration management, geologic database evaluations for completeness 


and accuracy, geologic modeling of mineral resources, technical reports and input to 
pre-feasibility and feasibility level studies. Qualified Person (QP) for NI 43-101.  


 
Expertise Allan Moran is a Principal Geologist in SRK’s Tucson office.  He is an Oregon 


registered geologist and a Certified Professional Geologist through AIPG.  Mr. 
Moran has 38 years of diversified experience in mineral exploration, exploration 
management, mine geology and property specific geologic/economic evaluations for 
a variety of metals throughout North America and parts of Central and South 
America, Africa and Central Asia.  He has managed large multi-office mineral 
exploration programs, conducted numerous detailed property evaluations, managed 
resource definition drilling programs, conducted geologic due diligence and 
participated in pre-feasibility and feasibility level studies of mineral resource 
deposits for major and junior mining companies and as a consultant.  Commodity 
specific expertise includes 23 years evaluating various gold deposit models such as 
Achaean style greenstone-hosted gold, Carlin-Type gold, volcanic-hosted and 
intrusive-related gold systems.  In addition to gold, specific exploration expertise 
includes silver (three years), copper and molybdenum (six years), tungsten and 
uranium deposits (eight years). 
 
Mr. Moran’s duties include a broad spectrum of functions in exploration geology 
geochemistry and geophysics, drilling supervision, mine scale geology, deposit 
geologic modeling, geologic database construction, maintenance and verification and 
collaboration with resource modellers in deposit block modeling and resource/reserve 
estimation.  He has been project manager for multi-discipline projects such as 
scoping studies.  Additionally, Mr. Moran has authored and contributed to NI 43-101 
Technical Reports as a Qualified Person (QP), compiled feasibility reports on 
developing deposits and provided technical input to critical property due diligence 
evaluations of acquisition and merger opportunities.  
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Employment Record 
2005 – Present SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc., Principal Geologist 


Tucson, AZ 
2003 – 2005 Consulting Geologist, Project management, independent geologic evaluations, 


technical reports, technical support to exploration 
1998 – 2002 Cameco Gold Inc., Manager of Exploration North America, gold exploration and 


property evaluations 
Canada, U.S. and Mexico 


1995 – 1997 Granges (U.S.) Inc. / Vista Gold Corporation, North American Exploration 
Manager, gold exploration and development geology 
North and South America 


1995 Geologic Consultant, Property evaluation 
U.S. and Mexico 


1979 – 1994 Independence Mining Company (formerly Freeport McMoRan Gold Company 
and Freeport Exploration), Vice President and U.S. Exploration Manager, 
Corporate Acquisitions Geologist, District Exploration Manager, Senior Geologist, 
gold exploration in Western U.S. and corporate mergers and acquisitions 
U.S. 


1976 – 1979 Kerr McGee Resources, Geologist and Uranium Exploration 
Western U.S. 


1973 – 1976 Molycorp, Questa, Mine Geologist 
New Mexico 


1971 – 1973 Heinrichs GeoExploration Company, Geologist and Geophysical Crew Chief 
Southwest U.S. and Mexico 


 
Publications Author of numerous unpublished company reports and NI 43-101 Technical Reports 


as public documents listed on SEDAR for Toronto Stock Exchange 
mining/exploration companies 


 
Languages English, Spanish (functional in verbal/reading) 
 
Specialized 
Training 


Economic Evaluation and Investment Decision Methods 
Short Course by F. Stermole, Ph.D 


Sampling of Gold, Theory and Practice 
Short Course by Pierre Gy and Francis Pitard 


In-House Technical Meetings and One-Day Short Courses 
Geochemistry, geophysics, technical writing, resource modeling, geo-statistics 
and specialised geologic topics 
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Key Experience: Feasibility Studies, Geologic Due Diligence 
 
Mr. Moran has worked throughout the western U.S., Eastern Canada, Mexico and Latin America in 
exploration for copper molybdenum, uranium, gold and silver, and tungsten with extensive experience in 
gold exploration, discovery and development drilling as the background for due diligence evaluations and 
feasibility studies.  He has been involved with due diligence evaluations and feasibility studies of mineral 
deposits throughout various parts of the world.  Recent project experience includes: 
 
Due Diligence evaluations on Uranium properties in Namibia, Cameroon, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan 
and North America, Confidential Clients (2006 and 2009), exploration and development properties 
 
Due Diligence evaluations of copper properties and operating mines in Arizona, Confidential Clients 
(2005 - 2006) 
• Review of operations, geology and resource models, production outputs, costs and forecasts 
• Fatal Flaw due diligence evaluations in support of acquisition decisions 
 
Definitive Feasibility Study on the Trekkopje Uranium project in Namibia, UraMin Inc. (2006 - 2008) 
• Geological QP responsible for supervision of development drilling program and all inputs to the resource 


model 
• Resource estimation and NI 43-101 Technical Report 
• Geological input to mining and processing options for a world-class calcrete-hosted uranium vanadium 


deposit 
 
Definitive Feasibility Study on the Ryst Kuil Channel Uranium Deposits, South Africa, UraMin Inc. 
(2007) 
• Geological oversight to drilling/sampling programs, QA/QC and data inputs to the resource database and 


resource modeling 
 
Pre-Feasibility Study, an ISL Uranium deposit in Kazakhstan, Confidential Client (2007) 
• Geological review and input 
 
Feasibility Study for two ISL uranium deposits, Kazakhstan and Russia, Confidential Client (2008 - 
present) 
• Geological review of resource database and resource modeling procedures 
 
Due Diligence review of Wyoming Uranium assets, Confidential Client (2006) 
• Review of historical resources as an acquisition opportunity 
 
Due Diligence on several major open-pit copper operations in South America. Confidential Clients 
(2005) 
• Geological due diligence as part of a multi-disciplinary team evaluating all aspects of several open pit 


copper mining operations from an acquisition perspective 
 
Geologic Due Diligence (corporate experience 1990 - 2002) 
As a corporate staff Geologist, Mr. Moran contributed geologic due diligence reviews to corporate 
acquisition teams regarding geologic models, resource databases, reserve audits and economic models for 
mine specific acquisition opportunities and corporate merger evaluations. 
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Key Experience: Resource Estimation 
 
• Geological evaluation and modeling of project drill data using Leapfrog software 
• Classical statistics on drillhole assays data including grade distributions, grade ranges, correlations, 


QA/QC data evaluations and block model validations 
• Input to structural domains and geological wire-frame models used in resource estimation 
• Collaboration with resource modellers on estimation input parameters and resource classifications 
• Uranium resource data and modeling of stacked tabular sandstone-hosed deposits and vein deposits 
• Particular experience dealing with historical gamma-log data, comparisons with assay data and 


disequilibrium corrections 
• Gold resource drill data dealing with high-grade populations and nugget effects 
 
 
Key Experience: Exploration, Mine Development 
 
Mr. Moran has worked throughout the Western U.S., Eastern Canada, Mexico and Latin America in 
exploration for copper molybdenum, uranium, gold and silver, and tungsten with extensive gold experience 
in exploration, discovery, development drilling and feasibility related drilling and support studies. He has 
been involved with two gold deposit discoveries, delineation drilling on another, resource drilling on a zinc 
deposit, and discovery and delineation drilling of a molybdenum deposit currently in production.  
 
Dover Exploration Property, Copper Exploration Project, Arizona, CastleRock Resources Inc. (2003 - 
2004) 
• Evaluated the geologic data and completed a NI 43-101 Technical Report, recommending an aggressive 


exploration program 
• Managed a $1.2 million dollar program of geologic mapping, surface geochemical sampling, Quantec’s 


Titan 24 geophysical surveys, drill site selections and execution of 15 moderate-depth core holes to test 
for porphyry copper, vein copper and copper-gold skarn mineralization 


 
Nevada and Quebec gold discoveries, Cameco Gold Inc. (1998-2002) 
• Managed the North American exploration effort that resulted in the discovery of deep (+2000 ft) high-


grade gold mineralization, the JB Zone, at the REN property, northern Carlin Trend, Nevada. Total 
annual exploration budgets of C$3.0 to 5.0 million, delineation drilling is ongoing 


• Managed the Eastern Canada exploration office of Cameco Gold, that discovered gold mineralization at 
Despinassay, Quebec, a classical Abitibi-style greenstone hosted vein gold system  


 
Amayapampa Gold Deposit, Bolivia, Vista Gold Corporation (1996-1997) 
• Conducted geologic due diligence that supported the Granges Resources / Da Capo Resources merger, 


which was largely based upon the gold resource at Amayapampa, Bolivia  
• Supervised the infill confirmation and definition drilling that brought the resource to reserve status 
• Verified the resource database and defined the geologic modeling parameters input into the resource 


block model (geology, ore envelopes, geo-statistical search directions) 
• Coordinated with a consulting engineering company on the resource and reserve estimation methodology 
• Technical input to the feasibility study in support of development 
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Monywa Copper Deposit, Myanmar, Consultant (1995) 
• Participated in the scoping study of this deposit to determine the completeness and accuracy of the 


geologic database for resource/reserve estimation, in advance of a planned feasibility study by a 
consulting engineering company 


 
Cresson Mine, Cripple Creek, Colorado, Independence Mining (1993) 
• Responsible for geologic input to the due diligence team involved with the acquisition of the Cripple 


Creek assets from Nerco Minerals 
• Compiled an in-house feasibility study (AFE Document) with input from outside engineering, 


environmental and mining/resource consultants 
• Input to the Life-of-Mine economic model, staffing levels, operating and capital budgets in support of 


the production decision 
• Supervised outside consultant’s review of the resource and reserve model 
 
Sugar Creek Zinc deposit, Tennessee, Independence Mining Company (1991) 
• Supervised resource definition drilling on a Mississippi-Valley-Type carbonate hosted zinc deposit 
• Coordinated resource input to a pre-feasibility study by an outside engineering group 
 
Goat Hill molybdenum deposit, Questa, New Mexico, Molycorp (1973 - 1975) 
• Mine geologist and part of the geological team that discovered and drill defined the Goat Hill deposit 
• Managed the effective logging, sampling and logistics of an accelerated drill program consisting of nine 


core drills and two rotary drills 
• Mine geologist responsible for geologic mapping of the open pit mine 
 
Exploration and Exploration Management (1976 - 2002) 
• Personally managed all the exploration functions, contractor functions and budgets for exploration 


projects throughout North America in excess of 50 projects, several of which had multi-million dollar 
annual budgets 


• Established and managed a district office, managed an mentored junior staff and managed multi-office 
exploration programs in North America for two companies for a total of nine years 


• Knowledgeable of the geology and worked in most of the states in the Western U.S., Eastern Canada  
and parts of Mexico and South America 


 
Independent Geologic Evaluations  
• As an independent consulting geologist, conducted project specific geologic evaluations including geo-


statistical data analysis, structural geology, property exploration potential and resource database 
evaluations 


 
Geophysical Exploration 
• Two years as a crew member and crew-chief involved with field geophysical surveys for copper, gold 


and base metals in the U.S. and Mexico – IP/Resistivity, ground magnetics and gravity  
 
 







SRK Consulting  Resume 


 
 


Allan V. Moran 
Principal Geologist 


 


 SRKUS_Moran_Resume_March2009.doc March 2009 


Key Experience: Property Valuations 
 
• Completed three property valuations in conjunction with certified mineral appraisers – precious metals 


properties in Arizona and Utah (Confidential Clients, 2006 & 2009) 
• Input to technical economic models (cash flow analysis) for scoping studies, pre-feasibility and 


feasibility studies, as project participant and as project manager 
 
 
Key Experience: Technical Reports 
 
NI 43-101 Reports, UraMin Inc (2006 - 2007) 
• Initial Resource Estimate for the Trekkopje Feasibility Study, Erongo, Region, Namibia 
• Updated Resource Estimate for the Trekkopje Uranium Project, Namibia 
• Preliminary Assessment for the Trekkopje Uranium Project, Namibia 
 
NI 43-101 Technical Report, NCA Nuclear Inc (2007) 
• Elkhorn Uranium Project, Wyoming 
 
NI 43-101 Technical Report, VANE Minerals (US) Inc (2007) 
• Arizona Uranium Breccia Pipe Exploration Properties 
 
NI 43-101 Reports, Bear Creek Mining (2005 - 2006) 
• Geological QP for NI 43-101 Technical Report, Corani Silver-Gold Exploration Project, Peru 
• Initial Resource Estimate, Corani Silver-Gold Exploration Project, Peru 
 
NI 43-101 Reports, Galway Resources (2006 - 2008) 
• Indian Springs Advanced Exploration Tungsten Property, Nevada (2006) 
• Victorio Mountains Advanced Exploration Molybdenum-Tungsten  Property, New Mexico (2006) 
• Technical Report on Resources, Victorio Mountains Advanced Exploration Molybdenum-Tungsten 


Property, New Mexico (2007) 
• Preliminary Assessment, Victorio Molybdenum-Tungsten Property, Luna County, New Mexico (2008) 
• Lone Mountain Copper Exploration Property, New Mexico (2006) 
 
NI 43-101 Report, Tournigan Energy (2008) 
• Technical Report on Resources, Kuriskova Uranium Project, Eastern Slovakia (2008) 
 
Other NI 43-101 Technical Reports 
• Idaho Cobalt Project, Idaho, for Formation Capital Corporation (2005) 
• Pequop Exploration Property, Nevada, for AuEx, Inc. (2005) 
• Dover Exploration Property, Arizona, for CastleRock Resources (2003) 
 
Presenter on preparing NI 43-101 Technical Reports from the QP perspective  
• 1 day short courses for Arizona Geological Society (2007) and the Northwest Mining Association (2005) 


on the form, content and obligations of the Qualified Person 
 
CPR Report: Co Author on a Competent Person’s Report for an AIM listing (2006), Confidential Client 
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Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; Janet Jones; John Able; Keith L Graves; Kendall Brown; Kent C Ellett;
Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell; mreichard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; Salek Shafiqullah; Sarah L
Davis; Tami Emmett; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Beverley A
Everson

Subject: dry stack tailings presentation, May 12
Date: 05/08/2009 01:25 PM
Attachments: Forest Service AGENDA 05.12.2009.pdf

Please see the enclosed agenda for the meeting next Tuesday in 1K.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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AGENDA 
 


Rosemont Copper Dry Stack Tailings Seminar 
 
May 12, 2009 
9:00 a.m. – 1:15 p.m. 
 
Meeting called by AMEC Earth and Environmental 
 
Attendees: Coronado National Forest Service ID Team 
 
 


9:00 a.m. – 10:00 a.m. General Overview of Dry Stack Tailings 
Presenter: John Lupo 
Company:         AMEC Earth and Environmental 


 


10:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m. Rosemont Copper Dry Stack Tailings Storage 
Facility Design 
Presenter: Derek Wittwer & John Lupo  
Company:         AMEC Earth and Environmental 


 


11:00 a.m. – 1:15 p.m. Questions and Answer Session 
Q&A Panel All Participants  


 
 







From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Alan Belauskas; Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel;

Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; Janet Jones; John Able; Keith L Graves; Kendall
Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell; mreichard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; Salek
Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie; Kent C Ellett; Reta Laford

Subject: dry stack tailings technology presentation, May 12
Date: 05/06/2009 02:07 PM

There will be a presentation by Rosemont consultants on dry stack tailings
technology in 1K on the 12th.  The presentation is being broken into two parts, to
accomodate folks with technical background in this area, and those without that kind
of expertise.  The more techncial presentation is from 9:00 to 12:00, and the other
presentation at 1:00, for approximately one half hour.

Although this is not a scheduled IDT meeting, I strongly encourage attendance, to
facilitate everyone's understanding of the proposed operation.

Hope to see you there.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Cope, Larry'; 'Jim Davis'; Hale

Barter; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: East Side Groundwater Conference Call - 2/17/09
Date: 02/16/2009 08:07 AM

East Side Groundwater Conference Call Agenda
 
Time: 2:00 PM (Arizona Time)
Date: 2/17/09
 
Conf. Call Number: 866-866-2244
Code: 9550668#
 
Agenda:
 

1.       Attendee Introduction – Each attendee to announce their name so Melissa can get a role
for the Admin Record

2.       SWCA Input – SWCA representative to give any pertinent input and follow-up from last
conference call

3.       Montgomery & Associates Update– Montgomery representative to give progress update
and any other pertinent information

4.       SRK Input – SRK representative to give any pertinent input
5.       CNF Input – CNF representative to give any pertinent input
6.       Open Discussion
7.       Action Items

 
 
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:lcope@srk.com
mailto:jdavis@elmontgomery.com
mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; klgraves@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com;
wgillespie@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject: EIS Chapter 3 outline for your review - attached this time
Date: 07/30/2009 12:07 PM
Attachments: DRAFT CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT OUTLINE rev 5-19-09.doc

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

07/30/2009 09:56 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
klgraves@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, Melissa Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>, rlaford@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, tciapusci@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com,
wgillespie@fs.fed.us, wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject EIS Chapter 3 outline for your review

Enclosed is a draft outline from SWCA of Chapter 3 of the EIS (Affected
Environment).  Please review the outline and let me know what additions or changes
you feel are needed.  I would appreciate your response by August 5.

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
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ROSEMONT PROJECT EIS


DRAFT CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT OUTLINE

May 19, 2009


3.1 
AIR QUALITY


3.1.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies


3.1.2 
Climatology


3.1.2.1 
Regional Characterization and Influences


3.1.2.2 
Project Area Meteorological Conditions


3.1.3 
Air Quality


3.1.3.1 
Regional Characterization and Influences


3.1.3.2 
Air Quality Standards and Air Basin Attainment Status


3.1.3.3 
Monitoring Stations

3.1.3.4 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Classification


3.1.3.5 
Measured Particulate Concentrations

3.1.3.6 
Other NAAQS Pollutant Concentrations


3.1.3.7 
Air Toxins


3.1.3.8 
Air Quality Related Values


3.1.3.9 
Visibility


3.2 
WATER RESOURCES


3.2.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.2.2 
Regional Hydrologic Setting


3.2.2.1 
Hydrometerology


3.2.2.2 
Surface water 


3.2.2.3 
Groundwater


3.2.3 
State and Local Water Resources Management


3.2.4 
Water Resource-Related Regulations


3.2.5 
Mine Site Water Resources


3.2.5.1 
Surface Water


Washes and Creeks (Natural Drainages)


Waters of the United States


Springs and Seeps Inventory


Surface Water Quality

3.2.5.2 
Groundwater


Groundwater Investigation & Modeling


Well Inventory


Groundwater Occurrence and Quantity


Groundwater Flow Direction 


3.2.6 
Offsite Water Resources


3.2.6.1 
Mine Water Supply


Santa Cruz Valley Groundwater Resources (Mine Water Supply)


Groundwater Investigation & Modeling


Groundwater Flow


Groundwater Quantity


Groundwater Quality


3.2.6.2 
Tucson AMA Model


3.2.6.3 
Sierrita Sulfate Plume Model (FMI-ADWR Consent Order)


3.2.6.4 
CAP Recharge


3.2.6.5 
Water Resources Downgradient from the Mine Site


Davidson Canyon


Cienega Creek 


3.3 
GEOLOGY AND MINERALS

3.3.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies


3.3.2 
Regional Geology 


3.3.3 
Mine Site Geology


3.3.3.1 
Geology (basic geology and structure)


3.3.3.2 
Mineral Exploration and Mining History


3.3.3.3 
Rosemont Deposit (Rosemont Deposit geology with emphasis on difference between sulfide and oxide ore which is foundational to potential ARD issues)


3.3.4 
Geologic Hazards


3.3.4.1 
Seismicity


3.3.4.2 
Landslides (this may be just an “Other” category)


3.3.4.3 
Subsidence (limited to the known subsidence issues in the Santa Cruz Valley due to groundwater withdrawal)


3.3.4.4 
Debris Flows


3.3.5 
Other Geologic Resources


3.3.5.1 
Fossils


3.3.5.2 
Caves


3.4 
SOILS AND RECLAMATION

3.4.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies


3.4.2 
Soil Occurrence and Characteristics

3.4.2.1 
General Soil Characteristics

3.4.2.2 
Soils Unit Mapping and Description

3.4.3 
Estimates of Existing Erosion Loss 

3.4.3.1 
Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE)

3.4.4 
Existing Disturbance

3.4.4.1 
Existing Soil Disturbance 

3.4.4.2 
Existing Mineral-Related Disturbance

3.4.4.3 
Grazing


3.4.5 
Suitability for Reclamation


3.4.5.1 
Soil Salvage and Placement

3.5 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES


3.5.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.5.2 
Biodiversity


3.5.3 
Terrestrial Resources


3.5.4 
Aquatic Resources


3.5.5 
Vegetation Communities


3.5.5.1 
Semidesert Grassland


3.5.5.2 
Madrean Evergreen Woodland


3.5.6 
Special Status Plants


3.5.6.1 
Listed Plant Species

3.5.6.2 
Other Special-Status Plants


3.5.6.3 
Invasive Species

3.5.7 
Special Status Wildlife

3.5.7.1 
Listed Wildlife Species


3.5.7.2 
Migratory Birds and Raptors

3.5.7.3 
Coronado National Forest Management Indicator Species


3.5.7.4 
Other Special-Status Wildlife Species

3.6 
FUELS AND FIRE MANAGEMENT


3.6.1 
Fire Regime


3.6.1.1 
Fire History and Fuel Types


3.6.2 
Fuels Management Actions

3.6.2.1 
Suppression

3.6.2.2 
Mechanical Treatment


3.6.2.3 
Hazardous Fuels Reduction


3.6.2.4 
Prescribed Fire


3.6.2.5 
Pile Burning


3.6.2.6 
Monitoring and Research


3.6.3 
Fire and Fuels Planning


3.6.3.1 
FireScape


3.6.3.2 
Fuel Models


3.6.3.3 
Fire Education


3.6.3.4 
Wildland Urban Interface


3.6.4 
Wildland Fire Amendment to the Coronado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan


3.7 
CULTURAL RESOURCES


3.7.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.7.2 
Definition of APE

3.7.3 
Previous Archaeological Research  


3.7.4 
Cultural-Historical Overview and Research Themes 


3.7.5 
Archaeological Investigations 


3.7.5.1 
Methods and Period of Performance


3.7.5.2 
Site Definitions


3.7.5.3 
Criteria for Evaluations of Significance


3.7.5.4 
Results


3.7.6 
Ethnohistoric Investigations


3.7.7 
Consultation with Tribal Governments 


3.7.7.1 
Summary of the Process


3.7.7.2 
Tribes Consulted


3.7.7.3 
Tribal Concerns


3.7.8 
Summary of Results


3.8 
SOCIOECONOMICS/ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

3.8.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.8.2 
Study Area


3.8.3 
Population, Demographics and Housing


3.8.3.1 
Population

3.8.3.2 
Ethnicity/Race


3.8.3.3 
Housing Inventory


3.8.4 
Employment

3.8.4.1 
Jobs by Industry


3.8.4.2 
Median Income


3.8.4.3 
Income Distribution


3.8.5 
Economic Activity

3.8.5.1 
Economic Output by Industry


3.8.5.2 
Taxes and Revenues


3.8.5.3 
Property Values


3.8.6 
Quality of Life

3.8.6.1 
Public Facilities and Services


3.8.6.2 
Community Values


3.8.6.3 
Social Trends


3.8.7 
Environmental Justice

3.8.7.1 
Minority Populations


3.8.7.2 
Low-Income Populations


3.9 
VISUAL RESOURCES

3.9.1 
Introduction


3.9.2 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.9.2.1 
USFS Federal Policy and Guidance 

Visual Resource Management

Scenery Management System

3.9.2.2 
Forest Plan Guidance


Existing Direction and Visual Quality Objectives


Future Trends (i.e., current/upcoming Forest Plan process)

Landscape Character Goals/Desired Conditions


SMS (SA, CLs, SIOs)


3.9.2.3 
Other Plans (Federal, State, Regional: e.g., Scenic Byways)


Scenic Byway Visual Resource Management (??)

Patagonia Scenic Byway Corridor Management Plan


3.9.3 
Existing Landscape Character and Visual Resources (narrative)


3.9.3.1 
Landforms 


3.9.3.2 
Vegetation 


3.9.3.3 
Cultural Elements & Land Uses

3.9.3.4 
Variety Class/Scenic Attractiveness


3.9.3.5 
Existing Scenic Integrity

3.9.4 
Viewsheds, and Sensitive Viewers

3.9.4.1 
Concern Levels/Sensitivity Levels


3.9.4.2 
Communities and Rural Development Areas

3.9.4.3 
Viewsheds and Distance Zones

3.9.5 
Scales of Analysis (Project Viewshed, Santa Rita Mountains, and Coronado National Forest)


3.9.6 
Visual Resource Key Observation Points


3.9.6.1 
Description of Key Observation Point Process & Objectives

3.9.6.2 
Selection/Representation of Key Observation Points

3.9.7 
Trends Affecting Visual Resources (??)

3.9.7.1 
Forest Management Activities

3.9.7.2 
Non-Forest (e.g., Rural Development)

3.10 
TRANSPORTATION/ACCESS


3.10.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.10.2 
Highways and Roads Description

3.10.2.1 
U.S. Highways


3.10.2.2 
Interstates


3.10.2.3 
State Highways


3.10.2.4 
County Roads


3.10.2.5 
Forest Service Roads


3.10.2.6 
Rosemont Mine Roads


3.10.2.7 
Private Roads


3.10.3 
Highway and Roads Usage


3.10.3.1 
Traffic Volume/Counts


3.10.3.2 
Roadway Capacity


3.10.3.3 
Level of Service


3.10.3.4 
Traffic Patterns


3.10.4 
Commercial Transportations


3.10.4.1 
Interstate Bus Service


3.10.4.2 
Local Bus Service


3.10.4.3 
Air Service


3.10.4.4 
Railroads


3.11 
RECREATION AND WILDERNESS

3.11.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.11.2 
General Setting

3.11.3 
Designated Wilderness


3.11.3.1 
General Description and Characterization


3.11.3.2 
Visitation


3.11.3.3 
Access


3.11.4 
Supply of Recreation Opportunities


3.11.4.1 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Settings

3.11.4.2 
Recreation Places


3.11.5 
Existing Use Levels and Trends


3.11.5.1 
Recreation Uses 

3.11.5.2 
Commercial Outfitter and Guide Use


3.12 
LIVESTOCK AND GRAZING


3.12.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.12.2 
Introduction


3.12.3 
General Management Direction for Grazing on the CNF


3.12.4 
Existing Rangeland Management and Conditions


3.13 
LAND USE

3.13.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.13.2 
Land Status/Ownership

3.13.3 
Land Use Plans

3.13.3.1 
Forest Service


3.13.3.2 
Arizona State Trust Lands


3.13.3.3 
Bureau of Land Management


3.13.3.4 
Pima County


3.13.4 
Land Use


3.13.4.1 
Mining


3.13.4.2 
Utilities


3.13.4.3 
Grazing


3.13.4.4 
Recreation


3.13.4.5 
Rural Living


3.14 
NOISE

3.14.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.14.2 
Thresholds of Significance


3.14.3 
Ambient Conditions


3.14.4 
Noise Receptors


3.14.5 
Blasting Noise


3.14.6 
Vehicles and Equipment


3.15 
OUTDOOR LIGHTING


3.15.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.15.2 
Lightscape Management Objectives


3.15.2.1 
Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code


3.15.2.2 
National Park Service Night Sky Objectives


3.15.2.3 
Requirements for Optimal Operations of Astronomical Observatories

3.15.3 
Methods for Measuring Skyglow


3.15.3.1 
Limiting Magnitude


3.15.3.2 
Bortle Dark-Sky Scale


3.15.4 
Existing Skyglow Conditions

3.16 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS


3.16.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.16.2 
Petroleum Products


3.16.2.1 
Gasoline, Diesel Fuel, and Kerosene

3.16.2.2 
Lubricants and Solvents


3.16.3 
Mine Processing Fluids and Reagents


3.16.3.1 
Sulfuric Acid


3.16.3.2 
SX/EW Electrolyte and Processing Reagents


3.16.4 
Explosives


3.16.4.1 
Ammonium Nitrate


3.16.4.2 
Ammonium Nitrate-Fuel Oil Mixtures

3.16.5 
Hazardous Waste Management and Disposal


3.16.6 
Miscellaneous Chemicals


3.16.6.1 
Laboratory Reagents


3.16.6.2 
Cleaning Fluids


3.16.7 
Transportation of Hazardous Materials  


3.16.8 
Storage of Hazardous Materials

3.17 
PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY


3.17.1 
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

3.17.2 
Flood Control

3.17.3 
Geologic Hazards

3.17.3.1 
Seismic Faults


3.17.3.2 
Soil Composition


3.17.3.3 
Subsidence


3.17.4 
Hazardous Materials and Public Safety


3.17.5 
Noise


3.17.6 
Recreation Hazards


3.17.7 
Traffic Safety


3.17.8 
Trash Dumping
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300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Reta Laford; tfurgason@swca.com; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: EIS review mtg reminder
Date: 10/13/2009 09:55 AM

The meeting to review progress on the Rosemont Copper Project EIS will be held in
Room 6V6 at the Forest Service/Federal Bldg. from 9:00 to 11:00, Friday, October
16th.  Please share these details with others as needed.  

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Reta Laford; tfurgason@swca.com; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: EIS review mtg reminder
Date: 10/13/2009 09:55 AM

The meeting to review progress on the Rosemont Copper Project EIS will be held in
Room 6V6 at the Forest Service/Federal Bldg. from 9:00 to 11:00, Friday, October
16th.  Please share these details with others as needed.  

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Reta Laford; Sturgess Jamie; Kathy Arnold; Melissa Reichard; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net; Charles Coyle; Jeff

Connell
Subject: Electronic Copy of the DEIS
Date: 10/16/2009 02:28 PM

Mindee and Bev,

I have uploaded the electronic copies of the DEIS to WebEx per your request.  It is located in the
“EIS” folder and divided into chapters to make downloading easier. Following is a general list of a
tasks to critical to moving the document forward.  This list is not intended to outline detailed
tasks.  Instead, it is intended to highlight areas that need to be completed so that Chapters 1 and 2
can be completed such that they may be submitted to the Cooperating Agencies.  The remaining
chapters/sections are only addressed topically.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

_______________________________________________________

CHAPTER 1

SWCA’s work on this chapter has been accepted by the Coronado as complete.  Remaining tasks
for completion include:

1)      Finalize Purpose and Need for Cooperating Agencies with Federal Jurisdictions.

2)      Include clarifying language on the Forest Service Purpose and Need.

3)      Revise and complete section on Past, Present and Foreseeable Future Actions.

4)      Complete summary of Scoping and summary of Issues.

CHAPTER 2

Remaining tasks for completion of Chapter 2 include:

1.       Finalize Overview of the Rosemont Copper Project (project description). This task is
necessary to complete so that the other alternatives can be described with the same level of
detail.

2.       Define the Reasonable Range of Alternatives.

3.       Complete all supporting documentation for alternatives dismissed from detailed
consideration.

CHAPTER 3
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A complete assessment of what is needed to finalize Chapter 3 cannot be made until the reasonable
range of alternatives can be defined.  Prior to that time, the following work can be done:

1.       Complete a brief Plan of Analysis for each resource.

2.       Review Issues and conduct a gap analysis to determine data needs.

3.       Finalize Affected Environment and Consequences sections for the No Action and the
Proposed Action Alternatives.

CHAPTERS 4-6, ACRONYMS, AND GLOSSARY

These Chapters can be revised as new information is obtained and no substantial work needs to
be completed at this time.  However, these portions of the EIS should be reviewed on a
monthly basis to ensure changes are captured.
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From: Sarah L Davis
To: mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: electronic index to pre-NEPA record
Date: 01/04/2010 05:21 PM

Per your request to get this index of Bev's, I spoke with her this morning and she
will send it to you.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Emailing: DEIS Table of Contents_103009_CE.docx
Date: 10/30/2009 02:18 PM
Attachments: DEIS Table of Contents_103009_CE.docx

 <<DEIS Table of Contents_103009_CE.docx>> Bev,

Attached is the Table of Contents that you requested.  Have a good
weekend.

Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com

Rosemont Copper Project

DEIS Table of Contents



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED	1

1.1	Introduction	1

1.2	Project Location	4

1.3	Purpose and Need	4

1.3.1	U.S. Forest Service	4

1.3.2	Bureau of Land Management	5

1.3.3	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency	5

1.3.4	U.S. Army Corps of Engineers	6

Rosemont P and N Statement from Kathy Arnold	6

1.4	Authorizing Actions	6

1.5	Issues	9

1.6	Connected Actions	9

1.6.1	Introduction	9

1.6.2	Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions	9

Mining	9

Grazing	12

Water Resources Projects	12

Transportation	14

Recreation	14

Private Land Development	15

1.7	NEPA Process and Public Participation	15

1.7.1	Public Scoping	15

1.7.2	Scoping Comments	16

1.7.3	Draft EIS Public Review and Comment Period	16

1.7.4	Major Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement	17

1.7.5	Changes from the Draft Environmental Impact Statement	17

1.7.6	Next Steps	17

CHAPTER 2. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE  PROPOSED ACTION	1

2.1	No-Action Alternative	1

2.2	Proposed Action	1

2.2.1	Overview of the Proposed Rosemont Copper Project	2

2.2.2	Mining Operations	2

2.2.3	Waste Rock and Mill Tailings Management	7

2.2.4	Ore Processing Operations	8

2.2.5	Project Support and Ancillary Facilities	9

2.2.6	Utilities, Equipment, Vehicles, and Supplies	12

2.2.7	Water Supply and Management	19

2.2.8	Site Access and Project Traffic	24

2.2.9	Construction and Operational Considerations	25

2.2.10	Rosemont’s Proposed Concurrent Reclamation and Closure	28

2.2.11	Resource Protection	30

2.3	Project Alternatives	41

2.3.1	Phased Tailings Alternative	41

2.3.2	Scholefield/McCleary Alternative	46

2.3.3	Barrel Canyon Only Alternative	52

2.4	Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis	58

2.5	Activities Common to All Action Alternatives	62

2.6	Comparison of Alternatives	62

CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES	1

3.1	Air Quality	1

3.1.1 	Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies	1

3.1.2 	Climatology	5

3.1.3 	Air Quality	13

3.2	Water Resources	27

3.2.1	Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies	27

3.2.2	Regional Hydrologic Setting	32

3.2.3	Mine Site Water Resources	39

3.2.4	Offsite Water Resources	51

3.2.5	Environmental Consequences	63

3.3	Geology and Minerals	67

3.3.1 	Affected Environment	67

3.3.2	Environmental Consequences	81

3.3.3 	Cumulative Effects	82

3.3.4	Irretrievable and Irreversible Commitments of Public Resources	82

3.3.5	Short-term uses versus Long-term Productivity	82

3.3.6	Unavoidable Adverse Impacts	82

3.4	Soils and Reclamation	83

3.4.1	Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies	83

3.4.2 	Soil Occurrence and Characteristics	84

3.4.3 	Estimates of Existing Erosion Loss	85

3.4.4	Existing Disturbance	85

3.4.5	Suitability for Reclamation	85

3.5	Biological Resources	87

3.5.1	Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies	88

3.5.2 	Biodiversity	91

3.5.3 	Terrestrial Resources	92

3.5.4 	Aquatic Resources	95

3.5.5 	Pima County Conservation Land System	96

3.5.6	Vegetation Communities	96

3.5.7	Special Status Plants	100

3.5.8	Special Status Wildlife	110

3.6	Fuels and Fire Management	156

3.6.1	Fire Regime	156

3.6.2	Fuels Management Actions	156

3.6.3	Fire and Fuels Planning	156

3.6.4	Wildland Fire Amendment to the Coronado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan	156

3.7	Cultural Resources	156

3.8	Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice	157

3.9	Visual Resources	157

3.9.1	Introduction	157

3.9.2	Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies	158

3.9.3	Existing Landscape Character	160

3.9.4	Viewsheds and Sensitive Viewers	162

3.9.5	Trends Affecting Visual Resources	163

3.9.6	Environmental Consequences	164

3.10	Transportation/Access	165

3.11	Recreation and Wilderness	165

3.12 	Livestock Grazing	166

3.12.1 	Affected Environment	166

3.12.2 	Environmental Consequences	169

3.13	Land Use	175

3.13.1	Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies	176

3.13.2	Land Status/Ownership	176

3.13.3	Land Use Plans	177

3.13.4	Land Use	178

3.14	Noise	179

3.14.1	Background Information on Noise	180

3.14.2	Mine Blasting Vibrations	183

3.14.3	Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies	184

3.14.4	State and Local Legislation	186

3.14.5	Thresholds of Significance	186

3.14.6	HUD Standards	187

3.14.7	OSM Standards	188

3.14.8 	FHWA and ADOT Standards	188

3.14.9	OSHA	190

3.14.10 	MSHA	190

3.14.11 	Noise Receptors	191

3.14.12	Ambient Noise Conditions in the Project Area	191

3.14.13 	Project Area Measurement Locations and Descriptions	194

3.14.14	Interpretation of Project Area Ambient Measurements	195

3.14.15	Noise Levels at an Active Copper Mine	198

3.15	Night Skies	201

3.15.1	Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies	202

3.15.2	Lightscape Management Objectives	203

3.15.3	Methods for Measuring Skyglow	203

3.15.4	Existing Skyglow Conditions	203

3.15.5	Region of Influence	203

3.16	Hazardous Materials	204

3.17	Public Health and Safety	204

3.17.1 	Affected Environment	204

3.17.2 	Environmental Consequences	211

3.17.3 	Cumulative Effects	214

3.17.4 	Monitoring and Mitigation Measures	214

CHAPTER 5. LIST OF PREPARERS	1

CHAPTER 6. LITERATURE CITED	1





List of Figures and Tables

Figure 2.1-1.	3

Figure 2.2-1.	5

Table 2.2-1. Trip Data	25

Figure 2.3-1.	43

Table 2.3-1. Alternative Information	45

Figure 2.3-2.	49

Table 2.3-2. Alternative Information	51

Figure 2.3-3.	53

Table 2.3-3. Alternative Information	56

Table 2.4-1.	58

Table 2.4-2. Alternatives or Alternative Elements that Do Not Meet the Purpose and Need	59

Table 2.4-3. Alternatives or Alternative Elements that are Outside of the Jurisdiction of the Forest 

Service	60

Table 2.4-4. Alternatives or Alternative Elements Considered but Determined to Be Technically or 

Financially Infeasible	60

Table 2.6-1. Comparison of Alternatives	63

Figure 3.1-1. Study Area Boundaries.	2

Table 3.1-1. Climatological Summary Santa Rita Experimental Range, Arizona 1971–2000	5

Figure 3.1-2. Monthly Average Temperature Santa Rita Experimental Range / Rosemont Copper Mine	6

Figure 3.1-3. Monthly average precipitation totals Santa Rita Experimental Range / Rosemont Copper Mine	7

Figure 3.1-4. Data source locations.	8

Figure 3.1-6. Distribution of winds (%) Green Valley / Fairgrounds January 1–December 31, 2008	10

Figure 3.1-7. Distribution of winds (%) Rosemont Copper Mine.	12

Figure 3.1-8. Delta Temperature Rosemont Copper Mine.	13

Figure 3.1-9. Jurisdictional boundaries.	14

Table 3.1-2. National Ambient Air Quality Standards	16

Table 3.1-3. Criteria Pollutants	16

Figure 3.1-10. Non-attainment and Maintenance Areas	17

Table 3.1-4.	19

Figure 3.1-11. Pima County monitoring sites.	20

Table 3.1-5. Air Quality Summary: 2007/2008 Ambient Concentrations of PM10 (ug/m3) Pima County, Arizona	21

Figure 3.1-12. Class I areas.	24

Table 3.2-1. Summary of the Federal, State, and Local Regulatory Requirements Applicable to the Project with Respect to Surface and Groundwater Water Resources	27

Table 3.2-1. Summary of the Federal, State, and Local Regulatory Requirements Applicable to the Project with Respect to Surface and Groundwater Water Resources (Continued)	28

Table 3.2-2. Summary of Average Monthly Precipitation (in inches) from Various Sources	32

Table 3.2-3. Summary of Average Monthly Temperatures (Farenheit) from Various Sources	33

Table 3.2-4. Estimated Pan Evaporation for Rosemont Project Site	34

Figure 3.2-1.	35

Table 3.2-5. Summary of Affected Watersheds within Project Area	37

Figure 3.2-2.	38

Table 3.2-6. Annual Peak Flows in Barrel Canyon, 1962 - 1976	39

Table 3.2-8. Inventory of Springs and Seeps in the Project Area	40

Table 3.2-8. Inventory of Springs and Seeps in the Project Area (Continued)	41

Table 3.2-9. Summary of Surface Water Rights Associated with Project Site	41

Figure 3.2-4.	43

Figure 3.2-5	47

Figure 3.2-6	49

Figure 3.2-7.	52

Table 3.2-10. Summary of Expected Changes to Stormwater Flow	64

Table 3.2-11. Summary of Expected Changes to Sediment Yield	65

Figure 3.3-1.	69

Figure 3.3-2. Rosemont Stratigraphic Section	71

Table 3.3-1. Geologic Units	72

Table 3.3-1. Geologic Units (Continued)	73

Figure 3.3-3.	75

Table 3.3-2. Quaternary Faults within 200 km of the Project Site	78

Figure 3.3-4.	80

Table 3.4-1. Soil Characteristics Rosemont Project Area	84

Figure 3.5-1.	89

Table 1. Special Status Plant and Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring in Areas that May Be Impacted by the Rosemont Open-Pit Copper Mine	93

Table 1. Special Status Plant and Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring in Areas that May Be Impacted by the Rosemont Open-Pit Copper Mine (Continued)	93

Figure 3.5-2.	97

Table 3.5-2. Estimated Coverage by Mid-Scale Vegetation Type.	98

Figure 3.5-4.	102

Table 3.5-3. Pima Pineapple Cactus Located during the Rosemont Waterline Survey*	103

Table 3.5-3. Pima Pineapple Cactus Located during the Rosemont Waterline Survey* (Continued)	104

Figure 3.5-5.	105

Figure 3.5-6.	109

Figure 3.5-7.	112

Figure 3.5-8.	113

Figure 3.5-9.	114

Table 3.5-4. Chiricahua leopard frog locations in the vicinity of the Rosemont Project Area*	115

Table 3.5-4. Chiricahua leopard frog locations in the vicinity of the Rosemont Project Area* (Continued)	116

Figure 3.5-10.	118

Figure 3.5-11.	120

Table 3.5-5. Fish collected at two sampling locations along Cienega Creek in 2007*	121

Table 3.5-6. Jaguars reportedly killed in the Santa Rita Mountains, Arizona, 1900–2000*	121

Figure 3.5-12.	124

Table 3.5-7. Agave Rosettes in the Rosemont Impact Area	125

Table 3.5-8. Successful Agave Flowering Stems in the Rosemont Impact Area	125

Table 3.5-9. Successful Agave Flowering Stems in the Region*	125

Table 3.5-10. Sites within Rosemont Impact Area with Confirmed Use by Lesser Long-nosed Bat*	126

Table 3.5-11. Sites within Rosemont Patented Claim Area (but Outside Impact Area) with Confirmed Use by Lesser Long-nosed Bat*	126

Table 3.5-12. Sites on CNF Lands Immediately East of Rosemont Patented Claim Area with Confirmed Use by Lesser Long-nosed Bat*	126

Table 3.5-13. Mexican spotted owl PACs in the Vicinity of the Rosemont Project Area	127

Figure 3.5-13.	128

Figure 3.5-14.	131

Figure 3.5-15.	133

Figure 3.5-16	136

Figure 3.5-17	137

Figure 3.5-18	138

Table 3.5-14. Fish collected at two sampling locations along Cienega Creek in 2007*	139

Figure 3.5-20.	142

Figure 3.5-21.	144

Figure 3.5-22.	145

Figure 3.5-23.	147

Figure 3.5-24.	149

Figure 3.5-25.	151

Figure 3.5-26.	152

Figure 3.5-27.	154

Table 3.9-1. Coronado NF Visual Quality Objectives for Management Area One	159

Table 3.9-2. Existing Scenic Class Levels of Santa Rita EMA	161

Table 3.9-3. Viewers, Viewsheds, and Viewshed Characteristics	163

Table 3.12-1. Acres of Impact for Each Alternative and Potential Reduction in AUMs	175

Table 3.13-1. Land Ownership Status of Project Area	177

Figure 3.14-1.	181

Table 3.14-1. Typical dBA Levels	182

Table 3.14-1. Typical dBA Levels (Continued)	183

Table 3.14-2. Site Acceptability Standards	187

Table 3.14-3. Peak Overpressure (Airblast) Levels	187

Table 3.14-4. Maximum Peak Particle Velocity	188

Table 3.14-5. FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria	189

Table 3.14-6. OSHA Permissible Noise Exposures1	190

Table 3.14-7. Project Area Monitoring Sites	191

Table 3.14-8. Summary of Noise Levels At Project Area Monitoring Sites (Dba)	195

Table 3.14-9 Summary of Noise Levels at Active Copper Mine, (dBA)	199







From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Emailing: Rosemont site photo with indication arrows-2.jpg
Date: 01/31/2011 11:22 AM
Attachments: Rosemont site photo with indication arrows-2.jpg

 <<Rosemont site photo with indication arrows-2.jpg>>  
Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link
attachments:

Rosemont site photo with indication arrows-2.jpg

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent
sending or receiving certain types of file attachments.  Check your
e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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From: mreichard@swca.com
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: Event Notification: IDT Mtg- Alts & Mitigations presentation by SWCA has been updated
Date: 11/06/2009 01:31 PM

The following Calendar event has been updated on "Rosemont Copper Project EIS".

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
IDT Mtg- Alts & Mitigations presentation by SWCA
Monday, November 16, 2009 
9:00 to 12:00 MST
SO, 4th Floor, Rm 4B
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

__________
Click here for MORE INFORMATION about this event:
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=4&id=105665

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Mary M Farrell
To: Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: farrell's info
Date: 01/28/2010 01:55 PM

Sure, Mindee.

Melissa, for me you can put

Farrell, Mary, cultural resources and tribal consultation; M.A. Anthropology,
University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ,  1990, and B.A. Anthropology, 1976 University of
Virginia, Charlottesville, VA; 30+ years experience in Forest Service cultural
resources management.  

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

01/28/2010 01:19 PM

To Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Need info 

For Chapter 5 of the DEIS, Melissa needs info re: Name; Project Role or
Title (She has: Farrell, Mary, Cultural and Tribal Consultation); College
degree (M.S., B.S. etc), Major;, School; City and state; year; and years
experience.
Would you forward that info to Melissa Thx.

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

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Charles A Blair; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; jrigg@swca.com;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; Reta Laford; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Arthur S Elek; Beverley A Everson

Subject: Feb. 10, 2010 Extended IDT Meeting Agenda.docx
Date: 02/06/2010 04:51 PM
Attachments: Feb. 10, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

The agenda for the meeting is attached.  Note that this is an extended team
meeting, and that it will be a half day.  I will need to double check the meeting
room and get back to you to confirm; the meeting will either be in 6V6 or 4B.
 
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 - Feb. 10, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx
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February 10, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda





Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701, Rm. 6V6. 



Time:  9:00 – 12:00



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Overview of meeting



Alternatives discussion



Mitigation review



Project status and meetings (round robin)







From: Beverley A Everson
To: tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Feb. 16, 2010 version of DEIS
Date: 02/22/2010 10:39 AM

Hi Everyone,

Can you tell me when the new version will be posted on WebEx?

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Feb. 17, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx
Date: 02/19/2010 02:24 PM
Attachments: Feb. 17, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

Hi Melissa,

Enclosed is the agenda for the IDT meeting we had on Wednesday.  Mindee said
that you had asked for a copy.

I didn't send an electronic copy out to the team this week, and so didn't get one to
you.  But, I'll keep you in the loop in the future.

Bev
 
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 - Feb. 17, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

February 17, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda





Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701, Rm. 6V6. 



Time:  9:00 – 12:00



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Overview of meeting



Homework discussion 



Project status and meetings (round robin)







From: Beverley A Everson
To: Brian Lindenlaub; karnold@augustaresource.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Feb. 2008 Second Revision electronic version
Date: 05/27/2008 06:13 PM

Hi Brian,

When we met on Sunday yousaid that you would get an electronic version of the
Feb. 2008 Second Revision of the MPO maps and diagrams to me.  Could you also
provide a copy to SWCA?

Thanks so much, and again for your time on Sunday meeting with me to go over
MPO submissions.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Brian Lindenlaub; karnold@augustaresource.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Feb. 2008 Second Revision electronic version
Date: 05/27/2008 06:13 PM

Hi Brian,

When we met on Sunday yousaid that you would get an electronic version of the
Feb. 2008 Second Revision of the MPO maps and diagrams to me.  Could you also
provide a copy to SWCA?

Thanks so much, and again for your time on Sunday meeting with me to go over
MPO submissions.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Charles A Blair; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

jrigg@swca.com; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; Reta Laford; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Feb. 3 IDT meeting agenda (tentative)
Date: 01/29/2010 05:31 PM
Attachments: Feb. 3, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

Here is the tentative agenda for our meeting.  See you Wednesday.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701
Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Charles A Blair/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Deborah K Sebesta/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:kbrown03@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

February 3, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project IDT

Meeting Agenda





Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701, Rm. 6V6. 



Time:  9:00 – 12:00



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Extended Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Overview of meeting



TEP (Ed Beck) presentation on powerline siting



Partial pit backfill, presentation by Kathy Arnold 



Project status and meetings (round robin)







From: Tami Emmett
To: ccoyle@swca.com
Cc: mreichard@swca.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fee simple land "private lands" vs patented mining claims
Date: 09/23/2009 12:48 PM

Charles - definitions of fee simple lands vs patented mining claims:

FEE SIMPLE: An estate under which the owner is entitled to unrestricted powers to 
dispose of the property, and which can be left by will or inherited.  Commonly, a 
synonym for ownership. 
(The Real Estate Dictionary, 8th Edition)

PATENTED MINING CLAIM: A patented mining claim is one for which the Federal Government has passed
its title to the claimant, making it private land. A person may mine and remove minerals from a mining
claim without a mineral patent. However, a mineral patent gives the owner exclusive title to the locatable
minerals. It also gives the owner title to the surface and other resources. 
With a Patented Claim: You own the Land as well as the minerals.
(Various sources)

Locatable minerals (although this is for New Mexico - the definitions still apply in Arizona):
http://www.blm.gov/nm/st/en/prog/energy/solid_minerals/mining_law/mining_claims_and/locatable_minerals.html

Homeowners acquire homes or property under the fee simple process - purchasing property for ownership and
private use.

Ms. Webb asks "why the different terms are used if they are the same thing."  

My response would be that they're acquired differently.  The patented mining claim was originally and specifically
deeded by the Bureau of Land Management to the claimant for surface and sub-surface rights.  Fee simple
transactions occur through transfer of title from one property owner to the next and are not always connected
with mining claims.

Let me know if you have further questions.  Tami

Tami Emmett
Realty Specialist
Coronado National Forest, Region 3
Tucson, Arizona
520-388-8424 (office)
520-388-8305 (fax)

mailto:CN=Tami Emmett/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel; Deborah K

Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Kendall Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Marc
Kaplan; Mary M Farrell; mreichard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; S@FSNOTES; Salek Shafiqullah;
Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: field meeting next week, July 1
Date: 06/26/2009 03:11 PM

We will be doing a field trip for the IDT meeting next week, to Sycamore and
Schofield Canyons.  The trip is important to the whole (extended) team, because we
have developed alternatives that put waste and tailings material into the two
canyons.  I would encourage extended team members to attend if possible, even
though this is not an extended team meeting date.

Please RSVP by COB Monday, so that enough vehicles can be arranged for
the trip.  We'll plan on meeting at 7:00 here in Tucson, though Nogales folks can
meet the rest of the group somewhere along the line.  More details to come as
logistics get worked out.

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Andrea W Campbell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Arthur S Elek/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:CN=Christopher C LeBlanc/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Deborah K Sebesta/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Deborah K Sebesta/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Eli Curiel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=George McKay/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Heidi Schewel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTE
mailto:CN=John Able/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Kendall Brown/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Kent C Ellett/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Marc Kaplan/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Marc Kaplan/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@SWCA.com
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:S@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Tami Emmett/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Melissa Reichard
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: Final copies of Scoping Reports 1 and 2
Date: 08/24/2009 09:37 AM

Rosemont has been submitting 2 copies of reports to the Forest for your records. Would you like 2
copies of the final scoping reports as well? Note: SR2 is over 1800 pages. If you do want copies,
would you consider SR2 text in printed form with the attachments on CD?
 
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Melissa Reichard'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; Kent C Ellett; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Keith Pohs'
Subject: Final Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Geology & Minerals
Date: 03/12/2009 08:55 AM
Attachments: 2009-3-12_Reichard_Ortman_Final Dft Chap 3 Geo-Min Headings_memo.doc

Melissa,
 
Attached is the final draft version of the Chapter 3 headings for Geology and Minerals.  The edits
provided by Walt Keyes (CNF) are indicated in Tracking mode.  Walt reviewed the Geology and
Minerals headings for Bev and Salek as both of them are on vacation and not available.
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:kpohs@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT

		To:

		Melissa Reichard (SWCA)



		Copy to:

		Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah, Kent Ellett (CNF); Charles Coyle, Tom Furgason, Keith Pohs (SWCA)



		From:

		Dale Ortman PE



		Date:

		12 March 2009

		

		



		Subject:

		Final Draft Chapter 3 Headings – Geology and Minerals 





Presented below are the final draft headings for the Geology and Minerals section of Chapter 3 as reviewed and edited by Walt Keyes (CNF).  


3.2. Geology and Minerals

3.2.1. Regional Geology 

3.2.2. Mine Site Geology


3.2.2.1. Geology (basic geology and structure)


3.2.2.2. Mineral Exploration and Mining History


3.2.2.3. Rosemont Deposit (Rosemont Deposit geology with emphasis on difference between sulfide and oxide ore which is foundational to potential ARD issues)


3.2.3. Geologic Hazards


3.2.3.1. Seismicity


3.2.3.2. Landslides (this may be just an “Other” category)

3.2.3.3. Subsidence (limited to the known subsidence issues in the Santa Cruz Valley due to groundwater withdrawal)


3.2.3.4. Debris Flows

3.2.4. Other Geologic Resources


3.2.4.1. Fossils


3.2.4.2. Caves
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Charles A Blair; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

jrigg@swca.com; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; Reta Laford; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Final filing area for DEIS review.  Sorry for the changes and incovenience
Date: 01/22/2010 01:51 PM
Importance: High
Attachments: Rosemont DEIS Review Jan. 2010.lnk

This one is in fstmp, which everyone can access.  Here's the shortcut.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
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mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Horst Schor
Cc: 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Beverley A Everson'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; Rochelle Dresser; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom

Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Marcie Bidwell'
Subject: Final Landform Constraints for Comment in Draft Report
Date: 03/31/2010 02:36 PM
Attachments: 20100331_ortman_schor-etal_rosemontlandformconstraints_final_memo.pdf

Horst,
 
As agreed in the update conference call of 30 March 2010, attached is a memorandum presenting
the final version of the Rosemont constraints and comments for your response in the draft report
due 9 April 2010.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:hjschor@jps.net
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
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mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Horst Schor 


Copy to: 
Debby Kriegel, Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah, Mindee Roth, Rochelle Dresser 
(CNF), Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Marci Bidwell (SWCA) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 31 March 2010   


Subject: 
Landform Layout Constraints and Comments Provided by Rosemont 
Copper Company – Final Version for Inclusion in H. Schor Report 


 
This memorandum presents the version of the constraints and comments provided by Rosemont 
Copper Company regarding the landform alternative to which Mr. Schor will respond in the draft 
report due April 9, 2101.  The response will consist of Mr. Schor’s professional opinion as to the 
ramification(s) of imposing the constraints and comments, individually and in the aggregate, on 
the landform concept presented in his report. 
 


1. Place no mine waste material within the area designated for the Plant Site (Area 1 on 
attached sketch map). 


2. Place no mine waste material on the Ball Court heritage site (Area 2 on attached sketch 
map). 


3. Leave a half-mile wide buffer strip between all mine waste material and SR 83 (Area 3 on 
attached sketch map). 


4. Keep all stormwater runoff within the Barrel Canyon drainage (Area 4 on attached sketch 
map). 


5. Maintain set-back for Singing Valley Ranch (Area 5 on attached sketch map). 
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6. Place no mine waste material within the area designated for the SDCP Biological Core 
Value habitat and Riparian Management Area (Area 6 on attached sketch map). 


7. Incorporate the original Rosemont design configuration for the heap leach and dry stack 
tailings facilities within the landform design concept. 


8. Include functional haul roads, construction access, and perpetual stormwater drainage to 
the pit into the landform design concept (Note: SWCA and CNF consider this outside the 
scope of Mr. Schor’s contract.) 


9. Increase the ultimate height of the conceptual landform design by 100-feet to afford 
contingent capacity and construction flexibility. 











From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Beverley Everson; Reta Laford; Mindee Roth
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard; Tom     Furgason
Subject: Final Scoping Report #1
Date: 07/20/2009 04:58 PM

Reta,

 

The Final Scoping Report #1 is on WebEx.  Please let me know if you would like
SWCA to transmit this to Region.  Thanks for all of the great feedback on the report
(Bev and Mindee- Thank you too!).  Here is the link:
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=24155>

Would you like SWCA to submit hard copies to the Coronado as well?

 

I anticipate loading Scoping Report #2 tomorrow.

 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:notify@weboffice.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Final Tailings Design Report - Preliminary Review
Date: 05/03/2009 09:33 AM
Attachments: 2009-5-3_Everson et al_Prelimary Final Tailings Design Report Review_memo.pdf

2009-5-3_Everson et al_Prelimary Final Tailings Design Report Review_memo.pdf

Attached is a memorandum summarizing my review of the Final Tailings Design Report.  The intent
of the memo is to assist the IDT specialists in their review of the report and initiate a list of
questions and comments in preparation for the upcoming Technology Transfer meeting with

Rosemont and AMEC on May 12th.  I strongly recommend that I meet with the USFS IDT specialists
early in the upcoming week to discuss the report and prepare a final list of questions for
submission to Rosemont.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF) 


Copy to: Tom Furgason, Charles Coyle, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 3 May 2009   


Subject: 
Preliminary Review 
Rosemont Dry Stack Tailings Final Design Report 


 
This memorandum presents my preliminary review of the report titled Rosemont Copper Company Dry Stack 
Tailings Storage Facility Final Design Report, April 15, 2009 prepared by AMEC Earth & Environmental, 
Inc. of Englewood, Colorado.  This review focuses on my general assessment of the information contained in 
the report with an emphasis on elements of the design that may require additional clarification by AMEC 
and/or Rosemont.  This review does not include any confirmatory analyses or other supporting calculations, 
but is based on my professional judgment.  
 
Overall Design Report Completeness  
 
In general, the final tailings design report provides the information and depth of analysis to support NEPA 
compliance.  Specific questions and comments regarding potential additional information that may be 
required to complete the EIS analysis are presented later in this memorandum. 
 
 
Differences from the 2007 MPO Tailings Design 
 
The basic design presented in the final design report does not differ in fundamental elements from that 
presented in the 2007 MPO; the tailings are still a dewatered filter-cake placed behind an encompassing waste 
rock buttress.  The overall footprint of the final facility remains essentially the same as originally proposed as 
does the storage capacity and general shape and height of the facility.  However, the final design includes 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com





Rosemont EIS Project Memorandum Page 2 
 
 


Document for Deliberative Purposes Only 
Not for Public Distribution Page 2 
 


more detail regarding the engineering of the facility, including additional test work supporting the filter 
technology for dewatering the tailings.  The primary differences between the plan presented in the 2007 MPO 
and the final design are: 
 


1. Phased Construction – The original plan calls for two phases of dry stack tailings construction 
separated by a chimney drain called the Central Drain, with the North Stack constructed first to be 
followed by the South Stack.  The final design still uses a two-phase construction but reverses the 
order of construction with the Phase I facility constructed to the south to be followed by the Phase II 
facility placed to the north.  This reversed phased construction allows the McCleary Canyon drainage 
to remain open for approximately the first half of the expected project life to provide surface water 
flow to Barrel Canyon without relying on a diversion channel around the tailings. 


2. Replacement of the Central Drain with Several Flow-Through Drains – The Central Drain of the 
original plan, a rock chimney drain, has been replaced with a network of Flow-Through Drains, finger 
drains constructed in the natural drainages beneath the tailings facility.  The Flow-Through Drains are 
large cross-section rock drains, protected with geotextile filters and containing multiple corrugated 
polyethylene pipe culverts to promote drainage.  The new drainage system utilizes the existing natural 
drainage channels beneath the tailings facility.  


 
Information Yet to be Submitted 
 
The detailed surface water control design was not included with the final tailings design report; the report 
contains a commitment to submit the surface water control design report in July 2009.  It is unclear if the yet 
to be submitted surface water control report is only for the tailings or if it is for the overall mine site.  It is 
also unclear whether or not the surface water control report will include additional engineering details for the 
tailings facility. 
 
Design Summary 
 
A summary of design criteria, features, and important predictions follows: 
 


1. Laboratory testing indicates the following properties for the tailings: 
a. 73% by weight passing No. 200 sieve; 
b. Non-plastic material (Plasticity Index approx. 1%; Plastic Limit approx. 20% & Liquid Limit 


approx. 21%); 
c. USCS Classification of ML; 
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d. Consolidation testing indicates the material undergoes compression but does not exhibit 
significant time-dependent consolidation; 


e. Shear strength parameters are: 
i. Peak drained strength of 36 degrees friction and negligible cohesion; 
ii. Peak undrained strength of 19 degrees friction and 1930-3260 psf cohesion; 


f. Maximum Dry Density (Standard Proctor – ASTMD698) of 116-119 pcf at 14.9-14.8% 
moisture, respectively; 


g. Saturated Moisture Content of approx. 25% by weight and Field Capacity of approx. 11% by 
weight; 


h. Saturated hydraulic conductivity range 2.0x10-4 cm/sec at low confining pressure to 5.9x10-7 
at high confinement; based on the testing the higher conductivities are achieved at a tailings 
depth of approximately 50 feet. 


2. The design recommends a tailings filter-cake moisture content of 15% +/- 3% (12% - 18%); this is 
essentially the Optimum Moisture +/-3% based on the Standard Proctor (ASTM D698). 


3. Filtration testing indicates a filter-cake tailings moisture content of approximately 15% can be 
obtained using automatic pressure filters and it will require approximately 30 large automatic pressure 
filters (120-150 tph) to process the 75,000 tpd (3,125 tph) tailings production rate. 


4. The design allows for the placement of tailings in excess of 18% moisture in the center portion of the 
facility at a distance of no less than 1100 feet from the inside crest of each lift of the rock buttress. 


5. The total capacity of the tailings facility is 596 million dry tons at a unit dry weight of 109 pcf; Phase 
I has a capacity of 343 million dry tons, a life of 12 years and a height of approximately 535 feet, 
Phase II has a capacity of 253 million dry tons, a life of 9 years and an approximate height of 560 
feet. 


6. The outer slope of the facility is designed at an overall slope of 3.5H:1V. 
7. The seepage analysis indicates a maximum seepage rate of 8.4 gpm occurring in Year 18 and 


declining in following years.  The seepage is comprised of entrained process water; the seepage 
analysis indicates no precipitation infiltration through the tailings. 


8. Stability analyses, accounting for both static and seismic conditions, indicate the facility is within 
Arizona BADCT requirements. 


9. The general surface water control plan for the top of the tailings facility includes perimeter collection 
channels routing storm water to depressions in the tailings for temporary storage and evaporation.  
The design commits to pump any water that has not evaporated within 15 days to the plant for make-
up water (Note: the text of the report sets a 15 day limit, however the BADCT demonstration 
included as an appendix sets a 5 day limit).  
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Questions and Comments 
 
Presented below are draft questions and comments for Rosemont and/or AMEC. 
 


1. The design report sets a 15 day limit for evaporation of accumulated storm water on the top surface 
of the tailings but the BADCT demonstration included as an appendix sets a 5 day limit; please 
confirm which is correct and provide a corrected report. 


2. The tailings design is based on two tailings samples, Colina and MSRD-1 that, based on the submitted 
geotechnical test results, appear to have almost identical physical properties.  The report states that 
although there are several ore-bearing rock types the high degree of similarity between the two 
tailings samples indicates a uniformity of tailings properties throughout the deposit.  However, the 
report does not present any discussion of the origin of the samples, the rock types from which they 
were prepared, or the rationale as to why they are a reliable basis for design; please provide such a 
rationale.   


3. The text of the report indicates the tailings to have a USCS classification of SM when, in fact, the 
presented data indicates both samples to classify as ML; please correct the report. 


4. The report states that tailings in excess of 18% moisture may be safely placed within the core of the 
facility at a distance of no more than 1100 feet from the inside crest of the rock buttress.  However, 
no analysis is presented to support this statement; please provide such an analysis including an upper 
bound limit on the allowable moisture content.  Additional related questions are: 


a. Is there a contingency plan for upset conditions at the tailings filtration plant other than the 
allowance to place tails at greater than 18% moisture in the core of the disposal facility? 


b. How will the conveyor and radial stacker system be aligned and operated to allow selective 
placement of tailings between the core and the outer portions of the tailings in the event of 
cyclical changes in tailings moisture content? 


5. The report does not contain a Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) to ensure long-term conformance of the 
tailings facility construction with the design; please provide a QAP. 


6. The report indicates the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 2, but omits the same for Diversion 
Channel No. 1; please provide the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 1. 


7.  The seepage analysis states that no ponding of storm water was included in the analytical boundary 
conditions.  However, the design includes a top surface drainage grade of only 0.25% and 
construction using a radial stacker placing 25-foot lifts, and it is doubtful that both the construction 
method will allow grading control to maintain the 0.25% slope or the 0.25% slope will effectively 
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drain the tailings top surface except during extreme flooding.  Please provide additional rationale for 
the exclusion of ponding of storm water in the seepage analysis. 


8. Will the surface water control design report due for submission in July 2009 include engineering 
details for the storm water control facilities for the dry stack tailings?  Additional questions are: 


a. The Central Drain (chimney drain) has been removed from the design, however the rock 
buttress on the north side of the Phase I tailings, that will be buried by the Phase II tailings, 
may allow storm water from the surface of the tailings to be routed to the Flow-Through 
Drain and comingle with discharging storm water; what is the plan to prevent this occurrence? 


b. The seepage analysis does not include an analysis of potential infiltration through the rock 
buttress contacting the underlying tailings and subsequently exiting the toe of tailings facility 
to comingle with discharging storm water; what is to prevent this occurrence?   


 
 
 








From: Melissa Reichard
To: Philip Murphy
Cc: John Able; Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: First set of scans
Date: 02/23/2009 12:59 PM

Philip-
Per John’s request, I have sent the first set of scans out in the mail today. The CD contains the first
1200 comment submissions. I have all of the attachments scanned separate from the submission
letters. Do you need the attachments at all? If so, we will need to decide whether it is necessary
for the attachments to be attached to the submission letter on our end. Beyond this first set,
would you like the remainder sent to you in one large mailing or piecemeal? From what I
understand, you will be speaking with John Able this week. Please discuss these items with him. I
will need the Forest Service to direct me on what and when they need items delivered to you.
 
Thank you,
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford - Coronado National Forest; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: FMI Sierrita Sulfate Plume Website
Date: 03/19/2009 06:43 AM

FYI, the address for the Sierrita sulfate plume Internet Document Repository is
http://www.fcx.com/sierrita/home.htm .
 
Hope this helps.
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Marcie Bidwell
To: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel; Kathy Arnold; Tom Furgason; Debby Kriegel; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: Follow up request for Reclamation photography
Date: 02/09/2010 02:16 PM

Hello Bev and Debby,

I understand from Tom that Bev collected the images of the mine tours from everyone's personal
cameras and then built a common library of images.

I am looking for good reference images of reclaimed sites that will show vegetation patterns (both
intentional and volunteer). Additionally, we could use some images of mining facilities, as a few of the
simulation views will have straight views into the pit and mine works.

Bev, Would there be any good ones in the files that you created/shared with everybody?

I would prefer to receive these as digital files, and we can save the USFS images on the Web Ex for
convenient sharing.

Thank you for your assistance! 
Marcie

Marcie Demmy Bidwell 
Environmental Planner 
130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A 
Durango, Colorado 81301 
Office: 970.385.8566 
Fax: 970.385.1938 
www.swca.com
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From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Follow up to last strategy meeting
Date: 09/11/2009 01:31 PM

Bev - 
I never recieved the "frog letters" from you or the Gantt chart and SWCA NEPA
training slides from Tom Furgason.  Need the training slides ASAP to prepare my
presentation for Thursday's cooperating agency meeting.  My calendar indicates Tom
is now on vacation, can you get those materials from someone else at SWCA for me?

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
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From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Deborah K Sebesta; Larry Jones; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Follow-up from June 18 Cooperating Agency meeting
Date: 06/22/2009 10:50 AM

Bev, Debbie, and Larry - 

Some of the cooperating agencies have expressed a desire to meet with one or
more of the Rosemont IDT biologists to gain a better understanding of the scope of
biological investigations underway or planned for inclusion in the EIS.  The next
cooperating agency meeting is scheduled for Thursday, July 16.  I could set up time
on the schedule of that meeting for a small group discussion between the interested
cooperators and the biologist's after lunch (approximately 12:30-3:30 pm) if that
date is compatible with your schedules.  If you are not available on the 16th, is there
another time before the 16th that would work better for the biologists to meet with
the interested cooperators?

Bev -
When a meeting time and the discussion topic or topics are more clearly defined, I
will need to know if you want to invite any of the SWCA biologists or any of RCC's
biologists to attend as well.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
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From: Sarah L Davis
To: mreichard@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com; Beverley A Everson; John Able; Reta Laford; tfurgason@swca.com;

jmacivor@swca.com
Subject: follow-up info: Call regarding Electronic Administrative Records
Date: 05/11/2009 09:25 AM
Attachments: 09_example_Project_Record_Index.xls

090508_KMRD_schema_cover_sheet_EIS.doc

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 05/11/2009 09:21 AM -----

Susan
Jennings/R10/USDAFS

05/08/2009 04:51 PM

To Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
sldavis@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Re: Call regarding Electronic Administrative Records

Hi, 

As requested at this mornings teleconference, here are examples of the project
record index spreadsheet and a cover page for project record files.   

I was asked after the teleconference why I didn't like the cover sheet, which makes
me believe I was misunderstood.  I have and will continue to use the cover sheet for
the hard copy files.  I was trying to stress not to include the cover sheet in your
electronic files and don't add them to your documents because they change the
page numbering.  We get in trouble in Court when our page numbers don't match.   

You may note that the cover sheet has a different schema than the pre-work that I
sent.  At one time, each of the Districts could develop their own schema; we found
that this caused confusion during litigation because several projects would be
litigated together and the different schemas didn't mesh well.  The protocol I sent is
our attempt to get everyone on the same page.   

Please let me know if you have any more questions or need anything else. 

Sue Jennings
Tongass National Forest
907-945-1203
907-723-0477

"When you stop editing, it will go to the printer."
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Example project record index

		Project Number		Project		Record Number		Admin Record Type		File Name		Date		Schema Folder		Type of Record		No. of Pages		Title		paper record		e-record		General Description		Author		Recipient		Notes

		572		Navy		0001		Project		572_0001		03/09/04		1a		Letter		25		040309_project_plan		x signed		x signed		Navy Timber Sale Project Plan		B. Hand, A. O'Brien, S. Skrien		Forest Supervisor

		572		Navy		0002		Project		572_0002		04/12/04		1b		Letter		3		040412_initial_direction		x signed		x signed		Navy Project Initiation Letter/Original Signed by Chip Weber (the original 2-sided is included with a copy of 1-sided document)		Chip Weber, District Ranger		Linda Christian

		572		Navy		0003		Project		572_0003		11/24/06		1b		Letter		4		061124_pil_signed		x signed		x signed		Electronically signed Project Initiation Letter		Forrest Cole and Mark Hummel		WRD Staff

		572		Navy		0004		Project		572_0004		01/13/06		1c		Notice		1		060113_NOI_cover_letter		x signed		x signed		NOI cover letter signed by deciding official		Dennis Neill, USFS		Federal Register

		572		Navy		0005		Project		572_0005		01/13/06		1c		Notice		6		060113_NOI_text		x signed		x signed		NOI text signed by deciding official		Dennis Neill, USFS		Federal Register

		572		Navy		0006		Project		572_0006		01/23/06		1c		Notice		2		060123_published_NOI		x		x		Published NOI		Federal Register		Public Record

		572		Navy		0007		Project		572_0007		05/11/07		1c		Notice		1		070511_revised_noi_cover_letter		x signed		x signed		Revised  NOI cover letter electronically signed by deciding official		Forrest Cole, Forest Supervisor		Federal Register

		572		Navy		0008		Project		572_0008		05/11/07		1c		Notice		5		070511_revised_NOI_text_unsigned		x unsigned		x unsigned		Revised NOI text		Forrest Cole, Forest Supervisor		Federal Register

		572		Navy		0009		Project		572_0009		05/21/07		1c		Notice		3		070521_revised_noi_federal_register		x		x		Published Revised NOI		Federal Register		Public Record

		572		Navy		0010		Project		572_0010		11/01/05		1d		Notes		1		051101_timeline		x		x		projected timeline for 2005-2008		J. Roberts		IDT

		572		Navy		0011		Project		572_0011		01/01/06		1d		SOPA		1		060101_January_SOPA		x		x		Project Schedules		USFS		Public

		572		Navy		0012		Project		572_0012		04/01/06		1d		SOPA		1		060401_April_SOPA		x		x		Project Schedules		USFS		Public

		572		Navy		0013		Project		572_0013		07/01/06		1d		SOPA		1		060701_July_SOPA		x		x		Project Schedules		USFS		Public

		572		Navy		0014		Project		572_0014		10/01/06		1d		SOPA		1		061001_October_SOPA		x		x		Project Schedules		USFS		Public

		572		Navy		0015		Project		572_0015		01/01/07		1d		SOPA		1		070101_January_SOPA		x		x		Project Schedules		USFS		Public

		572		Navy		0016		Project		572_0016		04/01/07		1d		SOPA		1		070401_April_SOPA		x		x		Project Schedules		USFS		Public

		572		Navy		0017		Project				03/29/04		1e				5		040329_Study_Plan.doc		x unsigned		x unsigned		Navy Project step-by-step study plans instructions		District Ranger		Project Record		Draft document, removed from record when final was added

		572		Navy		0018		Project		572_0018		04/08/04		1e		Report		5		040408_study_plan		x signed		x signed		Navy Project step-by-step study plans instructions		Chip Weber		IDT

		572		Navy		1029		Project		1029_051101_scoping_letter		2005/11/05		2.a		Letter		9		Public Involvement Scoping Letter - Navy Timber Sale		x		x		Public Involvement Scoping Letter - Navy Timber Sale		Mark Hummel, District Ranger		Public

		572		Navy		1010		Project		1010_080626_subsistence_wrg_sent		2008/06/17		2.a		Notice		1		Public Notice of June 25, 2008 Subsistence Hearing In Wrangell		x		x		Public Notice of June 25, 2008 Subsistence Hearing In Wrangell		USFS		Public

		572		Navy		1023		Project		1023_second scoping mailing list		2008/01/10		2.c		Table		24		Second Scoping Mailing List		x		x		Second Scoping Mailing List		USFS		Public

		572		Navy		0893		Project		0893_FEIS_mailing_list		2009/03/11		2.c		Mailing List		3		FEIS Mailing List		x		x		List of people sent the FEIS/ROD		Sue Jennings, USFS		Public

		572		Navy		1021		Project		1021_090304_silviculture addendum		2008/02/15		6g1		Report		39		Silviculture Resource Report for Navy Timber Sale FEIS		x		x		Silviculture Resource Report for Navy Timber Sale Final Environmental Impact Statement Wrangell Ranger District Tongass National Forest		Mike Reed and Sheila Spores, USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		1027		Project		1027_090220_navy_silviculture_ROD_addendum		2009/02/23		6g1		Report		8		Silviculture Report Addendum for the Selected Alternative		x		x		Navy Timber Sale EIS Project Area Silviculture Report Addendum for the Selected Alternative		Sheila Spores, USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		0987		Project		0987_080703_correction to FP-amendment_cedar		2008/07/03		6g2		Memo		2		Correction to Forest Plan Amendment regarding Timber S&G (TIM 3)		x		x		Clarification of TIM 3 in the 2008 Forest Plan		Patricia Krosse, USFS		FS Personnel

		572		Navy		0892		Project		0892_draft_uneven_aged				6g4		Silvicultural Prescription		8		Description of uneven-aged management		x		x		Draft description of uneven-aged management, no date or signature		Mike Reed		IDT

		572		Navy		0891		Project		0891_even_aged		2008/05/05		6g4		Silvicultural Prescription		9		Description of even-aged management		x		x		Even-aged management document		Mike Reed		IDT

		572		Navy		0800		Project		0800_unit034		2008/10/15		6g4		Silvicultural Prescription		8		Unit 034 Rx		x		x		Silvicultural Prescription		Mike Reed		IDT

		572		Navy		0801		Project		0801_unit035		2008/10/15		6g4		Silvicultural Prescription		8		Unit 035 Rx		x		x		Silvicultural Prescription		Mike Reed		IDT

		572		Navy		0802		Project		0802_Unit036		2008/10/15		6g4		Silvicultural Prescription		9		Unit 036 Rx		x		x		Silvicultural Prescription		Mike Reed		IDT

		572		Navy		0803		Project		0803_Unit037		2008/10/15		6g4		Silvicultural Prescription		9		Unit 037 Rx		x		x		Silvicultural Prescription		Mike Reed		IDT

		572		Navy		0804		Project		0804_Unit038		2008/10/15		6g4		Silvicultural Prescription		8		Unit 038 Rx		x		x		Silvicultural Prescription		Mike Reed		IDT

		572		Navy		0931		Project		0931_Starfishgoshawk 20050709		2005/07/18		6n3		Report		4		Goshawk surveys in the Starfish area on 07092005		x		x		Goshawk surveys in the Starfish area on 07092005		Michael Friedrich, Amanda Pantovich, Daniel Kraemer		IDT

		572		Navy		0922		Project		0922_Goshawk_20050624		2005/07/19		6n3		Report		3		Goshawk surveys in the Madan area on 06242005		x		x		Goshawk surveys in the Madan area on 06242005		Daniel Kraemer		IDT

		572		Navy		0924		Project		0924_MadanGoshawk		2005/07/19		6n3		Report		3		Goshawk surveys in the Madan area on 06242005		x		x		Goshawk surveys in the Madan area on 06242005		Michael Friedrich		IDT

		572		Navy		0913		Project		0913_Camp Carl goshawk 20050725		2005/07/28		6n3		Report		3		Camp Carl Goshawk Survey on 07/25/2005		x		x		Camp Carl Goshawk Survey on 07/25/2005		Daniel Kraemer		IDT

		572		Navy		0934		Project		0934_Doughnut_nest_directions		2005/08/01		6n3		Report		2		FOIA EXEMPT Directions to the Doughnut area Goshawk Nests		x		x		FOIA EXEMPT This document is FOIA EXEMPT because we do not give out the exact locations of goshawk nests.		USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		0937		Project		0937_Shady goshawk nest locations		2005/08/01		6n3		Report		1		FOIA EXEMPT Directions to the Shady area Goshawk Nests		x		x		FOIA EXEMPT This document is FOIA EXEMPT because we do not give out the exact locations of goshawk nests.		USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		0932		Project		0932_Camp Carl Nest Directions		2005/09/29		6n3		Report		1		FOIA EXEMPT Directions to the Camp Carl Goshawk Nests		x		x		FOIA EXEMPT This document is FOIA EXEMPT because we do not give out the exact locations of goshawk nests.		USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		0938		Project		0938_Starfish area goshawk nest locations		2005/09/29		6n3		Report		1		FOIA EXEMPT Directions to the Starfish area Goshawk Nests		x		x		FOIA EXEMPT This document is FOIA EXEMPT because we do not give out the exact locations of goshawk nests.		USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		0935		Project		0935_Madan Bay nest directions		2005/10/04		6n3		Report		1		FOIA EXEMPT Directions to the Madan Bay area Goshawk Nests		x		x		FOIA EXEMPT This document is FOIA EXEMPT because we do not give out the exact locations of goshawk nests.		USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		0900		Project		0900_2006 Etolin brown bear surveys		2006/10/05		6n3		Report		5		2006 Etolin Brown Bear Surveys		x		x		2006 Etolin Brown Bear Surveys		Various Biologists		IDT

		572		Navy		0899		Project		0899_Wildlfe_Discoveries		2007/09/06		6n3		Report		1		Wildlife Discoveries for proposed Navy Timber Sale Area		x		x		Wildlife Discoveries for proposed Navy Timber Sale Area		USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		0901		Project		0901_nogo_navy		2007/09/19		6n3		data		430		Navy Northern Goshawk survey information		x		x		Navy Northern Goshawk survey information - converted from Excel spreadsheet		USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		0896		Project		0896_Navy Brown Bear Surveys Maps		2007/09/24		6n3		map		1		Navy Brown Bear Surveys		x		x		Map of Navy Brown Bear Survey areas				IDT

		572		Navy		0898		Project		0898_Brown Bear Surveys		2007/09/24		6n3		Report		2		2006 Brown Bear Surveys for High Use for the Proposed Navy Timber Sale on Etolin Island		x		x		2006 Brown Bear Surveys for High Use for the Proposed Navy Timber Sale on Etolin Island		USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				waas_vcus.emf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltA.emf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltA.pdf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltB.emf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltB.pdf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltC.emf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltC.pdf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltD.emf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltD.pdf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltE.emf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltE.pdf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltF.emf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				AltF.pdf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				landslides.emf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				landslides.pdf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				lud_color8x11swe.emf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				recplace_existing8x11.emf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		1103		Project				00/00/00		7a		GIS Covers				roadless_areas_etolin_jr.emf		CD				Wildlife Resource Report Maps		USDA		Project Record

		572		Navy		0790		Project		0790_Navy_DEIS_with_errata		2007/10		9		EIS		685		Navy Timber Sale Draft Environmental Impact Statement		x		x		Drafte analysis of impacts expected for all analyze alternatives		USFS		Public

		572		Navy		1041		Project		1041_Navy_FEIS		2009/03		10		EIS		538		Navy Timber Sale Final Environmental Impact Statement		x		x		Navy Timber Sale Final Environmental Impact Statement		USFS		Public

		572		Navy		1042		Project		1042_Navy_ROD		03/10/09		10		ROD		274		Navy Timber Sale Record of Decision		x		x		Navy Timber Sale Record of Decision		USFS		Public

		572		Navy		1016		Project		1016_planning record guidelines		2008/12/16		11		Memo		2		Guidelines for project record		x		x		Guidelines for project record		USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		1032		Project		1032_edwards_reeck_call		2009/03/13		12		Memo		1		Phone conversation between Rob Reeck and Larry Edwards		x		x		Phone conversation between Rob Reeck and Larry Edwards regarding the status of the Navy Timber Sale FEIS and ROD		Rob Reeck, USFS		IDT

		572		Navy		1040		Project		1040_20090325_Edwards_FOIA_Navy		2009/03/25		12		Memo		1		FOIA Request for Navy Planning Record		x		x		FOIA Request for Navy Planning Record		Larry Edwards, Greenpeace		Connie Adams Johnson, USFS
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Name of EIS


Planning Record Outline


  [CIRCLE THE CATEGORY (from the list below) IN WHICH THIS ITEM SHOULD BE FILED]


1. General Information


a. initial direction and planning  record index

b. notice of intent


c. position statement


d. study plan


2. Public Communications and Involvement


a. public involvement plan


b. published notices/legal notices


c. news reports and clippings


d. public meeting notes


e. mailing lists


f. public scoping – mailouts and comments


g. public comments DEIS

h. public comments subsistence hearings


i. FOIA requests


3. External Communications and Permits


a. federal agencies 


b. state agencies 


c. local governments


d. tribal governments


e. organizations


4. Internal Communications


a. project management/IDT correspondence


b. IDT meeting notes


c. JRT checkpoints


d. internal memos/phone memos


5. Specialists Reports/Specialists Folders


a. aquatic and fisheries

b. botany

c. environmental justice


d. geology and karst

e. heritage


f. lands and minerals

g. old growth reserves

h. recreation

i. roadless

j. scenery


k. silviculture

l. socioeconomics

m. soils


n. subsistence


o. threatened and endangered species


p. timber management

q. transportation and marine access facilities

r. wetlands and floodplains

s. wildlife

t. other resources

6. Draft EIS Document


a. DEIS and appendices


b. printing and mailing


7. Final EIS Document


a. FEIS and appendices


b. ROD

c. printing and mailing


8. GIS Reports 


9. References


10. Stand Folders (HARD COPY ONLY)

11. Post-decision Records


12. Appeals

13. Implementation Records


DATE:  ________________________________________  


TITLE/SUBJECT_______________________________________________________________________________________________


PUBLISHER/AGENCY__________________________________________________________________________________________


AUTHOR/CALLER_____________________________________________________________________________________________


RECIPIENT/PERSON CALLED___________________________________________________________________________________


SUMMARY___________________________________________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________________________________________________


PATHNAME____fsfiles\office\nepa\name_of_eis\__________________________________________________________


(Please name documents with “yy_ mmdd_short_description”.  Please use lower-case letters and understandable abbreviations).


_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________






From: Tom Furgason
To: Tami Emmett
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Follow-up
Date: 12/03/2009 03:58 PM

Tami,
 
Per my message, I’ll see you tomorrow at 9:30. 
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: FONSI on EA for Green Valley Community Water Company
Date: 07/14/2010 03:49 PM
Attachments: FONSI on EA for Green Valley CWC.PDF

FYI.  In case you have not seen this yet.   
For the project record.  

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

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com



























































From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Terry L Austin
Subject: Forest GIS data
Date: 12/09/2009 08:45 AM

We have ordered a mega hard drive to download all pertinent GIS data to.  We will
then get that to SWCA.  It should be a matter of a few days.  Thanks.

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Terry L Austin/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Vail Arizona
To: jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;

kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil

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

Subject: Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments
Date: 09/17/2009 11:29 AM

1. What federally listed or propsoed species are modeled for each alternative, if any?
 
2. It would be helpful to see all of the property owned by Rosemont Copper/Augusta Resources or any
subsidiaries in the project study area so we can see if they present any opportunities.
 
3. I think it is important to point out that much of the land shown as owned by Rosemont in the links
130-140 is not "privately owned land" but rather patented mining claims. What affect would this have
since the transmission line project is not proposed on Rosemont's fee simple land?  The company also
has the following unpatented mining claims on BLM land. What impacts would this project have on the
BLM unpatented mining claims?
 
All of said claims are located in Sections 1, 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 35 and
36, Township 18 South, Range 15 East; Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 28, 29,
30, 31, 32 and 33, Township 18 South, Range 16 East; Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, Township 19
South, Range 16 East; and Sections 1 and 2, Township 19 South, Range 15 East; G&SRB&M
 
5. All of the routes appear to end up in the Helvetia area. What would be done to mitigate
impacts to this historic area?
 
6. Of neighborhood associations registered with the County, there are two in the direct
vicinity of the project through the mining claims where links 130 and 140 are located-  the
Vail Preservation Society and Hilton Road Community Association. (found using the Pima
County GIS Mapping systerm) What kind of targeted outreach have you made to them?
.
 
Thanks!

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

Quote for the Day:
 

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

myself.” Britanny Renee
 

DISCLAIMER:

mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com
mailto:jwood@epgaz.com
mailto:chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov
mailto:daniel_j_moore@blm.gov
mailto:emerald5@cox.net
mailto:kabrahams@diamondven.com
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:marshall@magruder.org
mailto:nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com
mailto:ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us
mailto:husman@ag.arizona.edu
mailto:tbolton@land.az.gov
mailto:markkonharting@gmail.com
mailto:mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:biannarino@diamondven.com
mailto:cindy_alvarez@blm.gov
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:tubaclawyer@aol.com
mailto:labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com
mailto:linda_hughes@blm.gov
mailto:mweinberg@diamondven.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:cjohnson@epgaz.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:cpintor@tep.com
mailto:ebeck@tep.com
mailto:ebelts@epgaz.com
mailto:gcheniae@cox.net
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:llucero@tep.com
mailto:lweinst@epgaz.com
mailto:law@krsaline.com
mailto:laitken@tep.com
mailto:sbreslin@tep.com
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

  

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org;
nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us;
tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com;
cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com; ebelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com;
laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments
Date: Thu, 17 Sep 2009 11:44:51 -0600

Jamie,
 
Here are my comments. I would be interesteted to see comments from the other stakeholders as well.
Thanks!
 
________________________________________________________
 
Rosemont Electric Project Stakeholder Group Comments:
 
Elizabeth Webb
 
Community Volunteer
 
17 September 2009-09
 
 
1. Routes:
 
a. Believe you should have a minimum of 3 reasonable alternatives. Commissioner Mundell
in August 2008 was quoted as saying in controversial cases there have to be many
alternatives presented and referred to an APS case where there were four.
 
Reasonable meaning routes that could theoretically be used, not alternatives given to achieve
the end result of the client’s preferred alignment.
           
b. Alternative One-My first choice. The Magruder Option of using the following links: 30-
110-120-130-140. Put substation at the node of 110 and 120.
 
Reasoning:
 
1. An existing transmission line that is in TEP’s 2007 planning model to be upgraded.



2. If the substation were to be located at the node of 110 and 120 it could be used for
construction and then later could also be used to replace the existing Greaterville substation
when the Fort Line is upgraded. In the future, the transmission line could extend from the
new substation and to the Fort.
3. This uses an existing corridor and existing access roads.
4. When reclamation occurs and the transmission line and Rosemont substation are removed,
it would mean fewer disturbances.
5.  This route avoids Box Canyon which has significant historical meaning, including roads
built by the Civilian Conservation Corps.
6. Avoids National Forest Lands. (Public use, vs. State Land which is not widely available to
the public and I am not sure of the allowed recreational use on the Santa Rita Experimental
Range.
7. Less long term maintenance for FERC requirements as it has more lowland plants vs. large
trees in the Forest.
8. At first glance, appears to impact the least number of residences. (Comparatively speaking)
as it is in an existing corridor and would replace wood H frames, allowing for a single
footprint.  Less visibility if dull grey galvanized poles are used. 
9. From the maps I have, it appears to affect the least amount of “virgin” private property as
it is in an existing corridor.
10. TEP already holds a lease on this route and it is pre-payed with the State of Arizona
11. Avoids most of the Important Riparian Areas until link 140. From the Greaterville
substation to the Rosemont substation there are several IRA’s to avoid.
12. If, TEP does construction using environmentally and culturally sound practices, the long
term affect on the SR Experimental Range would be minimized.
13. Avoids having two transmission lines paralleling each other through the Santa Rita
Experimental Range.
14. The community should not have to be dependent on Rosemont Copper for electricity. The
viability of decommissioning the southern fort line to use Santa Rita Rd. through the project
is not assured.  Additionally, by using Santa Rita Rd, it would assure that the area south from
the project, to the existing Fort Line would bisect several Important Riparian Areas.
15. No impact on the Arizona Trail until link 140. Visual impact then but much less than
other construction alternative.
16. Less disturbance of virginal visual impact to neighborhoods that have been excluded from
the project study area to the east of the project.
17. Less impacts on two designated scenic highways.
18. Regardless of the route, much more study needs to be done involving neighborhoods to
the east of  the project, including field trips to site the Rosemont substation location.
 
c. Alternative Two 30-70-100-130-140 It is difficult to think of any others are there are so
many constraints on the rest involving the construction CEC. For study reasons, as the Santa
Rita Experimental Range prefers part of this route, I will say it is my second choice although
I do not believe the SR Experimental Range has considered that the existing Fort Line is
planned for an upgrade anyhow. It would have two transmission lines running parallel to each
other on the SRER and then the existing line would have to be used for construction creating
issues through the CNF from Greaterville. My second choice now would at least use existing
corridors for a portion of it, avoid environmental justice issues in Sahuarita Heights and still
use a portion of Santa Rita Rd.
 
d. Alternative Three 20-60-100-130-140 –Same comments from above involving the
Construction CEC issues. This alternative would create visual disturbance in a “virgin” area.
Understanding SRER’s desire to keep all utilities together, Transmission and Water lines



would not be the same. Water lines are typically undergrounded and Transmission lines are
not. Also, again, the SRER would have two parallel transmission lines on it instead of the one
chosen with my first Alternative. (related to the 46K and the Rosemont Project). It would,
however, cross less IRAS than Alternative Two. The environmental justice issue which
involves Sahuarita Heights with  these cumulative effects is a concern for me.
 
e. Public Outreach: I suggest the format for these public meetings is changed in the following
ways.
 
1. Hearing style or information presented on the half hours during the Open Houses.
2. Include all of the impacted communities in a central public location if you are only going
to have one meeting in Phase 3. 60 miles round trip to a location where there the attendance
was heavily weighed towards an area much further from there is simply not equitable.
3. Re-expand the Study Area to include the neighborhoods to the east of the project. As you
can see from the maps, there is a parcel owned by Rosemont Copper that is directly adjacent
to the Hilton Ranch Rd. Community. There is another parcel that is only separated from the
Community by a small portion of State Land. This area would suffer the most virginal visual
impacts that any other community.
4. Have signs so people who want to attend can find there way from a distance.
5. Post flyers in locations where people will see them. IE on a stick near the cluster
mailboxes, on community bulletin boards in businesses and clubs.
5. Add Sandy Whitehouse as a stakeholder to the group. Her community of Corona de
Tucson is the closest one, aside from Sahuarita Heights which does not have a representative
either.
6. Use aggressive outreach to the Environmental Justice neighborhoods that would be
impacted.  (ie Sahuarita Heights)
7. Start the Open Houses later so people who work can attend later. 6;00 or 6:30pm. Perhaps
have a day time Open House for those who live in retirement communities.  Call the meetings
Town Halls instead of Open Houses so people will feel more involved.
8. The video was a good idea, but in a location where people did not know about it and there
was too much background noise.
9. The court reporter was a good idea but a sign might be better so all people would know he
was there. Most did not read the paper speaking of him and about 50/50 of the people I spoke
with had been told about him when they arrived.
8. Use a less fancy newsletter but say something like “Transmission Line Project Could
Impact YOUR community”-Please Attend. And have a map so people can find it
9. Contact all of the NGOs in the vicinity of the project and invite them to a meeting or two
where all of them are in attendance.
 
            f. Here is a list of some NGO’s in my community (non inclusive)
            Vail Preservation Society
            Hilton Road Community Association
            Santa Rita Foothills Community Association
            Cienega Watershed Partnership
            Empire Ranch Foundation
            Rincon Institute
            Empire Fagan Coalition
            AZhighway83.com
            Mountain Empire Alliance
            Vailaz.com
            Southeast Business



Cienega Rotary
SEBA Southeast- (Business Association)

           
            g. Some environmental groups-non inclusive
            Center for Biological Diversity
            Sky Island Alliance
            Audubon Society
            Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

Save the Scenic Santa Ritas
 

I am sure there are also hiking, birding, motorcycling and touring car organizations online.
 
The folks down in Sonoita would have more group names for you, I am sure!
 
            h. Other Homeowners and Neighborhood Associations can be found online at

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

I am sure there is an agency listing or title company listing of all registered homeowners
associations as they are usually required when a developer makes a subdivision.
 
These groups could help spread the word about the project.
 
 
i. Pole Finish Color: I suggest a pole finish plan for this project where people can make
comment. Dull grey galvanized poles against a sky or distant mountain back drop are the
least visible to the majority of the impacted viewers.
 
j. Field Trip for the stakeholders group. It is the only true way to understand the impacts on
the ground.
 
k. Public comments shared with the stakeholders group.     
 
__________________________________________________________
             

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

Quote for the Day:
 

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

myself.” Britanny Renee
 

http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
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legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

  

Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments
Date: Fri, 11 Sep 2009 14:47:23 -0700
From: jwood@epgaz.com
To: chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; Daniel_J_Moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net; vailaz@hotmail.com;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org;
nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; Cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us;
tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com;
cpintor@tep.com; EBeck@Tep.com; EBelts@epgaz.com; EBeck@Tep.com; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; LLucero@tep.com; Lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com;
LAitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com

Hi Everyone-
This is  a friendly reminder to provide any comments by Friday, September 18 regarding the preliminary
links discussed at the Stakeholder Group meeting on July 22, displayed in Project Newsletter #2, and at
the public open house held on August 27.  Methods to provide comments are:
 

         Comment form included in the mailed newsletter
         Comment form on the project web site (www.tep.com)
         Written comments via letter either mailed or emailed to my attention

EPG
Jaime Wood

                4141 North 32nd Street, Suite 102
                Phoenix, Arizona 85018
 
If you have any questions please give me a call (602) 956-4370. Thank you for your participation in the
TEP planning process.
Jaime Wood
EPG
 

http://www.tep.com/


From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fossil document search
Date: 07/14/2010 10:41 AM

Bev,
 
I ran a keyword search on our Rosemont drive for the fossil document you mentioned yesterday at
our meeting and it did not bring anything up.  Melissa will run a search as well and get back to you. 
I am speaking with our paleontologist at 11:00 and will update you soon after. 
 
Best,
 
Jonathan

mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Melinda D Roth'; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; 'Kathy Arnold';

David.Krizek@tetratech.com; fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; mreichard@swca.com; mbidwell@swca.com
Subject: Friday Reclamation Meeting
Date: 06/03/2010 06:15 AM

All,
 
Kathy has confirmed that Rosemont has made progress on the drainage layouts and we will be
holding a meeting tomorrow at SWCA’s office.  The meeting time is 10:00 AM – noon.  Please
respond to confirm receipt of this notice and let me know if you will be attending.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com
mailto:fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Terry Chute; Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Debby Kriegel; Marcie Bidwell
Subject: Friday's meeting notes with deadlines
Date: 07/19/2010 10:19 AM
Attachments: 20100716_PM Mtg.pdf

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

Melissa Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520)325-9194 ofc.  (520)250-6204 cell
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it
is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable
law. If you are not the intended recipient or an authorized representative of the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any review, dissemination or copying of this email and its attachments, if any, or the information contained
herein is prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by return email and
delete this email from your system. Thank you.

 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com



Forest Service SWCA


Bev Everson Tom Furgason


Terry Chute Melissa Reichard


Debby Kriegel Marcie Bidwell


Trent Reeder


Attendees:


Project Team Meeting
July 16, 2010


Approved by:
___  Bev Everson
___  Mindee Roth


File in:
___  Administrative Record


Visit to TetraTech to acquire data layers necessary for visual simulations and other DEIS figures
 Most of work already done will need to be re‐done due to new changes


Topics Discussed:


Debby‐ follow‐up with Bob Lefevre on vegetation
Action Items/Assignments:


10 year contours not required for the DEIS
 Vegetation Test team: Salek, Bev, Terry, Debby and Bob


Decisions Made:


Deadlines for Visual Resources:
July 20 at 1 pm‐Marcie will do a simulation presentation to be sure they meet all needs


AND CNF decision on what type of vegetation to simulate required
July 21‐ Close of data receipt‐ ANY data received after this date will not be included in DEIS 


3D sim GIS of all KOPs for all alternatives
Draft Photo Real for MPO and Phased Tails
Affected Environment and Env. Consequences outline


July 23‐ The following due from Marcie to Debby:


July 27‐ Sim feedback from Debby to Marcie due
July 30‐ Affected Environment feedback from Debby to Marcie due


Draft Photo Real for Barrel Only and Scholefield
Environmental Consequences 


Aug 9‐ The following due from Marcie to Debby:


Aug 13‐ Env. Consequences and other sims feedback from Debby to Marcie due
Aug 23‐ Final package of Ch.3 section to SWCA QAQC team from Marcie due
Aug 30‐ Sims completed 


DRAFT‐ NOT FINAL UNTIL INITIALED BY BEV EVERSON OR MINDEE ROTH


Proposed Rosemont Copper Project


      







From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw:  ADOT acting as Cooperating Agency with the Forest Service on Rosemont proposal
Date: 06/16/2009 08:54 AM
Attachments: ADOT letter with signatures.PDF

07182008-invitation-az-department-of-transportation.pdf

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2009 08:53 AM -----

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

06/15/2009 10:59 AM

To <district4@pima.gov>, <district5@pima.gov>,
"comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us"
<comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>,
"jmaynard@co.santa-cruz.az.us"
<jmaynard@co.santa-cruz.az.us>, <kcr@vailaz.com>,
"nicole.fyffe@pima.gov" <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>,
Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>,
"ron.barber@mail.house.gov"
<ron.barber@mail.house.gov>,
"sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org"
<sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org>, <umiller@azdps.gov>

cc

Subject FW: ADOT acting as Cooperating Agency with the
Forest Service on Rosemont proposal

Jim Kramp, the webmaster for Hiltonroad.com,  member of the Hilton
Road Community Association and Hilton Ranch Rd Resident asked me to
forward this community letter residents wrote to ADOT.
 
Thanks,

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

Quote for the Day: 
Aerodynamically the bumblebee shouldn't be able to fly, but the bumblebee doesn't know

that so it goes on flying anyway.-Mary Kay Ash

_________________

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the
use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com



To: John S. Halikowski. Director Arizona Department of Transportation


From: The Hilton Ranch Community Organization


I have recently learned that ADOT has not responded to the USFS request that ADOT


participate as a Cooperating Agency in the preparation-of the Environmental lmpact


Statement fbr the Ris.mont Coppei Projcct proposed lor southeastern Pima County' As


a resident of the afl'ected area I write to ask that your agency respond affirm.atively to the


usFS request that ADOT participate as a cooperating Agency. 
'fhere are. in my


jutlgment, conrpelling pubiic policy rcasons for ADOT to serve as a C)ooperating


Agency. I have set tbrth several reasons below'


l.  The Rosemont Mine Plan of Operation (MPO) clearly states their intent to usc


Arizona Stale Route 83 as their primary acccss road' With a 24 ton truck


deparl ing or rcturning to the site via highway 83 evcry 8 nl inutes, 2411 for 19


y.itt'. and additional traffic to support 500 employccs'


2. 
; l 'hey plan to build an entrance to the minc olf of highway 83 betwcen mile


markers 46 and 47 .In January 2003 the Corridor managcmcnt platr lbr the


Patagonia-Sonoita scenic road (SR83) was complcted by thc ADOT' In Cliapter


9, pug. 74 of the report ADOT describes the current use of scenic route 83 and


the safety and hazard arcas. This is fiom the rcport:


Current Scenic Road Use
'fntcks, curs, Bortlar Prtlrol t,ehiclcs, bicltgle,s, rct'rculionul vchicles, and


hrtr5es ull curcently shure lhc Pulcrgoniu-Sonrtiltt Scenic lloud. Driver's


tura loculs. ltturisls, inlernolionul shippers, trntl runchcr,s. 7'hcre is hcuvy


lruck use ulong lhe sccnic rocttl. 
'l 'ruckcrs huulirtg loucls of procluct'.fi'tttrt


Mexic6 t.t,sc slule Routa 82 u,s apcrccivetl shorlt'trl lo rcuc'h inlerslula 10,


they naetl to tuke slctta roulc 83 ancl,\late roule 90 us alternalive roules'
'l-his situution is rutl pcrmanenl. ADOT is trying lo Tnrsh lhc neu'bridge


cgnstruction pro.iect ulong ttt ct.fhster rute (re.farring lo lhe Dut'id,son


Canyonbr i t lgeonl - t0) . ' l ' ruckt ru l l icv t i l lq f i l ts l : , ;beu,st tJe lyconccrnon
theiscenic Roacl because the monlhs o./ highest volume corrcspon(l v'ith


the peuk tguris! season. 
'[he pre,sence o.f'lurgc truck,s unclv'iclc louds


along thc corricJor is a safbty concern und is nol cornputiblc t|ith scenic


designalion.


SafetY and Huzard Areas
Acciients occur on the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Roud muinly hecause


people clrive toT.fasl antJ the roudway is curvy. on state Route 83,


beti,een mileposts 11 antl 15, there is weur crnd leur on the roucl und


guartlretils get hit by lruc'ks v,ith oversize loucls. The nurrow sectittn o.l


roatJ bettt,e'en mileposts 43 antl 50 is especiully dangerou:; hecattse there


is no place for cars to pull over to allov, v,ide loads to pass. Rock/all


areas on State Rot.tles'82 ancl 83 require regilar maintenunce during and


afier strong rainstorms. Curved sections oJ the Scenic Road and sections
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J .


with narcov, shoulders are elangerousJbr cyclists and.ioggers. Speeding


clrivers may not have fime to react to bicycles or pedeslrians when sight


distances crre impaired. They muy have no room l0 avoid them if


shoulclers are too narrow. Narrow shoulciers and lack of'adequale places


to pull of the roaj are also sa.fbty concerns.for tourists who want to enioy


lhe scenic views.


Rosemont plans to enter their property in the middle of what ADOT describes


as an "especially dangerous" section.
The section of Scenic Route 83 at mile post 44 is listed in the 2007 Arrzona Five


percent Report provided to the Federal Highway Administration by the state of


Arizona. The following is the description provided in the repofi


Highway 83 is a primary route to detour oversize and overweight loads heading


.urt on i-tO to avoid the weight limits on the Davidson Canyon bridge and the


height limits at thc Marsh Station railroad crossing (15 ft limit). ADOT rccords


show 663 permitted loads on highway 83 in 2007 alone.


From March l , 2002 to February 28.2007 the ADOT recorded 148 accidents


fiom I-10 to milcpost 42, a sixteen-milc long stretch. This is nearly 2 accidents


pcr milc. pcr year. I lalf  of the accidcnts involved iniuries, there were 5 latal i t ies.


7 of the accidents involved alcohol,0 involved drugs.' Ihc lypical tral-f ic consists


of tourists. nature buf1s, motorcycl ists, bicycl ists, and rccreation vchicles. l t  is


also uscd daily by residcnts, and school buses.
Future growth in the greater Tucson area is projectcd to occur primarily in the


southeastcrn portion ottt-r. city, and u..u r.iu.d by highway 83 and lnlerstate-102


As part of the scoping process of the National Environmental I'olicy Act (40 CIrR


1501.6), the Forest Servicc (the lcad agency) is idcntilying and inviting "cooperating


agencies."


40 CFR 1508.5 Definition of Cooperating Agency


"Cooperating agency" means any Fedcral agency other than a lead agency


which has jurisdiction by law or spccial expertise with respect to any


environmental impact involvcd in a proposal (or a rcasonablc altcrnativc)


fbr legislation or other rnajor frederal action significantly aff-ecting thc
quality of the human environment. The selection and responsibilities of a


coopcrating agency are described in Sec. 1501.6. A State or local agency
of similar qualifications or, when the efTects are on a reservation. an


Indian Tribe, may by agreement with the lead agency become a


cooperating agency."


The Arizona Department of Transportation is listed by the U.S. Forest Service as being


invited to participate in the scoping process and a certified letter was sent to Victor


Mendez, Director ADOT dated July 18, 20083. The lctter is parl of the federal register


4 .


6 .
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As an Arizona Citizenwhose safety will be affected by the traffic generated on SR 83' I


fee l i t is impor tan. . r , *v . 'par t ic ipate intheNEPAscopingprocessasacooperat ing
agency. A response would be appropnate'


Sincerely


Signature
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Address Date
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Additional signatures


Signature Address Date
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Date
Signature Address


CC:
The Honorablc .Tan Brewer. Governor of Arizona
Arizona State Transporlation Board


Arizona Department of Transportation Chief of Staff John Bogert


I Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations Section 2. l0 - Transportatlon
t pima association of governments presentation to the urban land institute forum on December 3' 2008


3 F'orest service website for the Rosemont Mine proposal
http://www. fs.fed.us/r3lcoronado/rosemont/documents/correspondence/cooPerating-
agencies/state/07 182008-invitation-az-deparlment-of-transportation.pdf
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 


Forest 
Service 


Coronado National Forest 
Supervisor’s Office 


300 W. Congress 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
Phone (520) 388-8300 
FAX (520) 388-8305 
Deaf & Hearing Impaired 711 


 


  Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper     


File Code: 1950-3/2810 
Date: July 18, 2008 


Victor Mendez 
Director 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
206 South 17th Avenue, Room #101 CERTIFIED MAIL – RETURN 
Mail Drop 118A RECEIPT REQUESTED 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-3212 NUMBER: 70033110000285807946 
 
Dear Mr. Mendez: 


I am writing to invite Arizona Department of Transportation to participate as a state cooperating 
agency with the USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest, in the environmental study of 
a proposed Mine Plan of Operation.  The proposed Rosemont Copper Mine would extract and 
process ores from the Rosemont Deposit located approximately 30 miles southeast of Tucson, 
Arizona.  The mine and associated facilities would encompass approximately 4,500 acres in 
public and private ownerships in Pima County, Arizona.   
 
The Coronado National Forest, in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, 
published a Notice of Intent (http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/rosemont/documents/rosemont-
noi-02282008.pdf) to prepare an environmental impact statement on Rosemont Copper 
Company’s Mine Plan of Operations.  Briefly, the proposed action is to construct and operate an 
open-pit copper mine and associated processing facilities, including access roads, required 
utilities, and to reclaim affected lands.  A full description of the proposed action (Mine Plan of 
Operation) may be viewed at:  http://www.rosemontcopper.com/operations2.asp. 
 
Based on the Mine Plan of Operation, the Coronado National Forest identified the following 
preliminary issues in its Notice of Intent.  Effects on:   
 


 the economy, public services, quality of life, and other community resources in Pima 
County, Tucson, and nearby communities 


 the quality and availability of surface water and groundwater resources 
 vegetation and wildlife, including those having special-status designations 
 soils and geology 
 aesthetic resources, including visual quality objectives and State Highway 83, a scenic 


highway 
 archaeological, historic, and cultural resources, including Native American interests and 


values 
 Forest recreational use and compatibility with other Forest land uses 
 increased traffic on local roads and transportation systems 
 noise on nearby residents, Forest users, and sensitive wildlife 
 mining and processing and vehicle traffic on ambient air quality 


 







 
Mr. Victor Mendez Page 2 


The formal scoping period for public comment closed on July 14, 2008.  Comments received 
during this scoping effort will undergo content analysis and reports of the results will be 
produced.  These preliminary issues are expected to be refined as the environmental study 
progresses. 
 
I am requesting Arizona Department of Transportation’s participation as a state cooperating 
agency due to its special expertise regarding transportation aspects of this proposed action.  
Under a cooperating agency agreement, I would expect the Arizona Department of 
Transportation to be a partner in the development of the environmental impact statement and 
related documentation required by the environmental law, regulation, and policy.  To promote a 
successful partnership in this endeavor, I am prepared to have the Rosemont Copper Project 
Team Leader, interdisciplinary team, and primary consultant (SWCA Environmental 
Consultants) undertake activities to enhance interagency cooperation: 
 


 Consult with your agency on any relevant technical studies that will be required for the 
project 


 Organize joint field reviews with your agency 
 Provide your agency with project information, including study results 
 Request your agency’s review of relevant sections of the Draft Environmental Impact 


Statement prior to its release for comment  
 Include information in the environmental documents and record needed by your agency 


to discharge your agency’s compliance responsibilities with law, regulation, and policy 
 Include information in the environmental documents and record that assists your agency 


with any other requirements regarding jurisdictional approvals, permits, licenses, and/or 
clearances 


 
I encourage your agency to express its views on subjects within your jurisdiction and expertise, 
and will expect that if, at any point in the process, your agency’s needs are not being met you 
will inform my team leader.  I anticipate that the environmental documents and associated public 
involvement processes used in this study will satisfy your agency’s needs.  The Forest Service 
intends to utilize the environmental impact statement and our subsequent record of decision as 
our decision-making documents and as the basis for determining the Final Mine Plan of 
Operation. 
 
I look forward to receiving your agency’s written response to this state cooperating agency 
invitation by August 29, 2008.  I request that your response define the ways your agency would 
like to be involved in this environmental study, and whether any additional documentation of our 
cooperating agency relationship is desired. 
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Questions or concerns about the Mine Plan of Operation or our agencies' respective roles and 
responsibilities during the preparation of this environmental study should be directed to Deputy 
Forest Supervisor, Reta Laford.  Ms. Laford may be reached via telephone at (520) 388-8300 or 
via electronic mail at rlaford@fs.fed.us.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 


 


/s/ Jeanine A. Derby   
JEANINE A. DERBY   
Forest Supervisor   
  


 
 


    
    
    
 
 
    
cc: 
Mr. Tom Deitering 
Area Engineer 
Federal Highway Administration 
400 East Van Buren 
Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona   85004 







copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately
and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or
saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on
behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachements
may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: jimkramp@msn.com
To: fantenori@azleg.gov; dgowan@azleg.gov; jpaton@azleg.gov
Subject: ADOT acting as Cooperating Agency with the Forest Service on
Rosemont proposal
Date: Mon, 15 Jun 2009 10:04:30 -0700

It has come to our communities attention that the ADOT has not
accepted the invitation to act as a cooperating agency with the Forest
Service on the Rosemont Mine proposal.  Attached is a copy of the
invitation and a letter sent to John S. Halikowski, current directory of
ADOT.  We are concerned and would appreciate your feedback and
attention to this matter.

 
Sincerely

 

 
James Kramp
15560 E. Hillton Ranch Rd
Vail, AZ 85641

520-762-8345



From: Tom Furgason
To: beverson@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Reta Laford; daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: FW: "Final" Rosemont Model Review Memo
Date: 12/07/2009 11:50 AM
Importance: High
Attachments: MWH Rosemont Model Review Memo 12-04-09.pdf

Bev,
 
May I submit the attached directly to Rosemont and copy the Coronado?
 
Tom
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, December 06, 2009 8:59 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: "Final" Rosemont Model Review Memo
 
Tom,
 
Attached is the final version of the MWH technical review memorandum for the mine water supply
pumping report. I instructed MWH to retain the “Draft Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution” as
this is still an internal working document.  Based on their review MWH has a short list of concerns
that will need to be addressed by Rosemont.
 
Please forward this to the CNF for submittal to Rosemont.  .  As with the whole project this is time
critical so please stress to the CNF that it must be transmitted to Rosemont post haste.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM


4820 South Mill Avenue TEL 480 755 8201 
Suite 104 FAX  480 755 8203 
Tempe, Arizona 85282 www.mwhglobal.com 


TO: Tom Furgason DATE: December 4, 2009  
 SWCA Environmental Consultants 
   REFERENCE:  1005979 
CC: Dale Ortman, Consultant 
 Stephen Taylor, MWH 
 
FROM: Nathan W. Haws, Toby Leeson, MWH       
 
SUBJECT: Review Comments of Rosemont Numerical Groundwater Model Update and Simulations; 


Rosemont EIS Support 
 


 
This memorandum presents the findings of MWH’s review of the development and simulation results of 
the numerical groundwater flow model for Rosemont Copper Company’s (RCC) proposed mine supply 
pumping.  The review focuses on the data, assumptions, methods, and results used to predict 
groundwater responses to RCC pumping as presented in two documents: (1) Technical Memorandum, 
Second Update to ADWR Model in Sahuarita/Green Valley Area (Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. 
[M&A], 2009a) and (2) Report, Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont 
Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita Arizona (M&A, 2009b).  This review was conducted 
by MWH, under contract to SWCA Environmental Consultants.  The format of this technical memorandum 
is as follows: (1) discussion of major findings of the review, (2) summary and evaluation of conclusions in 
M&A (2009b), (3) summary of reviewer concerns and their potential impacts, (4) statement of limitations, 
and (5) references.  The requested figure of sections through the maximum predicted drawdown cone and 
the statement of qualifications are provided as attachments.   


 
(1) Major Review Findings 
 


M&A (2009a, 2009b) reports the development and simulation of a numerical groundwater flow model 
for the purpose of predicting the impact of RCC pumping on area groundwater levels.  With a few 
exceptions, the data, assumptions, and methods used to develop the numerical model are reasonable 
and in conformance with standard accepted industry practices.  The methodology for model 
predictions also follows good practice, with the exception that future pumping may be over-allocated 
(which would result in under-prediction of  groundwater elevations) and some future source/sink terms 
may not be included (which would result in over-prediction in some locations and under-prediction in 
others).  The methods to post-process and interpret the results are also valid; however, prediction 
uncertainty has not been appropriately addressed.  The evaluation of the updates to the historical and 
predictive models and the model predictions is further discussed below.  


 
Updates to Historical Model 
M&A (2009a, 2009b) developed the numerical groundwater flow model from an existing groundwater 
flow model recently constructed by the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) (Mason and 
Bota, 2006).  The ADWR model is a regional-scale model, covering the Tucson Active Management 
Area (TAMA) and portions of the upper Santa Cruz Active Management Area (SCAMA).  The ADWR 
model incorporates data from hydrogeological investigations, historical pumping records, and other 
information from government and private entities that define the geology and groundwater occurrence 
in the TAMA/SCAMA area.  This model provides an efficient and credible method for placing the 
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Rosemont numerical model in the proper historical and regional setting.  Because the ADWR model 
has a large regional scale, it, of necessity, coarsens some local features and processes that may be 
important for prediction of groundwater flow on a more local scale.  M&A (2009a, 2009b) refines and 
updates the model in the vicinity of Green Valley/Sahuarita to more accurately simulate the 
hydrogeology and groundwater sources and sinks in the study area (see Figures 1 and 2 of M&A, 
2009b).   
 
The updates to the layering, aquifer parameters, and historical source/sink terms of the ADWR model 
and the grid refinement are all necessary and appropriate.  These updates are founded on reputable 
sources and/or good professional judgment and are reasonable for the hydrogeological context.  The 
major concern with the model updates is that no standard iterative recalibration of the aquifer 
parameters is performed.  M&A (2009b) demonstrates that the model updates improve the model fit to 
measured data compared to the original ADWR model, but it includes no discussion of an effort to find 
optimal parameter values.  For example, the hydraulic conductivity is adjusted in the cells surrounding 
the RCC property based on published aquifer test data, but a standard iterative calibration to optimize 
the value of the hydraulic conductivity, or to determine the spatial extent to which the hydraulic 
conductivity should be modified, is not conducted.  Likewise, no formal calibration is conducted for 
values of the storage coefficient (which was left unchanged from the ADWR model) or the specific 
yield.  (Note that long-term predictions may become less sensitive to storage coefficient and specific 
yield, thus justifying leaving them unchanged; however, a sensitivity analysis of model predictions is 
not conducted, and thus the impact of these parameters is unknown.)  It is possible that much of the 
error between measured and simulated groundwater levels, which can be several tens of feet and 
shows spatial bias in some areas, is partly a reflection of the model parameters being out of 
calibration.  Although formal calibration throughout the entire model domain may not be practical or 
necessary, a calibration within the study area could improve the fit between simulated and measured 
groundwater levels and reduce predictive uncertainty.   
 
Another concern with the model updates is that no consideration is given for the Santa Cruz fault, 
which runs between the RCC wells and many of the other wells in the study area.  Mason and Bota 
(2006) suspect the fault as a source of some of the large residuals (error between measured and 
simulated groundwater levels) in the ADWR model.  M&A (2009b) documents the fault in the text and 
figures, but does not modify the model to account for the fault.  The rationale for not explicitly 
accounting for the fault is not discussed in M&A (2009a, 2009b).     
 
Updates to Predictive Model 
The updates to the predictive period of the ADWR model (2009 – 2031) are well documented, though 
much less certain than updates to the historical period of the model.  M&A (2009a) provides an 
extensive revision of estimated future groundwater withdrawals in the study area by obtaining assured 
water supply documents from ADWR.  The assured water supply documents give an indication of 
expected groundwater withdrawal rates for residential and municipal suppliers, though not necessarily 
a sure definition of future pumping.  For most of the assured water supply documents, M&A (2009a) 
makes the “conservative” assumption (i.e., in the sense of over-predicting drawdown) that pumping will 
achieve the full build-out demand.  A more likely scenario is that some of the planned residential 
developments will not achieve build-out capacity or will be significantly delayed.  (This may be 
particularly true with the downturn in the residential development market.)  Consequently, the future 
pumping from residential developments in the study area is likely over-allocated.  The results of the 
historical simulation showed a bias to under-estimate groundwater level.  An over-allocation of future 
pumping would add to this bias toward under-prediction of future groundwater levels.   
 
Other potential future groundwater sinks/sources not included in the model that may impact future 
groundwater levels within the study area are potential mitigation pumping near the Freeport-McMoRan 
Sierrita Mine and delivery and underground storage of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water to the 
Sahuarita/Green Valley area.   Freeport-McMoRan, Sierrita Operations is currently in the feasibility 
stage of developing a plan to mitigate a sulfate plume originating from the Sierrita tailing 
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impoundment.  The mitigation action will likely involve hydraulic containment that may require in 
excess of 15,000 acre-feet per year in additional groundwater withdrawal (Hydro Geo Chem, Inc., 
2008; see www.fcx.com/sierrita/home.htm).  This would lower groundwater levels southwest of the 
RCC property (west of Green Valley).  Also in the planning stages is the delivery and storage of up to 
7,000 acre-feet per year of CAP water (United State Bureau of Reclamation, 2008).  The CAP water 
would recharge the aquifer at an underground storage facility.  A proposed site for the facility is within 
the study area near the RCC property.  Recharge from this facility could substantially increase 
groundwater levels near the RCC, and possibly throughout the study area if the CAP water is used in 
lieu of groundwater.  The magnitude and exact timetable for these projects are uncertain, but they are 
scheduled during the same time as the predictive simulation period (2009 – 2031). 
 
An assumption of the predictive model, which may be incorrect, is that boundary conditions are static.  
This assumption is refuted by the continual groundwater level declines throughout the study area.  The 
correctness of the assumption is only a minor concern as the boundary heads likely have relatively 
little influence on the groundwater levels within the study area. 
 
Model Predictions 
As documented above, the confidence in the predictions of future groundwater levels in the numerical 
model is weakened by intrinsic model structural inaccuracies, calibration inaccuracies, and uncertainty 
and deficiencies in sources/sinks.  These inaccuracies and uncertainties are, to some extent, inherent 
in all numerical models.  Inaccuracy and uncertainty do not necessarily invalidate the model.  On the 
contrary, the model simulates a very complex and dynamic hydrogeological system, and, with the few 
exceptions noted previously, incorporates the level of complexity appropriate for the use of the model.  
Still, the predictive uncertainty and limitations of the model should be appropriately documented, 
managed, and quantified.  M&A (2009a, 2009b) adequately documents, manages, and quantifies 
suspected predictive uncertainty due to intrinsic inaccuracies.  Seasonal variations and “calibration” 
errors are translated to predictive uncertainties that ranges from 10 to 100 feet due to seasonal 
variations and approximately a 25-foot under-prediction bias at RC-2.  M&A (2009b) does not 
adequately document or quantify predictive uncertainties due to parameter uncertainties and due to 
uncertainties in future groundwater recharge and withdrawal.  These predictive uncertainties could be 
bounded by conducting a sensitivity analysis of model predictions to parameter and future source/sink 
variations.  Sensitivity analyses are often a component of modeling studies. 
 
The prediction uncertainties will be greatest for the prediction of future groundwater levels with and 
without RCC pumping.  Without a sensitivity analysis, bounding the uncertainty is difficult.  Therefore, 
the future groundwater levels reported in M&A (2009b) should be treated more qualitatively than 
quantitatively, demonstrating trends rather than absolute groundwater elevations.  The confidence in 
the predicted groundwater levels will further decrease away from RCC property as the grid coarsens 
and aquifer parameters and source/sinks become less defined.      
 
The predictions of groundwater declines (drawdown) due solely to RCC pumping will be affected less 
by predictive uncertainty because much of the uncertainty is subtracted out during post-processing.  
Therefore, the drawdown due to RCC pumping can be interpreted more quantitatively.  MWH 
evaluated the estimates of the drawdown levels due to RCC pumping reported in M&A (2009b, 
Figures 35, 36) using a simple analytical (Dupruit) solution to estimate steady-state drawdown.  
Although this solution cannot capture the complexity and transience of the model, it does provide a 
rough check on drawdown predictions.  According to this check, the estimates of groundwater level 
drawdown due to RCC pumping reported in M&A (2009b) are reasonable. 


    
(2) Summary and Evaluation of Conclusions 
 


The major conclusions relative to the predicted impact of RCC pumping on groundwater levels given in 
M&A (2009b) are presented in the table below along with MWH’s judgment on their reasonableness. 
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 M&A Conclusion MWH Comment 


Conclusions of Historical Simulations 
1 “…[T]he match to measured groundwater 


levels [for the 1940 steady-state 
simulation] is not excellent in the 
Rosemont area.” (p. 28) 


Figure 28 shows that some of the largest discrepancies 
between the measured and simulated groundwater 
levels in the steady-state model are in the vicinity of the 
RCC property; however, these discrepancies are of little 
concern because the steady-state model does 
reproduce the general trends of the groundwater level 
contours and because the effects of the initial conditions 
(year 1940) on the model predictions (years 2012 – 
2031) are likely minimal.  Also, as stated in M&A 
(2009b), the 1940 groundwater levels are themselves of 
unknown quality. 


2 “Accounting for seasonal variation …the 
model reasonably simulates average 
groundwater level altitude and 
groundwater level change in the vicinity of 
Rosemont properties.” (p. 29) 


Figures 9 – 11 show that groundwater levels in wells 
near RCC property are generally under-predicted.  The 
bias toward under-prediction typically increases as the 
historical simulation progresses in time.  Under-
predictions can range from between about 10 and 70 
feet in the later years.  M&A (2009b) attributes the 
under-prediction to the seasonal pumping from 
agricultural wells not captured in yearly groundwater 
level measurements.  Seasonal pumping likely is 
responsible for some of the under-prediction, yet the 
increasing trend toward under-prediction and the 
consistent under-prediction at RC-2 suggests a general 
bias toward under-prediction of groundwater levels in 
the central basin near Sahuarita and near the RCC 
property beyond that cause by seasonal variation.  


3 “Match of observed and simulated 
groundwater levels at Rosemont wells E-1 
and RC-2 is reasonably accurate.” (p. 30) 


Figure 15 shows a very reasonable match between 
simulated and the average of measured groundwater 
levels for E-1.  Simulated groundwater levels for RC-2 
has a bias toward under-prediction of about 25 feet. 
(Note that M&A (2009b) adjusts simulated future 
groundwater levels upward at RC-2 to account for this 
bias.) 


 Conclusions of Predictive Simulations (2012 through 2031) 
4 “The projected groundwater level altitudes 


are considered representative of annual 
average levels.”  (p. 32; also see Figures 
27 - 30) 


The predictions of future groundwater level altitudes are 
subject to considerable uncertainty, including the 
general bias to under-predict historical groundwater 
levels, uncertainty in model parameters, the 
assumptions of future groundwater withdrawals and 
recharge.  Most of the assumptions made in M&A 
(2009a, 2009b) tend toward over-prediction of 
groundwater level declines (see comments on Updates 
to Predictive Model under Major Review Findings). 
Therefore, the model results likely error on the side of 
low groundwater level altitudes, in general; although, 
groundwater level altitudes southwest of the RCC 
property (west of Green Valley) may be over-predicted 
because of the failure to include Sierrita mitigation 
pumping.  Because of the large uncertainty in the 
groundwater level altitudes the future groundwater level 
altitudes reported in M&A (2009b) should be treated 
more qualitatively than quantitatively, demonstrating 
trends rather than absolute groundwater elevations.  An 
analysis of the sensitivity of model predictions to 
sources of uncertainty would aid in bounding the 
possible range of groundwater level altitudes.  
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 M&A Conclusion MWH Comment 
5 “…[P]rojected groundwater drawdown 


within two miles of the Rosemont 
properties ranges from about 12 feet to 
about 88 feet at the western Rosemont 
property [in year 2012]…[and] from about 
30 feet to about 187 feet at the western 
Rosemont property [in year 2031].” (p. 32-
33; also see Figures 31,33)  
 


The regional drawdown estimates are less prone to bias 
in historical predictions than the groundwater level 
altitudes, but otherwise, are subject to the same  
uncertainties and tendencies (i.e., to over-predict 
groundwater declines) as the predicted groundwater 
level altitudes.  Again, an analysis of the sensitivity of 
model predictions to sources of uncertainty would aid in 
bounding the possible range of groundwater level 
drawdown.    


6 “…[P]rojected groundwater drawdown [as 
a result of Rosemont pumping] within two 
miles of the Rosemont properties ranges 
from about 5 feet to about 80 feet at the 
western Rosemont property [in year 
2012]…[and] from about 10 feet to about 
107 feet at the western Rosemont property 
[in year 2031].” (p. 33; also see Figures 
35,36)  


The predictions of groundwater drawdown due solely to 
RCC pumping are more certain than the other 
predictions because much of the uncertainty is 
subtracted out during post-processing.  Therefore, the 
drawdown due to RCC pumping can be interpreted more 
quantitatively.  The estimates of groundwater level 
drawdown due to RCC pumping reported in M&A 
(2009b) are reasonable for the sustained pumping rates 
and the aquifer properties. 


7 “Maximum extent of projected 
groundwater level drawdown due to 
Rosemont pumping delineated by the 1-
foot drawdown contour (Figure 36) is 
approximately 10 miles north from the 
western Rosemont property.” (p. 33)  


This estimate is for the drawdown after 20 years of RCC 
pumping.  At sustained pumping rates of 5,400 acre-feet 
per year, then 4,700 feet per year, the 1-foot drawdown 
will be extensive. Based on the aquifer parameters given 
in the report, this is a reasonable estimate.  Figure 36 
shows that the 1-foot drawdown contour also extends 
approximately 5 to 6 miles south of the western RCC 
property and across most of the east-west portion of the 
basin after 20 years of pumping.     


8 “…[I]t is expected that future shallow 
groundwater level estimates can be 
determined by adding approximately 30 
feet to model projected groundwater levels 
in the area of the west Rosemont property, 
decreasing to 0 feet added in the area of 
the east Rosemont property.” (p. 34) 


The adjustment for predicting future shallow 
groundwater levels in the vicinity of the Rosemont 
property is reasonable based on historical evidence.  
How well future groundwater levels will follow the 
historical data, and therefore, the validity of this 
approach for future estimates cannot be determined.  
Nevertheless, without better information, the adjustment 
is a reasonable approximation.   


9 “[Seasonal] variations [in groundwater 
levels] are expected to decrease as FICO 
agricultural pumping begins to convert to 
residential pumping in the next 10 years.” 
(p. 34) 


This is a reasonable expectation based on the 
assumptions of residential development used in M&A 
(2009a).  If the rate of residential development is less 
than assumed and agricultural pumping remains as 
strong influence, seasonal variations will continue.  


10 “Impacts [due to Rosemont pumping] will 
be focused in the immediate area around 
the proposed Rosemont pumping 
locations.  Substantially larger and longer- 
term pumping as the result of planned 
residential development in the area will 
become the dominant groundwater level 
influence in the larger area.” (p. 35) 


As shown in Figure 36 and discussed in Section 7.6.3, 
additional drawdown resulting from RCC pumping will 
range from approximately 10 to 107 feet within 2 miles 
of the western RCC pumping.  Assuming that “the larger 
area” is the area outside of this 2-mile radius, then 
pumping for residential water supply will likely be the 
dominant influence, even with the uncertainty in the 
future pumping estimates.  The relative dominance of 
residential pumping may not be as great as shown in 
Figures 33 – 34, however, because future residential 
pumping rates are likely over-allocated (see comments 
on Updates to Predictive Model under Major Review 
Findings).  
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(3) Summary of Concerns 
 


The concerns with the numerical groundwater model and simulations described in M&A (2009a, 2009b) 
are presented in the table below along with MWH’s comments on their potential impacts. 


 
 Concern Comment 


1 Aquifer parameters not calibrated to 
historical model.  


The potential impact of this concern is unknown because 
an analysis of the sensitivity of model prediction to 
aquifer parameter values is not performed.  


2 Santa Cruz fault is not explicitly included 
in model.  


The Santa Cruz fault could have an important impact on 
the predicted influence of RCC pumping because the 
fault runs between the RCC property and many of the 
municipal, mining, and agricultural water suppliers.  M&A 
(2009a, 2009b) may have a good reason for not 
including the fault, but the rationale is not discussed. 


3 Assumption that future pumping will 
achieve its full build-out demand as 
described in assured water supply 
documents will likely over-predict 
pumping and groundwater level declines. 


This assumption likely results in under-prediction of 
groundwater levels, particularly to the west and north of 
RCC property.  An analysis of the sensitivity of model 
predictions to this assumption would aid in bounding the 
uncertainty in model predictions. 


4 Potential future mitigation pumping by the 
Sierrita Mine not included. 


Sierrita Mine mitigation pumping could further decrease 
groundwater levels southwest of the RCC property.  
North of the RCC property, the impacts will likely be 
minor.   


5 Potential future aquifer recharge from 
proposed CAP delivery is not included.  


Recharge by CAP water could significantly increase 
future groundwater levels in the vicinity of RCC property. 


6 Specified boundary heads are assumed 
to be static. 


Groundwater levels near the model boundaries will likely 
decrease in the future; however, the potential impact of 
this concern is minor because boundary heads likely 
have relatively little influence on the groundwater levels 
within the study area. 


7 No sensitivity analysis performed The level of confidence in the model predictions cannot 
be fully evaluated without an analysis of the sensitivity of 
the model predictions to the assumptions future pumping 
and specified aquifer parameters.  


 
(4) Limitations 
 


The review of the model development and simulations conducted for the RCC proposed mine supply 
pumping is based on information provided in M&A (2009a, 2009b).  The review is limited to the data, 
assumptions, methods, results, and conclusions presented in the text, tables, and figures of these two 
reports.  Verification of the accuracy of the data from sources cited in these reports, or the correctness 
of its representation in M&A (2009a, 2009b), was beyond the scope of the review.  In addition, 
modeling files were not consulted as a part of the review.  Therefore, this review does not cover model 
construction or solution errors beyond what is provided in the M&A (2009a, 2009b).  Also beyond the 
scope of the review is the data, assumptions, methods, and results of the ADWR model and its 
documentation (Mason and Bota, 2006). 


 
(5) References 
  


Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. (M&A). 2009a.  Report, Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted 
for Simulation of Rosemont Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita Arizona.  
Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, April 30, 2009. 
 







 


Rosemont Groundwater Model Review   
December 4, 2009  Draft, Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution 


7 
 


M&A. 2009b.  Technical Memorandum, Second Update to ADWR Model in Sahuarita/Green Valley 
Area; to Dale Mason (Arizona Department of Water Resources) from Marla Odom, Hale Barter, 
and Jim Davis; April 27, 2009.   


 
Hydro Geo Chem, Inc.  2008.  Feasibility Study for Sulfate with Respect to Drinking Water Supplies in 


the Vicinity of the Freeport-Mcmoran Sierrita Inc. Tailing Impoundment, Mitigation Order on 
Consent Docket No. P-50-06.  Prepared for Freeport-McMoRan, Inc.  October 22, 2008. (available 
at www.fcx.com/sierrita/home.htm) 
 


Mason, D., Bota, L.  2006.  Regional Groundwater Flow Model of the Tucson Active Management Area 
Tucson, Arizona: Simulation and Application, Modeling Report No. 13.  Arizona Department of 
Water Resources. 
 


United State Bureau of Reclamation.  2008.  Community Water Co. of Green Valley, Central Arizona 
Project Water Delivery System Project.  Presentation and public scoping meeting, August 26, 
2008.  (available at www.usbr.gov/lc/phoenix/reports/capcwc/CWCGVScopingpresentation.pdf) 


 
 
 
 


  







 


Rosemont Groundwater Model Review   
December 4, 2009  Draft, Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution 


8 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 


 
ATTACHMENT A 


 
CROSS-SECTIONS THROUGH MAXIMUM PREDICTED DRAWDOWN 


  







CONTACT WITH


SANTA CRUZ FAULT & Qal


CONTACT WITH


ORIGINAL SECTION A


CONTACT WITH


SANTA CRUZ RIVER E-1


RC-2


OFFSET  5,319'


Qf


Tsu


Tsl?


Qal


? ?


??


?


SANTA CRUZ FAULT


A
A


'
A


'


B B'B'


CONTACT WITH


ORIGINAL SECTION B


E-1


RC-2


OFFSET  8,034'


Qf


Tsu


Tsm


Qf


Tsu


?


?


?


?
?


CONCEPTUAL CROSS-SECTIONS
A1 of 1


1005979D002


PIMA COUNTY, ARIZONA


ROSEMONT EIS TECHNICAL SUPPORT


GROUNDWATER FLOW MODELING CONDUCTED FOR SIMULATION OF ROSEMONT COPPER'S PROPOSED


MINE SUPPLY PUMPING, SAHUARITA, ARIZONA 







 


Rosemont Groundwater Model Review   
December 4, 2009  Draft, Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution 


9 
 


 
 
 
 


ATTACHMENT B 
 


STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 











 


 


TOBY LEESON, P.G. 
SUPERVISING HYDROGEOLOGIST 
 
EDUCATION: 
M.S., Geology, San Diego State University, 1989 
B.A., Geology, University of Colorado at Boulder, 1986 
 
REGISTRATIONS: 
Professional Geologist: California #RG-5605; Wyoming #PG-2612; Arizona #RG-32566. 
 
PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS: 
National Groundwater Association 
International Association of Hydrogeologists 
 
SUMMARY: 
Mr. Leeson holds a Master of Science degree in geology and has been working as a professional 
geologist and hydrogeologist since 1990.  He is a professional geologist in the states of Arizona, 
California and Wyoming.  Mr. Leeson has extensive environmental consulting experience serving 
industrial, federal and mining clients in the western United States and South America.  He 
specializes in environmental sciences, geology, hydrogeology, and groundwater quality.  Mr. 
Leeson has extensive experience in characterizing and modeling geologic and hydrogeologic 
settings, groundwater resources, environmental impacts, water quality, and contaminated soil and 
groundwater.  Mr. Leeson also has experience in spatial and numerical modeling, including the 
use of two-dimensional seepage and three-dimensional groundwater flow models.  He has 
executed and managed many field investigations involving subsurface drilling and sampling, 
monitoring well installation, geologic and hydrogeologic mapping, aquifer parameter testing, soil 
and soil gas sampling, and groundwater monitoring.  He has extensive experience in multi-
disciplinary project management and negotiation with regulatory agencies, and is routinely 
involved with business development activities, including preparation of proposals, statements of 
qualifications, cost estimation and client relations. 
 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: 
 
Mining-Related Projects 
 
Supervising Hydrogeologist, Coronado National Forest, Santa Cruz Valley, Arizona 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Third-party review of baseline data collection, hydrogeologic modeling, water resource 
assessment, and environmental impact assessment of Augusta Resources proposed Rosemont 
copper mine.  Issues of importance include cumulative impacts of groundwater withdrawal in the 
Santa Cruz Valley, use of Colorado River water, and local community needs (e.g., agriculture, 
retirement communities, and residential water). 
 
Project Manager, MINNTAC, Mountain Iron, Minnesota 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Mr. Leeson was responsible for managing the preparation of an EIS, coordination of technical 
resources, and quality review of the technical documents for the Minnesota Pollution Control 
agency in response to a proposal submitted by US Steel’s Minntac Mine (iron ore) to discharge 
water from its tailings basin to the surrounding watersheds.  In accordance with State of 
Minnesota regulations, and as part of the permitting process for the proposed action, the project 
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team assembled a complete assessment of baseline conditions and potential impacts to relevant 
environmental resources in the vicinity of the proposed project.  Significant resource areas 
analyzed included surface water hydrology and quality, aquatic life, vegetation, wildlife, wild rice, 
wetlands, socioeconomics, geotechnical, mining, and mercury. 
 
United Nuclear Corporation, Northeast Church Rock Mine, New Mexico 
CERCLA Removal Action, EPA Region 9 
MWH has been responsible for managing and executing a Removal Site Evaluation and Removal 
Action for General Electric (GE) for the Northeast Church Rock (NECR) uranium mine near 
Gallup, New Mexico since 2003.  The mine is an inactive, underground uranium mine and is being 
closed under CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan.  The bulk of the mining lease is 
located on Navajo surface trust lands.  In 2005 EPA Region 9 became the lead regulatory agency 
of the site in coordination with the Navajo Nation EPA, the State of New Mexico, and the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs.  The EPA issued a draft EE/CA, evaluating removal action alternatives, 
including the construction and use of a waste disposal cell at the Church Rock Mill Site, about one 
mile from the mine site.  The Mill Site is licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
and as such the EE/CA alternative would require an amendment to the existing Mill Site NRC 
license.   NRC regulations require that an EA or EIS be prepared as per NEPA and NRC guidance.  
MWH is currently preparing an Environmental Report, which is part of the license amendment 
application and will be used by NRC to prepare the EA or EIS. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Cyprus Sierrita Corp., Twin Buttes, Green Valley, Arizona 
Completed a variety of environmental tasks at an inactive, open pit copper mine in support of 
closure of multiple facilities, and to bring the property operator into compliance with the Arizona 
Aquifer Protection Program. Prepared multiple plans for Clean Closure of formerly discharging 
mine facilities.  Prepared a work plan that included a description of the approach, techniques 
planned, analytical programs and the goal for each facility.  Designed and implemented a waste 
rock characterization program.  Analyzed and discussed the results of acid-base accounting tests, 
humidity cell (simulated weathering) tests and synthetic precipitation leaching procedure tests for 
metals. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Cyprus Sierrita Corporation, Sierrita Mine, Green Valley, Arizona 
Assisted Cyprus with ongoing Aquifer Protection Program application efforts for a large open pit 
copper-molybdenum mine, heap leach and conventional mill.  Efforts focused on assessing the 
completeness of their current Aquifer Protection Program application and supporting documents 
based on Aquifer Protection Program requirements. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, BHP Copper, Pinto Valley Mine, Globe, Arizona 
Mr. Leeson developed a summary of site-wide hydrogeologic conditions at an inactive, open-pit 
copper mine in eastern Arizona.  Conducted a pit lake study for the open-pit at the mine to 
determine the ultimate pit lake level(s) after full-closure of the mine, and the pit lake level at 
which a hydraulic sink within the open pit would no longer exist.  The pit lake study included the 
development of analytical models for assessing the pit water balances and ground water inflow 
rates utilizing analytical models.  The results of the pit lake study are being used to support the 
development of closure plans for the mine. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, BHP Copper, Copper Cities Mine, Globe, Arizona 
Mr. Leeson developed a summary of site-wide hydrogeologic conditions at an inactive, open-pit 
copper mine in eastern Arizona.  Conducted two pit lake studies for the open-pits at the mine.  The 
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objectives of the pit lake studies were to determine the ultimate pit lake levels after full-closure of 
the mines, and the pit lake levels at which hydraulic sinks within the open pits would no longer 
exist.  The pit lake studies included the development of analytical models for assessing the pit 
water balances and ground water inflow rates utilizing analytical models.  The results of the pit 
lake studies are being used to support the development of closure plans for the two mine sites. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Equatorial Mineral Park Corp., Mineral Park Mine, Kingman, AZ 
Completed a variety of hydrogeologic evaluations for Equitorial’s Mineral Park open pit, heap 
leach copper mine.  Responsibilities included characterization of groundwater conditions, 
calculation of potential leakage rates of pregnant leachate solutions (PLS) from lined and unlined 
collection sumps, feasibility analysis of collecting PLS from the toe of a large leached waste rock 
dump, and calculation of capture zones for extraction wells at the toe of the dump.  Mr. Leeson 
also evaluated Clean Closure options for an unlined PLS collection pond. 
 
Project Manager, United Nuclear Corporation, St. Anthony and Section 27 Mines, NM 
Managed the materials characterization, closeout, reclamation and financial assurance of two 
inactive uranium mines in the Grants, New Mexico area.  The mines are under the jurisdiction of 
the New Mexico Mining and Minerals Division and are being closed under the New Mexico 
Mining Act.  Particular challenges of the sites include a large open pit with a well developed pit 
lake that could impact a major drinking water aquifer, and large  overburden piles   The mines are 
in a region that has a complex history of other mining impacts and current pressures to further 
develop the resources.  
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, Phelps Dodge, Little Rock Mine, Silver City, New Mexico 
Developed a conceptual closure plan for the inactive Little Rock Mine.  The inactive mine area 
has copper leachate and potential acid rock drainage issues.  The site includes copper leach piles, 
waste rock stockpiles, a mine pit, mine adits, and other disturbance areas.  Challenges include a 
remote area with limited vehicular access. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, Client Confidential, Mt. Todd Mine, Northern Territory, Australia 
Developed a conceptual closure plan and cost estimate for a mining company considering 
reopening the Mt. Todd mine.  The currently inactive mine area has considerable acid rock 
drainage issues and is currently being managed by the Northern Territory government.  Site 
includes a tailings facility, heap leach stockpile, waste rock stockpile and a mine pit.  Challenges 
include a tropical climate with heavy seasonal rains.  Project was completed in conjunction with 
MWH’s Perth office and also included development of water management options and 
environmental conditions assessment for the current conditions. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, El Paso Corp., Comstock Mill, Silver City, Nevada 
Developed a conceptual closure plan for the abandoned Comstock Mill near Silver City, Nevada.  
Gold mining activities have been conducted in the area since the early 1930s.  The Comstock Mill 
and appurtenant facilities were built in 1978.  The site includes a tailings facility and a mill, and is 
located in a remote area with limited access.   
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, Johnston Mill, USACE RAMS Program, Caliente, Nevada 
Developed a conceptual closure plan for the abandoned Johnston Mill near Caliente, Nevada.  The 
site includes an open pit, heap leach pad, solution ponds, open wells and boreholes, and plant 
buildings and structures. 
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Geologist, W.R. Grace, Hayden Gulch Coal Mine, Hayden, Colorado 
Reclamation management for a bond release.  Evaluation of hydrogeology, geologic stability and 
cause of a landslide at the former surface coal mine high-wall.  Management of landslide 
mitigation activities.  Surface water sampling and measurement of flow for evaluation of potential 
environmental impacts. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, Oxbow Mining, LLC, Elk Creek Mine, Somerset, Colorado 
Managed and developed a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan for an 
underground coal mine as per the Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 112.  The SPCC 
Plan described measures to prevent oil discharges from occurring, and to prepare the mine 
personnel to respond in a safe, effective, and timely manner to mitigate the impacts of a spill.   
 
Geologist, W.R. Grace, Hayden and Lay, Colorado 
Evaluation of need for reclamation at multiple former exploration drill sites for an exploration 
bond release. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, Rosia Montana Gold Corporation S.A., Romania 
Hydrogeologic and geologic support of environmental impact statement and engineering design of 
tailings facility, surface water ponds and damns, plant site, for a proposed gold mine in Romania.    
Developed analytical mass balance models for basin wide analysis of contaminants in surface 
water during critical times of life of mine and closure.  Evaluated affects of floods on water 
quality.  Developed conceptual hydrogeologic model and baseline surface water and groundwater 
conditions.  Developed a 2D groundwater contaminant transport model for predicting the fate of 
cyanide in the proposed tailings basin using SEEP/W and CTRANS/W.  Predicted groundwater 
inflow volumes and evaluated engineering options for the management of groundwater inflow at 
the proposed plant, which is proposed to be located where overburden and bedrock will have been 
removed, exposing groundwater. 
 
Hydrogeologist, Newmont Gold, Resurrection Mine, Leadville, Colorado 
Surface water quality sampling and measurement of flow and assessment for a Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study in Colorado’s historical mining district. 
 
Geologist, Rhone-Poulenc, Rasmussen Ridge Mine, Soda Springs, Idaho 
Evaluation of structural and engineering geologic features in order to assess high-wall stability.  
Performed bedrock drilling and description of lithologic and structural features. 
 
Hydrogeologist, Peabody Coal, Seneca Coal Mine, Hayden, Colorado 
Surface water testing including water quality and flow rate for NPDES permit at multiple 
locations within coal mine properties. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Southern Peru Ltd., Cuajone Mine, Moquegua, Peru 
Hydrogeologic and geologic assessment for an environmental impact assessment associated with a 
proposed copper mine expansion.  Executed drilling and well installation programs that included 
the use of and interpretation of downhole pressure tests (packer tests).  Conducted a seep and 
spring survey. 
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Environmental/Earth Science Projects 
 
Supervising Hydrogeologist, AREVA, Inc., Idaho Falls, Idaho 
Development of groundwater resources assessment in support the licensing of AREVA’s proposed 
uranium enrichment facility in the Snake River Plain of southeastern Idaho  After completion of a 
siting study, MWH was tasked to of support preparation of the Environmental Report (ER), which 
is the environmental impact analysis document that is submitted by an applicant to the U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) as part of the license application.  The NRC uses the ER 
as an initial basis to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement under the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  Mr. Leeson was responsible for hydrogeologic site characterization in 
the fractured basalts, using extensive published research of immediate area, pumping tests, 
geophysical logging, core logging and installation/sampling of 750 foot deep monitoring wells.  
He also assisted in the data analysis and preparation of the technical reports for geology and 
groundwater resources. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Department of Defense, Dixie Valley, Nevada 
Environmental impact assessment of a proposed geothermal power plant expansion project. 
Evaluated potential hydrogeologic and geochemical impacts of re-injection of cooler geothermal 
waters back into the reservoir.  Evaluated impacts over an entire groundwater basin to depths of 
several thousand feet. 
 
Field Geologist, USGS, Regional Geology, Missoula, Montana 
Geologic reconnaissance and detailed field mapping of Proterozoic Belt Supergroup rocks, and 
associated geologic structures, and alluvial deposits using aerial photos in stereo pair, topographic 
maps and other traditional field methods. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, USACE, Moses Lake Wellfield Superfund Site, Washington 
Designed, managed and performed Remedial Investigations (CERCLA) of a DNAPL 
contaminated site consisting of alluvial and bedrock aquifers within an agricultural and urban area 
largely dependent on groundwater resources.  Major responsibilities included design and 
coordination of field programs under USACE and EPA guidance, hydrogeologic analysis in an 
alluvial and fractured bedrock system, database management, GIS design and implementation, 3D 
numeric modeling of the hydrogeology and contaminant transport and spatial analysis of site 
characteristics.  Modeling included the use of TINs, block models, MODFLOW and MT3DMS 
using Groundwater Modeling System software.  Field methods included drilling, well installation, 
aquifer testing, low-flow groundwater sampling, in-field titration, active soil gas sampling, in-situ 
XRF analysis, geophysical surveying and field mapping.  Responsibilities also included cost 
estimation, project scoping and technical report preparation. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Chevron USA, Richmond, California 
Managed and executed multiple subsurface investigations for a large oil refinery.  Developed 
hydrogeologic and geochemical conceptual models.  Field methods included soil and bedrock 
drilling, well installation, cone penetrometer tests, pressure and pump tests, groundwater 
sampling, free-product measurements and sampling, structural geologic mapping. Responsible for 
budget and schedule control, project QA/QC, and technical report preparation. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Compressor Stations, El Paso Corporation, Roosevelt, Utah 
Project management, site characterization and development of corrective action plans for two 
natural gas compressor stations in the Uintah Basin of eastern Utah.  Site soil and groundwater 
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were contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons (dissolved-phase and free-product) as associated 
with natural gas condensate and crude oil. Remedial technologies being employed include: 
groundwater and free-product extraction, monitored natural attenuation, and enhanced attenuation 
using oxygen release compounds. 
 
Hydrogeologist, Fairchild Air Force Base, Washington 
Monitoring well installation, data analysis and report preparation for a Long-Term Monitoring 
Program associated with a DNAPL- and LNAPL-contaminated site.  Over the past decade, there 
have been several Site Investigations and Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies.  The site 
consists of alluvial and bedrock aquifers within a military and urban area largely dependent on 
groundwater resources.  Responsibilities included interpretation of results of analysis of volatile 
organic compounds in monitoring and domestic wells and the interpretation of geochemical 
parameters to assess the applicability of Monitored Natural Attenuation as a remedial approach for 
addressing trichloroethylene contamination in groundwater.  Responsibilities also included the 
development of a site-wide, web-based database and geographic information system.  
 
Project Geologist, Hewlett Packard, Palo Alto, California 
Performed a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study of a DNAPL contaminated site consisting of 
several aquifers.  Managed and executed multiple subsurface investigations of the vadose and 
saturated zones to characterize the site and evaluate remedial options.  Developed hydrogeologic 
and geochemical models.  Field methods included drilling, well installation, cone penetrometer 
tests, pump tests, and groundwater sampling.  Responsibilities also included budget and schedule 
control and technical report preparation. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Pacific Gas & Electric Company, Antioch, California 
Remedial investigation and remedial engineering for a gas and electric company’s former service 
center contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons, including gasoline and crude oil.  Developed 
remedial action and site closure alternatives and data collection program for a risk-assessment.  
Negotiated with regulatory agency.  Managed and executed multiple subsurface investigations 
using a variety of drilling methods, borehole geophysics, detailed soil and groundwater sampling, 
installation of monitoring wells, vapor monitoring, and aquifer pumping tests.  Modeled geology, 
hydrogeology and aqueous geochemistry.  Implemented and coordinated the design, construction, 
and operation of a groundwater remediation system. Developed and managed a large chemical and 
hydrologic database and vector GIS. Conducted data collection, processing and QA/QC.  
Responsibilities also included project and analytical QA/QC. 
 
Staff Geologist, Triangle, Martinez, California 
Performed an investigation of the distribution of nickel, zinc, and chromium compounds in near 
surface soils at a metal plating facility. The investigation included the design and implementation 
of a statistical grid sampling program in order to evaluate the distribution of contaminants in soils 
without creating a bias in the sample coverage. 
 
Staff Geologist, Multiple Clients, San Francisco Bay Area, California 
Executed numerous subsurface field investigations and groundwater sampling programs using a 
variety field methods. Conducted geologic and hydrogeologic field mapping.  Drilling methods 
included augers, water, mud and air rotary, cable tool, direct push, limited access drilling rigs and 
hand augers.  Conducted and analyzed aquifer parameter tests including step-drawdown and 
constant discharge pumping tests, pressure (packer) tests, and rising and falling head slug tests.  
Conducted groundwater sampling programs under the guidelines of state and federal EPA.  







 T. LEESON 
 Page 7 
 


 


 


Utilized geophysical methods, including spontaneous potential, gamma ray, resistivity, acoustic 
televiewer, fluid logging,  ground penetrating radar, and magnetometer surveys. Followed 
stringent field sampling and vapor and groundwater monitoring protocols. 
 
Environmental Scientist, Multiple Clients in San Francisco Bay Area, California 
Conducted and managed multiple Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) for sites in 
Northern California following the requirements of the American Standards for Testing and 
Materials (ASTM).  Tasks included site reconnaissance, personnel interviews, review of aerial 
photographs and historical fire insurance maps, regulatory list searches, agency file reviews, 
development of physiographic, geologic and hydrogeologic models, and report preparation.  Also 
included limited asbestos and lead-based paint surveys. 
 
Geographic Information Systems/Database Management 
 
Uranium Mine Closures, New Mexico 
Developed and managed GIS databases in support of environmental investigations, removal action 
alternatives, and reclamation plans.  Used the GIS to manage, visualize and analyze site data, 
estimate volumes, develop reclamation costs, and technical reporting.  Spatial analysis methods 
included natural neighbor, inverse distance weighting and krigging. 
 
GIS Analyst, Tar Creek Subsidence Study, Picher Oklahoma 
The Picher Mining Field in Oklahoma was one of the largest lead and zinc mining fields in the 
world.  MWH, in collaboration with the Tulsa District of the Army Corps of Engineers, has used 
Geographic Information Systems to develop a risk hazard analysis.  High-resolution spatial data 
were integrated to estimate the maximum potential surface expression of subsidence and the 
subsidence risk probability.  Mr. Leeson was responsible for developing the GIS database and 
developing the routines for processing and integrating the data (high-resolution aerial 
photographs, digital elevation models, geologic data, and digitized mine void geometries).  The 
results of the analyses were then used to generate maps of the maximum potential surface 
expression of subsidence and the subsidence risk probability.  These results allow the communities 
to prevent any further damage to property or risk to human lives as well as better plan for future 
development. 
 
Database Manager, USACE, Moses Lake Wellfield Superfund Site, Moses Lake, WA 
Mr. Leeson developed a data management process and GIS database in support of Remedial 
Investigations of a DNAPL contaminated site.  He utilized cutting-edge hardware/software 
systems for data collection, data management and modeling, including the USACE’s Groundwater 
Modeling System (GMS), USACE’s Environmental Data Management System (EDMS) and 
Access (relational databases), Trimble GPS tools, ArcView GIS 3.2, Spatial and 3D Analysts and 
a variety of other spatial data software. 
 
GIS Database Development, Idaho Mining Association, SE Idaho Phosphate Resource Area 
Designed, built and managed a desktop and web-based geographic information system and 
analytical database for water quality modeling and spatial analysis for a regional investigation of 
selenium contamination of water, soils, vegetation and biological organisms. 
 
Database Manager, ARCO, Superfund Site, Leviathan Mine, California 
Designed and managed a GIS-compatible relational database for accessing and managing surface 
water analytical and flow data, as wells as geotechnical and environmental data. The database was 







 T. LEESON 
 Page 8 
 


 


 


designed to be used in conducting a Remedial Investigation, Feasibility Study and Risk 
Assessment of an inactive sulfur mine located on the eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada. 
 
Marin Municipal Water District, Marin County, California 
Mapped roads and trails using Trimble GPS equipment for the development of a large Arc/Info 
GIS system.  Incorporated Trimble SatView data for GPS mission planning and optimization of 
satellite coverage.  Preprocessed GPS data for import into Arc/Info. 
 
CONTINUING EDUCATION: 
 


• MWH Manage the Project PM Certification (as per Project Management Institute) 
• Knowledge management education 
• Geographic Information Systems, 3D Analysis 
• Hazardous Chemicals in Soil 
• Environmental Law 
• OSHA and MSHA Surface Miner Certified 
• Emergency first aid and CPR 


 
SPECIALIZED SOFTWARE EXPERTISE: 


• AqteSolv (pumping test analysis) 
• ArcGIS/ArcView (GIS) 
• Global Mapper (spatial data management) 
• EnviroInsite (3D data visualization, spatial and statistical analysis) 
• Microsoft Access & (relational databases) 
• Modflow (3D numerical groundwater flow modeling) 
• MT3D and Modpath (3D groundwater and chemical transport modeling) 
• Geoslope - SEEP/W & C/TRANS (2D flow and chemical transport modeling) 
• Surfer (spatial and statistical analysis) 







 


 


NATHAN W. HAWS 
SENIOR ENGINEER 
 


EDUCATION: 


PhD, Environment Engineering, Purdue University, Indiana, USA, 2003 
BS/BSc, Civil and Environmental Engineering, Brigham Young University, Utah, USA, 1999 
MS/MSc, Civil and Environmental Engineering, Brigham Young University, Utah, USA, 1999 
 


REGISTRATIONS: 


Professional Engineer - Civil, Arizona, 48186, 2008 
Professional Engineer - Civil, Nevada, 20251, 2009 
 


EXPERIENCE: 


Hydrologist, South Yuma County Landfill, Air Quality Screening Evaluation, Yuma, Arizona 
Air dispersion screening evaluation using Screen 3 and EPA AP-42 method 
 
Hydrogeologist, Freeport McMoRan, Tailing site characterization, Christmas Mine, Arizona 
Collection and characterization of tailing material samples 
 
Project Engineer, Russell Gulch Landfill, Landfill expansion engineering, Globe, Arizona 
Type IV expansion design, including alternative cover, liner and slope stability, storm water drainage, and 
leachate collection 
 
Project Engineer, South Yuma County Landfill, Landfill expansion engineering, Yuma, Arizona 
Type IV expansion design, including alternative cover, liner and slope stability, storm water drainage, and 
leachate collection 
 
Project Scientist, City of Phoenix, Jet-fuel contamination characterization, Phoenix, Arizona 
Interpretation of analysis of aged jet fuel contamination to characterize its soil-air-water partitioning 
properties 
 
Hydrologist, Freeport McMoRan, AZPDES surface water permitting, Arizona 
Consultant for permit renewals for Christmas, Bagdad, and Bisbee mines 
 
Inspector, Pima County Solid Waste, Environmental audit of solid waste facilities, Pima County, 
Arizona 
Environmental compliance audit of municipal landfills and refuse transfer stations 
 
Project Engineer, Hexcel Corporation, Remedial design consulting, Kent, Washington 
Evaluation of permeable reactive barrier design and economic evaluation of options for remediation of 
chlorinated solvents 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Groundwater, Sierrita Mine 
Regional groundwater flow and sulfate transport model construction, calibration, and predictive 
simulations of mitigation alternatives. 
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Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Groundwater, Copper Queen Branch 
Regional groundwater flow and sulfate transport model construction, calibration, and predictive 
simulations of mitigation alternatives 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Groundwater, Copper Queen Branch 
Regional groundwater flow sulfate transport model construction, calibration, and predictive simulations of 
mitigation alternatives. 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Variably Saturated Water and Air Phases, Sierrita Mine 
Prediction of tailing impoundment drain-down. 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Russell Gulch Landfill, Flow and Transport in 
Variably Saturated Water and Air Phases, Various Sites 
Alternative landfill cover design and performance evaluation. 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, South Yuma County Landfill, Flow and 
Transport in Variably Saturated Water and Air Phases, South Yuma County 
Alternative landfill cover design and performance evaluation. 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Hexcel Facility, Flow and Transport in variably 
Saturated Water and Air Phases, Livermore, California 
Evaluation of recontamination potential via PCE volatilization from groundwater. 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Surface Water Runoff, 
Storage, and Routing, Christmas Mine 
Long-term water budget of hydrologic loading to tailing impoundments. 
 


PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: 


Model Independent Parameter Estimation (PEST) Workshop 
 


ORGANIZATIONS/MEMBERSHIPS: 


Arizona Hydrological Society 
American Geophysical Union 
 


PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS: 


Das, B.S., N.W. Haws, P.S.C. Rao, 2005, Defining Geometric Similarity in Soils, Vadose Zone Journal 
4:264 270. 


Haws, N.W., B. Liu, E.J. Kladivko, P.S.C. Rao, C.W. Boast, D.P. Franzmeier, 2004, Spatial Variability and 
Measurement Scale of Infiltration Rate on an Agricultural Landscape, Soil Science Society of 
America Journal, 68: 1818 1826. 


Haws, N.W., B.S. Das, P.S.C. Rao, 2004, Dual Domain Solute Transfer and Transport Processes: 
Evaluation in Batch and Column Experiments, Journal of Contaminant Hydrology, 75 (3 4) 
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Haws, N.W., E.J. Bouwer, W.P. Ball, 2006, The Influence of System Conditions and Modeling Formulation 
when Simulating Cometabolic Biodegradation in Sorbent-Water Systems, Advances in Water 
Resources 29(4): 571-589 


Haws, N.W., J. Simunek, P.S.C. Rao, I.C. Poyer, 2005, Single Porosity and Dual Porosity Modeling of 
Flow and Transport in Subsurface Drained Fields Using Effective Field Scale Parameters, Journal 
of Hydrology 313 (3 4) 257 273 


Haws, N.W., P.S.C. Rao, 2004, The Effect of Vertically Decreasing Macropore Fractions on Simulations of 
Non Equilibrium Solute Transport, Vadose Zone Journal, 31: 1300 1308 


Haws, N.W., W.P. Ball, E.J. Bouwer, 2006, Modeling and Interpreting Bioavailability of Organic 
Contaminant Mixtures in Subsurface Environments, Journal of Contaminant Hydrology 82(3-4): 
255-292 


Haws, N. W., W. P. Ball, E. J. Bouwer, 2007, Effects of Initial Solute Distribution on Contaminant 
Availability, Desorption Modeling, and Subsurface Remediation, J. Environ. Qual. 2007 36: 
1392-1402. 


Haws N. W., M. R. Paraskewich Jr., M. Hilpert, W. P. Ball, 2007, Effect of fluid velocity on 
model-estimated rates of radial solute diffusion in a cylindrical macropore column, Water Resour. 
Res., 43, W10409, doi:10.1029/2006WR005751.  


Perkins, D.B., N.W. Haws, J.W. Jawitz, B.S. Das, P.S.C. Rao, 2007, Soil Hydraulic Properties as 
Ecological Indicators in Forested Watersheds Partially Impacted by Mechanized Military 
Training, Ecological Indicators, 7: 589-597 


Schmidt, J.S., N.W. Haws, R.S. Govindaraju, P.S.C. Rao, 2006, A Semi-Analytical Model for Transient 
Flow to a Subsurface Tile Drain, Journal of Hydrology 317(1-2): 49-62 


 


EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: 


Senior Engineer, MWH Americas, Inc., 2009-Present 
Project Engineer and Hydrologist, Hydro Geo Chem, Inc. (Tucson and Phoenix, Arizona), 2005-2009 
Post-Doctoral Research Fellow, Johns Hopkins University. Dept. of Geography and Environmental 
Engineering (Baltimore, Maryland), 2004-2005 
 











 
 

From: Richmond Leeson Jr. [mailto:Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 12:36 PM
To: Dale Ortman 
Cc: Stephen Taylor; Nathan W. Haws
Subject: "Final" Rosemont Model Review Memo
 

Dale,
 
Here is our final version of the model review memo, as requested.  It is still stamped “Draft,
Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution” in the footer.
 
Note that I have only sent it to you, not SWCA or the USFS; let me know if you want me to
send it on to the whole cc list from your request e-mail?
 
Regards, Toby
 

 
 
 

Rocky Mountain Region

Toby Leeson, P.G., Supervising Hydrogeologist
 

1475 Pine Grove Road, Suite 109             Telephone:   970 879 6260
PO Box 774018                                           Facsimile:     970 879 9048
Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477       Mobile:          970 846 4068

 
 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Heidi Schewel; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: 11-11-09 draft release [Scanned]
Date: 11/12/2009 07:51 AM
Attachments: Rosemont-FS Press Release Draft 11-11-09.doc

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/12/2009 07:51 AM -----

"Mary Rowley"
<mary@strongpointpr.com> 

11/11/2009 05:23 PM

To <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Kathy
Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,
<gcheniae@cox.net>

Subject 11-11-09 draft release [Scanned]

Here it is as an attachment and in the body. See you at the meeting tomorrow.

 
Mary
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                                                                              Contact:  Heidi Schewel (520) 237-4860

 

 
U.S. Forest Service Announces Plans for Rosemont

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

 
TUCSON (November 12, 2009) – A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
the Rosemont project will be completed during the first quarter of 2010 and will be
available for public comment in April 2010, officials from the U.S. Forest Service
announced today.
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Contact:  Heidi Schewel (520) 237-4860


U.S. Forest Service Announces Plans for Rosemont

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

TUCSON (November 12, 2009) – A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Rosemont project will be completed during the first quarter of 2010 and will be available for public comment in April 2010, officials from the U.S. Forest Service announced today.


“The Coronado National Forest Interdisciplinary Team supported by independent third-party contractor SWCA has been thoroughly studying the impacts of the Rosemont Plan of Operations as well as a wide range of possible alternatives. This analysis has been shared on a monthly basis with the cooperating agencies assisting the Forest Service to prepare the DEIS,” said Mindee Roth, EIS Coordinator for the Forest Service.


The Forest Service will consider a number of alternatives in the DEIS. Those include the original Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted in 2007 by Rosemont Copper, options for potential placement of tailings and waste rock, partial backfilling of the pit, and an option that will be developed to incorporate input from cooperating agencies, as well as the no-action alternative (no federal approval of the MPO or alternatives). The no-action alternative is required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and, in the case of a mining EIS, is utilized as the baseline whereby the impacts of the alternatives can be evaluated.

###



 
“The Coronado National Forest Interdisciplinary Team supported by independent
third-party contractor SWCA has been thoroughly studying the impacts of the
Rosemont Plan of Operations as well as a wide range of possible alternatives. This
analysis has been shared on a monthly basis with the cooperating agencies assisting
the Forest Service to prepare the DEIS,” said Mindee Roth, EIS Coordinator for the
Forest Service.

 
The Forest Service will consider a number of alternatives in the DEIS. Those include
the original Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted in 2007 by Rosemont Copper,
options for potential placement of tailings and waste rock, partial backfilling of the pit,
and an option that will be developed to incorporate input from cooperating agencies,
as well as the no-action alternative (no federal approval of the MPO or alternatives).
The no-action alternative is required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and, in the case of a mining EIS, is utilized as the baseline whereby the impacts of
the alternatives can be evaluated.

 
###

 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Heidi Schewel; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: 11-11-09 draft release [Scanned]
Date: 11/12/2009 07:51 AM
Attachments: Rosemont-FS Press Release Draft 11-11-09.doc

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/12/2009 07:51 AM -----

"Mary Rowley"
<mary@strongpointpr.com> 

11/11/2009 05:23 PM

To <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Kathy
Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,
<gcheniae@cox.net>

Subject 11-11-09 draft release [Scanned]

Here it is as an attachment and in the body. See you at the meeting tomorrow.

 
Mary

 
Draft 11/11/09

 
                                                                              Contact:  Heidi Schewel (520) 237-4860

 

 
U.S. Forest Service Announces Plans for Rosemont

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

 
TUCSON (November 12, 2009) – A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
the Rosemont project will be completed during the first quarter of 2010 and will be
available for public comment in April 2010, officials from the U.S. Forest Service
announced today.

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Heidi Schewel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

Draft 11/11/09



Contact:  Heidi Schewel (520) 237-4860


U.S. Forest Service Announces Plans for Rosemont

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

TUCSON (November 12, 2009) – A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Rosemont project will be completed during the first quarter of 2010 and will be available for public comment in April 2010, officials from the U.S. Forest Service announced today.


“The Coronado National Forest Interdisciplinary Team supported by independent third-party contractor SWCA has been thoroughly studying the impacts of the Rosemont Plan of Operations as well as a wide range of possible alternatives. This analysis has been shared on a monthly basis with the cooperating agencies assisting the Forest Service to prepare the DEIS,” said Mindee Roth, EIS Coordinator for the Forest Service.


The Forest Service will consider a number of alternatives in the DEIS. Those include the original Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted in 2007 by Rosemont Copper, options for potential placement of tailings and waste rock, partial backfilling of the pit, and an option that will be developed to incorporate input from cooperating agencies, as well as the no-action alternative (no federal approval of the MPO or alternatives). The no-action alternative is required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and, in the case of a mining EIS, is utilized as the baseline whereby the impacts of the alternatives can be evaluated.

###



 
“The Coronado National Forest Interdisciplinary Team supported by independent
third-party contractor SWCA has been thoroughly studying the impacts of the
Rosemont Plan of Operations as well as a wide range of possible alternatives. This
analysis has been shared on a monthly basis with the cooperating agencies assisting
the Forest Service to prepare the DEIS,” said Mindee Roth, EIS Coordinator for the
Forest Service.

 
The Forest Service will consider a number of alternatives in the DEIS. Those include
the original Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted in 2007 by Rosemont Copper,
options for potential placement of tailings and waste rock, partial backfilling of the pit,
and an option that will be developed to incorporate input from cooperating agencies,
as well as the no-action alternative (no federal approval of the MPO or alternatives).
The no-action alternative is required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and, in the case of a mining EIS, is utilized as the baseline whereby the impacts of
the alternatives can be evaluated.

 
###

 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: 2009 07 07 Table 4 Hold.doc
Date: 07/09/2009 04:45 PM
Attachments: Rosemont EIS team members rev 7-8-09 CPC.doc

Bev,
 
Attached is SWCA’s revised project team for the Rosemont Copper Project based on input from
Charles.  As far as lines of communication between SWCA and the Coronado, we would like requests
for additional (and potentially out-of-scope) work should only go to the following:
 
 
Marcie Bidwell – Visual Resources
Marcie Bidwell – Soils and Reclamation
Jerome Hesse – Cultural Resources (should we include Suzanne Griset here?)
Tom Furgason – Biological Resources
 
And then directly to Charles and me for any other resources/uses.  Charles and I would like to
negotiate the scopes of work for MWH and SRK on a task by task basis. 
 
Thanks.
 
Tom
 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2009 4:20 PM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Teresa Ann Ciapusci'
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle
Subject: 2009 07 07 Table 4 Hold.doc
 
Bev,
 
Attached are my revisions pending input from Charles.  Please note that there were several revisions
on the SWCA side of things.  I anticipate that this will need to be revised as we load level all of our
projects.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com





Revised as of July 2009



Table 1 – Agency Management Oversight


		Forest Service Role

		Agency Position, Employee



		Responsible Official

		Forest Supervisor, Jeanine Derby



		Responsible Official’s Line Representatives

		Deputy Forest Supervisor, Reta Laford


Nogales District Ranger, Kent Ellett



		Process Management

		Deputy Forest Supervisor, Reta Laford



		Project Management

		Staff Officer - Ecosystem Management and Planning, 


Teresa Ann Ciapusci



		External Communications Management

		Communications Team, John Able



		Cooperating Agencies Liaison

		Staff Officer - Ecosystem Management and Planning, 


Teresa Ann Ciapusci



		NEPA Management

		NEPA Compliance /FOIA Officer, Mindee Roth, 

Andrea Campbell



		NFMA Compliance

		Staff Officer - Ecosystem Management and Planning, 


Teresa Ann Ciapusci





Table 2 – SWCA Management Oversight


		SWCA Role 

		SWCA Employee



		Project IDT Leader

		John MacIvor



		Project Managers

		Tom Furgason/Charles Coyle





Table 3 – Core Team

		Role

		Forest Service

		SWCA



		Interdisciplinary Team Leader 

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

		John MacIvor


Tom Furgason



		Transportation /Engineering

		Engineer, Walter Keyes

		Ralph Ellis



		Geology

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

		Jerome Hesse/Dale Ortman



		Hydrogeology (Ground Water)

		Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah

		Dale Ortman



		Hydrology (Surface Water)

		Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah

		Dale Ortman



		Light (Night Skies)

		Landscape Architect, Debby Kriegel

		Ben Gaddis



		Minerals (Administration)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

		Dale Ortman



		Scenery Resources, including reclamation

		Landscape Architect, Debby Kriegel

		Marcie Bidwell

Tamara Larson



		Soils

		Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah

		Marcie Bidwell, Dale Ortman



		Vegetation Resources, including reclamation

		Wildlife Biologist, Deborah Sebesta

		Geoff Soroka



		Wildlife Resources

		Wildlife Biologist, Deborah Sebesta

		Geoff Soroka

Ken Kertell





Table 4 – Extended Team

		Role

		Forest Service

		SWCA



		Access / Lands / Realty

		Realty Specialist, Tami Emmett


Forest Access Emphasis Manager, George McKay

		Marcie Bidwell


Molly Thrash



		Air Resources

		Soils /Water /Air /Forestry Program Manager, Bob Lefevre

		Charles Coyle

VSI (subcontractor)



		Airspace

		Forest Aviation Officer, Pete Schwab

		Charles Coyle



		Clean Water Act Compliance

		Soils /Water /Air /Forestry Program Manager, Bob Lefevre

		Rion Bowers



		Environmental Justice

		Sarah Davis

		Jeff Connell



		Fire / Fuels

		Fire Prevention Technician, Art Elek

		

Megan Robertson



		Forest Plan Consistency

		Staff Officer – Ecosystem Management and Planning, Teresa Ann Ciapusci

		John MacIvor



		Hazardous Waste

		Civil Engineer / Hazmat Specialist, Eli Curiel




		Kevin Serrato


Rion Bowers



		Heritage

		Archaeologist, Chris Leblanc

Archaeologist, William Gillespie


Archaeologist /Tribal Representative, Mary Farrell

		Suzanne Griset


Jerome Hesse



		Minerals 

  (Mining Law)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson



		 Dale Ortman



		Mining 


  (Chemistry)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson



		MWH (?)


SRK (?)



		Mining 


  (Mine Planning /Remediation)

		Civil Engineer / Hazmat Specialist, Eli Curiel




		MWH (?)


SRK (?)



		Mining 


  (Processes)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson



		MWH (?)


SRK (?)



		Mining 


  (Rock Stability /Fracture)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson



		MWH (?)


SRK (?)



		Noise

		TBD (Engineering)

Safety Officer, Alan Belauskas

		Charles Coyle

DME (subcontractor)



		Public Health and Safety

		Civil Engineer /Hazmat Specialist, Eli Curiel

Forest Safety Officer, Alan Belauskas

		Megan Robertson



		Range

		Range Conservationist, Kendall Brown

		Geoff Soroka



		Soils

		Soils /Water /Air /Forestry Program Manager, Bob Lefevre

		Marcie Bidwell



		Recreation

		Recreation Planner, Sarah Davis

		Steve Leslie



		Social and Economic Resources

		Collaboration Specialist, Sarah Davis

		Jeff Connell



		Water Resources /


Riparian Habitat (offsite)

		Wildlife Biologist,


Larry Jones

		Rion Bowers



		Wildlife Resources

		Wildlife Biologist, Larry Jones

		Ken Kertell


Geoff Soroka





Table 5 – Support


		Role

		Forest Service

		SWCA



		Project Administrator

		 Staff Officer – Ecosystem and Planning, Teresa Ann Ciapusci

		Melissa Reichard



		Budget

		Resource Assistant, Roxane Raley

		Donna Morey



		Administrative Support

		Resource Assistant, Janet Jones

		Melissa Reichard



		Administrative Record

		Collaboration Specialist, Sarah Davis


Forest Geologist, Bev Everson


NEPA/FOIA Officer, Andrea Campbell

		Melissa Reichard



		Data Management

		TBD

		

Lara Mitchell (?)



		External Communications

		Communications Team, John Able

		Tom Furgason



		FOIA Administration

		NEPA/FIOA Officer, Andrea Campbell

		Charles Coyle


Melissa Reichard



		Geospatial Analysis

		Cartographer, Devin Quintana

		Lara Mitchell

Trent Reeder



		Technical Editing and Presentation

		TBD

Staff Officer – Ecosystem Management and Planning, Teresa Ann Ciapusci

		Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri


Camille Ensle



		Tribal Consultation

		Forest Supervisor, Jeanine Derby


Deputy Forest Supervisor, Reta Laford


Archaeologist /Tribal Representative, Mary Farrell

		Suzanne Griset






		Mailing Database

		Resource Assistant, Roxane Raley

		Melissa Reichard



		Media

		Communications Team, Heidi Schewell

		Melissa Reichard



		Publications

		Deputy Forest Supervisor, Reta Laford


Staff Officer – Ecosystem Management and Planning, Teresa Ann Ciapusci

		Melissa Reichard



		Website Management

		Communications Team, John Able

		TBD
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From: Tom Furgason
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth
Subject: FW: 20091214_Stop_Work Order.doc
Date: 12/15/2009 03:43 PM

FYI
 

From: Sturgess Jamie [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: 20091214_Stop_Work Order.doc
 
Best to face these issues prior to work completion.

Let me know what how to help.

Jamie

On 12/14/09 2:14 PM, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote:

Jamie,
 
I’ve been in contact with Dale over this issue over the weekend.  The short of it is that Golder 1) has
yet to sign their Subconsultant Agreement (which they have had everything for over a week), and 2)
are uncomfortable with the contracting negotiations between Rosemont and SWCA as manifested in
the request for them to reduce their Scope and Cost.  
 
We originally sent Golder our Subconsultant agreement weeks ago.  They came back with requested
revisions and a request for some information; we responded within a few days and have been waiting
on them since.
 
Feel free to call me or Dale if you have any questions.  I’ll keep working with Dale and Golder to
determine what their revised SOW will cover.
 
Tom
 
 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2009 2:03 PM
To: 'Annandale, George'
Cc: 'Dale Ortman PE'; 'Sturgess Jamie'; Donna Morey; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: 20091214_Stop_Work Order.doc

George,
 
Attached is the Stop Work Order that you requested.  I look forward to quickly resolving the issues and
continuing on with this project.

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
file:////c/tfurgason@swca.com


Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Salek Shafiqullah; Roger D Congdon; Eli Curiel; Walter Keyes
Subject: Fw: 201002_TT_Infiltration, Seppage, Fate & Transport Modeling
Date: 03/04/2010 03:15 PM

Please let me know if you will be reviewing this report, and when I can expect your
comments.  Thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 03/04/2010 03:13 PM -----

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

03/03/2010 09:50 AM

To Dale Ortman <daleortmanpe@live.com>, Salek
Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason
<tfurgason@swca.com>, Beverly Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject 201002_TT_Infiltration, Seppage, Fate & Transport
Modeling

We have recieved the Fate & Transport report. It is posted in the attached link. Note: Roger
Congdon is not a member of WebEx, so I cannot send him the report.

Thanks!

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=165395> 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Roger D Congdon/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Eli Curiel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=165395


From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: 201003 TT Reclamation Concept Report uploaded
Date: 03/30/2010 06:43 AM

Guessing you want this posted to the RosemontEIS website too?

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 03/30/2010 06:42 AM -----

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

03/29/2010 04:54 PM

To Debby Kriegel <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, Marcie Bidwell
<mbidwell@swca.com>, Salek Shafiqullah
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, Beverly Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ann Ciapusci
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Dale Ortman
<daleortmanpe@live.com>, Mindee Roth
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason
<tfurgason@swca.com>

cc Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject 201003 TT Reclamation Concept Report uploaded

This report is ginormous! I had to seperate it into 9 files that I am still uploading. All the files
will be uploaded by noon tomorrow. I will be fedexing a DVD copy to Marcie and I suggest
others may want to check out on of the copies from Bev. The figures take a VERY long time
to load.

 

Thanks!

Mel
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=166562> 

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=166562


From: Beverley A Everson
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Jeremy J Sautter

Subject: Fw: 20100625_Latest Footprints-Scholefield & Barrel
Date: 06/29/2010 02:41 PM

As promised, the Scholefield footprint link, in case you haven't seen it yet.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/29/2010 02:40 PM -----

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

06/25/2010 11:34 AM

To kbrown03@fs.fed.us, beverson@fs.fed.us,
kellett@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, wkeyes@fs.fed.us,
aelek@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
gmckay@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, abelauskas@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com,
mreichard@swca.com, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
tciapusci@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
mroth@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject 20100625_Latest Footprints-Scholefield & Barrel

Bev asked that I post these. The link will take you to the Scholefield McCleary footprint and
the Barrel Only is also posted in that same folder. We just got these last night, so this is the
latest and greatest. 
Thanks!
Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171354> 
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Terry Chute; Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman PE
Subject: FW: 20100709_TT_Hydrogeologic Framework Model
Date: 07/29/2010 09:40 AM

I thought that I’d forward Chris Garrett’s email to you about his impressions of the modeling
software that Tetra Tech is using.  Chris was trained (years ago) how to use this software and is
familiar with its application. 
 
Tom
 

From: CHRISTOPHER GARRETT [mailto:lcgarrett77@msn.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 29, 2010 5:33 AM
To: DeAnne Rietz; Ken Houser; Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: 20100709_TT_Hydrogeologic Framework Model
 
Fair warning, there's no point to this e-mail except to get jealous at Tetra Tech for getting to play with
all the cool toys...
 
TT was asked to double-check all of the hydrology work that Monty has been doing for Rosemont.  For
the modeling they came up with, TT used some software called MVS - Mining Visualization System.  
 
Back in the day (shortly before I left Arcadis--and coincidentally part of the reason) Arcadis sent me
and Bill King (yes, the Bill King who later became a developer and worked for that prick over at Pivotal
Group) to a training class in Long Beach, where we spent the better part of a week in the beach-front
house of the programmer who developed MVS, learning how to use it.
 
Nowadays, you can pick up almost any modeling program and figure it out---everything is Windows
based, with the same pull-down menus and point-and-click interface.  Not MVS.  I think it's the most
unique piece of software I've ever run across.   The interface is still all visual, but it's almost harder to
use than writing actual code.   It really took the entire week just to sort of get the idea of how it works.
 But man, the things that program can do are amazing!   Basically, you can take geologic or
environmental data and create a true 3D model of the ground or a contamination plume, or an
aquifer...I still think it's the most powerful modeling software on the market, and this is 10 years later!
 
Anyway, to finish the story---after spending a week learning this stuff, Arcadis decided the software was
too expensive and declined to purchase it.  
 
Not to say they weren't right---the basic software runs (or did back then) about $20,000.   Just wish
they'd figured that out before spending $5K to send two people to training.
 
Awesome stuff though, although they could have come up with some cooler graphics for their report.  
Just watch--the next meeting Tetra Tech will probably be doing a 3D underground fly-through of the
mine works...
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

From: mreichard@swca.com

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


To: daleortmanpe@live.com; drietz@swca.com; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; lcgarrett77@msn.com
CC: tfurgason@swca.com; beverson@fs.fed.us; mroth@fs.fed.us; jrigg@swca.com
Date: Mon, 12 Jul 2010 22:49:02 +0000
Subject: 20100709_TT_Hydrogeologic Framework Model

We received two reports from TetraTech late Friday. I posted them both here. There is this one and
Hydraulic Property Estimates. 

Bev/Salek- It looks like we got all the copies so I will bring your copies with me to tomorrow's meeting.

Dale- let me know if I need to get these to SRK.

SWCA- These are also on the R drive.

Thanks!

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=172505>

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=172505


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: FW: Action Requested: Internal Review Draft Scoping Report Letter of Direction
Date: 02/11/2009 01:06 PM

 
 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, February 10, 2009 5:00 PM
To: Charles Coyle; 'Reta Laford'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Teresa Ann Ciapusci'; 'John Able'; John MacIvor; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Action Requested: Internal Review Draft Scoping Report Letter of Direction
 
Reta,
 
Per your question in the following section”
“Theme of Comments
 
Provide an overview of the comments by category.  Present this information with and without
form letters included.  Use complementary graphics such as a pie chart.  Provide summary
finding statements relative to the frequency a particular category and or subcategory was
used.  [??? Tom - Your draft presentation had two pie charts, what was the intended
difference between the two?
 
The two similar pie charts in question dealt with percentage of comments received under
each resource category.  The first chart included the “Other” category and the second did
not.  The reason for this is that “Other” is not a true category, rather a composed of a number
of smaller categories that didn’t have an obvious resource category or is not a typical NEPA
resource (e.g. electrical transmission).  The “Other” category, by percentage received the
second most comments (after Water); therefore, I felt that it skewed the top 10 ranking.  This
is why I included the second pie chart with “Other” removed.
 
Tom

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: ADEQ Catalog of Activities
Date: 11/25/2009 09:54 AM

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

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

Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

11/18/2009 07:12 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Fw: ADEQ Catalog of Activities

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

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

11/18/2009 11:37 AM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: ADEQ Catalog of Activities

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

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3a/872568540050FE6F/0/C33CD0F1286D0BC0072576720065EAE9


Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

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

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

11/18/2009 10:48 AM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: ADEQ Catalog of Activities

All-

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

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

 
He did note a “useful thing you can take away from this data is that
there is a single monitoring well located in the immediate area for which
very extensive water quality sampling was conducted in 2001.” 

 
This could be useful for analysis purposes. 

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

 
Thanks!

 
Melissa 

 



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

 

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

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

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

11/12/2009 02:39 PM 

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us> 

Subject ADEQ Catalog of Activities

 

Ladies- 
TA and I just spoke and ADEQ has submitted raw data that needs interpretation in order to
get it into categories of Past, Present and Foreseeable. Who needs to do this



interpretation? Do you want this assigned to SWCA? I will need this done in order to
combine their input into the overall spreadsheet. 
  
Thanks! 
  
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original
dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Cc: Melinda D Roth; jdmacivor@frontiernet.com; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Agenda Items for CNF/Rosemont NEPA Meeting august 6 2009
Date: 08/04/2009 01:39 PM

FYI
 

From: Sturgess Jamie [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2009 10:38 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Agenda Items for CNF/Rosemont NEPA Meeting august 6 2009
 
Tom:
For our meeting. We are going to be in a very uncomfortable position if we can not get these past
dues done before the audit.
This is no longer an acceptable condition, so I ask you to help any way you can suggest.

Come with the colored tables, so we can discuss WHY we are falling behind.

Jamie

------ Forwarded Message
From: gcheniae <gcheniae@cox.net>
Date: Tue, 04 Aug 2009 10:34:10 -0700
To: 'Sturgess Jamie' <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Cc: "Katherine A. Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Gordon L. Cheniae"
<gcheniae@cox.net>
Subject: RE: Agenda Items for CNF/Rosemont NEPA Meeting august 6 2009

Jamie:  I would cc Tom F (SWCA) on this so they also get the message loud and clear—full court
press is on.
 
glc
 

From: Sturgess Jamie [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2009 10:25 AM
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Cc: Gordon Cheniae; Kathy Arnold; Brian Lindenlaub; Buck Andrews
Subject: Agenda Items for CNF/Rosemont NEPA Meeting august 6 2009

4 August 2009

Bev:

Please include these four agenda items for our discussion this week:

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:jdmacivor@frontiernet.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
file:////c/gcheniae@cox.net
file:////c/jsturgess@augustaresource.com
file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com
file:////c/gcheniae@cox.net
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com


1. Financial and Progress review of Rosemont NEPA process (The process audit scheduled for
August 10-14)

2. Technical documentation for the project record in hard copy and PDF files.
problems with HTML or any other conversions or translations of technical
documentation
Protection of the project record

3. Schedule for finalization of scoping reports, purpose and need statement, proposed action,
issues report,

4. Rosemont input related to ID Team recommendation of alternatives for consideration in the
EIS.

Please accept my request for the agenda to include these items in the listed agenda.

Best regards,

Jamie Sturgess
Rosemont Copper 

------ End of Forwarded Message



From: Tom Furgason
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: FW: All suggested Alt elements tracking.xls
Date: 12/08/2009 08:59 AM
Attachments: All suggested Alt elements tracking.xls

Bev,
 
Here is the table that you requested with all of the mitigation elements.  It is combined with all of the
alt elements that the IDT looked at.
 
Tom
 

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Tuesday, December 08, 2009 8:52 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: All suggested Alt elements tracking.xls
 
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us

All Ideas

		Idea		Source		Disposition		Assigned to rationale		Rationale		In Rosemont Alt

		Authority of Small Tracks to sell small FS allotments amidst the private parcels		IDT		carry forward as element

		One Right-of-Way for utilities and roads		IDT		carry forward as element

		Slurry line pump the tails		IDT		carry forward as element

		Use Santa Rita road for access		public		carry forward as element

		Waste Rock and/or tailings in Sycamore Canyon		public		carry forward as element

		Waste Rock and/or tailings in Scholefield Canyon		public & cooperators		carry forward as element

		Conveyor belt transport of tails & waste		public & IDT		carry forward as element		Rosemont		First 8-10 years the pit configuration does not allow for in-pit conveyors

		Dam in Barrel Canyon		public & IDT		carry forward as element		Rosemont		This will eliminate water being released into barrel drainage and provides no operational value

		Relocate tails & waste to West side of ridge		public & IDT		carry forward as element

		Relocate the tailings pile/waste rock to Sycamore Cyn		public & IDT		carry forward as element

		Water retention dam in Barrel Canyon (or the canyon that facilities move to)		public & IDT		carry forward as element				ADWR has not ever given the FS surface water rights, resevoir could harbor invasive species

		Expand size of tailing filter plant		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Increase number and size of stormwater retention ponds		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Modify Tailings sequence		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Provide visitor center at proposed trailhead at closer to provide info on heritage resources		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Realign AZ Trail- increasing distance from site		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Realign East Access Road		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Realign East access to facilitate overlook of project site		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Realign pit diversion for water mgmt in area of upper pit elevation		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Realign west service road and utility cooridor to maintain recreation access		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Relocate raffinate pond to utilize gravity flow		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Relocate thinkeners to minimize potential for differential settling		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Sequenced blasting		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Submerge fill for fuel tanks		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Tailing storage staging to consolidate water mgmt system		Rosemont		carry forward as element						x

		Send waste and tails to Mission mine		Cooperators		dismissed

		Compensatory land designation		IDT		dismissed

		Create a dome around project		IDT		dismissed

		Electric/trolley system or rail out of area		IDT		dismissed		Rosemont		would require ROW access to a lot of land, no current lines located in proximity to the project

		Government/Forest Service purchase the mine for US future consumption		IDT		dismissed

		Mining through the ridge		IDT		dismissed

		Move electric underground		IDT		dismissed				more ground disturbance

		Relocate SR 83 or portions of		IDT		dismissed		Rosemont		This is not something Rosemont can control however ADOT currently has plans for improvements not related to the project

		Remove ridge behind the pit		IDT		dismissed		IDT & Rosemont		would have more tails and waste to dispose of, larger footprint and visibilty from Sahuarita and GV. R- not economically feasibile- the mineralization does not extend through the ridge to the west of the pit.

		Shorten operation		IDT		dismissed				increased equipment, increase footprint, more trucks and transport issue, Not financially feasible (would increase $500+ million)

		Use CAP water with groundwater backup		IDT		dismissed				Rosemont has already gained water rights

		Use Old Sonoita Hwy		IDT		dismissed				if not extended, it wouldn't alleviate the SR83/I-10 interchange, also does not run directly to project so SR83 would still need to be used and currently runs through neighborhoods

		Wet tailings		IDT		dismissed

		Alternate mine site or ore bodies		public		dismissed		Rosemont		doesn't meet purpose & need, out of scope

		Alternative processing technologies		public		dismissed

		Alternative uses of public lands		public		dismissed

		CAP lake on west side of Santa Ritas for recreation and process water		public		dismissed		Rosemont		Excess CAP allocations have been purchased for ground water recharge, and lakes would not create recharge- they would create a surface area for evaporation

		Create completely separate road access		public		dismissed

		Extend mine project to 40-50 years		public		dismissed		Rosemont		would increase effects not decrease them

		Hydrological converyance of wet ore to west side		public		dismissed

		Insitu Mining		public		dismissed		Rosemont		Will not work on Sulfide ore body and this technique has never been comercially proven

		Limited Project- limit to fee simple and patented mining claims		public		dismissed		Rosemont		The location and existing grades of land available will not allow the material to be stacked safely

		Mechanical conveyance of ore to rail head		public		dismissed

		Mine in a different location		public		dismissed

		Modified time-table		public		dismissed				only way to extend is with more equipment and people, incraesing life of mine would be wasteful

		On-site high pressure high temperature leaching technology		public		dismissed

		Reclamation- create a lake out of pit		public		dismissed

		Reclamation with Solar Farm		public		dismissed				Rosemont willing to explore

		Relocate Tails and overburden to other Green Valley mines, Twin Buttes Mine		public		dismissed

		Remove all tails from public land		public		dismissed				not technically feasible

		Re-open closed copper mines		public		dismissed		Rosemont		Rosemont does not own any of these other operations and San Manuel and Twin Buttes are in the reclamation phase

		Ship tailings to Canada		public		dismissed

		Sublevel caving mining- Vertical Crater Retreat		public		dismissed		Rosemont		This is not this type of ore body

		Suspend mining during high winds, extreme drought, excellent "seeing condition" and/or at night		public		dismissed		Rosemont		technical feasibility- machines can't be turned off easily/daily, processes are continuous flow processes which are not amenable to being shut down "at a whim"

		Switch proposed primary and secondary access roads		public		dismissed

		Tunnel through the Santa Ritas		public		dismissed		Rosemont		Cost prohibitive

		Underground mine		public		dismissed		Rosemont		Ore grades are not high enough to sustain economic viable underground operation. This would also not significantly reduce the amount of tails or waste

		Use Box Canyon road		public		dismissed

		Use CAP water		public		dismissed				CAP not reliable source, shut down periods, water rights don't require it

		Use Helvetia Mine road		public		dismissed

		Use high pressure/high temperature leaching		public		dismissed		Rosemont		Because of low acid generation(pyrite) of the ore, it is not amenable to the high pressure concentrate leach method

		Use ocean water for operations		public		dismissed		Rosemont		This would require infastructure that would make the project infeasible

		Use of solar, wind, natural gas or geothermal energy		public		dismissed		Rosemont		TEP is required to use a % of renewable energy and Rosemont has proposed solar in MPO

		Use Rosemont Junction road		public		dismissed

		Use sinking mine shafts to subterranean levels		public		dismissed		Rosemont		Not this type of ore body, the ore is disseminated rather than in veins or isolated zones

		Daytime operations only		public & IDT		dismissed

		Land Exchange		public & IDT		dismissed		IDT & Rosemont		Doesn't meet the Purpose & Need and doesn't decrease impacts. May also be outside Forest Supervisor signing authority

		Loop road circulation system/ In from 83 out through Santa Rita Rd/Expand and use secondary access		public & IDT		dismissed				goes through school zones in Sahuarita, over 50 feet wide and need to change grades, FS Transportation specialist decided this is not any better than the Proposed Action

		Rail transport of ore, spoils and tailings		public & IDT		dismissed		Rosemont		18 mos to get approval for pipeline to connect at current port, get a rail spur is an almost impossible task, cost prohibitive

		Use grey water		public & IDT		dismissed				Not able to gain legal access to this water, Sahuarita uses theirs and GV leased all of theirs to private party for forseeable future

		Use waste rock for industrial uses		public & IDT		dismissed				Has been tried at Sacaton and there has not been enough demand to prove a lesser impact

		Backfill, Continuous Backfill or Partial Backfill		public & tribes		dismissed		IDT & Rosemont		it takes 20 years to dig, 15 to refill, more and longer effects, questionable stability, increased resource use and effects, no concurrent reclamation, worse effects than Proposed Action. R- Current pit configuration doesn't allow for this. This may also require something other than the proposed dry stack tailings

		Use Cienega				dismissed				Riparian areas lost

		Add public road section across primary and secondary access		IDT		mitigation

		Alter trucking schedule around school buses		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Has proposed a schedule that currently works around peak travel times. Willing to review bus schedules to consider for scheduling.

		Build roads and trails on top of tailings		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		would need to be done in a way that does not create additional risk of erosion

		Change east access to avoid Riparian		IDT		mitigation

		Coach water accumulation		IDT		mitigation

		Co-locate communication tower for more coverage		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Out of scope but Rosemont has worked with Verizon to re-align a transmitter for better coverage

		Convert ranch stock ponds and wells to wildlife water areas		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Currently working with AZGF

		Create water features		IDT		mitigation

		Create wetland		IDT		mitigation

		Different slopes based on what Reclamation is for (livestock, veg, erosion)		IDT		mitigation

		Final reclamation to include trees, roads, trails and water capture on top of tails		IDT		mitigation

		Identify key protection area and adjust scheduling of operations		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Operations will run 24 hrs/day, 7 days/wk

		Identify water sources for fire and installing hookups for both wildland and structural engines		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		MSHA has requirements for on-site fires. Off-site water rights are regulated by the State.

		More efficient equipment		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Already plans to purchase the most efficient available

		More variable heights on piles		IDT		mitigation

		Need to preserve access to: Gunsight, AZ Trail and Sycamore		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Possiblity based on alternative locations

		Public easement from Rosemont		IDT		mitigation

		Reclamation with trees		IDT		mitigation						x

		Reconfigure/design toe of pile		IDT		mitigation						x

		Re-establish land ownership boundaries after operation at owner's cost		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Has already done so and plans to maintain boundaries through operations

		Relocate legal public access roads		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Some were already proposed in MPO

		Relocate OHV recreation to east side of SR 83		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Rosemont interested in discussing this in further details and open to this arrangement

		Relocate popular trails		IDT		mitigation

		Relocate the tailings around some Arch sites		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		The sites identified are not isolated and because no other areas were given a Class III review, it is impossible to determine anything other than moving the toes around exterior sites

		Smaller top, less slope of tails & waste		IDT		mitigation

		Spill plan for trucks transporting acid		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Federal DOT rules already require and Rosemont's Emergency Response Plans would cover incidents

		Use LPS (low pressure sodium) lighting		IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Already in Proposed Action

		Comply with ISO 14001 Standards for Environmental Mgmt		public		mitigation		Rosemont		Rosemont plans to develop an EMS, full certification under ISO may not be available or practicable

		Create a lake in the pit at reclamation		public		mitigation

		Improve SR83		public		mitigation

		Mix tails with a dust suppressant instead of polyers		public		mitigation		Rosemont		matreilas planned are for reseeding and are not plastic

		Renewable energy use		public		mitigation

		Use shielded lights		public		mitigation

		Dust mitigation- something other than polymers- permeable concrete?		public & IDT		mitigation

		Lining tails, waste and/or all facilities		public & IDT		mitigation		Rosemont		Testing has shown that water seepage would be equal or better water quality than current groundwater, so lining would not provide any protections and would eliminate any natural water processes

		Pave roads		public & IDT		mitigation

		Store storm water to contribute to ground water		public & IDT		mitigation

		Areas of off-site mitigation to meet permit conditions for other agencies		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Attenuated backup alarms		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Avoid ball court in "Trail Creek" area		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Blasting during daylight hours only		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Carpooling program (off-site park and ride) for employees and construction labor		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Change design and increase capacity of PWTS		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Complete AZ Trail to an observation point at Sentinel Peak		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Cover dry stack tailings conveyor at transfer points		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Data recovery and testing at arch sites within project area		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Design upgrade to SR83/Rosemont Access Rd intersection- could include divided highway pass-through lanes and dedicated turn and acceleration lanes		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Designated light monitor to manage program		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Develop community endowment program for $25 mil plus $500,000 annual contribution to be managed by independent Board of Trustees		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Dust management for Santa Rita road and FS roads on west side of Santa Ritas		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Eliminate central drain and realign underdrainand surface water diversion networks		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Establish Park & Ride areas		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Establish truck specs to reduce emissions		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Fence off a portion of livestock water areas for priority wildife areas		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Fenced livestock exclosures for highest value riparian habitat		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Hooded light fixtures and directional lighting		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Increase slope diversity		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Install test plots prior to mining for soil techniques		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Integrate grubbing waste as organic matter into soil matrix		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Interpretive kiosks for cultural sites along AZ Trail		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Interpretive segment along AZ Trail		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Minimize decorative lighting		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Monitor for blasting effects		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Monitor for noise levels at claim boundary		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Monitoring, aduiting and reporting of light emissions		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		New trailhead on east side of SR83		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Optimize soil placement for aspect		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Place West side lands in the Game and Fish cooperative land owner program where safety permits		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Prohibit jake-brake use on eastern access road		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Protection for Leopard Frog habitat at stock ponds		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Provide alternative viewpoint access		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Provide areas where lower impact rec uses may be appropriate		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Provide truck and school bus turnout designs to ADOT		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Public access on private lands within FS boundaries		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Purchase CAP water for groundwater recharge at nearest site		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Ranch livestock water system to include one sustainable source per individual pasture of Rosemont's lease		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Reclamation upgrade to include habitat mosaic for wildlife, bats, snails, Leopard Frogs and livestock ranching		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Reduce need for on-site construction power generation		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Reorient haul road system to facilitate dust control		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Replant agave species from nursery stock		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Resident Well-owner Protection Program		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Secondary acid mist controls in electrowinning tankhouse		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Set and enforce speed limits within project area		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Stipulate usage of low sulfur diesel fuel on  site		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Sustainable wildlife water resources during reclamation		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Vegetation on upper benches of pit highwall priority		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Water sprays on gravel access road		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Water station for horses at Los Colinas segment		Rosemont		mitigation						x

		Identify and utilize soil stockpile areas		Rosemont								x

		Increase/shift access vs. moving tails & waste

		Pit Lake alternatives





Elements under consideration

		Idea		Source		Issue Driver		Disposition		Assigned to rationale		Rationale		In Rosemont Alt

		Authority of Small Tracks to sell small FS allotments amidst the private parcels		IDT				carry forward as element

		One Right-of-Way for utilities and roads		IDT				carry forward as element

		Slurry line pump the tails		IDT				carry forward as element

		Use Santa Rita road for access		public				carry forward as element

		Waste Rock and/or tailings in Sycamore Canyon		public				carry forward as element

		Waste Rock and/or tailings in Scholefield Canyon		public & cooperators				carry forward as element

		Conveyor belt transport of tails & waste		public & IDT				carry forward as element		Rosemont		First 8-10 years the pit configuration does not allow for in-pit conveyors

		Dam in Barrel Canyon		public & IDT				carry forward as element		Rosemont		This will eliminate water being released into barrel drainage and provides no operational value

		Relocate tails & waste to West side of ridge		public & IDT				carry forward as element

		Relocate the tailings pile/waste rock to Sycamore Cyn		public & IDT				carry forward as element

		Water retention dam in Barrel Canyon (or the canyon that facilities move to)		public & IDT				carry forward as element				ADWR has not ever given the FS surface water rights, resevoir could harbor invasive species

		Expand size of tailing filter plant		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Increase number and size of stormwater retention ponds		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Modify Tailings sequence		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Provide visitor center at proposed trailhead at closer to provide info on heritage resources		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Realign AZ Trail- increasing distance from site		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Realign East Access Road		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Realign East access to facilitate overlook of project site		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Realign pit diversion for water mgmt in area of upper pit elevation		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Realign west service road and utility cooridor to maintain recreation access		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Relocate raffinate pond to utilize gravity flow		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Relocate thinkeners to minimize potential for differential settling		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Sequenced blasting		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Submerge fill for fuel tanks		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x

		Tailing storage staging to consolidate water mgmt system		Rosemont				carry forward as element						x





Mitigations

		Idea		Source		Issue Driver		Disposition		Assigned to rationale		Rationale		In Rosemont Alt

		Add public road section across primary and secondary access		IDT				mitigation

		Alter trucking schedule around school buses		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Has proposed a schedule that currently works around peak travel times. Willing to review bus schedules to consider for scheduling.

		Build roads and trails on top of tailings		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		would need to be done in a way that does not create additional risk of erosion

		Change east access to avoid Riparian		IDT				mitigation

		Coach water accumulation		IDT				mitigation

		Co-locate communication tower for more coverage		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Out of scope but Rosemont has worked with Verizon to re-align a transmitter for better coverage

		Convert ranch stock ponds and wells to wildlife water areas		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Currently working with AZGF

		Create water features		IDT				mitigation

		Create wetland		IDT				mitigation

		Different slopes based on what Reclamation is for (livestock, veg, erosion)		IDT				mitigation

		Final reclamation to include trees, roads, trails and water capture on top of tails		IDT				mitigation

		Identify key protection area and adjust scheduling of operations		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Operations will run 24 hrs/day, 7 days/wk

		Identify water sources for fire and installing hookups for both wildland and structural engines		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		MSHA has requirements for on-site fires. Off-site water rights are regulated by the State.

		More efficient equipment		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Already plans to purchase the most efficient available

		More variable heights on piles		IDT				mitigation

		Need to preserve access to: Gunsight, AZ Trail and Sycamore		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Possiblity based on alternative locations

		Public easement from Rosemont		IDT				mitigation

		Reclamation with trees		IDT				mitigation						x

		Reconfigure/design toe of pile		IDT				mitigation						x

		Re-establish land ownership boundaries after operation at owner's cost		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Has already done so and plans to maintain boundaries through operations

		Relocate legal public access roads		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Some were already proposed in MPO

		Relocate OHV recreation to east side of SR 83		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Rosemont interested in discussing this in further details and open to this arrangement

		Relocate popular trails		IDT				mitigation

		Relocate the tailings around some Arch sites		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		The sites identified are not isolated and because no other areas were given a Class III review, it is impossible to determine anything other than moving the toes around exterior sites

		Smaller top, less slope of tails & waste		IDT				mitigation

		Spill plan for trucks transporting acid		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Federal DOT rules already require and Rosemont's Emergency Response Plans would cover incidents

		Use LPS (low pressure sodium) lighting		IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Already in Proposed Action

		Comply with ISO 14001 Standards for Environmental Mgmt		public				mitigation		Rosemont		Rosemont plans to develop an EMS, full certification under ISO may not be available or practicable

		Create a lake in the pit at reclamation		public				mitigation

		Improve SR83		public				mitigation

		Mix tails with a dust suppressant instead of polyers		public				mitigation		Rosemont		matreilas planned are for reseeding and are not plastic

		Renewable energy use		public				mitigation

		Use shielded lights		public				mitigation

		Dust mitigation- something other than polymers- permeable concrete?		public & IDT				mitigation

		Lining tails, waste and/or all facilities		public & IDT				mitigation		Rosemont		Testing has shown that water seepage would be equal or better water quality than current groundwater, so lining would not provide any protections and would eliminate any natural water processes

		Pave roads		public & IDT				mitigation

		Store storm water to contribute to ground water		public & IDT				mitigation

		Areas of off-site mitigation to meet permit conditions for other agencies		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Attenuated backup alarms		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Avoid ball court in "Trail Creek" area		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Blasting during daylight hours only		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Carpooling program (off-site park and ride) for employees and construction labor		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Change design and increase capacity of PWTS		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Complete AZ Trail to an observation point at Sentinel Peak		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Cover dry stack tailings conveyor at transfer points		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Data recovery and testing at arch sites within project area		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Design upgrade to SR83/Rosemont Access Rd intersection- could include divided highway pass-through lanes and dedicated turn and acceleration lanes		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Designated light monitor to manage program		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Develop community endowment program for $25 mil plus $500,000 annual contribution to be managed by independent Board of Trustees		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Dust management for Santa Rita road and FS roads on west side of Santa Ritas		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Eliminate central drain and realign underdrainand surface water diversion networks		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Establish Park & Ride areas		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Establish truck specs to reduce emissions		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Fence off a portion of livestock water areas for priority wildife areas		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Fenced livestock exclosures for highest value riparian habitat		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Hooded light fixtures and directional lighting		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Increase slope diversity		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Install test plots prior to mining for soil techniques		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Integrate grubbing waste as organic matter into soil matrix		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Interpretive kiosks for cultural sites along AZ Trail		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Interpretive segment along AZ Trail		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Minimize decorative lighting		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Monitor for blasting effects		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Monitor for noise levels at claim boundary		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Monitoring, aduiting and reporting of light emissions		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		New trailhead on east side of SR83		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Optimize soil placement for aspect		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Place West side lands in the Game and Fish cooperative land owner program where safety permits		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Prohibit jake-brake use on eastern access road		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Protection for Leopard Frog habitat at stock ponds		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Provide alternative viewpoint access		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Provide areas where lower impact rec uses may be appropriate		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Provide truck and school bus turnout designs to ADOT		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Public access on private lands within FS boundaries		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Purchase CAP water for groundwater recharge at nearest site		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Ranch livestock water system to include one sustainable source per individual pasture of Rosemont's lease		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Reclamation upgrade to include habitat mosaic for wildlife, bats, snails, Leopard Frogs and livestock ranching		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Reduce need for on-site construction power generation		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Reorient haul road system to facilitate dust control		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Replant agave species from nursery stock		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Resident Well-owner Protection Program		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Secondary acid mist controls in electrowinning tankhouse		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Set and enforce speed limits within project area		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Stipulate usage of low sulfur diesel fuel on  site		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Sustainable wildlife water resources during reclamation		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Vegetation on upper benches of pit highwall priority		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Water sprays on gravel access road		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Water station for horses at Los Colinas segment		Rosemont				mitigation						x

		Identify and utilize soil stockpile areas		Rosemont										x
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Alternative Considered but Dismissed for Subconsultant Review
Date: 11/05/2009 05:11 PM

Dale's list...

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/05/2009 05:10 PM -----

Dale Ortman
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 
Sent by: rosemonteis
<notify@weboffice.com>

10/29/2009 10:36 AM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, Melissa
Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>, Tom Furgason
<tfurgason@swca.com>, Dale Ortman
<daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject Alternative Considered but Dismissed for
Subconsultant Review

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

 

Regards,

 

Dale Ortman

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=157350


From: Beverley A Everson
To: tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Alternatives
Date: 04/22/2010 05:33 PM

Please see Marjorie's message below.  Brian asked that copies be returned to
Westland (I'm be giving ours back tomorrow).

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/22/2010 05:31 PM -----

"Blaine, Marjorie E SPL"
<Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil> 

04/22/2010 12:42 PM

To "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc "Brian Lindenlaub"
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>,
"Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject Alternatives

Teresa Ann

 
You all may have received an alternatives analysis for Rosemont through Kathy
Arnold.  This was prepared by WestLand.  That is a premature document that
was not supposed to go to the USFS.  WL is currently preparing a technical
memo with our final array of alternatives that they will send to me and I will
forward to you.

 
My apologies.  WL will be contacting you all to get the documents back.  Thank
you.

 
Marjorie Blaine 
Senior Project Manager/Biologist 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Tucson Project Office, Regulatory Division 
5205 E. Comanche Street 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Tucson, AZ  85707 
(520)584-1684 (phone) 
(520)584-1690 (fax) 
Assist us in better serving you!  
You are invited to complete our customer survey, located at the following link: 
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html
Note: If the link is not active, copy and paste it into your internet browser. 
  

 

http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html


From: Walter Keyes
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT
Date: 10/14/2008 11:46 AM

Bev,

My only comment relates to how we identify lands open to mineral entry.  Andrea's Draft
Purpose and Need is technically incorrect in that regard.  I believe it is easy to fix that
problem by replacing her text with the following:

"Unless Public Domain NFS land has been appropriated, withdrawn, or segregated from
location and entry, these lands are open to location, prospecting and development for
locatable, or hardrock, minerals.  Prospecting, locating, and developing the mineral resources on
NFS land are subject to other rules and regulations. (Paraphrased from Forest Service Manual
2811.1 and other rules and regulations)

Walt.
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8331 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
     "The Americans will always do the right thing... after they've exhausted all the
alternatives."       --Churchill
..........................................................................
----- Forwarded by Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS on 10/14/2008 11:36 AM -----

George
McKay/R3/USDAFS

10/11/2008 05:43 PM

To Richard Ahern/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Fw: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

FSM 2811.1 - Lands Open to Mineral Entry . All National Forest System lands which (1) were
formerly public domain lands subject to location and entry under the U.S. mining laws, (2) have not
been appropriated, withdrawn, or segregated from location and entry, and (3) have been or may be
shown to be mineral lands, are open to prospecting for locatable, or hardrock, minerals (16 U.S.C.
482). 

In prospecting, locating, and developing the mineral resources, all persons must comply with the
rules and regulations covering the National Forests (16 U.S.C. 478).

http://www.fs.fed.us/geology/2810.html

-----Richard Ahern/R3/USDAFS wrote: -----

To: Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
From: Richard Ahern/R3/USDAFS
Date: 10/10/2008 07:04PM

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://localhost/872572820044BF24/0/3B1819D9CB9EFC4A072574DF000B55A5


cc: George McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wkeyes@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Fw: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Walt 

Yes on both counts,  good catch 

Dick 

Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS 

Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS
  

10/09/2008 03:44
PM 

To George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Richard
Ahern/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc wkeyes@fs.fed.us 

Subject Fw: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--
ROSEMONT 

George and Dick, 

So you don't have to open the Purpose and Need document, please see the italicized font
information below and let me know if there's more to say, as I'll explain below that italicized font: 

Unless NFS land has been withdrawn from mineral entry, it is subject to the location of
certain minerals under the Mining Law of 1872, as amended (17 Stat. 91; 30 U.S.C. 21-54,
et seq.), and directives in Forest Service Manual 2800. Prospecting, locating, and
developing the mineral resources on NFS land are also subject to other rules and
regulations. 

1st:   Isn't it only Public Domain NFS lands which are subject to mineral entry under the Mining
Law (as amended) unless withdrawn from mineral entry? 

2nd:  Would it help clarify the issue if "...certain minerals..." and "...the mineral resources on NFS
lands..." was replaced with "...locatable minerals..."? 

Walt. 

..................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8331 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
    "Perfection of means and confusion of ends seem
     to characterize our age."           Albert Einstein
.......................................................................... 



----- Forwarded by Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS on 10/09/2008 02:34 PM ----- 

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS
  

10/09/2008 10:33 AM

To Keith L
Graves/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Kendra L
Bourgart/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc 

Subject Fw: Andrea's Draft Purpose and
Need--ROSEMONT 

Please review the enclosed Purpose and Need and let me know if you have any comments or
concerns.  I would appreciate a response by COB on Tuesday.  I realize this is a quick turn-around,
but the team had extensive discussion about the P and N in our first meeting, and I'm hoping that
the current version looks pretty good to everyone. 

Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 10/09/2008 10:14 AM ----- 

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS

10/09/2008 09:26 AM 

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

cc beverson@fs.fed.us, "John Able"
<jable@fs.fed.us> 



Subject Re: FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and
Need--ROSEMONT Link 

I've read Andrea's version and had no substantive changes to offer. 

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax 
"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>
  

10/08/2008 08:48 AM 

To <beverson@fs.fed.us> 

cc "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "John
Able" <jable@fs.fed.us> 

Subject FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and
Need--ROSEMONT 

Bev,

Attached are Andrea's comments on the P&N.  Would you please let
me know
if other staff have comments and what you expect for the final P&N
revised?  Thanks.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [ mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us ] 
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2008 9:54 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
mreichard@fs.fed.us
Subject: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Hi Tom,

I was able to access your draft and download to review.

Attached for your consideration is my revised version of the P&N
for

file:///mail16/beverson.nsf/38d46bf5e8f08834852564b500129b2c/ab680316b68b6315852574dc00568cb1/?OpenDocument
mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us
mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us
mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us


Forest
Service action on the Rosemont project.

It's best if you review it in FINAL rather than FINAL SHOWING
MARKUP to
keep from getting a headache.

Also, i didn't want to try to upload it to our WebEx page and mess
up
the
Team Working files.

Feel free to share with whomever I did not include on my cc: list.
a

-----"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote: -----

To: "Andrea W Campbell" <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>
From: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Date: 10/04/2008 12:59PM
cc: "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: RE: Draft Purpose and Need

I just reorganized the file and you will receive a notice
momentarily.
Please let me know if this does not work for you.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [ mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us ]
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2008 12:38 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Re: Draft Purpose and Need

tom,

i get a message that tells me i am not authorized to access this
to
review.

can you or melissa help?
a
ps i can access prop action, not P and N

-----rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com> wrote: -----

To: Andrea Campbell <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>,
Sarah
Davis <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, Kristin Cox <kscox@swca.com>, Melissa
Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>, Beverly Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Larry
Jones
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, Deborah Sebesta <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, Keith

mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us
mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us
mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us


Graves
<klgraves@fs.fed.us>, John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Walt Keyes
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>
From: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>
Sent by: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com>
Date: 10/03/2008 03:52PM
Subject: Draft Purpose and Need

The revised draft Purpose and Need is now on WebEx in the Draft
EIS
Folder.
This version incorporates the comments made to SWCA during the
October 1
Core Team Meeting.   <
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=99322 
>
Per Bev's request, I have also placed a copy of an outline of the
Proposed
Action in the same location.
Tom
(See attached file: P and N Rosemont 10-4 andrea.doc)

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=99322
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=99322


From: Tom Furgason
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT
Date: 10/14/2008 02:58 PM
Importance: High

Bev,

I just wanted to follow up on this email and let you know that I have
concerns about the implications to the timeline.  We may not have a
complete purpose and need statement to forward to Region for several
months if need each agency to provide their statement.  

I'm certain that there is a way to keep things moving, but I'm not sure
how to navigate within FS protocols.  Would it make sense for you, TA,
Andrea, and I to meet to discuss how to move forward with the P&N?  

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2008 2:46 PM
To: 'Andrea W Campbell'; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: jable@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; Kristin Cox;
Melissa Reichard; 'jdmacivor@frontiernet.com'
Subject: RE: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Teresa Ann and Andrea:

We are working on revising the P&N to address your comments.  It is
fairly straight forward to frame the P&N within the context of a federal
agency defining the reason and context for their federal action.  I
found the following paragraph in the TEP EIS that I'd like to consider
including, with some modifications, in the Rosemont EIS:

"An agency's statement of purpose and need defines the reason and the
context for that agency's action, i.e., it explains what the agency is
called upon to do, given its authority... Because each Federal agency's
jurisdiction here is unique, the decision it is called upon to make also
is unique, thus each agency's purpose and need is different.
Accordingly, each agency has prepared its own purpose and need
statement..."

There are two significant issues to overcome in meeting the deadline to
submit the P&N for regional review this month:

1) we don't have a complete list of cooperating agencies, and
2) even if we did, I don't think that we can expect them to provide
their P&N in the next couple of weeks.

With respect to non-federal cooperating agencies that don't have an
action, then how do we frame the reason and context for their P&N?
Should they even have their own P&N?

Please advise.

Tom Furgason

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2008 2:35 PM
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Tom Furgason; jable@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

TA,

You are correct.

In the P&N section of the DEIS, we must add statements for BLM and Az
Lands
Dept. and any other cooperators. I don't believe we can do that until
they
are onboard and we have a clear picture of what they must approve to
support the mine operation.
Rosemont's objectives would be best stated in an introductory section so
as
not to confuse them with the agencies' P&Ns.
We will clarify the context of the project in our discussion of the
Proposed Action. By this, I mean we should explain that our proposed
action
and those of our cooperators are administrative or regulatory in nature
(or
both), and would not, in themselves, have the potential to cause adverse
environmental impacts.
However, if we approve the MPO, and/or if other agencies grant approval
for
a water or power line within their jurisdictions to support the mining
operation or issue a permit for a mine-related activity, we effectively
grant permission to the proponent to undertake a project that has the
potential to adversely impact the environment.  Thus, we explain, the
Federal agencies' actions addressed in this EIS are "proponent-driven"
actions.

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us


a

-----Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS wrote: -----

To: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS
Date: 10/10/2008 02:19PM
cc: beverson@fs.fed.us, "John Able" <jable@fs.fed.us>, Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject: Re: FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Tom and Bev -

In reviewing the PIL for purposes of updating the NEPA citations in
Attachment 3, I reviewed at Jeanine's requirements for the revised
Purpose
and Need statement from SWCA and the team.  The PIL states:

As the NEPA process proceeds, I expect SWCA and the team to further
clarify
the purpose and need.  At a minimum, the complete purpose and need will
need to explain the proposed action's relationship to applicable
statutes
and policies.   I also expect the purpose and need to be expanded to
address jurisdictions of cooperating agencies, to disclose Rosemont
Copper
Company's corporate objectives, and to otherwise clarify the context of
the
project.

Andrea's latest draft on meets some of these requirements.  Further work
is
needed to address the third sentence in the PIL quote above.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
 "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
10/08/2008 08:48 AM

To
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "John Able"
<jable@fs.fed.us>

Subject
FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Bev,

Attached are Andrea's comments on the P&N.  Would you please let me know
if other staff have comments and what you expect for the final P&N
revised?  Thanks.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2008 9:54 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
mreichard@fs.fed.us
Subject: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Hi Tom,

I was able to access your draft and download to review.

Attached for your consideration is my revised version of the P&N for
Forest
Service action on the Rosemont project.

It's best if you review it in FINAL rather than FINAL SHOWING MARKUP to
keep from getting a headache.

Also, i didn't want to try to upload it to our WebEx page and mess up
the
Team Working files.



Feel free to share with whomever I did not include on my cc: list.
a

-----"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote: -----

To: "Andrea W Campbell" <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>
From: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Date: 10/04/2008 12:59PM
cc: "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: RE: Draft Purpose and Need

I just reorganized the file and you will receive a notice momentarily.
Please let me know if this does not work for you.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2008 12:38 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Re: Draft Purpose and Need

tom,

i get a message that tells me i am not authorized to access this to
review.

can you or melissa help?
a
ps i can access prop action, not P and N

-----rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com> wrote: -----

To: Andrea Campbell <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, Sarah
Davis <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, Kristin Cox <kscox@swca.com>, Melissa
Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>, Beverly Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Larry Jones
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, Deborah Sebesta <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, Keith Graves
<klgraves@fs.fed.us>, John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ann Ciapusci
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Walt Keyes
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>
From: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>
Sent by: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com>
Date: 10/03/2008 03:52PM
Subject: Draft Purpose and Need

The revised draft Purpose and Need is now on WebEx in the Draft EIS
Folder.
This version incorporates the comments made to SWCA during the October 1
Core Team Meeting.   <
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=99322
>
Per Bev's request, I have also placed a copy of an outline of the
Proposed
Action in the same location.
Tom
(See attached file: P and N Rosemont 10-4 andrea.doc)
(See attached file: P and N Rosemont 10-4 andrea.doc)



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; Ken Kertell
Subject: FW: Another request from Rosemont
Date: 05/18/2009 11:08 AM

Bev-
Actually, I was just told that our Biologist has been waiting for an addendum to the PPC report for
three weeks as well. Could you add that to your list please? Please let me know if there is
something I can do to help get these documents rolling.
Thanks Again!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 10:27 AM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Ken Kertell
Subject: Another request from Rosemont

 
Bev-
Just a reminder- we are still waiting for the “Biological Resources & Mitigation Concepts” by
Westland 2007 that was referenced  in the MPO that we requested a little while back. Could you
check in on that as well?
 
Big Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:kkertell@swca.com


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:24 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:22 PM -----

"Steve Sacco" <president@bensonchamberaz.com> 

06/10/2010 12:51 PM

To "'Vail Arizona'" <vailaz@hotmail.com>, "'Benson'" <don@vermillionrealty.com>, "'Benson'" <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
"'Benson'" <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, "'Benson'" <jlodzinski@cox.net>, "'Benson'" <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, "'Benson'"
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc "'Willcox'" <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, "'Bisbee'" <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, "'Douglas'" <info@douglasazchamber.org>,
"'Tombstone'" <execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, "'Safford'" <info@grahamchamber.com>, "'Benson'" <b2caz@vtc.net>, "'Pearce'"
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, "'BensonNews'" <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, "'BensonNews'" <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
"'BensonNews'" <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <subscriptions@bensonnews-
sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, "'Benson'"
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>, <sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz>

Subject RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council
Vote

OK so let me see if I understand what you are saying. You are a resident of Vail, AZ and are calling for a boycott of businesses in Benson? That doesn’t make sense. If you are truly concerned about this issue, relocate
to Benson so that your boycott would make more sense.

 
Also, you still did not answer my question about why you are singling our Benson merchants for your vendetta against the City of Benson.

Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:42 PM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Mr. Sacco,
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond. You are the only one who has and I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this issue with you.
 
To answers your question, I did not try to get the Benson City Council to change its mind. I merely discussed my concerns and plans with Ms. Vivian. City
Council members are elected by residents and business owners of the area. If the Council makes decisions that negatively impact the business community, I
believe that community has the right to know why. It is not my responsibility to "resolve the problem from within the city council". As I expressed in my letter, it was with regret
that I made the decision for the Unfortunate Benson Boycott. I was a small business owner in Vail before the economy took a downturn so I understand your concerns. I tried to keep my finger on
the pulse of the community  when my store was open and continue area volunteer work now.
 
Unfortunately there are many "innocent bystanders" in this situation.  Small rural communities and the Tucson area all stand to have their water supply impacted in a negative manner. There are
other negative factors that even Rosemont Copper acknowledges. 
 
One suggestion would be to ask the Benson City Council to share the proposed economic benefit from Rosemont Copper now-to offset and mitigate the economic loss its vote has caused for the area.
Fact is, if the mine does begin operation, the projected economic influx will there regardless of a City Council vote. The Benson City Council vote has negatively impacted current and near future
Benson economy, which is tangible now 
 
Here are a couple examples, that although extreme,  illustrate the uncertainty of the process. 
 
Idaho Rock Creel Mine quote from Bill Orchow, Former CEO, Revett Minerals "This is approaching the longest that I have ever been involved. I have had one process in Wisconsin that was on private
land that took 22 years and I thought that record would never be surpassed and I’m getting nervous here." 
 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/kootenai/projects/projects/rock_creek/index.shtml
 
http://idahoptv.org/outdoors/shows/miningidaho/RCmine.cfm
 
 
Regarding the Safford Mine: "With Arizona producing 66 percent of the United States' copper supply, it's important that permitting of a mine not take 13 years,
as it did for Freeport McMoRan Copper and Gold's mine in Safford, lobbyist Lyn White said."
 
http://azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_e62a0f87-00ff-5949-8dbf-6698a34eb6b5.html
 
The Rosemont Copper project is highly controversial across a broad range of governmental, environmental, tribal, and community organizations. Litigation has
already begun concerning related issues. Even if the Rosemont Project is permitted by the Forest, there are additional agency permits from additional agencies
required that take time.
 
When I had my store I had to make the hard decision to close it because I did not want to weather only  "two years" of a poor economy. Again, I believe the business community has a right to know
how the decisions of its Council are impacting its economy and then make the personal choice to try and make a change- or not.  As a consumer, I have the right to spend with my conscience and
express my opinions.
 
At any rate, thank you for taking the time to write.
 
Again, the Benson Sun and/or any other Wick affiliates do not have my express written consent to print this communication.
 
Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 
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“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of
any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This

communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 11:37:46 -0700
My question is:

 
Why would you penalize small business owners by calling for a boycott of those who earn their livelihood in an environment that is difficult at best. I believe that you should have tried to resolve the problem by
approaching the City of Benson. If they did not listen to you then move to Benson and run for public office to resolve the problem from within the city council. I think that your are just focusing on a group that are just
innocent bystanders.

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:37 AM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through

http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.

 
""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 
4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?
 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 
6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600
28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-
located in Southern Vail.  This has already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to
me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote
against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For
areas whose economy depends on copper mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off
employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources. Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to
the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM
To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: 

 

 
Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit
copper mine planned for the Santa Rita Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very
disheartening to see the City Council of Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One
can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would
reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure he will consider some
appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of
this resolution.  One can only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the
Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful
mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious
unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have been raised by
concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised
resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:ggomez@cityofbenson.com
mailto:vvivian@cityofbenson.com
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt


 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
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presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:37 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:37 PM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

06/10/2010 01:26 PM

To Benson <president@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <don@vermillionrealty.com>, Benson <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
Benson <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <jlodzinski@cox.net>, Benson <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, Benson
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc Willcox <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, Bisbee <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, Douglas <info@douglasazchamber.org>, Tombstone
<execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, Safford <info@grahamchamber.com>, Benson <b2caz@vtc.net>, Pearce
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, BensonNews <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, BensonNews <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Benson
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, "comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>, <sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz>

Subject RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council
Vote

Mr. Sacco,
 
I am sorry I did not communicate effectively with you. 
 
As a consumer I have the right to make a decision where to spend my money and express my opinions. The City made a decision based strictly on
unsubstantiated promises from one party to support a project outside of its City,-outside of its county even- that would be detrimental to all of Southern
Arizona and our National Forest. I made the ethically sound decision to spend my resources elsewhere and encourage others to do the same.
 
 As a resident of a small rural area who used to contribute to the Benson economy I thought the business community would want to know.  I apologize if that is
not the case. After being involved in the struggle to protect Southern Arizona's resources for several years I can assure it is not personal nor is it a vendetta. It
is business.  Surely as a small business owner you understand this? I did not make the vote- the City Council did. It appears from unanimous decision by an
elected body to support the Rosemont Copper that the community does not need my meager resources.  I apologize if that is not the case. 
 
Thank you for your time,
 
Again, the Benson Sun, its Wick affiliates and other parties do not have my express written consent to reproduce or distribute this communication without
contacting me first.
 

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of

any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net;
sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz
Subject: RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 12:51:35 -0700

OK so let me see if I understand what you are saying. You are a resident of Vail, AZ and are calling for a boycott of businesses in Benson? That doesn’t make sense. If you are truly concerned about this issue, relocate
to Benson so that your boycott would make more sense.

 
Also, you still did not answer my question about why you are singling our Benson merchants for your vendetta against the City of Benson.

Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:42 PM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
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mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Mr. Sacco,
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond. You are the only one who has and I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this issue with you.
 
To answers your question, I did not try to get the Benson City Council to change its mind. I merely discussed my concerns and plans with Ms. Vivian. City
Council members are elected by residents and business owners of the area. If the Council makes decisions that negatively impact the business community, I
believe that community has the right to know why. It is not my responsibility to "resolve the problem from within the city council". As I expressed in my letter, it was with regret
that I made the decision for the Unfortunate Benson Boycott. I was a small business owner in Vail before the economy took a downturn so I understand your concerns. I tried to keep my finger on
the pulse of the community  when my store was open and continue area volunteer work now.
 
Unfortunately there are many "innocent bystanders" in this situation.  Small rural communities and the Tucson area all stand to have their water supply impacted in a negative manner. There are
other negative factors that even Rosemont Copper acknowledges. 
 
One suggestion would be to ask the Benson City Council to share the proposed economic benefit from Rosemont Copper now-to offset and mitigate the economic loss its vote has caused for the area.
Fact is, if the mine does begin operation, the projected economic influx will there regardless of a City Council vote. The Benson City Council vote has negatively impacted current and near future
Benson economy, which is tangible now 
 
Here are a couple examples, that although extreme,  illustrate the uncertainty of the process. 
 
Idaho Rock Creel Mine quote from Bill Orchow, Former CEO, Revett Minerals "This is approaching the longest that I have ever been involved. I have had one process in Wisconsin that was on private
land that took 22 years and I thought that record would never be surpassed and I’m getting nervous here." 
 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/kootenai/projects/projects/rock_creek/index.shtml
 
http://idahoptv.org/outdoors/shows/miningidaho/RCmine.cfm
 
 
Regarding the Safford Mine: "With Arizona producing 66 percent of the United States' copper supply, it's important that permitting of a mine not take 13 years,
as it did for Freeport McMoRan Copper and Gold's mine in Safford, lobbyist Lyn White said."
 
http://azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_e62a0f87-00ff-5949-8dbf-6698a34eb6b5.html
 
The Rosemont Copper project is highly controversial across a broad range of governmental, environmental, tribal, and community organizations. Litigation has
already begun concerning related issues. Even if the Rosemont Project is permitted by the Forest, there are additional agency permits from additional agencies
required that take time.
 
When I had my store I had to make the hard decision to close it because I did not want to weather only  "two years" of a poor economy. Again, I believe the business community has a right to know
how the decisions of its Council are impacting its economy and then make the personal choice to try and make a change- or not.  As a consumer, I have the right to spend with my conscience and
express my opinions.
 
At any rate, thank you for taking the time to write.
 
Again, the Benson Sun and/or any other Wick affiliates do not have my express written consent to print this communication.
 
Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard
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From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 11:37:46 -0700
My question is:

 
Why would you penalize small business owners by calling for a boycott of those who earn their livelihood in an environment that is difficult at best. I believe that you should have tried to resolve the problem by
approaching the City of Benson. If they did not listen to you then move to Benson and run for public office to resolve the problem from within the city council. I think that your are just focusing on a group that are just
innocent bystanders.

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson
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From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:37 AM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.

 
""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 
4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?
 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 
6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,

http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm


files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600
28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-
located in Southern Vail.  This has already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to
me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote
against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For
areas whose economy depends on copper mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off
employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources. Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to
the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM
To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: 

 

 
Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit
copper mine planned for the Santa Rita Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very
disheartening to see the City Council of Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One
can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would
reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure he will consider some
appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


this resolution.  One can only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the
Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful
mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious
unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have been raised by
concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised
resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:ggomez@cityofbenson.com
mailto:vvivian@cityofbenson.com
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt
mailto:ccook520@aol.com


The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm
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http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

 
No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 9.0.829 / Virus Database: 271.1.1/2928 - Release Date: 06/09/10 11:35:00

No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 9.0.829 / Virus Database: 271.1.1/2928 - Release Date: 06/09/10 23:35:00

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:38 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:37 PM -----

"Steve Sacco" <president@bensonchamberaz.com> 

06/10/2010 02:17 PM

To "'Vail Arizona'" <vailaz@hotmail.com>, "'Benson'" <don@vermillionrealty.com>, "'Benson'" <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
"'Benson'" <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, "'Benson'" <jlodzinski@cox.net>, "'Benson'" <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, "'Benson'"
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc "'Willcox'" <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, "'Bisbee'" <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, "'Douglas'" <info@douglasazchamber.org>,
"'Tombstone'" <execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, "'Safford'" <info@grahamchamber.com>, "'Benson'" <b2caz@vtc.net>, "'Pearce'"
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, "'BensonNews'" <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, "'BensonNews'" <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
"'BensonNews'" <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <subscriptions@bensonnews-
sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, "'Benson'"
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>, <sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz>

Subject RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council
Vote

Ms. Webb:

 
I understand your desire to preserve the wild places in Southern Arizona. But, I still don’t understand why you would use small business in a community that you are not a part of, as a mechanism for your opinions
and I also do not understand what ethics you follow that permit you to encourage others to withhold the opportunity for Benson merchants to make a living. 

 
It’s not just your financial resources that your are withholding, you are encouraging others to do the same in retribution for something that the small business owners of Benson had nothing to do with. Here’s an idea!
How about if in addition to withholding your financial recourses from our community, you withhold your opinions and retribution as well. 

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 1:27 PM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net; sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz
Subject: RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Mr. Sacco,
 
I am sorry I did not communicate effectively with you. 
 
As a consumer I have the right to make a decision where to spend my money and express my opinions. The City made a decision based strictly on
unsubstantiated promises from one party to support a project outside of its City,-outside of its county even- that would be detrimental to all of Southern
Arizona and our National Forest. I made the ethically sound decision to spend my resources elsewhere and encourage others to do the same.
 
 As a resident of a small rural area who used to contribute to the Benson economy I thought the business community would want to know.  I apologize if that is
not the case. After being involved in the struggle to protect Southern Arizona's resources for several years I can assure it is not personal nor is it a vendetta. It
is business.  Surely as a small business owner you understand this? I did not make the vote- the City Council did. It appears from unanimous decision by an
elected body to support the Rosemont Copper that the community does not need my meager resources.  I apologize if that is not the case. 
 
Thank you for your time,
 
Again, the Benson Sun, its Wick affiliates and other parties do not have my express written consent to reproduce or distribute this communication without
contacting me first.
 

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of
any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This

communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net;

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz
Subject: RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 12:51:35 -0700
OK so let me see if I understand what you are saying. You are a resident of Vail, AZ and are calling for a boycott of businesses in Benson? That doesn’t make sense. If you are truly concerned about this issue, relocate
to Benson so that your boycott would make more sense.

 
Also, you still did not answer my question about why you are singling our Benson merchants for your vendetta against the City of Benson.

Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:42 PM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Mr. Sacco,
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond. You are the only one who has and I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this issue with you.
 
To answers your question, I did not try to get the Benson City Council to change its mind. I merely discussed my concerns and plans with Ms. Vivian. City
Council members are elected by residents and business owners of the area. If the Council makes decisions that negatively impact the business community, I
believe that community has the right to know why. It is not my responsibility to "resolve the problem from within the city council". As I expressed in my letter, it was with regret
that I made the decision for the Unfortunate Benson Boycott. I was a small business owner in Vail before the economy took a downturn so I understand your concerns. I tried to keep my finger on
the pulse of the community  when my store was open and continue area volunteer work now.
 
Unfortunately there are many "innocent bystanders" in this situation.  Small rural communities and the Tucson area all stand to have their water supply impacted in a negative manner. There are
other negative factors that even Rosemont Copper acknowledges. 
 
One suggestion would be to ask the Benson City Council to share the proposed economic benefit from Rosemont Copper now-to offset and mitigate the economic loss its vote has caused for the area.
Fact is, if the mine does begin operation, the projected economic influx will there regardless of a City Council vote. The Benson City Council vote has negatively impacted current and near future
Benson economy, which is tangible now 
 
Here are a couple examples, that although extreme,  illustrate the uncertainty of the process. 
 
Idaho Rock Creel Mine quote from Bill Orchow, Former CEO, Revett Minerals "This is approaching the longest that I have ever been involved. I have had one process in Wisconsin that was on private
land that took 22 years and I thought that record would never be surpassed and I’m getting nervous here." 
 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/kootenai/projects/projects/rock_creek/index.shtml
 
http://idahoptv.org/outdoors/shows/miningidaho/RCmine.cfm
 
 
Regarding the Safford Mine: "With Arizona producing 66 percent of the United States' copper supply, it's important that permitting of a mine not take 13 years,
as it did for Freeport McMoRan Copper and Gold's mine in Safford, lobbyist Lyn White said."
 
http://azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_e62a0f87-00ff-5949-8dbf-6698a34eb6b5.html
 
The Rosemont Copper project is highly controversial across a broad range of governmental, environmental, tribal, and community organizations. Litigation has
already begun concerning related issues. Even if the Rosemont Project is permitted by the Forest, there are additional agency permits from additional agencies
required that take time.
 
When I had my store I had to make the hard decision to close it because I did not want to weather only  "two years" of a poor economy. Again, I believe the business community has a right to know
how the decisions of its Council are impacting its economy and then make the personal choice to try and make a change- or not.  As a consumer, I have the right to spend with my conscience and
express my opinions.
 
At any rate, thank you for taking the time to write.
 
Again, the Benson Sun and/or any other Wick affiliates do not have my express written consent to print this communication.
 
Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/kootenai/projects/projects/rock_creek/index.shtml
http://idahoptv.org/outdoors/shows/miningidaho/RCmine.cfm
http://azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_e62a0f87-00ff-5949-8dbf-6698a34eb6b5.html
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 11:37:46 -0700
My question is:

 
Why would you penalize small business owners by calling for a boycott of those who earn their livelihood in an environment that is difficult at best. I believe that you should have tried to resolve the problem by
approaching the City of Benson. If they did not listen to you then move to Benson and run for public office to resolve the problem from within the city council. I think that your are just focusing on a group that are just
innocent bystanders.

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:37 AM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.

 
""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 
4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?
 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 

http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 
6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600
28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-
located in Southern Vail.  This has already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to
me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote
against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For
areas whose economy depends on copper mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off
employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources. Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to
the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 

http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM
To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: 

 

 
Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit
copper mine planned for the Santa Rita Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very
disheartening to see the City Council of Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One
can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would
reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure he will consider some
appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of
this resolution.  One can only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the
Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful
mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious
unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have been raised by
concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised
resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:ggomez@cityofbenson.com
mailto:vvivian@cityofbenson.com
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt
mailto:ccook520@aol.com


SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf


http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:20 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:19 PM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

06/10/2010 12:42 PM

To Benson <president@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <don@vermillionrealty.com>, Benson <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
Benson <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <jlodzinski@cox.net>, Benson <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, Benson
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc Willcox <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, Bisbee <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, Douglas <info@douglasazchamber.org>, Tombstone
<execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, Safford <info@grahamchamber.com>, Benson <b2caz@vtc.net>, Pearce
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, BensonNews <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, BensonNews <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Benson
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, "comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>

Subject Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

Mr. Sacco,
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond. You are the only one who has and I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this issue with you.
 
To answers your question, I did not try to get the Benson City Council to change its mind. I merely discussed my concerns and plans with Ms. Vivian. City
Council members are elected by residents and business owners of the area. If the Council makes decisions that negatively impact the business community, I
believe that community has the right to know why. It is not my responsibility to "resolve the problem from within the city council". As I expressed in my letter, it was with regret
that I made the decision for the Unfortunate Benson Boycott. I was a small business owner in Vail before the economy took a downturn so I understand your concerns. I tried to keep my finger on
the pulse of the community  when my store was open and continue area volunteer work now.
 
Unfortunately there are many "innocent bystanders" in this situation.  Small rural communities and the Tucson area all stand to have their water supply impacted in a negative manner. There are
other negative factors that even Rosemont Copper acknowledges. 
 
One suggestion would be to ask the Benson City Council to share the proposed economic benefit from Rosemont Copper now-to offset and mitigate the economic loss its vote has caused for the area.
Fact is, if the mine does begin operation, the projected economic influx will there regardless of a City Council vote. The Benson City Council vote has negatively impacted current and near future
Benson economy, which is tangible now 
 
Here are a couple examples, that although extreme,  illustrate the uncertainty of the process. 
 
Idaho Rock Creel Mine quote from Bill Orchow, Former CEO, Revett Minerals "This is approaching the longest that I have ever been involved. I have had one process in Wisconsin that was on private
land that took 22 years and I thought that record would never be surpassed and I’m getting nervous here." 
 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/kootenai/projects/projects/rock_creek/index.shtml
 
http://idahoptv.org/outdoors/shows/miningidaho/RCmine.cfm
 
 
Regarding the Safford Mine: "With Arizona producing 66 percent of the United States' copper supply, it's important that permitting of a mine not take 13 years,
as it did for Freeport McMoRan Copper and Gold's mine in Safford, lobbyist Lyn White said."
 
http://azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_e62a0f87-00ff-5949-8dbf-6698a34eb6b5.html
 
The Rosemont Copper project is highly controversial across a broad range of governmental, environmental, tribal, and community organizations. Litigation has
already begun concerning related issues. Even if the Rosemont Project is permitted by the Forest, there are additional agency permits from additional agencies
required that take time.
 
When I had my store I had to make the hard decision to close it because I did not want to weather only  "two years" of a poor economy. Again, I believe the business community has a right to know
how the decisions of its Council are impacting its economy and then make the personal choice to try and make a change- or not.  As a consumer, I have the right to spend with my conscience and
express my opinions.
 
At any rate, thank you for taking the time to write.
 
Again, the Benson Sun and/or any other Wick affiliates do not have my express written consent to print this communication.
 
Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of

any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
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CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 11:37:46 -0700

My question is:

 
Why would you penalize small business owners by calling for a boycott of those who earn their livelihood in an environment that is difficult at best. I believe that you should have tried to resolve the problem by
approaching the City of Benson. If they did not listen to you then move to Benson and run for public office to resolve the problem from within the city council. I think that your are just focusing on a group that are just
innocent bystanders.

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:37 AM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.

 
""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 
4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?

http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 
6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600
28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-
located in Southern Vail.  This has already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to
me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote
against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For
areas whose economy depends on copper mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off
employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources. Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to
the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM
To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: 

 

 
Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit
copper mine planned for the Santa Rita Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very
disheartening to see the City Council of Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One
can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would
reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure he will consider some
appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of
this resolution.  One can only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the
Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful
mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious
unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have been raised by
concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised
resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:ggomez@cityofbenson.com
mailto:vvivian@cityofbenson.com
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt
mailto:ccook520@aol.com


 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf


  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:24 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:22 PM -----

"Steve Sacco" <president@bensonchamberaz.com> 

06/10/2010 12:51 PM

To "'Vail Arizona'" <vailaz@hotmail.com>, "'Benson'" <don@vermillionrealty.com>, "'Benson'" <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
"'Benson'" <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, "'Benson'" <jlodzinski@cox.net>, "'Benson'" <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, "'Benson'"
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc "'Willcox'" <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, "'Bisbee'" <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, "'Douglas'" <info@douglasazchamber.org>,
"'Tombstone'" <execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, "'Safford'" <info@grahamchamber.com>, "'Benson'" <b2caz@vtc.net>, "'Pearce'"
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, "'BensonNews'" <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, "'BensonNews'" <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
"'BensonNews'" <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <subscriptions@bensonnews-
sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, "'Benson'"
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>, <sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz>

Subject RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council
Vote

OK so let me see if I understand what you are saying. You are a resident of Vail, AZ and are calling for a boycott of businesses in Benson? That doesn’t make sense. If you are truly concerned about this issue, relocate
to Benson so that your boycott would make more sense.

 
Also, you still did not answer my question about why you are singling our Benson merchants for your vendetta against the City of Benson.

Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:42 PM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Mr. Sacco,
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond. You are the only one who has and I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this issue with you.
 
To answers your question, I did not try to get the Benson City Council to change its mind. I merely discussed my concerns and plans with Ms. Vivian. City
Council members are elected by residents and business owners of the area. If the Council makes decisions that negatively impact the business community, I
believe that community has the right to know why. It is not my responsibility to "resolve the problem from within the city council". As I expressed in my letter, it was with regret
that I made the decision for the Unfortunate Benson Boycott. I was a small business owner in Vail before the economy took a downturn so I understand your concerns. I tried to keep my finger on
the pulse of the community  when my store was open and continue area volunteer work now.
 
Unfortunately there are many "innocent bystanders" in this situation.  Small rural communities and the Tucson area all stand to have their water supply impacted in a negative manner. There are
other negative factors that even Rosemont Copper acknowledges. 
 
One suggestion would be to ask the Benson City Council to share the proposed economic benefit from Rosemont Copper now-to offset and mitigate the economic loss its vote has caused for the area.
Fact is, if the mine does begin operation, the projected economic influx will there regardless of a City Council vote. The Benson City Council vote has negatively impacted current and near future
Benson economy, which is tangible now 
 
Here are a couple examples, that although extreme,  illustrate the uncertainty of the process. 
 
Idaho Rock Creel Mine quote from Bill Orchow, Former CEO, Revett Minerals "This is approaching the longest that I have ever been involved. I have had one process in Wisconsin that was on private
land that took 22 years and I thought that record would never be surpassed and I’m getting nervous here." 
 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/kootenai/projects/projects/rock_creek/index.shtml
 
http://idahoptv.org/outdoors/shows/miningidaho/RCmine.cfm
 
 
Regarding the Safford Mine: "With Arizona producing 66 percent of the United States' copper supply, it's important that permitting of a mine not take 13 years,
as it did for Freeport McMoRan Copper and Gold's mine in Safford, lobbyist Lyn White said."
 
http://azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_e62a0f87-00ff-5949-8dbf-6698a34eb6b5.html
 
The Rosemont Copper project is highly controversial across a broad range of governmental, environmental, tribal, and community organizations. Litigation has
already begun concerning related issues. Even if the Rosemont Project is permitted by the Forest, there are additional agency permits from additional agencies
required that take time.
 
When I had my store I had to make the hard decision to close it because I did not want to weather only  "two years" of a poor economy. Again, I believe the business community has a right to know
how the decisions of its Council are impacting its economy and then make the personal choice to try and make a change- or not.  As a consumer, I have the right to spend with my conscience and
express my opinions.
 
At any rate, thank you for taking the time to write.
 
Again, the Benson Sun and/or any other Wick affiliates do not have my express written consent to print this communication.
 
Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 
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“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of
any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This

communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 11:37:46 -0700
My question is:

 
Why would you penalize small business owners by calling for a boycott of those who earn their livelihood in an environment that is difficult at best. I believe that you should have tried to resolve the problem by
approaching the City of Benson. If they did not listen to you then move to Benson and run for public office to resolve the problem from within the city council. I think that your are just focusing on a group that are just
innocent bystanders.

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:37 AM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through

http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.

 
""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 
4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?
 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 
6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600
28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-
located in Southern Vail.  This has already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to
me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote
against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For
areas whose economy depends on copper mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off
employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources. Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to
the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM
To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: 

 

 
Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit
copper mine planned for the Santa Rita Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very
disheartening to see the City Council of Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One
can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would
reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure he will consider some
appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of
this resolution.  One can only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the
Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful
mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious
unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have been raised by
concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised
resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:ggomez@cityofbenson.com
mailto:vvivian@cityofbenson.com
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt


 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's

mailto:ccook520@aol.com
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presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:37 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:37 PM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

06/10/2010 01:26 PM

To Benson <president@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <don@vermillionrealty.com>, Benson <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
Benson <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <jlodzinski@cox.net>, Benson <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, Benson
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc Willcox <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, Bisbee <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, Douglas <info@douglasazchamber.org>, Tombstone
<execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, Safford <info@grahamchamber.com>, Benson <b2caz@vtc.net>, Pearce
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, BensonNews <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, BensonNews <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Benson
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, "comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>, <sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz>

Subject RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council
Vote

Mr. Sacco,
 
I am sorry I did not communicate effectively with you. 
 
As a consumer I have the right to make a decision where to spend my money and express my opinions. The City made a decision based strictly on
unsubstantiated promises from one party to support a project outside of its City,-outside of its county even- that would be detrimental to all of Southern
Arizona and our National Forest. I made the ethically sound decision to spend my resources elsewhere and encourage others to do the same.
 
 As a resident of a small rural area who used to contribute to the Benson economy I thought the business community would want to know.  I apologize if that is
not the case. After being involved in the struggle to protect Southern Arizona's resources for several years I can assure it is not personal nor is it a vendetta. It
is business.  Surely as a small business owner you understand this? I did not make the vote- the City Council did. It appears from unanimous decision by an
elected body to support the Rosemont Copper that the community does not need my meager resources.  I apologize if that is not the case. 
 
Thank you for your time,
 
Again, the Benson Sun, its Wick affiliates and other parties do not have my express written consent to reproduce or distribute this communication without
contacting me first.
 

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of

any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net;
sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz
Subject: RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 12:51:35 -0700

OK so let me see if I understand what you are saying. You are a resident of Vail, AZ and are calling for a boycott of businesses in Benson? That doesn’t make sense. If you are truly concerned about this issue, relocate
to Benson so that your boycott would make more sense.

 
Also, you still did not answer my question about why you are singling our Benson merchants for your vendetta against the City of Benson.

Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:42 PM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Mr. Sacco,
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond. You are the only one who has and I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this issue with you.
 
To answers your question, I did not try to get the Benson City Council to change its mind. I merely discussed my concerns and plans with Ms. Vivian. City
Council members are elected by residents and business owners of the area. If the Council makes decisions that negatively impact the business community, I
believe that community has the right to know why. It is not my responsibility to "resolve the problem from within the city council". As I expressed in my letter, it was with regret
that I made the decision for the Unfortunate Benson Boycott. I was a small business owner in Vail before the economy took a downturn so I understand your concerns. I tried to keep my finger on
the pulse of the community  when my store was open and continue area volunteer work now.
 
Unfortunately there are many "innocent bystanders" in this situation.  Small rural communities and the Tucson area all stand to have their water supply impacted in a negative manner. There are
other negative factors that even Rosemont Copper acknowledges. 
 
One suggestion would be to ask the Benson City Council to share the proposed economic benefit from Rosemont Copper now-to offset and mitigate the economic loss its vote has caused for the area.
Fact is, if the mine does begin operation, the projected economic influx will there regardless of a City Council vote. The Benson City Council vote has negatively impacted current and near future
Benson economy, which is tangible now 
 
Here are a couple examples, that although extreme,  illustrate the uncertainty of the process. 
 
Idaho Rock Creel Mine quote from Bill Orchow, Former CEO, Revett Minerals "This is approaching the longest that I have ever been involved. I have had one process in Wisconsin that was on private
land that took 22 years and I thought that record would never be surpassed and I’m getting nervous here." 
 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/kootenai/projects/projects/rock_creek/index.shtml
 
http://idahoptv.org/outdoors/shows/miningidaho/RCmine.cfm
 
 
Regarding the Safford Mine: "With Arizona producing 66 percent of the United States' copper supply, it's important that permitting of a mine not take 13 years,
as it did for Freeport McMoRan Copper and Gold's mine in Safford, lobbyist Lyn White said."
 
http://azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_e62a0f87-00ff-5949-8dbf-6698a34eb6b5.html
 
The Rosemont Copper project is highly controversial across a broad range of governmental, environmental, tribal, and community organizations. Litigation has
already begun concerning related issues. Even if the Rosemont Project is permitted by the Forest, there are additional agency permits from additional agencies
required that take time.
 
When I had my store I had to make the hard decision to close it because I did not want to weather only  "two years" of a poor economy. Again, I believe the business community has a right to know
how the decisions of its Council are impacting its economy and then make the personal choice to try and make a change- or not.  As a consumer, I have the right to spend with my conscience and
express my opinions.
 
At any rate, thank you for taking the time to write.
 
Again, the Benson Sun and/or any other Wick affiliates do not have my express written consent to print this communication.
 
Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:
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notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any
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From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 11:37:46 -0700
My question is:

 
Why would you penalize small business owners by calling for a boycott of those who earn their livelihood in an environment that is difficult at best. I believe that you should have tried to resolve the problem by
approaching the City of Benson. If they did not listen to you then move to Benson and run for public office to resolve the problem from within the city council. I think that your are just focusing on a group that are just
innocent bystanders.

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/kootenai/projects/projects/rock_creek/index.shtml
http://idahoptv.org/outdoors/shows/miningidaho/RCmine.cfm
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From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:37 AM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.

 
""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 
4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?
 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 
6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,

http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm


files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600
28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-
located in Southern Vail.  This has already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to
me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote
against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For
areas whose economy depends on copper mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off
employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources. Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to
the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM
To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: 

 

 
Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit
copper mine planned for the Santa Rita Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very
disheartening to see the City Council of Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One
can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would
reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure he will consider some
appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


this resolution.  One can only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the
Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful
mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious
unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have been raised by
concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised
resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:ggomez@cityofbenson.com
mailto:vvivian@cityofbenson.com
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt
mailto:ccook520@aol.com


The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
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http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
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http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm


http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:38 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:37 PM -----

"Steve Sacco" <president@bensonchamberaz.com> 

06/10/2010 02:17 PM

To "'Vail Arizona'" <vailaz@hotmail.com>, "'Benson'" <don@vermillionrealty.com>, "'Benson'" <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
"'Benson'" <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, "'Benson'" <jlodzinski@cox.net>, "'Benson'" <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, "'Benson'"
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc "'Willcox'" <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, "'Bisbee'" <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, "'Douglas'" <info@douglasazchamber.org>,
"'Tombstone'" <execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, "'Safford'" <info@grahamchamber.com>, "'Benson'" <b2caz@vtc.net>, "'Pearce'"
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, "'BensonNews'" <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, "'BensonNews'" <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
"'BensonNews'" <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <subscriptions@bensonnews-
sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, "'Benson'"
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>, <sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz>

Subject RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council
Vote

Ms. Webb:

 
I understand your desire to preserve the wild places in Southern Arizona. But, I still don’t understand why you would use small business in a community that you are not a part of, as a mechanism for your opinions
and I also do not understand what ethics you follow that permit you to encourage others to withhold the opportunity for Benson merchants to make a living. 

 
It’s not just your financial resources that your are withholding, you are encouraging others to do the same in retribution for something that the small business owners of Benson had nothing to do with. Here’s an idea!
How about if in addition to withholding your financial recourses from our community, you withhold your opinions and retribution as well. 

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 1:27 PM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net; sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz
Subject: RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Mr. Sacco,
 
I am sorry I did not communicate effectively with you. 
 
As a consumer I have the right to make a decision where to spend my money and express my opinions. The City made a decision based strictly on
unsubstantiated promises from one party to support a project outside of its City,-outside of its county even- that would be detrimental to all of Southern
Arizona and our National Forest. I made the ethically sound decision to spend my resources elsewhere and encourage others to do the same.
 
 As a resident of a small rural area who used to contribute to the Benson economy I thought the business community would want to know.  I apologize if that is
not the case. After being involved in the struggle to protect Southern Arizona's resources for several years I can assure it is not personal nor is it a vendetta. It
is business.  Surely as a small business owner you understand this? I did not make the vote- the City Council did. It appears from unanimous decision by an
elected body to support the Rosemont Copper that the community does not need my meager resources.  I apologize if that is not the case. 
 
Thank you for your time,
 
Again, the Benson Sun, its Wick affiliates and other parties do not have my express written consent to reproduce or distribute this communication without
contacting me first.
 

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of
any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This

communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net;

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


sharon@upfrontsolutions.biz
Subject: RE: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 12:51:35 -0700
OK so let me see if I understand what you are saying. You are a resident of Vail, AZ and are calling for a boycott of businesses in Benson? That doesn’t make sense. If you are truly concerned about this issue, relocate
to Benson so that your boycott would make more sense.

 
Also, you still did not answer my question about why you are singling our Benson merchants for your vendetta against the City of Benson.

Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:42 PM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Mr. Sacco,
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond. You are the only one who has and I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this issue with you.
 
To answers your question, I did not try to get the Benson City Council to change its mind. I merely discussed my concerns and plans with Ms. Vivian. City
Council members are elected by residents and business owners of the area. If the Council makes decisions that negatively impact the business community, I
believe that community has the right to know why. It is not my responsibility to "resolve the problem from within the city council". As I expressed in my letter, it was with regret
that I made the decision for the Unfortunate Benson Boycott. I was a small business owner in Vail before the economy took a downturn so I understand your concerns. I tried to keep my finger on
the pulse of the community  when my store was open and continue area volunteer work now.
 
Unfortunately there are many "innocent bystanders" in this situation.  Small rural communities and the Tucson area all stand to have their water supply impacted in a negative manner. There are
other negative factors that even Rosemont Copper acknowledges. 
 
One suggestion would be to ask the Benson City Council to share the proposed economic benefit from Rosemont Copper now-to offset and mitigate the economic loss its vote has caused for the area.
Fact is, if the mine does begin operation, the projected economic influx will there regardless of a City Council vote. The Benson City Council vote has negatively impacted current and near future
Benson economy, which is tangible now 
 
Here are a couple examples, that although extreme,  illustrate the uncertainty of the process. 
 
Idaho Rock Creel Mine quote from Bill Orchow, Former CEO, Revett Minerals "This is approaching the longest that I have ever been involved. I have had one process in Wisconsin that was on private
land that took 22 years and I thought that record would never be surpassed and I’m getting nervous here." 
 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/kootenai/projects/projects/rock_creek/index.shtml
 
http://idahoptv.org/outdoors/shows/miningidaho/RCmine.cfm
 
 
Regarding the Safford Mine: "With Arizona producing 66 percent of the United States' copper supply, it's important that permitting of a mine not take 13 years,
as it did for Freeport McMoRan Copper and Gold's mine in Safford, lobbyist Lyn White said."
 
http://azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_e62a0f87-00ff-5949-8dbf-6698a34eb6b5.html
 
The Rosemont Copper project is highly controversial across a broad range of governmental, environmental, tribal, and community organizations. Litigation has
already begun concerning related issues. Even if the Rosemont Project is permitted by the Forest, there are additional agency permits from additional agencies
required that take time.
 
When I had my store I had to make the hard decision to close it because I did not want to weather only  "two years" of a poor economy. Again, I believe the business community has a right to know
how the decisions of its Council are impacting its economy and then make the personal choice to try and make a change- or not.  As a consumer, I have the right to spend with my conscience and
express my opinions.
 
At any rate, thank you for taking the time to write.
 
Again, the Benson Sun and/or any other Wick affiliates do not have my express written consent to print this communication.
 
Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/kootenai/projects/projects/rock_creek/index.shtml
http://idahoptv.org/outdoors/shows/miningidaho/RCmine.cfm
http://azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_e62a0f87-00ff-5949-8dbf-6698a34eb6b5.html
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 11:37:46 -0700
My question is:

 
Why would you penalize small business owners by calling for a boycott of those who earn their livelihood in an environment that is difficult at best. I believe that you should have tried to resolve the problem by
approaching the City of Benson. If they did not listen to you then move to Benson and run for public office to resolve the problem from within the city council. I think that your are just focusing on a group that are just
innocent bystanders.

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:37 AM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.

 
""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 
4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?
 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 

http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 
6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600
28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-
located in Southern Vail.  This has already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to
me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote
against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For
areas whose economy depends on copper mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off
employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources. Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to
the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 

http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM
To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: 

 

 
Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit
copper mine planned for the Santa Rita Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very
disheartening to see the City Council of Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One
can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would
reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure he will consider some
appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of
this resolution.  One can only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the
Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful
mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious
unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have been raised by
concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised
resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:ggomez@cityofbenson.com
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mailto:ccook520@aol.com


SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf


http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:20 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:19 PM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

06/10/2010 12:42 PM

To Benson <president@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <don@vermillionrealty.com>, Benson <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
Benson <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <jlodzinski@cox.net>, Benson <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, Benson
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc Willcox <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, Bisbee <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, Douglas <info@douglasazchamber.org>, Tombstone
<execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, Safford <info@grahamchamber.com>, Benson <b2caz@vtc.net>, Pearce
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, BensonNews <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, BensonNews <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Benson
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, "comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>

Subject Answer to Benson Business Owner RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

Mr. Sacco,
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond. You are the only one who has and I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this issue with you.
 
To answers your question, I did not try to get the Benson City Council to change its mind. I merely discussed my concerns and plans with Ms. Vivian. City
Council members are elected by residents and business owners of the area. If the Council makes decisions that negatively impact the business community, I
believe that community has the right to know why. It is not my responsibility to "resolve the problem from within the city council". As I expressed in my letter, it was with regret
that I made the decision for the Unfortunate Benson Boycott. I was a small business owner in Vail before the economy took a downturn so I understand your concerns. I tried to keep my finger on
the pulse of the community  when my store was open and continue area volunteer work now.
 
Unfortunately there are many "innocent bystanders" in this situation.  Small rural communities and the Tucson area all stand to have their water supply impacted in a negative manner. There are
other negative factors that even Rosemont Copper acknowledges. 
 
One suggestion would be to ask the Benson City Council to share the proposed economic benefit from Rosemont Copper now-to offset and mitigate the economic loss its vote has caused for the area.
Fact is, if the mine does begin operation, the projected economic influx will there regardless of a City Council vote. The Benson City Council vote has negatively impacted current and near future
Benson economy, which is tangible now 
 
Here are a couple examples, that although extreme,  illustrate the uncertainty of the process. 
 
Idaho Rock Creel Mine quote from Bill Orchow, Former CEO, Revett Minerals "This is approaching the longest that I have ever been involved. I have had one process in Wisconsin that was on private
land that took 22 years and I thought that record would never be surpassed and I’m getting nervous here." 
 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/kootenai/projects/projects/rock_creek/index.shtml
 
http://idahoptv.org/outdoors/shows/miningidaho/RCmine.cfm
 
 
Regarding the Safford Mine: "With Arizona producing 66 percent of the United States' copper supply, it's important that permitting of a mine not take 13 years,
as it did for Freeport McMoRan Copper and Gold's mine in Safford, lobbyist Lyn White said."
 
http://azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_e62a0f87-00ff-5949-8dbf-6698a34eb6b5.html
 
The Rosemont Copper project is highly controversial across a broad range of governmental, environmental, tribal, and community organizations. Litigation has
already begun concerning related issues. Even if the Rosemont Project is permitted by the Forest, there are additional agency permits from additional agencies
required that take time.
 
When I had my store I had to make the hard decision to close it because I did not want to weather only  "two years" of a poor economy. Again, I believe the business community has a right to know
how the decisions of its Council are impacting its economy and then make the personal choice to try and make a change- or not.  As a consumer, I have the right to spend with my conscience and
express my opinions.
 
At any rate, thank you for taking the time to write.
 
Again, the Benson Sun and/or any other Wick affiliates do not have my express written consent to print this communication.
 
Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of

any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: president@bensonchamberaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
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CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Thu, 10 Jun 2010 11:37:46 -0700

My question is:

 
Why would you penalize small business owners by calling for a boycott of those who earn their livelihood in an environment that is difficult at best. I believe that you should have tried to resolve the problem by
approaching the City of Benson. If they did not listen to you then move to Benson and run for public office to resolve the problem from within the city council. I think that your are just focusing on a group that are just
innocent bystanders.

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:37 AM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.

 
""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 
4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?

http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 
6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600
28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-
located in Southern Vail.  This has already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to
me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote
against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious
alternative through the San Pedro Valley with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through
a sensitive region? After all, we know that constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile
wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For
areas whose economy depends on copper mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off
employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources. Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to
the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM
To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: 

 

 
Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit
copper mine planned for the Santa Rita Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very
disheartening to see the City Council of Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One
can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would
reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure he will consider some
appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of
this resolution.  One can only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the
Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful
mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious
unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have been raised by
concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised
resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:ggomez@cityofbenson.com
mailto:vvivian@cityofbenson.com
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt
mailto:ccook520@aol.com


 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf


  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and

destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any

documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Arizona Buy-cott Update
Date: 07/12/2010 08:21 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 07/12/2010 08:18 AM -----

"Tony Venuti"
<tony@arizonabuycott.com> 

06/26/2010 03:22 PM
Please respond to

<gregg@actarizona.com>

To "comments-southwestern-coronado"
<comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Arizona Buy-cott Update

Dear Friends

 
We raised just over $500.00 of our goal of $3000.00.  It is bare bones to move forward. If
you have been so kind in the past and can afford to do more...than please, we will spread the
word of Arizona Buycott. What you can do for sure, is pass this along to your friends in your
social networks. 
Let them know, Tony Venuti, Publisher of Az Tourist News has been doing the heavy lifting
supporting Arizona Tourism since "97." 

 
I thank you. Sincerely, 
Tony Venuti 
Az Tourist News http://www.aztourist.com 
Please visit http://arizonabuycott.com for the most comprehensive, fact checked data on the
boycott/BUY-cott situation
The Arizona Buycott Radio Hour - Saturdays 5pm EST http://www.blogtalkradio.com/tony-
venuti/2010/06/26/buy-cott-arizona-radio 

 
Daily, Monday through Friday
The Tony Venuti-Ex-CONservative Show on Blogtalk  3pm est,  
http://www.blogtalkradio.com/tony-venuti

 
We maintain no email lists.  Our data is collected off the web with each mailing.  If you do
not wish to receive such email DO NOT make your email address publicly available.

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
http://www.aztourist.com/
http://arizonabuycott.com/
http://www.blogtalkradio.com/tony-venuti/2010/06/26/buy-cott-arizona-radio
http://www.blogtalkradio.com/tony-venuti/2010/06/26/buy-cott-arizona-radio
http://www.blogtalkradio.com/tony-venuti


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: Article from Geology
Date: 04/15/2008 11:09 AM

The sender added this:

I thought you would find this article interesting.

===================================================

Earth's copper resources estimated from tectonic diffusion of porphyry
copper deposits

Stephen E. Kesler, Bruce H. Wilkinson (2008) Earth's copper resources
estimated from tectonic diffusion of porphyry copper deposits.  (): e.

Read the full-text article here:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1130%2FG24317A.1

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


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



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Salek Shafiqullah; Roger D Congdon; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: FW: Back at you
Date: 10/13/2009 09:00 AM

Bev,
 
This was in response to a prodding email that I sent to Kathy regarding a request for additional
information for the Water Resources Section of Chapter 3.
 
Tom
 
______________________________________
 
 
Tom –
Sorry I should have had this to you yesterday, however here they are….
 
Two or three things that I will let you know and then I will officially submit to Charles when I have
confirmed exact dates:

1.       Air modeling protocols should be submitted fairly soon (this will have some of your
information for the air section)

2.       Montgomery Modeling report is in its last stages – aka death throes – I hope to have that
out by next week

3.       The pit lake chemistry stuff will be out within the next 3-4 weeks
4.       There are several reports that are being developed for the APP that probably will help:

a.       Site water management plan update
b.      Fate and Transport Modeling  plan
c.        General permits for septic systems, intermediate stock piles, etc
d.      Water reuse permit application information for grey water

5.       We are also pulling together stormwater sampling results from some baseline sampling we
have done

 
I am sure there is something else I need to remember but this should help with some pieces…
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.
 

 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Fw: Barrel Only Description
Date: 07/14/2010 03:09 PM

Debby,

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

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

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

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

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

07/14/2010 01:12 PM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Lara Mitchell'" <lmitchell@swca.com>, "'Melissa
Reichard'" <mreichard@swca.com>, "'Jonathan
Rigg'" <jrigg@swca.com>

Subject RE: Barrel Only Description

Bev,

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

 
·         Water Resources – Primary driver for initial development of the Barrel-Only
Alternative with the objective of keeping the McCleary drainage open.
·         Visual – Primary driver for development of the new Barrel-Only landform
·         Water Resources – New landform maintains McCleary open and provides a primary
drainage path tying into Barrel Canyon; also provides for modified concave slopes on some

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


slopes
·         Recreation/Grazing/Wildlife/ – Post-mine resource may benefit from variable
topography

 
Resources that will likely suffer negative impacts are:

 
·         Heritage Sites – Includes taking the Ball Court
·         Air Quality – Active mine work occurs close to SR83

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

 
Regards,

 
Dale  

 
From: Jonathan Rigg [mailto:jrigg@swca.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 12:27 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Lara Mitchell; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Barrel Only Description

 
Bev,

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

 
Thanks!

 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033



Email: jrigg@swca.com



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.
Date: 06/01/2010 08:24 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/01/2010 08:23 AM -----

"Scott  D. Egan" <Scott.Egan@pima.gov> 

05/27/2010 02:07 PM

To "Vail Arizona" <elizabeth@empirefagan.org>, vvvian@cityofbenson.com

cc alisbunting@gmail.com, "Carolyn Campbell" <carolyn.campbell@sonorandesert.org>, "Cherry Rosenberg"
<Cherry.Rosenberg@pima.gov>, comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us, "Dan marries" <dmarries@kold.com>,
dhodges@skyislandalliance.org, "Diana Durazo" <diana.durazo@pima.gov>, "District4" <District4@pima.gov>, "District5"
<District5@pima.gov>, gayleh@theriver.com, info@azhighway83.com, "jepepper" <jepepper@earthlink.net>, "Jim Kramp"
<hiltonroad@msn.com>, "Keith Bagwell" <Keith.Bagwell@pima.gov>, lisa@scenicsantaritas.org, "Nicole Fyffe"
<Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov>, "Richard C Green Valley" <gvdovelover@gmail.com>, rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org,
sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org, sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov, sbuchan@cochise.az.gov, sergio@skyislandalliance.org, "Sharon
Bronson" <Sharon.Bronson@pima.gov>, sonoitagrasslands@gmail.com, trevor@skyislandalliance.org, rpace@rosemontcopper.com,
"Water House" <pfleming@azleg.gov>

Subject RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

Dear Ms. Webb:

 
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit copper mine planned for the Santa Rita
Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada. 

 
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very disheartening to see the City Council of
Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if
some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure
he will consider some appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of this resolution.  One can
only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.

 
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the
exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green
Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have
been raised by concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised resolution.

 
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  

 
Sincerely,

 
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4

From: vailaz@hotmail.com [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] On Behalf Of Vail Arizona
Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2010 12:29 PM
To: vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: alisbunting@gmail.com; Carolyn Campbell; Cherry Rosenberg; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; Dan marries; dhodges@skyislandalliance.org; Diana Durazo; District4;
District5; gayleh@theriver.com; info@azhighway83.com; jepepper; Jim Kramp; Keith Bagwell; lisa@scenicsantaritas.org; Nicole Fyffe; Richard C Green Valley;
rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org; sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org; sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; sergio@skyislandalliance.org; Sharon Bronson;
sonoitagrasslands@gmail.com; trevor@skyislandalliance.org; rpace@rosemontcopper.com; Water House
Subject: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

27 May 2010
 
Ms. Vivian,
 
Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 
 
Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 
 
As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.
 
I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 
 
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
 
I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  
 
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
  
This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.
 
According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.
 
As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.
 
http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf
 
Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
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across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.
 
What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?
  
There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 
 
http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html
 
As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 
 
Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.
 
As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 
 
Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.
 
http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm
 
http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

  
At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.
 
Thank you,
 
 Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of

any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.
Date: 06/01/2010 08:24 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/01/2010 08:23 AM -----

"Scott  D. Egan" <Scott.Egan@pima.gov> 

05/27/2010 02:07 PM

To "Vail Arizona" <elizabeth@empirefagan.org>, vvvian@cityofbenson.com

cc alisbunting@gmail.com, "Carolyn Campbell" <carolyn.campbell@sonorandesert.org>, "Cherry Rosenberg"
<Cherry.Rosenberg@pima.gov>, comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us, "Dan marries" <dmarries@kold.com>,
dhodges@skyislandalliance.org, "Diana Durazo" <diana.durazo@pima.gov>, "District4" <District4@pima.gov>, "District5"
<District5@pima.gov>, gayleh@theriver.com, info@azhighway83.com, "jepepper" <jepepper@earthlink.net>, "Jim Kramp"
<hiltonroad@msn.com>, "Keith Bagwell" <Keith.Bagwell@pima.gov>, lisa@scenicsantaritas.org, "Nicole Fyffe"
<Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov>, "Richard C Green Valley" <gvdovelover@gmail.com>, rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org,
sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org, sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov, sbuchan@cochise.az.gov, sergio@skyislandalliance.org, "Sharon
Bronson" <Sharon.Bronson@pima.gov>, sonoitagrasslands@gmail.com, trevor@skyislandalliance.org, rpace@rosemontcopper.com,
"Water House" <pfleming@azleg.gov>

Subject RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

Dear Ms. Webb:

 
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit copper mine planned for the Santa Rita
Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada. 

 
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very disheartening to see the City Council of
Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if
some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure
he will consider some appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of this resolution.  One can
only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.

 
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the
exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green
Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have
been raised by concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised resolution.

 
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  

 
Sincerely,

 
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4

From: vailaz@hotmail.com [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] On Behalf Of Vail Arizona
Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2010 12:29 PM
To: vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: alisbunting@gmail.com; Carolyn Campbell; Cherry Rosenberg; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; Dan marries; dhodges@skyislandalliance.org; Diana Durazo; District4;
District5; gayleh@theriver.com; info@azhighway83.com; jepepper; Jim Kramp; Keith Bagwell; lisa@scenicsantaritas.org; Nicole Fyffe; Richard C Green Valley;
rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org; sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org; sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; sergio@skyislandalliance.org; Sharon Bronson;
sonoitagrasslands@gmail.com; trevor@skyislandalliance.org; rpace@rosemontcopper.com; Water House
Subject: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

27 May 2010
 
Ms. Vivian,
 
Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 
 
Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 
 
As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.
 
I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 
 
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
 
I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  
 
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
  
This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.
 
According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.
 
As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.
 
http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf
 
Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
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across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.
 
What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?
  
There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 
 
http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html
 
As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 
 
Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.
 
As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 
 
Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.
 
http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm
 
http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

  
At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.
 
Thank you,
 
 Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of

any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.
Date: 06/01/2010 08:20 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/01/2010 08:18 AM -----

Vail Arizona <elizabeth@empirefagan.org> 
Sent by: <vailaz@hotmail.com>

05/27/2010 12:29 PM

To <vvvian@cityofbenson.com>

cc <alisbunting@gmail.com>, Carolyn Campbell <carolyn.campbell@sonorandesert.org>, <cherry.rosenberg@pima.gov>, "comments-
southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, Dan marries <dmarries@kold.com>,
"dhodges@skyislandalliance.org" <dhodges@skyislandalliance.org>, <diana.durazo@pima.gov>, <district4@pima.gov>,
<district5@pima.gov>, "gayleh@theriver.com" <gayleh@theriver.com>, <info@azhighway83.com>, jepepper
<jepepper@earthlink.net>, Jim Kramp <hiltonroad@msn.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, <lisa@scenicsantaritas.org>,
"nicole.fyffe@pima.gov" <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Richard C Green Valley <gvdovelover@gmail.com>,
"rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org" <rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org>, "sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org" <sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org>,
<sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <sergio@skyislandalliance.org>, <sharon.bronson@pima.gov>,
<sonoitagrasslands@gmail.com>, "trevor@skyislandalliance.org" <trevor@skyislandalliance.org>, <rpace@rosemontcopper.com>,
Water House <pfleming@azleg.gov>

Subject Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

27 May 2010
 
Ms. Vivian,
 
Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 
 
Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 
 
As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.
 
I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 
 
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
 
I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  
 
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
  
This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.
 
According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.
 
As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.
 
http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf
 
Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.
 
What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?
  
There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 
 
http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html
 
As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 
 
Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.
 
As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 
 
Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.
 
http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm
 
http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

  
At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.
 
Thank you,
 
 Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
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Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of

any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford
Subject: Fw: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09
Date: 05/08/2009 10:28 AM

Beverley,

Does this message need to be converted into pdf format and be added to the
Rosemont Comments folder for the Administrative record?

Please let me know.

Roxane Raley
----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 05/08/2009 10:22 AM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

05/07/2009 01:48 PM

To <dslaschiava@comcast.net>

cc "Cook, C" <Ccook520@aol.com>, "ROSEMONT
MINE" <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>, "Giffords, Representative
Gabrielle" <az08ima@mail.house.gov>, "Liz"
<wizzlizzy@aol.com>, "COYOTES"
<coyotes@cox.net>, "hartmann, gayle"
<gayleh@theriver.com>, "Jim"
<hiltonroad@msn.com>, "Lainie"
<lainiel@comcast.net>, "County Administrator
Chuck Huckelberry" <cch@pima.gov>, "Chairman
Richard Elias" <district5@pima.gov>, "Sharon
Bronson" <district3@pima.gov>, "Ray Carroll"
<district4@pima.gov>, "Ramon Valadez"
<district2@pima.gov>, "Ann Day"
<district1@pima.gov>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09

Ms. LaSchiava-
We appreciate your input. I will pass this email along to the appropriate specialists. They are very
nice pictures- Thank you for sharing them.

 
Sincerely-

 
Melissa Reichard
SWCA Environmental Consultants

 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel
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Kant

From: dslaschiava@comcast.net [mailto:dslaschiava@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2009 1:34 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Cook, C; ROSEMONT MINE; Giffords, Representative Gabrielle; Liz; COYOTES;
hartmann, gayle; Jim; Lainie; County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry; Chairman
Richard Elias; Sharon Bronson; Ray Carroll; Ramon Valadez; Ann Day
Subject: Fwd: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09

 
Good Afternoon Melissa,

 
Please see the attached  awesome news item regarding a Bobcat being seen on
a hike in the Davidson Canyon area.  At one of 
the many NEPA scoping meetings that I had attended I was informed by one of
your associates specializing in biology when I
expressed concern about the negative impact on wildlife that the proposed
Rosemont Mine would have that I should
definitely report to SWCA any spotting of any Bobcats which is the purpose of
my communication today.

 
Please relate this vital information to the appropriate parties.  Thank you.

 
Dona Sue LaSchiava
Tucson, AZ  85741

 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Ccook520@aol.com
To: WizzLizzy@aol.com, dslaschiava@comcast.net
Sent: Thursday, May 7, 2009 8:59:18 AM GMT -07:00 U.S. Mountain Time (Arizona)
Subject: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09



 

 



Remember Mom this Mother's Day! Find a florist near you now.

http://yellowpages.aol.com/search?query=florist&ncid=emlcntusyelp00000006


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford
Subject: Fw: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09
Date: 05/08/2009 10:28 AM

Beverley,

Does this message need to be converted into pdf format and be added to the
Rosemont Comments folder for the Administrative record?

Please let me know.

Roxane Raley
----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 05/08/2009 10:26 AM -----

dslaschiava@comcast.net 

05/07/2009 03:00 PM

To "Cook, C" <Ccook520@aol.com>

cc Liz <wizzlizzy@aol.com>, COYOTES
<coyotes@cox.net>, "hartmann, gayle"
<gayleh@theriver.com>, Jim
<hiltonroad@msn.com>, Lainie
<lainiel@comcast.net>, County Administrator
Chuck Huckelberry <cch@pima.gov>, Chairman
Richard Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Sharon
Bronson <district3@pima.gov >, Ray Carroll
<district4@pima.gov>, Ramon Valadez
<district2@pima.gov>, Ann Day
<district1@pima.gov>, ROSEMONT MINE
<comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

Subject Fwd: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
To: dslaschiava@comcast.net
Cc: "C Cook" <Ccook520@aol.com>, "ROSEMONT MINE" <comments-
southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, "Representative Gabrielle Giffords"
<az08ima@mail.house.gov>, "Liz" <wizzlizzy@aol.com>, "COYOTES"
<coyotes@cox.net>, "gayle hartmann" <gayleh@theriver.com>, "Jim"
<hiltonroad@msn.com>, "Lainie" <lainiel@comcast.net>, "County Administrator
Chuck Huckelberry" <cch@pima.gov>, "Chairman Richard Elias"
<district5@pima.gov>, "Sharon Bronson" <district3@pima.gov>, "Ray Carroll"
<district4@pima.gov>, "Ramon Valadez" <district2@pima.gov>, "Ann Day"
<district1@pima.gov>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beverley A
Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Sent: Thursday, May 7, 2009 1:47:54 PM GMT -07:00 U.S. Mountain Time (Arizona)
Subject: RE: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09
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Ms. LaSchiava-
We appreciate your input. I will pass this email along to the appropriate specialists. They are very
nice pictures- Thank you for sharing them.

 
Sincerely-

 
Melissa Reichard
SWCA Environmental Consultants

 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel
Kant

From: dslaschiava@comcast.net [mailto:dslaschiava@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2009 1:34 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Cook, C; ROSEMONT MINE; Giffords, Representative Gabrielle; Liz; COYOTES;
hartmann, gayle; Jim; Lainie; County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry; Chairman
Richard Elias; Sharon Bronson; Ray Carroll; Ramon Valadez; Ann Day
Subject: Fwd: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09

 
Good Afternoon Melissa,

 
Please see the attached  awesome news item regarding a Bobcat being seen on
a hike in the Davidson Canyon area.  At one of 
the many NEPA scoping meetings that I had attended I was informed by one of
your associates specializing in biology when I
expressed concern about the negative impact on wildlife that the proposed
Rosemont Mine would have that I should
definitely report to SWCA any spotting of any Bobcats which is the purpose of
my communication today.

 
Please relate this vital information to the appropriate parties.  Thank you.

 
Dona Sue LaSchiava
Tucson, AZ  85741

 

----- Forwarded Message -----



From: Ccook520@aol.com
To: WizzLizzy@aol.com, dslaschiava@comcast.net
Sent: Thursday, May 7, 2009 8:59:18 AM GMT -07:00 U.S. Mountain Time (Arizona)
Subject: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09

 



 

Remember Mom this Mother's Day! Find a florist near you now.

http://yellowpages.aol.com/search?query=florist&ncid=emlcntusyelp00000006


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford
Subject: Fw: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09
Date: 05/08/2009 10:22 AM

Bev,

I do not know if this should be converted to pdf and added to the Rosemont file on
the J drive for the Administrative or Project record.

Please let me know.

Thank you,

Roxane Raley
----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 05/08/2009 10:16 AM -----

dslaschiava@comcast.net 

05/07/2009 01:34 PM

To "Reichard, Melissa" <mreichard@swca.com>

cc "Cook, C" <Ccook520@aol.com>, ROSEMONT
MINE <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>, "Giffords, Representative
Gabrielle" <az08ima@mail.house.gov>, Liz
<wizzlizzy@aol.com>, COYOTES
<coyotes@cox.net>, "hartmann, gayle"
<gayleh@theriver.com>, Jim
<hiltonroad@msn.com>, Lainie
<lainiel@comcast.net>, County Administrator
Chuck Huckelberry <cch@pima.gov>, Chairman
Richard Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Sharon
Bronson <district3@pima.gov >, Ray Carroll
<district4@pima.gov>, Ramon Valadez
<district2@pima.gov>, Ann Day
<district1@pima.gov>

Subject Fwd: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09

Good Afternoon Melissa,

 
Please see the attached  awesome news item regarding a Bobcat being seen on
a hike in the Davidson Canyon area.  At one of 
the many NEPA scoping meetings that I had attended I was informed by one of
your associates specializing in biology when I
expressed concern about the negative impact on wildlife that the proposed
Rosemont Mine would have that I should
definitely report to SWCA any spotting of any Bobcats which is the purpose of
my communication today.
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Please relate this vital information to the appropriate parties.  Thank you.

 
Dona Sue LaSchiava
Tucson, AZ  85741

 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Ccook520@aol.com
To: WizzLizzy@aol.com, dslaschiava@comcast.net
Sent: Thursday, May 7, 2009 8:59:18 AM GMT -07:00 U.S. Mountain Time (Arizona)
Subject: Bobcat on Davidson Canyon Hike 05.06.09

 



Remember Mom this Mother's Day! Find a florist near you now.

http://yellowpages.aol.com/search?query=florist&ncid=emlcntusyelp00000006


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jeanine Derby; Reta Laford
Cc: Linda Edmunds; Beverley A Everson; jrigg@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline project
Date: 05/13/2010 08:17 AM

EPG can brief us on the Rosemont powerline process, alternatives, and analysis on
Thursday, May 20th beginning at 1:00.  Please put this on your schedule. As Lauren
recommends, please review materials on the TEP website in preparation for the
meeting.  I'm still working on the logistics, so I'll let you know about that later.
Thanks.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/13/2010 08:08 AM -----

"Lauren Weinstein"
<Lweinst@epgaz.com> 

05/12/2010 05:37 PM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Kent C Ellett" <kellett@fs.fed.us>, "Emily Belts"
<EBelts@epgaz.com>

Subject RE: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont
powerline project

Hi Mindee,

 
We can meet on Thursday, May 20.  In talking with Kent yesterday, it sounds like 1pm would work. 
Let us know how that works for you and the others.  If you anticipate specific questions on
resource analyses, then we may want to reschedule to a date and time where we can include our
resource specialists, as well.  What we can do is review what was presented at the open houses
and by Ed Beck at the cooperating agencies meeting on April 15.  As we discussed, it would be
helpful for you to review the TEP website (www.tep.com/company/news/rosemont) for what was
presented at the public meetings on April 13 and 14.  These materials provide an overview of the
studies and routes currently being recommended to be carried forward.  Also, we are in the
process of drafting the application for the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility which will
document our studies and results.  

 
Please let me know how Thursday at 1pm looks for all of you.

 
Thanks,
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Lauren

 
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 3:04 PM
To: Lauren Weinstein
Cc: Kent C Ellett
Subject: RE: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline project

 

Thank you Lauren. 

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

"Lauren Weinstein" <Lweinst@epgaz.com> 

05/11/2010 02:59 PM 
To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Kent C Ellett" <kellett@fs.fed.us> 

Subject RE: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline
project

 

Yes, I agree.  Will get back to you on dates/times. 
  
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 2:49 PM
To: Lauren Weinstein
Cc: Kent C Ellett
Subject: RE: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline project 



  

I think in person would be better.  We could benefit by looking at some maps along
with the discussion. 

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

"Lauren Weinstein" <Lweinst@epgaz.com> 

05/11/2010 02:41 PM 

 

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Kent C Ellett" <kellett@fs.fed.us> 

Subject RE: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline
project

  

 

Hi Mindee, 
Are you thinking of a conference call or in-person meeting?   
Thanks, 
Lauren 
 
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 



Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 11:46 AM
To: Lauren Weinstein
Cc: Kent C Ellett
Subject: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline project 
 

Would EPG be available next Thursday or Friday, May 20 or 21, to brief Jeanine
Derby and Reta Laford on the Rosemont powerline analysis and permitting process? 
We greatly appeciate EPG's past presentations to our project analysis team and
cooperating agencies associated with this project.  The forest and its NEPA
subcontractor SWCA are at the point in our analysis of finalizing alternative
descriptions, including the powerline, and beginning the effects analysis.  We are
hoping our schedules coincide and that the analysis required for the CEC process will
also meet our analysis needs.  We would like to discuss with EPG how our project
schedules and analysis dovetail.   

Would you please suggest some  meeting times or other possible dates and I will
coordinate.   
Thank you. 

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



From: Tom Furgason
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Andrea W Campbell
Subject: FW: CEQA cooperating agency guidance
Date: 03/20/2008 01:11 PM

FYI

_____________________________________________
From: Al Herson
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2007 10:58 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: CEQA cooperating agency guidance

Attached are links to the CEQ memo on cooperating agencies, and the list of factors that should be
considered in determining cooperating agencies. The third link is a sample memo inviting a state or
local agency to be a cooperating agency that has some language (e.g., building partnerships, accepting
final decision) applicable to Pima County.

http://www.nepa.gov/nepa/regs/cooperating/cooperatingagenciesmemorandum.html

http://www.nepa.gov/nepa/regs/cooperating/cooperatingagencymemofactors.html

http://www.nepa.gov/nepa/regs/cooperating/cooperatingagenciesdistributionmemo2.htm

Al Herson

Principal

SWCA Environmental Consultants

3840 Rosin Court, Suite 130

Sacramento CA 95834

916-565-0356 office

916-834-7406 mobile

916-565-0757 fax

aherson@swca.com
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From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Cc: mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Comments from Farmers Investment Co. (FICO) & Farmers Water Co. on Draft EA of CWC Plan for CAP

Water Delivery System
Date: 04/28/2009 09:23 AM
Attachments: FICO-Letter to S.Eto transmitting comments.pdf

FICO-Comments on the Draft EA for the CWC pipeline.pdf

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 04/28/2009 09:23 AM -----

Keith L
Graves/R3/USDAFS 

04/27/2009 02:25 PM

To Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS

cc

Subject Fw: Comments from Farmers Investment Co. (FICO) &
Farmers Water Co. on Draft EA of CWC Plan for CAP
Water Delivery System

sent to the other "kgraves" in R5.

“May the rocks others place in your path be but pebbles to you”.    klg    

                                                 
Keith L. Graves 
Border Liaison-Coronado N.F.
Secure Border Initiative/SBInet
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ 85701
520-403-4528
klgraves@fs.fed.us
----- Forwarded by Keith L Graves/R3/USDAFS on 04/27/2009 02:22 PM -----

Kenneth A
Graves/R5/USDAFS 

04/27/2009 01:27 PM

To Keith L Graves/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Comments from Farmers Investment Co. (FICO) &
Farmers Water Co. on Draft EA of CWC Plan for CAP
Water Delivery System
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9955735.5  
 


Farmers Investment Co. and Farmers Water Co. 
 


Proposed CWC Pipeline:  Comments on the 
Draft Environmental Assessment 


(US Bureau of Reclamation) 
 


April 24, 2009 
 


1. The CWC pipeline environmental analysis should be conducted as part of the 
proposed Rosemont Mine environmental impact statement process. Thus, the 
Bureau should be designated as a cooperating agency with the Coronado National 
Forest in the CNF’s environmental review of Rosemont. The proposed CWC 
pipeline is a legally “connected action” with “cumulative impacts” to and in the 
context of the larger proposed Rosemont Mine. 


 
FICO’s scoping comments submitted for the pipeline proposed by Community Water 
Company (“CWC”) provided an extensive legal analysis regarding why the proposed 
CWC pipeline and the proposed Rosemont Mine are legally “connected actions” under 
NEPA, with “cumulative impacts”, and we incorporate those comments by reference 
herein.  As such, the environmental analysis of the two projects must be considered 
together. Since the formal environmental analysis of the proposed Rosemont Mine began 
earlier than that of the proposed CWC pipeline, and because the proposed Rosemont 
Mine is of substantially larger scale than the proposed CWC pipeline, the environmental 
analysis of the CWC pipeline must be integrated into the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) analyzing the proposed Rosemont Mine. Furthermore, in order to ensure 
that the Bureau of Reclamation, which is the “lead” agency for the proposed CWC 
pipeline, fully participates in the environmental review, the Bureau should become a 
cooperating agency with the Coronado National Forest/US Forest Service, which is the 
lead agency for the proposed Rosemont Mine. 
 
The Bureau’s superficial analysis of the “connected actions” argument is woefully 
inadequate. See Draft EA, at 6-7, 15-16, and 22-23; see also Scoping Memorandum, App. 
A, at 4-5 (generally repeating the same comments). The Bureau seems to have fallen into 
the carefully-worded trap laid by CWC and Rosemont, wherein Augusta Resource 
(Arizona) Corporation, Rosemont’s parent, appears to commit to funding the CWC 
pipeline regardless of whether the Rosemont Mining Plan of Operations is approved. In 
reality, no final agreement has been submitted legally assuring such funding source. 
Furthermore, it is disingenuous, if not naïve, to expect that Augusta will, purely out of the 
goodness of its corporate heart, agree to fund construction and operation of the CWC 
pipeline if there is no use for the piped water for a Rosemont Project that is not approved. 
Augusta and Rosemont have a fiduciary responsibility to their shareholders not to waste 
corporate assets. 
 
It is clear from extensive correspondence and submittals both by CWC and by Rosemont 
to the Coronado National Forest that Rosemont expects to need the CWC pipeline. While 
a CWC pipeline might have separate utility from the Rosemont Mine, such “separate 
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utility” has not been articulated and confirmed; indeed, CWC’s expectation is that 
Rosemont would have the advantage of the CWC-piped water for the first 20 years (if not 
more1) of the pipeline’s existence. The CWC pipeline is a dependent part of the larger 
Rosemont Mine action and is thus a “connected action” to the Rosemont Mine proposal, 
requiring that its analysis be done as part of the larger environmental analysis of the 
Rosemont Mine. 
 
Evidence of Augusta’s reliance on and expectations about the CWC pipeline in 
connection with the Rosemont mine can readily be gleaned from material posted on the 
company’s Rosemont website and other available material.  For example, the 
November 30, 2007 “Report of Findings and Analysis Presented to Augusta Resource 
Corporation” by Marketing Research & Strategy Consultants repeatedly identifies the 
purchase of enough CAP water to guarantee a surplus of water to the area as a significant 
factor in influencing area residents to have a favorable opinion of the Rosemont mine 
(see pages 2, 4, 7, 8 and 13).   
 
An even more explicit explanation of the relationship between the CWC pipeline and the 
Rosemont mine is articulated in the opening paragraphs of the July 12, 2007, Letter of 
Intent between Augusta and CWC.   In that document, signed by both parties, it is 
explained that, “Augusta Resource Corporation (ARC) plans to procure and recharge 
CAP water in the vicinity of its Rosemont Mine well site, a 53-acre parcel of land located 
on Davis Road, Sahuarita, AZ (ARC 53-Acre Parcel).  The availability of a suitable 
pipeline and recharge facility is critical to the eventual implementation of this plan”   
(emphasis added). 
 
The Bureau’s Draft EA reinforces the inter-relatedness of the proposed CWC pipeline 
and the proposed Rosemont Mine and how the environmental impacts MUST be 
considered together. In section 3.1.3, the Draft EA rejects consideration of the proposed 
Rosemont mine for cumulative analysis purposes because “there is no potential for 
impact to common resources, with the exception of groundwater.”  Yet, groundwater use 
is the precise issue that is one of the most significant elements of both the proposed CWC 
pipeline and the proposed Rosemont Mine. Later in the same paragraph, the Draft EA 
drives home the point that the cumulative impacts of the two projects must be considered 
together by affirming that the cumulative impacts ARE discussed in section 3.6.3 


                                                 
1 As FICO has maintained throughout the course of the scoping process for the proposed Rosemont mine, 
the probability of and impacts of Rosemont operating longer than 20 years must be considered by federal 
agencies.  As we said in our formal scoping comments, “We have had long experience in this same area 
with mines that underestimate their lifespan.  Three mines on the west side of our valley have been active 
for over fifty-five years.  Due to improved technologies and the cost of minerals, many believe that 100 
years is a more realistic life span for the mine.  Obviously, the analyses of the long list of potential 
impacts from this proposed mine need to be carried out to the reasonably foreseeable lifetime of the 
operations of the mine, as well as the proposed reclamation plan.”  And we would now add, the proposed 
impacts of Rosemont using the proposed CWC pipeline for a period much longer than 20 years must be 
analyzed.  See Rosemont Mining Plan of Operations, Scoping Process Comments from Farmers 
Investment Co. to Ms. Beverly Everson, Coronado National Forest, July 14, 2008, as well as testimony 
from Dick Walden, Forest Service Scoping Meeting, Tucson, Arizona, June 30, 2008.  See also, scoping 
comments from Rancho Soñado, LLC, to Ms. Beverly Everson, Coronado National Forest, July 14, 2008. 
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“because Rosemont’s proposed production wells are located in the CWC project area, 
and the timing of Rosemont’s proposed withdrawals and CWC’s recharge would overlap, 
thus creating the potential for cumulative impacts.” The Draft EA then goes on to 
inadequately conclude that the “cumulative impact discussion in the CNF EIS [dealing 
with the Rosemont proposal] would take into consideration any past actions from the 
Proposed Project, if appropriate”. Draft EA, at 23. Not only is the cumulative impacts 
analysis “appropriate” because the Bureau acknowledged that it was relevant but the two 
projects are “connected actions,” and the proposed CWC pipeline must be subsumed 
under the larger NEPA analysis of the Rosemont Mine. Furthermore, as set forth in 
section 3.6.2 of the Draft EA, the Bureau deemed it important to model the effects of 
recharge both with and without the groundwater pumping by Rosemont, strongly 
suggesting that the Bureau agrees with the inter-relatedness of the two projects. 
 
The proposed CWC-Augusta pipeline is an interdependent part of a larger action and, 
despite some statements to the contrary, is dependent on the larger action (e.g., the 
Rosemont mine) for its justification.  It is inconceivable that Augusta Resources 
Corporation would be the partner to CWC for this proposed pipeline if Augusta’s only 
mining claims were, for example, in Nevada.  


 
2. The Bureau’s rejection of the proposed ANC-FICO pipeline was inappropriate. The 


proposed ANC-FICO pipeline must be evaluated, along with the proposed CWC 
pipeline, the CAP entitlements alternative, the “CWC-Only” alternative, and the 
no-action alternative, as a proper NEPA “alternative.” 


 
The analysis of reasonable alternatives to the purpose and need of the proposed action is 
at the heart of the NEPA process.  Even in the context of an EA, the Bureau must “study, 
develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any 
proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available 
resources.”  42 U.S.C. § 4332(E).  This, the Bureau has not done.   
 
The Bureau’s treatment of the preferred alternative, in contrast to its treatment of the 
proposed ANC-FICO pipeline on pages 18-19 of the Draft EA, is arbitrary and 
capricious. 
 
As the Bureau states several times in the EA, “negotiations between CWC and Rosemont 
are ongoing to finalize an agreement (Agreement) through which the details of the 
arrangement would be memorialized. . . . The Agreement between CWC and Rosemont 
has not been finalized, and thus Reclamation and CAWCD have not been able to review 
any portion of the Agreement.”  Draft EA at 15.  The lack of information does not relate 
to just “minor details”.  Indeed, as explained below, the legality of the basic construct of 
CWC’s delivering CAP water through the proposed pipeline is in question--a question 
that the Bureau candidly admits it cannot answer at this point because of the lack of an 
agreement. Draft EA, at 16-17; see also Draft EA App. B, at 7-8.      
 
Yet, the Bureau has rejected full analysis of the proposed ANC-FICO pipeline on 
virtually the same grounds of inadequate information. The EA indicates that Mr. Walden 
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had asked that it be withdrawn. This statement is patently false.2  In correspondence 
submitted to Bruce Ellis, Chief of the Environmental Resource Management Division of 
the Bureau in Glendale, Mr. Walden not only provided requested information, but 
affirmed that the ANC-FICO pipeline should be considered as the preferred alternative to 
that proposed by CWC.  
 
In fact, acceptance of the ANC-FICO pipeline alternative as the preferred alternative 
would avoid many of the permitting and rights-of way issues that have yet to be 
addressed by CWC in its pipeline proposal.  FICO’s 3,000-acre Sahuarita Farm has 
already been permitted as a Groundwater Savings Facility (GSF) by the Arizona 
Department of Water Resources and as such, it can accept up to 22,000 acre-feet per year 
of CAP water.  This permitted annual volume could comfortably accept FICO’s 
agricultural pool allocation of approximately 3,000 acre-feet per year, plus the CAP 
allocations of CWC and the Green Valley Domestic Water Improvement District.3  There 
would be no need to file an application to permit an underground storage facility in 
accordance with A.R.S. §§ 45-811.01, et seq.  There would be no need to excavate and 
dispose of the almost 1,000,000 cubic yards of overburden excavated from the proposed 
recharge “pit” proposed by CWC.4  Draft EA at 14:4-14.  Because most of the right-of 
way for the ANC-FICO pipeline would be on land already owned by FICO, there would 
be no need to process applications for rights-of-way across state trust lands administered 
by the Arizona State Land Department.  
 
The bottom line is that the Bureau rejected consideration of the ANC-FICO pipeline  
alternative because the “cost, funding and timing of Phase II are uncertain,” yet the 
Bureau ignored such uncertainties with respect to the CWC proposal “whether it is in 
conformity with the Subcontract provisions.”  Compare the Bureau’s analysis of the 
ANC-FICO pipeline in the Draft EA at 19 with its analysis of the CWC pipeline in the 
Draft EA at 4, 8, and 15.  Reclamation believes that a contractual document is not 
required to initiate the NEPA process.  Draft EA, at 15-16.  Such bias and inequity is 
simply unacceptable in a document that is supposed to present the studied judgment of a 
federal agency. 


                                                  
2 The ANC-FICO pipeline has always been a reasonable alternative to the CWC pipeline, and FICO never 
asked that it be withdrawn.  Mr. Walden did indicate, however, that FICO’s Groundwater Savings Facility 
could not be considered as a facility for the storage of CAP water that would subsequently be utilized by 
Rosemont.  
3 The contracted CAP water entitlements for the Green Valley area include 2,858 acre-feet per year for 
CWC and 1,900 acre-feet per year for the Green Valley Domestic Water Improvement District, totaling 
4,758 acre-feet per year .  Draft EA at 13:36-37.  Thus, the total water available for recharge at FICO’s 
GSF could be almost as much as 7,800 acre-feet per year. 
4 For spreading basins, the top layers of soil are removed to reach more permeable layers sometimes as 
much as 20 feet below the surface.  See Susanna Eden, et al., Artificial Recharge: A Multi-purpose Water 
Management Tool,  ARROYO at 2 (University of Arizona, College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, 
Water Resources Research Center, Winter 2007).  The recharge project proposed by CWC is less of a 
basin, and more of a pit, 58 feet in depth.  Draft EA at 14:5.  As a consequence, approximately 950,000 
cubic yards of overburden will have to be removed by CWC and then disposed of elsewhere in order to 
reach permeable soils capable of accepting recharged CAP water.  Obviously, FICO’s GSF requires no 
such extensive excavation.  
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3. Preparation of the Bureau’s Draft Environmental Assessment is premature.  There 
has been no Bureau analysis of the legality of CWC’s proposed delivery of its CAP 
allocation to Rosemont in exchange for financing of the CWC pipeline.  If the CWC 
proposal violates contractual requirements, or legal restrictions on the delivery 
imposed by the Arizona Corporation Commission, it is a waste of time and 
resources to even consider the CWC proposal, much less conduct an environmental 
evaluation under NEPA.   
 
3.1 CWC’s CAP Allocation cannot be leased or otherwise conveyed to Rosemont.  At 
present, CWC and Rosemont have not finalized their agreement regarding construction 
and operation of CAP water delivery infrastructure and a recharge site that will make full 
use of CWC’s allocation of 2,858 acre-feet per year of CAP water.  Indeed, there are only 
vague references in the Draft EA that outline how CWC and/or Rosemont plan to deliver 
CWC’s CAP allocation.  The July 12, 2007 Letter of Intent (“LOI”) between CWC and 
Rosemont’s parent, Augusta Resource Corporation, is not much help either, especially 
since the definitive agreement that is called for thereunder has never been finalized.5  
Without knowing the terms of that definitive agreement, it is impossible for the Bureau to 
properly analyze the arrangement and determine whether it runs afoul of CWC’s 
subcontract with CAWCD (the “Subcontract”).   
 
Specifically, the Subcontract states that CWC “shall not sell, lease, exchange, forbear or 
otherwise transfer [CAP] Project Water . . . .”  Subcontract, Subarticle 4.3(d).  This 
provision prohibits a CAP subcontractor like CWC from marketing its CAP allocation to 
third parties such as Rosemont.  If CWC cannot use its CAP allocation, then that water 
becomes part of the excess CAP water supply which can then be delivered by the Central 
Arizona Water Conservation District to others.  CWC, however, has no right, contractual 
or otherwise, to sell, lease, exchange, forbear or otherwise transfer its CAP allocation to 
Rosemont or anyone else.  This is what the very unambiguous language of Subarticle 
4.3(d) provides. 
 
In its current draft form, the LOI provides that Rosemont will fund construction of the 
water delivery system, which will be owned and operated by CWC, in exchange for 
“priority over use of CWC’s CAP water, the system, and recharge capacity for the first 
15 to 20 years [of the project] . . . .”  Draft EA, at 15:10-17, 6:25-28.  This arrangement is 
a lease of CWC CAP allocation to Rosemont in exchange for compensation. The only 
difference here is that the compensation happens to be in the form of infrastructure as 
opposed to cash.  As such, the deal runs afoul of the re-marketing prohibition in the 
Subcontract.6     


                                                 
5 The LOI is attached as Exhibit “D” to the Draft EA.  The concluding paragraphs of the LOI suggest that 
a finalized agreement between Rosemont (or Augusta) and CWC for the construction of the CWC 
pipeline and recharge site should have been forthcoming within 120 days following the execution of the 
LOI.  The fact that such an agreement was not completed might lead one to conclude that the LOI is no 
longer binding on the parties. 
6 Importantly, CWC and Rosemont cannot resolve this issue by simply re-structuring the deal so that 
CWC obtains the infrastructure without a commitment to Rosemont regarding use of the CAP water.  
Indeed, such an illusory promise from Rosemont would lack consideration, resulting in an unenforceable 
contract.   
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Surprisingly, the Bureau casually disregards this critical issue by offering conclusory 
statements about the availability of alternative water sources.  The Bureau stated, “If 
CWC’s CAP water is not utilized as envisioned in the Letter of Intent or Agreement, the 
use of other supplies likely would be increased, such as CAP excess pool water or CAP 
tribal leases.”  Draft EA, at 16:5-7; see also Scoping Summary Report at 8.  Such a 
response is short-sighted.  Indeed, if the CWC/Rosemont arrangement is prohibited by 
the Subcontract, which appears likely, then finding an alternative water source is not a 
foregone conclusion.   
 
Excess CAP water supplies are not guaranteed and are dwindling quickly.  In fact, just 
this year CAP was nearly unable to fulfill the excess water orders it received.  Similar 
situations are on the horizon, and competition for this water will undoubtedly grow.  As a 
result, tribal leases will also be more difficult to secure.  It is entirely possible that based 
upon the marketing prohibitions in the Subcontract and the suspect availability of future 
water sources that the proposed CWC pipeline could end up being an empty straw.7  Even 
if CWC can secure an alternative water source, there is certainly no guarantee that it will 
furnish sufficient water supplies to sustain even the 15-year minimum development 
objective outlined in the initial plans. 
 
Adding to the irony is the Bureau’s statement that a portion of the FICO/ANC pipeline 
will not be considered as an alternative, “[b]ecause the cost, funding, and timing of Phase 
II are uncertain . . . .”  Draft EA, at 19: 24-27.  However, the Bureau is willing to 
overlook the uncertainty surrounding CWC’s water supply, as well as the absence of 
necessary administrative approvals,8 to proceed with this environmental assessment.   
 
A thorough consideration of the issues suggests that the Bureau should refrain from 
analyzing and approving this speculative project until the contract that forms the basis of 
the proposal is finalized.  It does not make sense for the Bureau to proceed with its 
analysis until a legally viable water supply and contractual arrangement has been 
finalized and is enforceable. 
 
3.2  CWC cannot serve Rosemont water at the ARC 53-Acre Parcel because it is in 
another utility company’s CC&N.  In the Draft EA, the Bureau has also assumed that 
CWC’s existing Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (“CC&N”) will be extended to 
include Rosemont’s ARC 53-Acre Parcel on Davis Road: 
 


The Parties anticipate that the Agreement will require approval by 
the  ACC under Arizona Administrative Code (AAC) R14-2-406. 
Currently, the Parties envision Rosemont would become a 
customer of CWC . .  .  . As envisioned by the Parties, CWC 


                                                 
7 The Bureau notes, “GVDWID also holds a CAP M&I priority subcontract in the vicinity of the proposed 
infrastructure.  Currently, there are no agreements or tentative agreements in place concerning the 
delivery or use of this CAP water within the proposed CWC water delivery system . . . .”  Draft EA, at 
16:12-15. 
8 The agreement contemplated here, as well as CWC’s proposed extension of its CC&N, must be 
approved by the Arizona Corporation Commission.  Draft EA, at 15.  
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proposes to incorporate [the necessary infrastructure] into its 
ACC CC&N and it would become an extension of CWC’s 
operating distribution system and therefore a part of CWC’s water 
service area under ARS § 45-493(A)(2).  The underground storage 
facility would need to be permitted by ADWR under ARS § 45-
811.01. Once the facility is permitted, CWC would perform water 
storage services.  Rosemont, as a customer of CWC, would be 
required to obtain a water storage permit from the ADWR under 
ARS § 45-831.01 to store CAP water at this facility [ARS § 45-
831.01(B) (2); ARS § 49-243(H)].  (emphasis added)  Draft EA at 
15:18-39.  


In the Draft EA, the Bureau fails to acknowledge, much less analyze, whether the 
extension of CWC’s CC&N to the ARC 53-Acre Parcel, is legal permissible.  Any effort 
to extend CWC’s CC&N to the ARC 53-Acre Parcel would require an order from the 
Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”).  In all likelihood, the Commission 
would refuse to issue such an order because the ARC 53-Acre Parcel is within the CC&N 
currently held by Farmers Water Co.  
 
When a public service corporation files an application with the Commission to provide 
utility service, the Commission reviews the application, determines whether the applicant 
is fit and proper to provide utility service, and decides whether to grant a CC&N to the 
applicant.  See A.R.S. § 40-282.  Public service corporations generally cannot provide 
service to persons or entities outside their CC&N without first obtaining an extension of 
their CC&N to include the new area.  A.R.S. § 40-281.  According to the terms of the 
LOI and as acknowledged in the Draft EA, Rosemont plans to become a member-
customer of CWC, and CWC plans to assign or make available its CAP allocation to 
Rosemont at some yet-to-be-determined rate.  If, as suggested in the Draft EA, CWC’s 
CAP allocation is delivered to Rosemont at the ARC 53-Acre Parcel, then the point of 
delivery will actually be within  the CC&N held by Farmers Water Co.  CWC would be 
selling water to a customer that is not located within its CC&N, which violates Arizona 
statutes and Commission regulations.  See A.R.S. § 40-281; AAC R14-2-402(c).  The 
Commission has clear jurisdiction to prohibit such acts by CWC. 
 
Regardless of where CWC’s CAP water is delivered, and whether it is recharged by 
CWC or used directly by Rosemont, there may be harm to CWC’s customers and to the 
customers of other water companies, including those of Farmers Water Co.  Under all 
circumstances, Rosemont is utilizing a water resource that should be used by CWC for 
the benefit of its customers.   
 
Rosemont is another “straw” in the aquifer, an additional water demand that may cause 
declining water levels.  The significant increased use of groundwater will cause a decline 
in the water table in the Sahuarita area by a significant amount; this in turn will increase 
the pumping and operation expenses of other utilities like Farmers Water Co.  Declining 
groundwater tables also will harm private well owners in the surrounding area.  Also, the 
withdrawal of additional groundwater from the ARC 53-Acre Parcel may accelerate the 
flow of sulfate-laden water into areas of the aquifer that have not yet been contaminated.   
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Until these concerns can be specifically addressed, one can only conclude that the 
proposed agreement threatens the long-term public health and safety of those living in 
Green Valley, and jeopardizes the long-term ability of local water utilities, including 
Farmers Water Co., to provide safe drinking water to customers.  Under such 
circumstances, the ACC would reject any effort by CWC to deliver CAP water to 
Rosemont. 
 
3.3 Until the definitive agreement called for in the LOI is finalized and exact details 
of CWC ‘s plan for the use of its CAP allocation are known, it is premature for the 
Bureau to consider the environmental impacts of the CWC pipeline.  As described above, 
the degree of harm cannot be determined because neither Rosemont nor CWC has 
identified with certainty the location of the recharge site, the location of Rosemont’s 
groundwater withdrawals or the location of additional groundwater withdrawals by CWC 
attributable to its failure to take and use its CAP Allocation.  Indeed, even these issues 
cannot be identified with certainty because CWC and Rosemont have not finalized the 
Agreement called for in the LOI. 
 
This point is best illustrated by the ambiguity about where Rosemont’s CAP allocation 
would be recharged.  The July 12, 2007 Letter of Intent (“LOI”) between CWC and 
Rosemont’s parent, Augusta Resource Corporation, is not much help either.9  The LOI 
first references Augusta’s desire to recharge CWC’s CAP allocation at its ARC 53-Acre 
Parcel on Davis Road, but then states that the recharge site might be at CWC Well No. 11 
or on land leased from the State of Arizona.10  LOI, at 1-2.  Yet, descriptions of the 
recharge site elsewhere in the Draft EA suggest that the recharge site is on an isolated 20-
acre tract of private land surrounded by state trust land administered by the Arizona State 
Land Department.  Draft EA, at 13:13-23; Figures 2 and 4.  As a consequence, the 
Bureau appears to have performed only a limited analysis of the proposed recharge site, 
which forms the basis of the models that the Bureau uses in the Draft EA.  See Draft EA 
at 13.  
 
If the degree of harm cannot be determined because of the confusing, ambiguous and 
uncertain nature of CWC’s plan for the use of its CA allocation, the Bureau simply 
cannot adequately analyze alternatives.  An alternative that is not specific enough to 
adequately identify possible environmental impacts further reinforces why the Bureau’s 
NEPA process was premature. 
 
Until these issues are resolved and each component of CWC’s preferred plan for its use 
of its CAP allocation is identified, any environmental analysis of the CWC pipeline is 
premature.  
 


                                                 
9 See footnote 5, supra. 
10 Neither FICO nor Farmer’s Water Co. is aware of any application for a recharge site being filed with 
the Arizona State Land Department by CWC, Rosemont, or Augusta Resource Corporation.  Similarly, 
there are numerous other state and local permits and applications that either CWC and/or Rosemont will 
need to file and obtain before CAP water can be recharged.  See, for example, note 8, supra.  
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4. The Bureau asserts that one reason for the proposed CWC pipeline is potential 
migration of sulfate plume from the Sierrita Mine, but this totally ignores the 
mitigation measures being carried out by the owner of the Sierrita Mine to avoid 
migration of the sulfate plume.  Because of the uncertainty over where the recharge 
basin and storage credit recovery will occur under the CWC pipeline proposal, all 
such recharge and recovery scenarios must be analyzed in relation to migration of 
the sulfate plume. 


 
On page 4 of the Draft EA, in the context of discussing the Freeport-McMoran (“FMM”) 
sulfate plume and mitigation plan, the Bureau appears to imply that one purpose and need 
for the proposed pipeline is to alleviate potential groundwater contamination from the 
sulfate plume. The Draft EA then goes on to discuss at length the FMM mitigation plan.  
Draft EA, at 56, 64-65.  
 
Yet, no such analysis has been performed to demonstrate the effects of storing CWC’s 
CAP allocation at the FICO GSF.  Such storage might actually facilitate the containment 
of the sulfate plume and assist FMM in its mitigation efforts to alleviate groundwater 
contamination from its mining operations.  At a minimum, the failure by the Bureau to 
consider the ANC-FICO pipeline proposal as an alternative must be addressed through 
such additional groundwater modeling efforts. 
 
In addition, because the locations of the recharge site and recovery wells may shift as 
CWC develops its recharge and recovery plans, additional groundwater models should be 
run to analyze the long-term effects on both groundwater levels and sulfate plume 
migration attributable to each combination of recharge and recovery sites.  Without such 
analyses, the Bureau cannot conclude that the CWC pipeline proposal, as it might 
eventually be configured, is the preferred alternative. 
 


5. The Draft EA’s analysis of air quality impacts, including GHG emissions is 
inadequate and requires further elaboration and precision based upon use of 
current scientific techniques. 


 
Air quality impacts are discussed at sections 3.2.2 and 3.8.3 (climate change). The Draft 
EA rejects any climate change impacts and minimizes air quality impacts. The Draft EA 
acknowledges localized impacts over a seven-month period during construction but fails 
to quantify such effects or analyze the locality(ies) to which such effects will apply. An 
adequate environmental analysis must include such expanded and thorough analysis that 
not only defines the localized area (including affected populations) but quantifies the 
impacts in relation to other known and expected activities. (Section 3.2.3 acknowledges 
the existence of “other anticipated projects”; although the “timing” may be unknown, if 
the timing coincides with construction of the proposed CWC pipeline, the cumulative 
impacts may be significant, even if “localized”.) 
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6. The scoping comments filed by FICO, Farmers Water Co. and the Central Arizona 
Water Conservation District are incorporated herein by reference. 


 
As noted in the opening paragraphs of this letter, in response to Bureau’s request for 
comments on the scoping of the EA, by letter dated September 12, 2008, FICO submitted 
comments on the CWC pipeline and related facilities.  Comments were also submitted by 
FICO’s subsidiary, Farmers Water Co. and the Central Arizona Water Conservation 
District (aka, the Central Arizona Project), also dated September 12, 2008.  These 
comments are incorporated by reference herein.   







----- Forwarded by Kenneth A Graves/R5/USDAFS on 04/27/2009 01:27 PM -----

"Carolyn Humphrey"
<chumphrey@greenvalleypecan.com> 

04/27/2009 11:04 AM

To "Carolyn Humphrey"
<chumphrey@greenvalleypecan.com>

cc

Subject Comments from Farmers Investment
Co. (FICO) & Farmers Water Co. on
Draft EA of CWC Plan for CAP Water
Delivery System

Good Morning,

 
Please find attached Farmers Investment Co.’s (FICO) corporate comments
prepared by Dick and Nan Walden,  on the above referenced Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA).  Should you have difficulty opening the
attachments, please let me know.

 
Sincerely,

 

 
Carolyn Humphrey 
Executive Assistant to Dick Walden 
Farmers Investment Co. 
1525 E. Sahuarita Road
P.O. Box 7
Sahuarita, AZ  85629
Office: 520-879-7426 
Fax: 520-791-2853
chumphrey@greenvalleypecan.com

 



From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Reta Laford
Subject: Fw: Comments on Conceptual Alternatives for Rosemnont Waste Rock & Tailings Placement
Date: 09/01/2009 08:18 AM

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 09/01/2009 08:18 AM -----

Peter Steere
<peter.steere@tonation-
nsn.gov> 

08/28/2009 04:26 PM

To "tciapusci@fs.fed.us" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc Mary M Farrell <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>,
"b.gillespie@fe.fed.us" <b.gillespie@fe.fed.us>

Subject Comments on Conceptual Alternatives for Rosemnont
Waste Rock & Tailings Placement

MEMORANDUM

 
DATE:                    August 27, 2009

 
TO:                         Teresa Ciapusci, USFS Coronado National Forest

 
CC:                         Mary Farrell & Bill Gillespie, USFS Coronado National Forest

 
FROM:                  Peter L. Steere, Manager, Cultural Affairs, Tohono O’odham Nation

 
RE:                          Comments on Conceptual Alternatives for Rosemont Waste Rock and Tailings
Placement
_________________________________________________________________________________

 
At the last meeting of the Cooperating Agencies for the Rosemont Project it was agreed to submit
comments 
on the proposed alternatives for Rosemont waster rock and tailings.

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


 
We considered

 
Barrel/McCleary – Phased Tailings Waste Dump

 
Schofield/McCleary Waste Dump

 
Sycamore/Upper McClaery/Upper Barrel Waste Dump

 
Barrel Canyon Only Waste Dump

 
The Tohono O’odham Nation is still reviewing the lenghtly cultural resources report prepared by
SWCA.

 
This review is not complete.

 
None of the above waste dump alternatives are acceptable in the context of the significant cultural
resources on the project area that the Tohono O’odham Nation believes should be managed and
protected as part of a
Santa Rita Mountains Traditional Cultural Place.

 
We are working on developing the concept of a Santa Rita Mountains Traditional Cultural Place
that would include the Rosemont area as well as the rest of the Santa Rita Mountains – tentative
boundary area on the north would be Mount Fagan, on the east the Empire Mountains stretching
down to Fort Buchanan, on the south to the Patagonia-Sonoita Creek Preserve and on the west to
Elephant Head and along the Santa Rita Experimental  Range. 

 
These are preliminary boundaries only at the point and will have to be worked out in more detail.



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; Sarah L Davis; jrigg@swca.com
Subject: Fw: comments on Technical Reports -- Night Skies
Date: 05/10/2010 03:44 PM
Attachments: techlightlet.pdf

Upon very quick review of the attached letter, I think Rosemont needs to be aware
of this as they say they will comply with County lighting codes as much as possible. 
It seems that Rosemont may be  misinterpreting the code and need to be aware of
that.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/10/2010 03:41 PM -----

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

05/05/2010 08:19 AM

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

cc

Subject Fw: comments on Technical Reports -- Night Skies

Please distribute to IDT for review as appropriate.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
E-Mail:  tciapusci@fs.fed.us
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 05/05/2010 08:19 AM -----

"Dan Brocious"
<dbrocious@cfa.harvard.edu> 

04/29/2010 05:24 PM
Please respond to

<dbrocious@cfa.harvard.edu>

To tciapusci@fs.fed.us

cc falco@cfa.harvard.edu

Subject comments on Technical Reports -- Night
Skies

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
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April 29, 2010 


 
Teresa Ann Ciapusci 
Rosemont Copper Project Cooperating Agency Liaison 
Coronado National Forest 
300 West Congress, FB42 
Tucson, Arizona   85701 
 
Dear Ms. Ciapusci: 
 
Please find below our comments on the five Technical Reports posted to date under the Night 
Skies category of the Rosemont Proposal draft EIS.  While these comments follow the 
formatting of Rosemont Mine Outdoor Lighting & Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code Technical 
Memo, Rosemont Project, M3-PN08036, they apply equally to all of the reports.  Where we show 
text from the Memo, our comments are in brackets and bold. 
 
1  Background 
 
The Rosemont Mine is within an area of Pima County that is the most restrictive Lighting Area 
of the Code, namely, Area ‘E1a.’ The maximum amount of light within the Area ‘E1a’ is 18,000 
lumens per acre for Low Pressure Sodium (LPS) type outdoor lighting and 3,000 lumens per 
acre for High Pressure Sodium (HPS) type outdoor lighting with an additional restriction of 
3,000 lumens per lamp, maximum for HPS.  
 
[This is a misinterpretation of the Code.  The lighting allowance for Area E1a is 18,000 
lumens per acre total.  Total means lumens produced by all permissible fixtures such as 
full cut-off LPS and full cut-off non-LPS (which could be HPS).  Of the 18,000 total lumens 
per acre, no more than 3,000 of these may be from full cut-off non-LPS sources.  As an 
example, one acre could be illuminated by 15,000 lumens from full cut-off LPS fixtures and 
3,000 lumens from full cut-off HPS fixtures.] 
 
2  Design Approach and Results 
The entire mine site is regulated by the Mine Safety and Health Act (MSHA, or “Em-Sha”). Similar 
to the Occupational Safety and Health Act, MSHA establishes requirements for providing mine 
workers with a safe and healthy working environment. Part of that attempt includes 
requirements for lighting within the mine property to offer a well lit and safe working area. 
More specific impact of the MSHA regulations are included later in this Memo.  
 
[The “more specific impact …” is not called out later in the Memo.  Also, it would be useful 
if the MSHA regulations cited are included or otherwise made available to the reader.] 
 
2.3 Mine Pit 
… 
 
The 400 watt and 1000 watt HPS lamps do exceed the 3,000 lumens per lamp criteria, but the 
total lumens per acre is met, as shown later in this memo.  [In the interests of energy 
efficiency, Code compliance and better lighting, these should be full cut-off fixtures.  If so, 
then the 3,000 lumens per lamp limit does not apply.] 
 







 


 
Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory 


 Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory 


P O  Box 6369 
670 Mount Hopkins Road 
Amado  AZ  85645-6369  U S A  
520.670.5701 Telephone 
520.670.5714 Fax 


 
 
2.5 Leach Pads 
Lighting on the Leach Pads is portable lighting and is not addressed by the Code. This lighting 
is typically on for approximately one hour each night.  [Good lighting practice would call for 
properly sized lighting that is pointed downward.  Full cut-off portable lighting is coming 
to the market.] 
 
2.6  Results 
 
The calculations under 2.6 Results need to be revised. 
 
Total acreage of the Rosemont Mine Site: 4,415 acres 
[Only 995 acres are owned by the proponent.] 
 
As stated above, the lighting allowance for Area E 1a is 18,000 lumens per acre total.  Total 
means lumens produced by all permissible fixtures such as full cut-off LPS and full cut-off non-
LPS (which could be HPS).  Of the 18,000 total lumens per acre, no more than 3,000 of these 
may be from full cut-off non-LPS sources.  As an example, one acre could be illuminated by 
15,000 lumens from full cut-off LPS fixtures and 3,000 lumens from full cut-off HPS fixtures. 
 
So the lumens calculation in the report needs to be re-done.  The Code is 18,000 lumens per 
acres of which 3,000 could be non-LPS.  It is not 18,000 LPS lumens/acre plus 3,000 non-LPS 
lumens/acre. 
 
Other: 
 
The Memo makes only one reference to shielded lighting and that is in the last paragraph.  Full 
cut-off lighting fixtures are an essential element of the Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code 
that the proponent says is the design target.  Nowhere is there a description of this in the 
Memo.  A fixture schedule showing the model type of the proposed fixtures would be a great 
help.  Also, nowhere is it listed what fixtures were used in the lighting design software, making 
it hard to verify the results. 
 
We’re glad to see the proponent making use of low-pressure-sodium light and illuminating the 
roadways to reasonable levels.  Using a designer who is familiar with the Pima County Outdoor 
Lighting Code and dark sky friendly light practices would give the best result. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Emilio Falco       Dan Brocious 
Science Director      Public Affairs 
Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory    Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory 
 







Please see attached.

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Dan Brocious
Smithsonian Institution
Whipple Observatory
P.O. Box 6369
Amado, AZ  85645  USA

520-670-5706  Voicemail
520-670-5712   Fax



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Salek Shafiqullah; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: FW: Complete Pit Backfill & BADCT
Date: 01/25/2010 12:18 PM
Attachments: 20100125_ortman_furgason_pit-passive-containment-badct_memo.pdf

Bev,
 
I asked Dale to determine if the Coop Agency Alt is a “legally permittable” alternative.   Attached are
his findings.  The record would probably reflect best if ADEQ sent a letter to this effect, as well as
addressing a backfill alternative that would allow “flow through” the pit after closure.
 
Tom
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 10:17 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Complete Pit Backfill & BADCT
 
Tom,
 
Attached is a short memo regarding BADCT and the complete pit backfill concept.  It is apparent
that complete pit backfill does not comply with BADCT, cannot be granted an APP, and hence does
not comply with the Clean Water Act.
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

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


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Tom Furgason (SWCA) 


Copy to: Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 25 January 2010   


Subject: ADEQ BADCT Guidance and Pit Backfill Alternative 
 
I have reviewed the current Arizona Mining Guidance Manual BADCT published by ADEQ 
(Publication # TB 04-01) in regard to ADEQ’s ability to permit pit backfill and it appears that the 
BADCT process requires ADEQ to select the alternative that….  results in the least amount of 
pollutant loading (discharge) to the aquifer.  In addition, passive containment caused by a 
permanent drawdown around a mine pit is recognized under BADCT as satisfying the BADCT 
requirements for ADEQ to approve an APP if certain conditions are met.  Presented below are the 
relevant sections of the BADCT Guidance Manual with pertinent statements highlighted. 
 
 
The final step in developing an individual BADCT design is to make a selection from the 
Reference Design and the alternative design(s). The basis for this selection is loading to the 
aquifer. The BADCT design will be that design which results in the least amount of pollutant 
loading (discharge) to the aquifer. For example if an alternative design results in a lower 
pollutant loading to the aquifer, then that design will be selected as the BADCT design instead 
of the Reference Design. (BADCT Section 1.1.3.6 Selection of BADCT Design, Page 1-17) 
 
 
 
 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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A discharging facility at an open pit mining operation shall be deemed to satisfy BADCT 
requirements of A.R.S. 49-243.B.1. if the ADEQ determines that both of the following 
conditions are satisfied (A.R.S. 49-243.G): 
 


1. “The mine pit creates a passive containment that is sufficient to capture the 
pollutants discharged and that is hydrologically isolated to the extent that it does not 
allow pollutant migration from the capture zone. For purposes of this paragraph, 
“passive containment” means natural or engineered topographical, geological or 
hydrological control measures that can operate without continuous maintenance. 
Monitoring and inspections to confirm performance of the passive containment do not 
constitute maintenance. 


 
2. The discharging facility employs additional processes, operating methods or other 
alternatives to minimize discharge.” (BADCT Section 1.2.5 Passive Containment, Page 
1-35) 
 
 


It is apparent that complete backfill of the Rosemont pit with the consequent development of a 
flow-through condition in the groundwater will not result in the least amount of pollutant loading 
(discharge) to the aquifer when compared to the passive containment resulting from partial or no 
backfill; therefore the complete backfill alternative does not meet ADEQ’s BADCT requirements 
under the APP program and is not compliant with the Clean Water Act.  







From: Beverley A Everson
To: blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
Subject: Fw: Confirming: Rosemont Mine consultation meeting
Date: 07/28/2009 02:48 PM

Brian - here's the info on the FWS meeting time and location.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/28/2009 02:46 PM -----

Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS 

07/20/2009 02:36 PM

To Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov, jason_douglas@fws.gov,
Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, JWindes@azgfd.gov,
kkertell@swca.com, tfurgason@swca.com,
jsturgess@augustaresource.com

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Confirming: Rosemont Mine consultation meeting 

This is to confirm that we have identified a date and time for the discussion on
consultation. That date and time is August 5, 2009 at 9 AM. We will meet at the
USFWS conference room (201 N. Bonita, Suite 141, Tucson).

In no particular order, here are topics that we might want to discuss.

Define the action area (analysis boundary) for the project. 
Identify species included in the analysis.
Develop potential conservation measures to be included in the proposed
action.
Discuss a timeline for consultation (this is dependant on the development
and refinement of a proposed action and alternatives).

If there are other issues items we need to discuss, please send them to me and I
will get them on an agenda.

SWCA has been working on a draft biological assessment. Ken, would this be
available to share during or prior to the meeting?

Finally, it has been suggested that we bring in other Federal agencies and
cooperating agencies for this meeting, but I believe it would be better to keep it

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com


small and focused initially. It may be appropriate to discuss how to proceed with
cooperators at this first meeting. That said, if I inadvertently left someone out of this
mailing who should be at the table, please forward this to them. 

Rick

Richard A. Gerhart
Wildlife, Fish and Rare Plants Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress
Tucson AZ  85701
(520) 388-8374
rgerhart@fs.fed.us



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Congradulations on your decision!
Date: 06/30/2009 03:31 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/30/2009 03:30 PM -----

SANDRA ENGORON-
MARCH
<engoron@comcast.net> 

06/26/2009 06:04 PM

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Congradulations on your decision!

Congratulations on your decision to not consider a "no action" alternative on the
Rosemont project as part of its formal Environmental Impact Statement review, part of
the NEPA process.

SANDRA ENGORON-MARCH, Ph.D.
Family Therapist
Educator, Naturalist 

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; awcampbell@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us

Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Consolidated Cooperator Activities
Date: 10/30/2009 01:31 PM

FYI...  Consolidated Coop. Agency list of Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions lists.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 10/30/2009 01:29 PM -----

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

10/30/2009 11:38 AM

To kellett@fs.fed.us, rlaford@fs.fed.us,
tciapusci@fs.fed.us, mroth@fs.fed.us,
ccoyle@swca.com, mreichard@swca.com,
tfurgason@swca.com, beverson@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Consolidated Cooperator Activities

Here is the completed Cooperator Catalog of Activities consolidating all of their comments.

Thanks!

Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=157541> 
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Coop Agency letters table
Date: 09/29/2009 11:14 AM
Attachments: Cooperating Agency Alt comment tracking.xls

I still need to add the last couple of letters and will have that ready for IDT review
on Wed.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 09/29/2009 11:12 AM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

09/29/2009 09:20 AM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject CA table

 

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

 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original
dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes
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Sheet1

		Agency		Alt Element		IDT Thoughts		IDT Member (s)		Follow- up

		ADWR		Sycamore Canyon- slurry tailings increase water demands		consider during analysis		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		ADWR		Surface water diversion- additional permits could be required		consider during analysis		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		Air Force		Scholefield Cyn- increase flight altitude		disclose impacts		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		Air Force		Sycamore Canyon- no impact on flights		disclose impacts		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		Air Force		Barrel Only- no impact on flights		disclose impacts		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		AZ Geological Survey		Waste rock distance- increases fuel consumption		consider during analysis		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		AZ Geological Survey		Tailings conveyance- fossil fuel use		consider during analysis		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		AZ Geological Survey		Tailings site elevation- more dust emissions		consider during analysis		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		AZ State Parks				nothing applicable to alternatives		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		ACOE		Section 404 permit alternatives		still awaiting information from RCC- needs to be included in project management discussions to coordinate efforts		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		AZ Dept of Mines & Mineral Resources				nothing applicable to alternatives		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		Pima County		July 28, 2009  Item #1- pit backfill		The feasibility of backfill will be validated by SRK, hydrology effects of alternatives will be analyzed including aquifer drawdown		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah		SRK evaluation- Bev requests eval of Dr. Myer's report as well as proponent consultant's report(s) and feasibility of backfill.

		Pima County		July 28, 2009 Item #2- allow some mining without modifying Forest Plan		Outside the purpose and need of the project		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		Pima County		July 28, 2009  Item #3- pit diversion channel		Stormwater diversion designs for all project facilities are being considered- suggestion will be forwarded to RCC and discussed at September stormwater tech transfer meeting. Diversion of stormwater around the pit would result in limited benefit because of topography and minimal watershed area.		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		Pima County		July 28, 2009  Item #4 & 5- CAP water		4- The Forest will consider this part of the affected environment because CAP recharge is outside the scope of this project. 5- Salek		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah		Salek

		Pima County		July 28, 2009  Item #6- microbial leaching		The acid leaching process is for the oxide ore, not the sulfide ore. So, need clarification regarding the process they describe and the ore it pertains to. Hazardous materials were part of the public comment and are covered by current law, regulation and policy		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah		TA- clarify with Pima Co

		Pima County		July 28, 2009  Item #7-replacement of internal combustion engines in equipment		Economic and technical feasibility will be reviewed by SRK and emission effects will be analyzed. Pima County has the jurisdiction and ability to negotiate this with RCC directly utilizing the PAG's travel reduction program for employers over 300 employees.		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah		SRK evaluation

		Pima County		July 28, 2009 Item #8- more stringent than submerged fill for fuel tanks		Pima County has the jurisdiction and ability to enforce this with RCC directly with their permitting abilities. Need clarification as what Pima County is requesting the Forest to consider		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah		TA- clarify with Pima Co

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #1- More analysis needed before alternatives		process issue		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #2- Tunnel through Santa Ritas, railroad to put waste in Green Valley mine sites		Important to forward to SWCA to develop rationale and SRK professional opinions on this element and, if shown to be practicable, inquire with property owners and management agencies for ROW issues and inquire with the other mines will accept the waste		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob		SRK evaluation, Tami email with ROW judgement, consider letter to Pima County and State Lands exploring ROW approval

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #3- Economic feasibility- request for independent evaluation		SRK professional opinions on each of these items		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob		SRK evaluation

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #4- information request		done		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #5- Alternative considering other mineral deposits		Not within the current proposed action as proposed by the Proponent and not within the authority of the FS to require this-- send to SRK		Bev, Walt, Mindee		SRK evaluation

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #6- Smaller pit and/or alternate pit designs		Smaller pit and shifting location would be a taking because it would not access viable ore, Pit stability was within Call & Nicholas design, Area topography effects locations of other mine features--send to SRK		Bev, Dale		SRK evaluation

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #7- Barrel Canyon Watershed preservation concerns		consider during analysis and mitigation possibilities, Alternatives represent clear trade-offs and Scholefield keeps Barrel Cyn clear		Mindee, Salek, Kriegel

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #8- Sycamore Cyn TAMA recharge concerns		consider during analysis, Alternatives represent clear trade-offs and two alternatives do not place anything in Sycamore		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #9a- new alternative idea- Scholefield/Upper Barrel		Upper Barrel does not have sufficient volume to accomodate all of the waste rock. This was considered when formulating the Scholefield/McCleary alternative		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #9b- new alternative idea- smaller pit, smaller volume of tails and waste in Upper Barrel		IDT will forward to Rosemont to consider feasibility and to SRK to confirm		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob		Rosemont for technical and economic feasibility and SRK evaluation

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #9c- new alternative idea- Upper Oak Tree Canyon		The Barrel Only alternative is similar and addresses visual, hydrologic (direct tributary to Las Cienegas) and heritage issues. Input received during the Cooperator brainstorming exercise from ADEQ and BLM echoed the team's concern for Las Cienegas. Associated map labeled "Southeast Claims Alternative" does not illustrate the written description in item 9, but is still addressed in the Barrel Only alternative.		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob, Sebesta, Sarah, Bill

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #10- re-address horseshoe alternative		The driver for this alternative is addressed in another alternative that would be more beneficial in other areas		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #11- request to find another consideration to not cover cultural resources		The driver for this alternative is addressed in another alternative that would be more beneficial in other areas. Heritage Resources has been a main driver in the Alternative process		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #12- request for alternate places for facilities to private land		The majority of RCC's private land is on the West side of the ridge and the IDT decided that they would not consider placement over the ridge, Laws require access to other mineralized claims and economically feasibility to acquire other private lands not controlled by Rosemont, moving smaller facilities to private lands out of the area would increase impacts just to create roads and access to them		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #13- GIS shape files		Mel follow up with TA				TA

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #14- Alternative well field locations		Driver unknown for this item, permits have been issued already, IDT will forward request to RCC for consideration		Salek, Eli, Mindee, Tami, Alan, Kriegel, Bev, Walt, Bob		Request to Rosemont

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #15- Landscape of Santa Ritas a TCP? Stage of tribal consultation?		SWCA is addressing TCP and will be submitting report to FS. The FS has communicating with Pima County about progress in this consultation. Most feedback received from tribes when discussing alternatives has been regarding preserving arch sites. This has been a driver for considering alternatives.  Landscapes will also be considered when refining the alternatives to emulate natural land forms. Continue to discuss tradional cultural landscapes in analysis.		Bill,  Kriegel, Sarah

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #16- scope of alternatives too large to avoid sensitive cultural sites		Currently validating the pit size needed. The alternatives have been designed to avoid as many sensitive cultural sites as possible		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item#17- Section 106 compliance		compliance and consultation are required  and on-going and mitigations will be negotiated and decided in the future with Cooperators, tribes and SHPO		Bill

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #18- Barrel Canyon alternative falsely represented		This has been recognized, corrected and further clarified that the alternative will avoid the Ballcourt site.		Bill, Mindee

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #19		done		Bill, Mindee, Bev

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #20- mitigation measure list incomplete		TA ask Pima County for missing ideas		Mindee, Bev		TA

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #21- pit diversion options		Stormwater diversion designs for all project facilities are being considered- suggestion will be forwarded to RCC and discussed at September stormwater tech transfer meeting. Diversion of stormwater around the pit would result in limited benefit because of topography and minimal watershed area.		Bev		Request to Rosemont

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #22- confine future mining in permit issuance		Any additional mining and/or processing activities not covered in the final approved MPO would require additional analysis according to law, regulation and policy.		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #23- change stormwater capture design in McCleary		potential mitigation		Bev

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #24- reconstruct the McCleary drainage at closure		not technically feasible  and there is an alternative considering the preservation of McCleary drainage		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #25- designate storage credits		Salek needs to research and respond		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah		Salek

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #26- backfilling		SRK will validate feasibility rationale		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah		SRK evaluation

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #27- different pit configuration		TA- get clarification as to what is specifically meant by the statement		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah		TA

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #28- pit dewatering		TA- get clarification as to what is specifically meant by the statement		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah		TA

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #29- off-site compensatory mitigation		Pima County has the jurisdiction and ability to negotiate this with RCC directly but this is outside FS authority.		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah		Bev- Check with Reta

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #30- new alternative- no FS lands for power use		Pima County should contact EPG and RCC to have these comments a part of the EPG and Arizona Corp. Commission's analysis and decisionmaking process.		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #31- include lines in analysis		Pima County should contact EPG and RCC to have these comments a part of the EPG and Arizona Corp. Commission's analysis and decisionmaking process.		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #32- transmission line ROW would require Pima Co. approval		Pima County should contact EPG and RCC to have these comments a part of the EPG and Arizona Corp. Commission's analysis and decisionmaking process.		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #33- ROW		Pima County should contact EPG and RCC to have these comments a part of the EPG and Arizona Corp. Commission's analysis and decisionmaking process.		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #34- new and/or extended housing community growth		rate of future growth that has not been permitted is outside the scope of this analysis		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		Pima County		Aug 28, 2009 Item #35- future growth scenarios		rate of future growth that has not been permitted is outside the scope of this analysis, the scope of cumulative effects has not yet been determined and this could be considered within that discussion		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		Smithsonian				nothing applicable to alternatives, comments will be considered during analysis, vibration modeling in process- TA- clarify sulfur dioxide source		Mindee, Sarah, Bev		TA

		Tohono O'odham Nation		no alternatives acceptable considering area is a TCP, area boundaries preliminary		FS and SWCA will continue to work with them to better define the TCP		Bill

		Town of Sahuarita		development on west side of ridge would affect quality of life		Removal of the ridge and alternate haul roads  are not elements of the alternatives currently being considered. Concerns raised will be considered during analysis of any alternative utilizing Sycamore Canyon tailing storage		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah

		City of Tucson				no comments pertaining to alternatives		Bev, Mindee, Sebesta, Kriegel, Bill, Sarah
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Cooperating Agency Alt Comment Tracking
Date: 11/02/2009 02:25 PM

Mel and I are pretty sure theTable of  Cooperating Agency Alt Comments had been
posted to WebEx, but she posted it again since neither of us could find it.  The link
is below. 

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/02/2009 02:23 PM -----

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

11/02/2009 02:14 PM

To Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Cooperating Agency Alt Comment Tracking

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go directly to
the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please note that some email
clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't
go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=157696> 

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=157696


From: Tom Furgason
To: beverson@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Reta Laford
Subject: FW: Cooperating Agency-Led Alternative Process
Date: 12/07/2009 12:33 PM

Bev and Mindee,

We probably need to discuss this at the next meeting with Rosemont and
determine what, if any, impact this will have on the schedule to deliver
chapter 2.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL [mailto:Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil] 
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2009 12:27 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Brian Lindenlaub
Subject: RE: Cooperating Agency-Led Alternative Process

 Tom

The Corps needs to stay actively involved in preparation of alternatives
as
it is imperative that our Section 404(b)(1) alternatives are the same as
the
NEPA alternatives.  We are not able to take the lead on this as my
workload
does not allow me the time to do that.  However, I want to be sure we do
not
have just an ancillary part in this.  I'm hoping to be done with my
special
project within a couple weeks and then I will have more time to turn my
attention to this.  Brian Lindenlaub is going to be getting me the
analysis
on the three additional alternatives I asked them to review.  I will not
be
available until after the first week in January....this month is out for
me
but I will be looking at WestLand's analysis and can provide some input
(via
email) as to what alternatives we believe should move forward.
Basically,
any alternative which is practicable in light of cost, logistics, and
technology should be evaluated and that most definitely includes
off-site
alternatives.

I hope this helps and meets your deadline of today.  Thanks, Tom.

Marjorie 
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and
recycle

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Furgason [mailto:tfurgason@swca.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 9:35 AM
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu; cbeck@azdot.gov;
Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov; daniel_moore@blm.gov; dt1@azdeq.gov;
David_Jacobs@azag.gov; falco@cfa.harvard.edu; gfleming@asmi.az.gov;
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us; jmtannler@azwater.gov;
julia.fonseca@pima.gov;
jwindes@azgfd.gov; karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov; lagrignano@azwater.gov;
lee.allison@azgs.az.gov; Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov;
LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov;
madan.singh@mines.az.gov; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; Blaine,
Marjorie E
SPL; nicole.ewing-gavin@tucsonaz.gov; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; rcasavant@azstateparks.gov;
stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us
Cc: Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Cooperating Agency-Led Alternative Process

Attached are the directions for the ftp site.

 

Tom Furgason

Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants

343 West Franklin Street

Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110

(520) 820-5178 mobile

(520) 325-2033 fax

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us


 

 

________________________________

From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 8:17 AM
To: brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu; cbeck@azdot.gov;
Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov;
daniel_moore@blm.gov; dt1@azdeq.gov; David_Jacobs@azag.gov;
falco@cfa.harvard.edu; gfleming@asmi.az.gov;
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us;
jmtannler@azwater.gov; julia.fonseca@pima.gov; jwindes@azgfd.gov;
karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov; lagrignano@azwater.gov;
lee.allison@azgs.az.gov;
Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov; LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov;
madan.singh@mines.az.gov; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil;
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil; nicole.ewing-gavin@tucsonaz.gov;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us;
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov; stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: Cooperating Agency-Led Alternative Process

 

Good morning everyone - 

I am providing the following message on behalf of Tom Furgason (SWCA
Environmental Consultants) regarding the process to develop a
cooperating
agency-led alternative.  Please respond per Tom's directions included in
the
message. 

A meeting to continue the development of an alternative by the
cooperating
agencies (agencies) was held yesterday.  Attendees were limited to: 

BLM:  Cindy Alvarez
AGFD:  John Windes
ASGS:  John Spencer
Town of Sahuarita:  Orlanthia Henderson Westland Resources: Brian
Lindenlaub 
  
ADEQ and ADWR have opted not to participate due to schedule conflicts
and/or
lack of allocated staff time. The State Land Department indicated they
will
participate to the extent that the cooperating agency alternative would
involve State Trust lands.  The US Army Corps of Engineers, Air Force,
and
Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral Resources indicated they were
unable
to attend due to schedule conflicts. 
  
SWCA fully realizes there are issues related to timing of the notice for
yesterday's meeting, timing with relation to the holidays and personal
leave
schedules, and Forest Supervisor Derby's deadline to complete an
alternative
by December 31.  However, based on the response so far, SWCA is
interested in
determining the agencies' continuing interest in fully participating in
the
development of an alternative.  Furthermore, SWCA is interested in
identifying an agency that would like to take the lead on this process.
Accomplishing this goal will require a dedicated effort by several
agencies
over the next four weeks.  Therefore, SWCA requests the agencies: 
  
1)       Inform SWCA of their desired level of participation (e.g.,
actively
participate, stay appraised, or decline involvement) 
2)       Provide SWCA with a request for resource needs for alternative
development 
3)       Suggest dates, times, and locations to work on the alternative 
  
Given the short deadline, SWCA requests responses by Monday, December 7,
2009.  SWCA will assume that an agency has declined involvement if it
does
not reply by close of business on December 7. 
  
To further facilitate information sharing for the alternative
development
process, SWCA has established an ftp site to facilitate the transfer of
electronic files for the agencies use.  The login name is
"RCPCooperators"
and the password is "NEPArocks".  Attached are the instructions to
access
this site.  Yesterday's presentation has been posted to the site and the
GIS
files for facilities configurations will be posted by the end of this
week.
These materials will also be posted on the Coronado's RosemontEIS.us
website
at a later time. 
  
Feel free to contact me or Tom Furgason (tfurgason@swca.com
<mailto:tfurgason@swca.com> , 520-325-9194) if you have any questions



about
the cooperating agency-led alternative or process. 

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Core team meeting on Wednesday, in room 1822 (new federal building)
Date: 02/22/2010 05:15 PM

Rochelle will work with Tom to better organize and present the relevent information
in the DEIS.  This, and other foundational pieces, is vital before efficient and
meaningful IDT review and comment can occur.  

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 02/22/2010 05:04 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

02/22/2010 03:56 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Core team meeting on Wednesday, in room 1822 (new

federal building)

Please plan on a half day meeting this Wednesday.  As always, extended team
members are welcome.

Also, by now you have been notified that the latest version of the DEIS is out and
posted on WebEx.  Note that there will be some further editing on the document
(here in this office), so don't spend a lot of time on review yet, however, take a look
to see what is new from the last version.  For example, recreation and economics
have been fleshed out.

See  you Wednesday.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/7F908CA97226EA4007257842000294EA


Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melinda D Roth
To: mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Sarah L Davis; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Coronado Project Record Protocols
Date: 11/10/2009 09:43 AM
Attachments: CoronadoProjectRecordProtocols_rev110909sd.docx

Final Project Record Direction
Thank you Sarah.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/10/2009 09:40 AM -----

Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS 

11/09/2009 12:21 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Coronado Project Record Protocols

This version has the changes you recommended.  I will continue in the future to do
revisions as we learn more.  R10 already updated the information re litigation record
and litigation reports.  I changed it in this version.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

Coronado National Forest Project Record Protocols

Introduction

The project record documents and supports Forest Service decision-making and review processes in a manner that allows all participants in these processes (responsible official, resource specialists charged with analysis and implementation, agency and regulatory reviewers, and the public) to track and understand how a decision was made.  Project records are designed to consolidate and organize documentation in a manner that facilitates retrieval and review of individual documents within the record and tells the story of the decision process to objective reviewers, including the courts.  

A complete project record (everything before the agency at the time of its decision) consists of all documents considered, including those contrary to the decision. Keeping a project record will help: 

· Future processes understand the decision and its rationale 

· Aid the courts in determining whether a decision process was rational, if the decision goes to court

· Facilitate response to requests for documents pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act



The record keeping that forms a project record begins with the first meeting, report, or discussion of a decision process.  From the start, the agency official responsible for the decision process must ensure that someone considers EVERY conversation, meeting note, and document that contributes to analysis or supports the decision as having potential to be a component of the project record and must determine whether the item should be included in the record.  In practice, experience has shown the practicality of delegating record keeping duties to one or two team members that are charged with compiling, maintaining, and indexing the project record at each stage of the decision process, under the overall supervision of the agency responsible official and team leader.  

Where project records are an integral part of the Forest Service decision process, or are required by statute, regulation, and Forest Service Directives (Forest Service Manual and Handbook), agency responsible officials are expected to understand and emphasize to their analysis team leaders and team members the importance of creating and maintaining up-to-date project records that support the decision process.  This is most efficiently accomplished by including a discussion of record keeping assignments and requirements in the project initiation letter associated with the decision process.  The following example excerpted from the project initiation letter to the Rosemont Copper Project EIS interdisciplinary team illustrates:




Administrative Record



The Interdisciplinary Team Leader is responsible for the Administrative Record for this project.  In coordination with the Project Manager and Administrative Assistant(s), the Interdisciplinary Team Leader will maintain a complete Administrative Record for the NEPA review.  I expect, at a minimum, the following documents to be filed in the Administrative Record, in addition to any other information deemed relative to the project:



· Various plans and documents submitted by the Proponent, including the composite MPO and its associated supplemental information

· Correspondence received prior to publication of the Notice of Intent

· Copies of the Memorandum of Understanding between the Proponent and Forest regarding the NEPA review, including any updates

· Conflict of interest forms signed by the Consultant and its subcontractor staff

· Correspondence and notes of conversations with the Proponent and Consultant related to the NEPA review

· Copies of all public notices

· Copies of all legal notices

· A list of parties who were sent public notices

· All meeting notes, whether formal or informal

· The initial record of the Project’s listing on the Schedule of Proposed Actions

· All comments received before, during and after the scoping period up until the date a Draft Environmental Impact Statement is released for public comment

· A summary and content analysis of comments received during scoping

· Assignments of actions to be taken by interdisciplinary team members to address scoping comments

· Records of interactions with cooperating agencies, including, but not limited to, letters of invitation, acceptance, and any necessary memoranda of agreement regarding roles and responsibilities

· Records of interactions with working groups, including, but not limited to, letters of invitation, acceptance, any necessary memoranda of agreement regarding roles and responsibilities, and copies of any completed work products

· Records of communications with government officials

· Resource specialists’ reports and correspondence with the Consultant

· Final versions of Draft Environmental Impact Statement and other NEPA-related documents



Project records and their component documentation may utilize available technology including electronic display, organization, storage, and retrieval methods.  Depending on the size and complexity of the record, the responsible official may designate that a particular record be maintained in hardcopy paper format, electronic format, or both.  When providing project record direction for a particular analysis, the responsible official should consider storage implications, including space requirements, maintenance of security and confidentiality, and day-to-day accessibility of record components.  Where litigation of a decision is highly likely, it is recommended that the project record format be aligned with the desires of administrative reviewers (i.e., for the appeal or objection) and the court requirements to the extent feasible; this will reduce rework to accommodate these needs late in the record management process.  

The remainder of this document presents a set of standard processes, practices, and protocols that will be used in constructing and maintaining project records initiated by the Coronado National Forest.  

Types of Records

The following list defines the most commonly used administrative record systems.  The items in the list are presented in the order in which they are usually created. 

Project Record – The project record documents activities and decisions that result from the process of developing a programmatic or site-specific analysis of effects of a proposed action pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This record details the process used to analyze a proposed action pursuant to NEPA procedures, including all phases of analysis, disclosure, and public involvement, as well as any decisions stemming from such analysis and disclosure.  The Interdisciplinary Team Leader is responsible for creating and maintaining this record system.  Project Records are often the basis for other records, including appeal records and certified records used by the courts during litigation.  

Appeal Record – The appeal record consists of the relevant decision documentation and pertinent records that respond to claims and/or allegations raised in a Notice of Appeal filed pursuant  to Forest Service administrative appeal regulations at 36 CFR 215, 36 CFR 251, and 36 CFR 217.  The agency official responsible for the decision under appeal is responsible for coordinating with agency appeal specialists and/or legal counsel to construct, maintain, and close this record system. 

Implementation Record – The implementation record is a continuation of a project record that extends the project record documentation beyond the point of decision to include all documents that support implementing, and monitoring the decision.  The line officer responsible for implementing the decision is responsible for creating, maintaining, and closing the implementation record.

Court Records

The following records will be required if a decision is litigated.  Although court processes are not the subject of this document, information and definitions are provided  here to increase understanding of the administrative record’s relationship to records used in litigation proceedings. 

Litigation Record – A litigation record is the Project Record including everything from the start of the project, even the pre-scoping work, to the time the project is litigated.  The record should include any appeals, news articles, or other media coverage that occurred after the decision. If there is any implementation, such as road building or facility construction, a record of the implementation work is included.

Litigation Report – A litigation report is a privileged communication between the      Forest Service and its legal counsel made in preparation for litigation.  It is prepared in response to the Forest Service receiving a complaint. The litigation report includes the claimant’s (plaintiff’s) allegations and/or claims of wrong-doing or harm and the agency’s response to those claims and allegations.  Agency responses cite to and are supported by documentation in underlying administrative record systems. 

Certified Administrative Record - A certified administrative record is compiled in preparation for Federal District Court litigation. It is marked by the Forest for certification of completeness. The certified administrative record may include records from other previously developed or closed record systems including pertinent strategic planning records, site-specific planning records, implementation records and/or appeal records. Because the format for these records is specified by the court and must be followed exactly, the agency official responsible for the disputed decision works cooperatively with agency legal counsel to prepare, maintain, and close a Certified Administrative Record.

NEPA Analyses that Require Project Records

Project records are required for most federal decision processes that are subject to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) procedures.  Forest Service decisions pursuant to NEPA procedures that require the creation and maintenance of a project record include:  most categories of categorical exclusions (CE), all environmental assessments (EA), and all environmental impact statements (EIS). The size and complexity of the project record will vary with the level and technical complexity of the NEPA analysis completed. 

Keeping a Project Record 

The decision-making process should inform choices regarding the records to be included in a project record.  At a minimum, the following types of documentation should be evaluated for inclusion:  

  

· Draft and Final EISs (official drafts, but not the preliminary draft) 

· Comment letters

· All scientific/technical reports, studies considered 

· Computer modeling 

· Contracts 

· Correspondence with cooperating, consulting , and regulatory agencies

· Personal correspondence and memos, including electronic mail that was circulated



Every project record must include an index that provides details about each record in the system.  At a minimum, the index should include the following information about each record:



· A record identifier number

· The date the document was signed, approved, or finalized

· A short description of the document

· The name of the document author(s)




Project Record Management 

Project records initiated on the Coronado National Forest will utilize the schema shown in Figure 1 (p.12) as a starting point for organization.  The schema may be modified by the responsible official to accommodate the specific needs of a particular decision process, but the general format presented here must be maintained.  This schema is designed to facilitate filing and retrieval of documentation in the project record.  The schema is an outline created using Microsoft Word software.

In addition to the schema, the project records initiated by the Coronado National Forest will be supported by an index similar to the example shown in Figure 2 (p.17).  Again, this example may be modified to coincide with the schema developed for a particular decision process.  The index is created using Microsoft Excel spreadsheet software.  

NOTE: The schema presented in Figure 1 is based on the project record for a timber sale; however, the same general schema, index, and content entries would apply to other types of projects, with slight modification.  

Project Record Contents

The project record is the foundation for the decisions made by the responsible official and needs to support implementation.  Refer to the record schema (Figure 1) for a list of the types of documents that need to be included in the record.  Any memos, e-mails, loose notes, or reports that document pertinent resource conditions or findings, interim decisions on actions that are a part of or affect the action alternatives, or input resulting from internal and external scoping should be saved and included as part of the record.  

Due to changing technology, maintain project records in both hardcopy and electronic formats.  It is important that both record formats have identical documents.  Often, the electronic version is maintained and the hardcopy is not or vice versa.  Both have to be maintained throughout the life of the project, as required by FSH 6209.11, 41.  

All documents should have a minimum 1-inch margin on all four sides.

When printed, all documents must be printed on 8.5 x 11 paper, with the exception of maps.  

Do not place duplex (double-sided) documents in the project record.  Replace original duplex documents with single-sided copies (make sure they are legible).  Exceptions to this rule are voluminous documents, such as Draft Environmental Impact Statements (DEISs), Final Environmental Impact Statements (FEISs), Coronado Land and Resource Management Plan, and other books and references, when originals are readily available for inclusion in multiple records either hardcopy or electronically.  

Documents within each topical section of the project record are filed in chronological order with the oldest document in front or on top.  Project records read in the same order as a book, from beginning to end.

In the case of appeal or litigation, all documents must be maintained in their original format and converted to electronic format using Adobe PDF or Microsoft Excel spreadsheet software. Spreadsheets must be converted to Adobe pdf format using Adobe Acrobat 9.3 or higher software for this conversion.  Conversion can be done from within a document; in order to insure that its formatting is preserved.  Similarly, e-mails can be converted within the e-mail program. Do not attempt to change file extensions as a method of converting documents.  Assistance will be provided for document conversion to those without conversion software. 

Document numbers must be hyperlinked in the index to the electronic document.  Make sure all documents will open once links are created. 

All documents that are filed in a non-native format, must be maintained somewhere in their original format, including all the encoding that might have come with that document.  Emails are a good example of this. Many times these are scanned or saved from print screen; regardless, maintain a copy in its original format in case of Court discovery.  This also applies to documents that may be converted from .doc or .xls to pdf.

Federal Courts do not use Microsoft Office Suite software --- this means that they cannot open .mdb, .xls, .doc, etc. and is the reason why the preferred file type is pdf. 

Databases (xls) do not convert well to pdf unless Adobe Acrobat 9.3 or higher is used.  The original versions must be saved.  No document should contain any password-protected pages or sheets.

Databases using the .mdb extension are documented by linking to the result that was used when making project determinations AND by adding location information about how to find the .mdb itself.  The .mdb files are often just documented with this information and not fully included with the record that is filed with the court.

Mark each page of all draft documents as “draft” (e.g., draft resource reports, draft meeting notes, and draft scientific papers).

Documents, laws, and regulations that are easily available either in libraries or on the internet do not need to be included in a project record.  

All documents shall be legible.  Copies of photocopies, handwritten documents, pencil drawings, and so forth, are often not readable.  Transcribe by typing any document which cannot be clearly reproduced and indicate that it is a transcription from an original document.  Include both the transcribed document and the original document in the project record.

Signatures on documents must be original, a carbon, or photocopy. Documents with electronic indication of signature (/s/) are not admissible in Court and should not be placed in a project record unless the signed copy has been lost or destroyed.  Signed documents, such as an EA or EIS, should have the signature page scanned for the electronic record.  Resource reports and other documents such as notes may be saved with the electronic signature as long as the hardcopy document has an original signature. It is a good habit to have authors and signatories sign original documents in BLUE ink so they are readily identifiable as original signatures.  Avoid black ink signatures.

When scanning original documents for the electronic record, use the optical character recognition (OCR) function so the document can be searched for key words and phrases electronically.  Make sure scanned documents are legible and include the entire original document unless only a portion of the document is used as a reference.  For example, do not include the entire Dictionary of Birds if you are only discussing the goshawk section. 

Digital photos should be saved electronically in their original format and printed for the hardcopy file. For non-digital photos, attach photographs and negatives to 8-1/2 by 11-inch paper.  Identify each photograph indicating the subject, location, date, time, and photographer. 

Reproduce large graphics, such as maps and charts, which cannot be folded to an 8-1/2 by 11-inch format as slides or photographs.  Ensure that all details of the original graphic are legible in the reduced form.  If the map is not legible when reduced, write a description of the map to include in the electronic record and keep the original document in the hardcopy record. Make a note in the project record that, “This document is a reduction of the original, which is located at …” Remember in case of litigation, all original documents regardless of whether they can be reduced or not, must be kept.  Large maps, such as GIS maps, may be the originals, if there are enough copies for each copy of the record (including appeal, litigation and Court certified).

Write a letter to the file, identifying by subject and location, any data stored and filed on electronic media which cannot be physically included in the project record.  This includes GIS files and stand exam maps. Large electronic files should be copied to compact disc or DVD and stored in the project record with the letter to the file. Make sure the GIS electronic files are copied at the DEIS, FEIS and ROD stages to give a snapshot of the information available at that time.  

For a litigation record, consecutively number each page of each document in the lower right-hand corner, including the document cover and blank pages (do not include cover sheets). This should only be done for litigation records and is not required or recommended for project records.  In the litigation record, each document is numbered beginning with the cover as number 1.  The footer should include both the project and document number in this format: projectnumber_documentnumber (605_00001), page number, and number of pages (Figure 3, p.8).  This is a Bates stamp footer that can be added electronically using Adobe Acrobat 9.3 Professional version or higher.



Page 8 of 25	Coronado Project Record Protocol	

“If it is not in the project record, it never happened.”

Coronado Project Record Protocol	Page 7 of 25

“If it is not in the project record, it never happened.”

Figure 3   Example of Bates stamp footer – Scott Peak Document number 30_0002 - Regional Forester's expectations for the 2003 Tongass Timber Program

[image: ]

Items Not Needed in the Project Record

Adding documents to the project record that do not support the decision and only vaguely reference the project create larger records than needed and complicate efforts to retrieve a particular document that responds to public inquiry or supports analysis and implementation.  More is not necessarily better. 

The following are examples of unneeded documents that have been added to project records in the past, causing larger records than required. 

		DO NOT KEEP

		KEEP



		IDT meeting announcements – the e-mails detailing only the time and location of the meetings are not needed in the record.

		IDT meeting notes with attached agendas are needed in the project record.



		Wildlife Biologist Memo – 

“I am going to Unit 37 to investigate a report of a goshawk nest in the unit.”  

		Wildlife Biologist Memo – 

“On May 3rd, I completed a field survey of Unit 37 and found a goshawk nest with two eggs in the middle of the unit. The nest is located at these GPS coordinates …” 



		Line Officer Memo – 

“Please add Unit 37 to the agenda for Thursday.”  



		Line Officer Memo – 

“I have decided to drop Unit 37 from the unit pool because there is a goshawk nest in the middle of the unit.” 



		Engineer Memo – 

“I tried to call the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) but they are gone for the day.  I’ll try again next week.”  

		Engineer Memo – 

“On May 23rd, I spoke with Fred Smith at COE and they would like more information on the proposed LTF site.  Attached is the map and additional information that I sent to the COE.” 

When filing, include the attachment with the memo in the project record.  



		Loose Page Torn out of Notebook –

 “The following people took the bear safety class on Tuesday.”  

		Loose Page Torn out of Notebook –

 “On July 3rd, I saw three bears, a sow and two cubs, in Unit 17 near the stream on the west side of the unit.  The bears appeared well fed and were eating fish from the stream.”



		Field Survey Notebook – 

Comments about how much you dislike your supervisor for sending you into the field on another rainy day.  



There is no reason to write personal comments in a field notebook; it is not a diary but a notebook for professional observations.  



Several field notebooks were reviewed by the Court.  Unfortunately, the surveyors had added personal comments to the same pages on which they took field notes.  The Judge did not find their humor or comments appropriate for professionals.

		Field Survey Notebook – 

“The Class III stream on the west side of Unit 23 was brown with turbidity due to seven days of rain.  On investigation upstream of Unit 23, we found that a small slide has developed on the steep slope above the unit.  The slide is about 25 feet long by 10 feet wide and is located at GPS coordinates… ”



		Field Survey Notebook – 

“Sketch of survey partner fishing after work hours.”  

		Field Survey Notebook – 

“Sketch of unit showing stream classes and location of karst area.”



		Line Officer Memo 1 – 

“I have decided to drop Unit 37 from the unit pool because there is a goshawk nest in the middle of the unit.” 

IDT Leader Memo 1 – 

“Okay, do you want to go to lunch after the meeting on Tuesday?”

Line Officer Memo 2 – 

“I have a teleconference after the meeting, can we go at 1300?”

IDT Leader Memo 2 – 

“I have a meeting at 1300.  How about lunch on Wednesday?”

Line Officer Memo 3 – 

“Wednesday doesn’t work for me.  How about Friday?”

IDT Leader Memo 3 –

 “Friday is good.”

		Line Officer Memo 1 – 

“I have decided to drop Unit 37 from the unit pool because there is a goshawk nest in the middle of the unit.” 



		Notes by a reviewing team are for the team to use to improve the document.  These are considered privileged work product and are not usually included in the project record.  The responsible official may decide to include them in the record if the review comments shed light on the decision-making process and/or help the public and objective reviewers understand the context  changes/decisions that were made.

		



		Multiple draft documents – every document goes through several iterations before a final document is completed.  Do not keep all the interim drafts in the project record. 







		Keep drafts that were circulated for comment or were the foundation for the analysis at the DEIS stage. Final reports and analyses should be included at the FEIS stage.



Drafts of resource reports that support the analyses in the DEIS should also be maintained in the record.  The draft reports need to be clearly marked DRAFT or dated to show they were completed for the DEIS.



		Personal information - social security numbers, wages, or employee addresses should not be included in the project record. 



Business Information – information from contractors or bidders that may give a competitor an unfair advantage should not be included in the project record.  This includes patent information and business plans.  If it must be kept in the record to meet contract stipulations or for some other reason, it should be protected and filed in accordance with the direction for maintaining confidential records and records that meet the exemptions provided under FOIA.

		A short biography of qualifications should be included for each person that works on the project.  This biography should only contain information to support their assignment to the project team.  The information should include education, years of employment, and any other supporting information such as articles written or additional courses completed.



Contracts and other documents required to implement the project or complete analysis should be included in the project record.  Any personal information in these documents must be protected as FOIA-exempt.



		Documents that have no foundation – a document without a date, signature, or explanation should not be included in the project record.  



Several analyses include GIS model runs and sometimes these runs are just stuck in the project record.  It is virtually impossible to tell which runs are preliminary, i.e., run before all the facts were entered, and which are the final runs, when there are no dates or signatures on the runs.  These pages usually just take up space, however, when the model runs are needed to respond to an appeal or litigation, the lack of signature and date can have severe consequences.  

		









Model runs with SIGNATURE and DATE



		

		Any information the IDT used to complete their analysis and any information the Responsible Official used to make decisions.  When in doubt, discuss the document at an IDT meeting, contact someone in the RO, or ask the responsible official



		

		Records of phone and personal conversations with the public and other agencies regarding the project need to be included in the project record.  








Coronado National Forest Project Record Schema 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Project Management

a) Formal recommendations, including direction issued to the team leader and team members 

b) Formal meeting minutes and memos

c) General correspondence

d) Third Party management, including contracts, agreements, and Memoranda of Understanding 

e) Other 

Public Involvement and Agency Consultation

1. Public Involvement Plan, Public Involvement Report

1. Announcements, newsletters, sign-in sheets, and official notes

1. Mailing lists

1. Scoping and Public Comments

i) Scoping Period

ii) DEIS

j) 404 Permit

Communication

1. Congressional correspondence

1. Other Federal Agencies (cooperating, not consulting)

1. State Agencies

1. Organizations

1. Individuals

1. FOIA

1. Tribal Consultation

1. Internal Communication 

Alternatives

1. Cumulative effects catalog (impacts considered by all resources in their cumulative effects analysis)

1. Connected Actions, e.g., Tucson Electric Power Line EIS

Resource Reports

1. Biodiversity and Old-growth Habitat

i) Resource Report

ii) Notes and Correspondence[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Correspondence contained within this folder in each resource area is specifically for resource specialists (for example, memos between a Forest Service botanist and a state botanist to get a copy of the state sensitive plant list or copies of a scientific article). Official correspondence from or to a line officer or decision-maker is in folder 3. ] 


iii) Published Reference Documents

iv) Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork) 

v) Fish Habitat and Aquatic Resources 

i) Resource Report

ii) Notes and Correspondence

iii) Published Reference Documents

iv) Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

w) Geology, Soils and Wetlands

1. Resource Report

1. Notes and Correspondence

1. Published Reference Documents

1. Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

x) Heritage

1. Resource Report

1. Notes and Correspondence

1. Published Reference Documents

1. Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

y) Inventoried Roadless Areas

1. Resource Report

1. Notes and Correspondence

1. Published Reference Documents

1. Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

z) Land Status and Special Uses

1. Resource Report

1. Notes and Correspondence

1. Published Reference Documents

1. Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

aa) Plants (TES and Invasive)

i) Resource Reports

ii) Notes and Correspondence

iii) Published Reference Documents

iv) Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

ab) Recreation and Roadless Areas 

1. Resource Reports

1. Notes and Correspondence

1. Published Reference Documents

1. Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

ac) Scenery

i) Resource Reports

ii) Notes and Correspondence

iii) Published Reference Documents

iv) Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

ad) Silviculture

i) Resource Reports

ii) Notes and Correspondence

iii) Published Reference Documents

iv) Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

v) Stand Exams

ae) Socioeconomics

1. Resource Report

1. Notes and Correspondence

1. Published Reference Documents

1. Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

af) Soils and Geology

i) Resource Reports

ii) Notes and Correspondence

iii) Published Reference Documents

iv) Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

ag) Timber and Vegetation 

1. Resource Report

1. Notes and Correspondence

1. Published Reference Documents

1. Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)	

ah) Transportation

1. Resource Report

1. Notes and Correspondence

1. Published Reference Documents

1. Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

ai) Wildlife and TES Animals

1. Resource Report

1. Notes and Correspondence

1. Published Reference Documents

1. Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

DEIS

FEIS

Geospatial Analysis - electronic files and maps (should be one copy at the DEIS and a second at FEIS/ROD)

FOIA Exempt[footnoteRef:2] Documents [2:  The Forest Service does not disclose the exact location of cave/karst features and cultural resources to protect them from damage and attorney-client and/or any pre-decisional documents necessary to support the decision.  This folder would then become your “privilege log” if you had any documents in it, they would NOT be scanned and filed electronically with the project record.] 


ROD 

1. Notice in the Federal Register and Newspaper of Record and news articles

1. FOIA requests and other communication from reviewers 






**POST-ROD RECORD** 



Appeal

1. Appeals

1. Appeal record

1. Appeal period correspondence 

1. Appeal period notes (These are notes of conversations with the appellants and anyone recognized as an interested party.)

1. Appeal period supplemental information 

42. In some appeals, the appellant may reference previous appeals on other projects, Court decisions, or other information that became available after the decision was made, such as a newly released scientific paper.  Information responding to the appeal points that are outside project-specific information may be added to the appeal record, including previous appeal decisions, if it is clearly marked as supplemental information not used in the decision making process. These additions should be limited to items mentioned by the appellant, such as a Court order or a copy of a scientific paper referenced in the appeal.

1. Appeal recommendation and/or decision

1. Responsible officials response to direction contained in the appeal decision 

44. Some appeal decisions direct the responsible official to complete additional analysis, revise text for clarification, or provide other instruction.  The appeal record should contain evidence documenting that such instructions were carried out by the responsible official.



** IMPLEMENTATION RECORD** 



Implementation

1. Change Reports and Orders 

i) Layout

ii) Engineering

iii) Sale Administrator

at) Contracts, notes, and correspondence

au) Applicable permits

av) References

aw) Other (maps, numerical data, etc)

Monitoring

ax) Surveys and  reports

ay) Notes and correspondence

az) Published reference documents

ba) Other (numerical data, maps, and fieldwork)

 Silviculture 

bb) Restocked Certification (within 5 years of harvest)

bc) Thinning Opportunities Survey 

bd) Thinning (if done)

be) Commercial Thinning (if done)



The above schema is designed as a starting point and may be customized to accommodate the categories of information appropriate to a particular decision process.  The responsible official should work with the team leader and document specialist in charge of record management to ensure the schema is adjusted to fit the needs of the decision process. 
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Index

Every document in the project record that is not Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) exempt needs to be listed on and hyperlinked to the project record index.  The index makes it easier to find documents and get information quickly.  Figure 2 is a small portion of an administrative record index used by OGC in Court cases.  This is the project record index format that will be used on the Coronado.  By using the standard format, project records can be converted to an administrative record without extra work. Instructions on how to fill out the table follow the table. 

Example of Project Record Index  - Scott Peak Project Record 

		Project #

		Project

		Link

		Admin Record Type

		Date

		Schema folder

		Type of Record

		Pages in Record

		Title

		Summary

		Author

		Recipient



		30

		Scott Peak

		0005

		Planning

		2000/12/15

		01a

		Memo

		1

		Scott Peak Timber Harvest Project Boundary

		memo with map recommending using VCU boundaries for the initial project boundary

		Mike Hanley, USFS

		Bob Dalrymple USFS



		30

		Scott Peak

		0004

		Planning

		2001/08/23

		01a

		Letter

		4

		Scott Peak Project Area Analysis Letter of Direction

		Identification of IDT members

		Patricia Grantham, District Ranger

		Tom Parker, USFS



		30

		Scott Peak

		0586

		Planning

		2001/11/05

		01a

		Letter

		11

		Revised Letter of Direction to the Scott Peak IDT

		Identification of IDT and direction for conducting analysis included 12/24/02 NEPA review letter of direction from forest supervisor.

		Patricia Grantham, District Ranger

		IDT



		30

		Scott Peak

		0333

		Planning

		2002/06/11

		01a

		Court Decision

		2

		Order Clarifying Injunction in Sierra vs. Rey. Case No. J00-0009 CV (JKS)

		Forest Service is enjoined from permitting timber harvest and road building in roadless areas until 45 days after FS publishes in Federal Register notice of availability.

		Judge James K. Singleton

		Public



		30

		Scott Peak

		0003

		Planning

		2002/11/29

		01a

		Letter

		7

		Scott Peak NOI Transmittal Letter to Federal Register, Includes NOI

		Transmittal of NOI for publication in the Federal Register

		Tom Puchlrz Forest Supervisor

		Federal Register



		30

		Scott Peak

		0001

		Planning

		2003/02/13

		01a

		Plan

		16

		Scott Peak/Fivemile Creek Project Plan

		Feasibility of the timber harvest project in the Scott Peak Project Area

		Tom Parker, Patricia Grantham

		Tom Puchlerz, Forest Supervisor



		30

		Scott Peak

		0002

		Planning

		2003/04/04

		01a

		Direction

		5

		Regional Forester's expectations for the 2003 Tongass Timber Program

		Addresses the Regional Forester's concerns for the amount and economic viability of timber that can be offered on the Tongass in light of the roadless rule; includes a letter to the chief and a letter from the mayor of Wrangell

		Denny Bschor, Regional Forester

		Tom Puchlerz, Forest Supervisor



		30

		Scott Peak

		0828

		Planning

		2001/11/01

		01a

		Statement

		12

		Position Statement for the Scott Peak Project Area

		

		Michael Hanley, USFS

		Patty Grantham Tom Puchlerz



		30

		Scott Peak

		0231

		Planning

		2005/06/03

		01a

		Letter

		1

		Scott Peak DEIS cover letter

		Cover letter for front of published DEIS. Original signature.

		Forrest Cole, Forest Supervisor

		public



		30

		Scott Peak

		0585

		Planning

		2001/11/03

		01b

		Spread sheet

		14

		Draft unit pool from 10/22/2001

		Spreadsheet showing logging feasibility of unit pool as discussed in 10/22/01 IDT meeting

		Linda Slaght

		IDT









Index Instructions

Project Number – Project numbers will be assigned for environmental assessments and environmental impact statements. The original number is maintained throughout the life of the project.  This number is used during litigation when multiple project records must be tracked together.  (For categorical exclusions, no project number will be used in the project record index; this column can be added if a categorical exclusion is included in litigation.)  

Project – This is the name of the project.  This name should correspond to the name used to identify the project in the Planning, Appeals and Litigation System (PALS) database. 

Link – This is the hyperlink to the document.  

NOTE: the hyperlink is a number and not a name.  All documents will be saved and hyperlinked by number, not title to eliminate some problems if project records are brought together to form a multi-record administrative record. The eight digit document number starts with the project number and then documents that are numbered from 00001 and continues until no further documents are added to the record.  

For example the first document would be 605_00001 and the last document may be 605_20530.  By including the project number as part of the document number, the files can be sorted when combined with other project or planning records into a multi-record administrative record. 

Administrative Record Type –The record type is typically the project or planning record.  During appeals and litigation, the record type will change accordingly to appeal record to track the records that are related to the appeal(s).  Records related to project implementation are considered part of the project implementation record.  If there is litigation on the project, all of the records related to the project become part of the administrative record for litigation. 

Date – This is the official date of the document. For letters, it is the date on the letter.  For books and other published references, the date is the date on the title page.  For public comments with a time limitation (for standing) it is the date received. For resource reports and other documents developed during project analysis, the date is the signature date.  Every document developed during project analysis must be signed and dated. A consistent format will be used for date entries so the records can be sorted by date; the format will be year/mo/day.  In this format, the year will be displayed using four digits and month and day entries will each be displayed using two digits (Example:  2009/08/04)

This does not mean that every record will have a date and signature.  Laws, regulations, FSM, FSH, and other documents may not have a signature or date but may still be required in the record.  Documents created by the IDT should all have dates and signatures, including mailing lists, legal ads, model runs, and other GIS data.  The purpose of a signature and date is to track when the information was available for use by the IDT and the deciding official. A document without a date may be useless in the case of appeals and litigation.  

Schema folder – This is the location where the document resides in the hardcopy project record.  The schema helps pinpoint the content of the document and allows an additional way to find the document. Keep in mind that all documents submitted for a project record need to be filed in ONE folder so the links do not break when the project record is moved between folders or saved to disks for litigation.  By including the schema folder number in the index, the document can still be tracked once it is converted to a litigation record.  During litigation, all files are required to be in both their original format (i.e., Word, Excel, email) and in pdf format.  When converting to pdf, the original must be retained, usually in a separate electronic file. 

Type of Record – Some of the standard record types are letters, meeting notes, memos, maps, reports, and agency coordination. These types can be expanded depending on the content of the project record.  It is imperative that a consistent naming of the types is used to avoid confusion. 

NOTE: if a document is Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) exempt, state that in this column.  FOIA exempt documents may remain listed on the index, but should NEVER be linked to the index or stored electronically in the same folder.  The index should clearly state that the document is FOIA exempt and should indicate the exemption category.  FOIA exempt documents include, but are not limited to, heritage, karst, and cave site information; contract details that may include privileged business information (including trademark, business practices, and/or financial disclosures); and personal identification information.  In the hardcopy record, these documents must also be clearly marked and protected from distribution.  For example, put FOIA exempt documents in a blue envelope marked FOIA exempt.  The FOIA Compliance Officer will coordinate with resource specialists to assist in determining if a document is FOIA-exempt.  If a correspondent specifically requests FOIA-exempt information, the FOIA Compliance Officer makes the final call on redacting portions or all of a document.

Document Pages in the Record – This is the total number of pages in the document.  Do not scan or count cover pages in the page count.  Do not add information pages (generally a single page explaining the content of the document) or other pages to the original document. 

Title – This is the exact title of the document. Do not abbreviate or modify the title.  Not every document has a title, so this column may be left blank in some instances. 

Summary – This column allows the IDT an opportunity to explain the content of the document.  Key words and phrases are useful here so that anyone looking for a particular topic can find documents related to that topic through a search. 

Author – Include all of the authors of the document in the order listed on the document. Also, include titles, organizations, and agencies of the writers, if known.  If the author is unknown, use the agency or group as the author.  

Recipient – The recipient is the person who received the document, used it as a reference, or was responsible for responding to the document.  There should always be a name in this column; in rare cases, such as documentation of a meeting or phone conversation, the recipient may be the project file.  Also, include titles, organizations, and agencies of the recipient(s).  In the case of resource reports, the recipient is usually the IDT Leader or the responsible official.  For legal ads and other public notices, the recipient is the public.  For comments, the recipient is usually the responsible official, IDT leader, or project manager.  



Filing and Retention

Responsibility 

The agency responsible official is ultimately responsible for compilation, maintenance, and closing project records from initiation of a decision process until the decision document is signed.  In practice, however, the day-to-day management of the project record is usually delegated to the Interdisciplinary Team Leader or a documentation specialist.  Following the decision, the planning portion of a project record is closed, i.e. no new documents are added under planning.  The appeal record and, if necessary, the litigation record are added as folders to the project record.  The implementation team is responsible for maintaining the project record and adding the implementation documents. 

Note: at each stage of the project, an individual or team is responsible for maintaining and completing the project record. 

Binding and Labelling  

To maintain and update the project record and keep it accessible for the life of the project:

Bind the final record in 8-1/2 by 11-inch three-ring binders, ACCO binders, file folders, pocket folders with divider tabs, and so forth.  Remove all staples, paperclips, and bands from documents before binding.  Binders should not prevent removal of documents for examination or copying.  To minimize damage to documents during use, binders should not be more than 2 inches thick.  Using a large-hole punch will facilitate removal of documents and reduce damage.  Documents must be side-bound only.

Label each binder to prevent the loss of documents and to make it easier for the public to review the record.  Label the binder cover with the project name and description of the contents of the binder.  Number each binder consecutively, indicating the volume number and total number of binders (Example: Volume 1 of 67).

Place a complete copy of the index in the front of the project record.  Also, in the front of each binder, place a copy of the portion of the index which covers the respective documents included in the binder.  

Note: Some portions of the project may not be completed for years after the project is implemented.  For example, silvicultural certification surveys are not required until the fifth year after the timber harvest is implemented.  Other project types may require longer retention at the implementing unit.

Storage

Project records must be labelled and stored in a secure location to prevent damage and loss.  Store and maintain the project record on the administrative unit where the activity is taking place.  Where a decision relates to several administrative units, store and maintain the project record at one location.

Maintain project records until the project is implemented, including reclamation and monitoring, and until any litigation is completed.  For some projects, such as long-term mining projects, the project record will need to be maintained for several decades. FSH 6209.11, 41, 1950 (4)[footnoteRef:3] (found at http://fsweb.wo.fs.fed.us/directives/fsh/6209.11/6209.11,41-part_03.rtf ) gives more direction on retention periods for project records.  The project record should be maintained in a location where it can be conveniently accessed by team members and the public.  [3:  FSH 6209.11, 41-part 03, 1950 (4) - Federal Agency Environmental Impact Statements - Destroy when 3 years old or administrative use ceases, whichever comes later. ] 
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Salek Shafiqullah; Eli Curiel
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Dale's Water and Reclamation Plan Issue Statements
Date: 07/13/2009 10:29 AM
Attachments: Issue Statement - Water - 7-12-2009.doc

Issue Statement - Reclamation Plan - 7-12-2009.doc

Issue statements for Water and Reclamation Plan were difficult for Charles and I . 
Attached are Dale's ideas for your review and comment along with the document I
sent earlier today.  Thx.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 07/13/2009 10:27 AM -----

"Charles Coyle"
<ccoyle@swca.com> 

07/13/2009 08:12 AM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Dale's Water and Reclamation Plan Issue Statements

 
Hi Mindee:

 
Please see the attached files from Dale.  I’m really glad he was available to help us
out on these.

 
Also, guess I was wrong about water quality being a separate element (unless one
makes the distinction of hydrologic flow—or “flow regime,” to use Dale’s terminology
—and water quality). I defer to the way Dale expresses these issues.

 
Charles Coyle
Senior Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 North Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ  85012

 

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Eli Curiel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

Charles’ Version


WATER



Issue – Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water.  Groundwater may flow from the pit walls into the pit and result in a lowering of the water table, both in the immediate vicinity and potentially some distance from the Rosemont project area. A lowering of the water table has the potential to result in:


· Loss or reduction of local spring and seep flows;


· Loss or reduction of stream baseflow, especially in Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek;


· Loss or reduction in the functionality of existing wells in the area;


· Loss or reduction of water availability for vegetation (drying of root zone) that may lead to adverse effect to wildlife, grazing, visual resources, and create a potential increased risk of wildfire;


· Loss or reduction of surface and subsurface flows that may result in adverse impacts to the Las Cienegas National Conservation Area.





In addition, seepage from the unlined tailings and waste rock piles may lead to changes in groundwater chemistry, and potential seepage from the lined heap leach facility and other process water, chemical, and fuel containment facilities may also result in changes in groundwater chemistry.  Likewise, exposure of sulfide-bearing the waste rock, tailings, and pit wall rock to air and water may have an adverse effect on groundwater and surface water chemistry. There is also the potential that any off-site discharge of contaminated stormwater may adversely affect wildlife, vegetation, and downstream riparian habitat.


Mindee’s Version


WATER

Issue – Potential impacts to groundwater, surface water, and water quality
.  Groundwater flow into the mine pit may lower the groundwater table and may create a pit lake. Uncontrolled storm water runoff or failure of water control features could 
move contaminants offsite. Exposure of sulfide-bearing waste rock, tailings, and pit wall rock to air and water may affect groundwater and surface water chemistry. 
These potential consequences could lead to: 


· Contamination of wells and other waters in the area surrounding the mine;


· A loss or reduction in surface and subsurface flows, including wells, springs and seeps;


· Excessive erosion or destabilization of reclaimed slopes;


· Saturation areas in the dry-stack tailings, which may contribute to a liquefaction failure of the tailings;


· A violation of various water quality standards and permits;


· Public exposure to contaminated water bodies.


Dale’s Version


WATER

Issue – Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water in the mine area.  
Groundwater flow into the mine pit may lower the groundwater table and may create a pit lake. Uncontrolled stormwater runoff or failure of water control features may move contaminants offsite. Exposure of sulfide-bearing waste rock, tailings, and pit wall rock to air and water may result in Acid Rock Drainage and affect groundwater and surface water chemistry, including pit lake chemistry. Seepage from the waste rock and tailings facilities or leakage from process water containment facilities may affect groundwater and surface water chemistry. Potential consequences may include: 


· Exceedance of water quality standards with potential contamination of wells and other waters in the area;


· A loss or reduction in surface and subsurface flows, including wells, springs, seeps, and creek baseflow
;


· Excessive erosion or destabilization of operational 
or reclaimed slopes;


· Public or wildlife 
exposure to contaminated water bodies.


�All of these potential impacts may be lumped under “A loss or reduction in surface and subsurface flows, including wells, springs, seeps, and creek baseflow.”  Trying to itemize the range of consequent impacts potentially opens us up to additional questions; let the impact analysis in each resource area determine what, if any, impact will occur from the fundamental cause.





�We need to stick to the bullet format; it really helps to focus the statements.


�“Water quality” is an aspect of groundwater & surface water that may be impacted, but it is not a third water element that is coequal with groundwater & surface water.  We either need to limit the basic issue statement to, “Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water” or expand it to read “Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water flow regime and water quality.”  Also, we need to explicitly limit the Issue Statement to the impacts from the mine area, not the water supply wells in the Santa Cruz Valley.


�Although I’m all for varying the language for readability TA has told us to adhere to use of “may” in the issue statements.  Personally, I really don’t care one way or the other……


�Need to clearly separate the ARD potential from other potential discharge not associated with ARD. 


�This potential impact is linked to the potential to exceed water quality standards and one bullet can encompass both.  


�This is speculative; under almost any imaginable set of circumstances the tailings cannot resaturate to the point of any real risk of liquefaction.  Especially given the waste rock buttress and the initial density of tailings placement.


�This may be expanded to read, “Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water flow regime and water quality.”


�Creek baseflow in Davidson Canyon or Cienega Creek is really the only important potential impact to the overall flow regime.  All the other listed potential impacts can be mitigated or simply accepted and dismissed.


�Stormwater problems can have impact on both operational and reclaimed areas.


�We’re really talking about the pit lake, and typically pit lake chemistry issues hinge on wildlife use; primarily water fowl.






The problem is that the Reclamation Plan is not a resource area but an overarching program to physically and chemically stabilize the site and return it, as much as reasonable, to beneficial use; it is not to restore the site to its current condition or use.  If there is a significant issue around the reclamation plan all I can come up with is that the plan needs to be evaluated to ensure it is likely to (1) physically & chemically stabilize the site, and (2) achieve, to a reasonable level, the stated post-mine beneficial use.  However, in order to do this the agency needs to determine that these two general goals are indeed what it wants for “reclamation” and what is the preferred post-mine beneficial use.  

RECLAMATION PLAN


Issue – The Reclamation Plan must be evaluated to ensure it may likely achieve the reclamation goals.  Mine construction and operation will result in long-term alteration of the area and consequent land use changes.  The Reclamation Plan must be designed to achieve the fundamental goals of:

· Physical and chemical stabilization of the site;

· Development of the appropriate post-mine beneficial land use(s).



Phone: 602-274-3831 ext 1108
Fax: 602-274-3958
www.swca.com 

 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 12, 2009 8:11 AM
To: Charles Coyle
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: Water Issue Statement

 
Charles,

 
Here’s my cut at the Water Issue Statement.  I’ve incorporated elements from both your and
Mindee’s versions and included what I hope are useful comments to let you see my thinking.

 
I’ll tackle the Reclamation Plan next.

 
Dale

 

 
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

http://www.swca.com/
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: tfurgason@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Fw: Data requests
Date: 06/16/2010 03:36 PM

I would like to formally request a local SWCA specialist to assist Marcie with visual
quality work.  

Requesting data from afar via emails and phone calls is not working, and this has
gone on way too long.  It would be best if the local person were a landscape
architect, but at this point anyone who could simply be in town all the time and be
directed by Marcie on exact tasks would be helpful.  Marcie continues to await
numerous items from Rosemont: contour data (see message below), other items
mentioned in her current SOW, and many of the items in my 4/21/10 data gaps list. 
Effects analysis cannot progress without this information.  A local person could drive
down to Tetra Tech and Rosemont's offices (daily, if that's what it takes) to bug
people and get the information needed.  If Marcie lived in Tucson, this is what she
would need to do.  A local person could also follow up with site visits (to obtain core
samples to determine rock colors for example), photography/GPS, and so forth.

For 18 months now I've been watching visual resource work by SWCA, and to date,
there are hardly any products.  A big part of the problem is that Rosemont not
providing needed information, but part of it is Marcie's remote location.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 03:03 PM -----

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> 

06/16/2010 10:09 AM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Trent
Reeder" <treeder@swca.com>, "Debby Kriegel"
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Lara
Mitchell" <lmitchell@swca.com>

Subject FW: Data requests

Tom and Debby,

 
Just to keep you updated, Tetra Tech uploaded some data for SWCA in the last few
days. Again, however, the contour data did not include attributes (the actual elevation
values) that makes it possible to project these line drawings into 3D. We also
received the road data for the MPO and the fence data. We are still waiting on
majority of the request.

 
Trent is following up and asking for them to resubmit the data. He has been in
communication with Melissa and Lara. 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


 
Additionally, we have not received input on the stormwater diagram that we sent to
Tetra Tech for approval as a mock up of stormwater features on the MPO. 

 
As it is now June 16th and we still do not have data, we will continue to do the best
that we can. However, there are still gaps that the SWCA team is continuing to
request. We had requested that we receive the dataAt some point, we need a drop-
dead date as to when features are included in the EIS for August 15. We have to start
moving on these images in order to have time for drafts and review. 

 
We will keep you posted,
Marcie

 

 

From: Trent Reeder 
Sent: Wednesday, June 16, 2010 9:33 AM
To: 'Carrasco, Joel'; 'Keepers, Ashley'; 'Krizek, David'; Marcie Bidwell
Subject: RE: Data requests

Thank you for beginning to upload my requested data.  The MPO primary access road worked
wonderfully and I was able to modify the surface to reflect the cut and fill characteristics.

 
I started working on the contour data for the Phased Tailings and noticed no elevations existed for
the contours.  Could you please resend the contours for the Phased Tailings with elevations in the
attribute table.

 
Thanks for your help!

 
Trent

 
From: Marcie Bidwell 
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 10:28 AM
To: Trent Reeder; 'Carrasco, Joel'; 'Keepers, Ashley'; 'Krizek, David'
Subject: RE: Data requests

 
Thank you David, Joel and Ashley, for your help with the request. 

 
This is basically the same list that we have been circulating since January, with



updates included from the recent changes in alternatives. 

 
Where we are asking for data that we should have, Trent and Lara have checked
SWCA's records/files and we are missing elevations from the data previously
submitted. 

 
Thanks for your assistance,
Marcie

 

From: Trent Reeder 
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 10:24 AM
To: Carrasco, Joel; Keepers, Ashley; Krizek, David
Cc: Marcie Bidwell
Subject: Data requests
Hello,

 
Would it be possible to upload these datasets to the FTP?

 
·         Phased Tailings "wavy gravy" contours (with elevations) - you uploaded a version back
in February, but these contours seem to be different than what has been represented in
the Stormwater/Reclamation Concept PDF.
·         Updated Scholefield contours (with elevations)
·         Updated Barrel Only contours (with elevations) - if this is not ready yet, then please let
Marcie and I know when you think it may be ready.
·         Haul Roads - we have the original MPO versions, but please send the updated Haul
Roads with the updated Alts.
·         Main Access Roads with grading contours (elevations) - We have the two original
versions of the access roads, but please resend these if they have been updated based on
updated Alts.  Please send the grading (with elevations) for these access roads.  Also, what
is the ROW in feet for the Access Roads?
·         West Side Access Road - I have two pieces of this road.  I am interested in the updated
access road alignment as it comes into the project/facility area.  I have a number of
different versions, but none of them matched to what was depicted on the Phased Tailings
Stormwater/Reclamation Concept PDF.  Could you please send this along with grading
contours (with elevations) if possible.
·         Facility Data - Can you please update us on the status of facility data.  Can you send the
facility grading contours (with elevations) if available now?  Will the facility layout and
grading contours change based on the varying Alts?  If so, please send us each version
when available.  Another option at this moment would be data depicting each of the
facility building footprints with building bottom elevations and top building elevations or
building heights so we could conduct some preliminary simulation studies. 



·         Perimeter Access Road - Can you please send the road data with grading contours (with
elevations) for each of the Alts if the road differs between them.
·         Perimeter Fence -  we have one version of this, but a portion of the MPO Dry Stack
Tailings overlaps the perimeter fence.  Has this been updated?  Does the fence change
based on the different Alts?

 
I am asking for quite a bit here and understand if some of this data is not ready for export.  If the
data is not ready, could you please just let us know when it will be.  Also, let us know if some of
this data is not going to be created, i.e. Perimeter Fence for each Alt or Facility grading contours
for the different Alts.

 
Thanks for all your help and please let me know if you have any questions!

 
Trent Reeder
GIS Specialist
SWCA Environmental Consultants
treeder@swca.com
130 Rock Point Dr.  Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81303
Work (970) 385-8566
Fax (970) 385-1938
www.swca.com
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: December 2 IDT meeting
Date: 11/30/2009 11:49 AM

Bev,
 
As you know, SWCA has been requested to facilitate the development of the Cooperating Agencies
Alt.  The Agencies agreed to meet on Dec 2nd and I will need Melissa’s assistance with the facilitation. 
Melissa can attend the ITD meeting until, 9:30, but after that I will need her in 4b. Can somebody else
on the IDT take notes?
 
Tom
 

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2009 2:44 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: December 2 IDT meeting
 
Just a note so you know that this is the same time that you requested for Cooperators.
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2009 2:16 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;
kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth; Melissa
Reichard; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; Walter
Keyes; William B Gillespie
Subject: December 2 IDT meeting
 

Please plan on a half day meeting on Wednesday, Dec. 2 (9:00 to 12:00).  We'll discuss project record
keeping and recent homework.  Extended team members, please attend if possible.  We'll be meeting
in 6V6. 

Have a wonderful Thanksgiving!  See you next week. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: FW: December 2 IDT meeting
Date: 11/30/2009 11:50 AM

Bev,
 
Is there a reason that I’m not on the email list for the IDT?
 
Tom
 

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2009 2:44 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: December 2 IDT meeting
 
Just a note so you know that this is the same time that you requested for Cooperators.
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2009 2:16 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;
kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth; Melissa
Reichard; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; Walter
Keyes; William B Gillespie
Subject: December 2 IDT meeting
 

Please plan on a half day meeting on Wednesday, Dec. 2 (9:00 to 12:00).  We'll discuss project record
keeping and recent homework.  Extended team members, please attend if possible.  We'll be meeting
in 6V6. 

Have a wonderful Thanksgiving!  See you next week. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: DEIS Chapter 1, available for review -Fw: Rosemont extended IDT DEIS review
Date: 01/19/2010 08:47 AM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 01/19/2010 08:47 AM -----

Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS 

01/19/2010 12:08 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, jrigg@swca.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Charles A
Blair/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject DEIS Chapter 1, available for review -Fw: Rosemont
extended IDT DEIS review

Attached is the current latest draft of Chapter 1.  It is considerably different than the
version previously provided by SWCA.  Note that the decision framework sections for
BLM and COE (pages 11-12) have been omitted as we are still working with those
agencies on the language.  Also note that this version of Chapter 1 does not include
the issue wording as I am still editing it from the IDT materials, new information,
and consideration of the DEIS Chapter 3 text.  However, as an IDT member you
should be generally familiar with the issues adequately to review and critique the
alternatives and your resource areas.  If you have suggested edits or comments on
the attached draft text, please see me personally.  You may need to email me for an
appointment since I have several meetings to work around.  Thx.

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


----------------------------------------------------------------------
----- Forwarded by Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS on 01/18/2010 04:01 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

01/15/2010 04:11 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, jrigg@swca.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Charles A
Blair/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont extended IDT DEIS review

I'd like to remind the team that we will be receiving the DEIS from SWCA by COB
today.  In order to effectively and efficiently review the DEIS, please focus on
reviewing chapter 2, your resource areas, and making note of omissions in the
DEIS.  Don't spend time word-smithing, as the document still faces a lot of editing.

I would like to have an IDT meeting on Wednesday the 20th (9:00, 6V6) so that we
can all compare notes and see how the review is going for everyone.  This will
probably be a very short meeting, unless some of us see the need to work with
others in completing the review and want to work as a group or in smaller groups.

Since both the core and extended team are involved in the review, I would like for
all team members to attend the meeting.  Nogales folks can join by phone if you
prefer.

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

notes://entr3a/072578420001A141/0/5C961E5C5B54FE4A0725784200029485


From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown

Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Draft Agenda April 2010 Rosemont Copper Project Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting
Date: 04/09/2010 11:01 AM
Attachments: 2010 04 15 DRAFT Agenda.pdf

FYI

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 04/09/2010 10:59 AM -----

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

04/09/2010 10:41 AM

To brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu, cbeck@azdot.gov,
Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov, daniel_moore@blm.gov,
dt1@azdeq.gov, David_Jacobs@azag.gov,
falco@cfa.harvard.edu, gfleming@asmi.az.gov,
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us, jmtannler@azwater.gov,
julia.fonseca@pima.gov, jwindes@azgfd.gov,
karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov,
lagrignano@azwater.gov, lee.allison@azgs.az.gov,
Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov,
LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov,
madan.singh@mines.az.gov,
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil,
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil, nicole.ewing-
gavin@tucsonaz.gov, nicole.fyffe@pima.gov,
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us,
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov, stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us,
TEmery@azdot.gov

cc "Arnold, Kathy" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,
"Cheniae, Gordon" <gcheniae@cox.net>, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

Subject Draft Agenda April 2010 Rosemont Copper Project
Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting

Good morning everyone - 
Attached is a copy of the agenda for the April 15, 2010 Rosemont Copper Project
Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting next Thursday.  Please let me know if
your agency is unavailable to attend.  As always, I'm available if you have any
questions about the meeting.  Looking forward to seeing all of you next week.

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us
mailto:hschewel@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:abelauskas@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccleblanc@fs.fed.us
mailto:seanlockwood@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:cablair@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Kendall Brown/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



Rosemont Copper Project EIS 
Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting  04/15/2010 
DRAFT Agenda 


 


 
Location:   Federal Building, 300 West Congress, Tucson, Arizona, Room 4B 
Facilitator:   Teresa Ann Ciapusci, Cooperating Agency Liaison 
 
AGENDA 
09:30 – 09.45 Welcome      Ciapusci 
 
09:45 – 10:30 TEP Powerline Route Alternatives   TEP  
 
10:30 – 10:45 BREAK 
 
10:45 – 11:30 Sustainable Technology and Practices Rosemont 
 
INVITED COOPERATING AGENCIES 
Tribes:    Tohono O’odham Nation 
Federal:    Air Force, Army COE, BLM, Smithsonian Whipple Observatory 
State of Arizona: AZDEQ, AZMMR, AZDWR, AZGF, AZGS, AZSMI, AZSLD, AZSP,  
   ADOT 
Local:   Pima County, City of Tucson, Town of Sahuarita 
 
INVITED GUESTS 
 
Consultants:   
Cheniae & Associates 
 Gordon Cheniae 
Tucson Electric Power Company  
 Ed Beck 
Rosemont Copper Company 
 TBD 







Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
E-Mail:  tciapusci@fs.fed.us



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Draft Agenda for May 13 Mtg
Date: 05/07/2009 02:12 PM
Attachments: 051309 IDT Mtg Draft Agenda.doc

Bev,
 
Attached is the proposed agenda for next Wednesday’s meeting.  I suggest that we send this to the
cooperating agencies as the rsvp.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com

Summary of Issues and Alternatives Development Meeting


Cooperating Agency and Interdisciplinary Team Meeting


Rosemont Copper Project EIS


Coronado National Forest


Meeting Agenda


May 13, 2009 9:00 am -3:00 pm


Location:  Coronado Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ Room 4B

Attendees:  See Sign-In Sheet

Goals: To provide an update to the cooperating agencies on the results of scoping, status of issue identification, and development of alternatives.


Agenda:


9:00 am – 12:00 pm


Scoping Summary- SWCA


Issue Identification Process- SWCA


Preliminary Issues to be tracked in the EIS- CNF



Alternative Development in NEPA- SWCA (Matt Petersen)



Purpose and Need and Decision Space- CNF

1:00 pm – 3:00 pm



Alternatives Considered but not likely to be analyzed in detail- CNF and RCC


Workshop for Cooperating Agencies to assist in the development of alternatives





From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Draft EIS - Rosement Mine
Date: 03/18/2009 02:50 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 03/18/2009 02:49 PM -----

"acurto"
<acurto@soazsite.com> 

03/09/2009 02:05 PM
Please respond to

<acurto@soazsite.com>

To <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Draft EIS - Rosement Mine

Dear Rosemont Team Leader,

 
I would like my e-mail to be added to the list of people to receive the Draft EIS for the
Rosemont Mine. My name and address are listed below, as well as telephone and e-
mail. If you need any additional information, please let me know and I will supply it.
Thank you for your help in this matter.

 
Sincerely,

 
Andrea M. Curto, Ph.D.
SASA
925 N. Davidson Canyon Road
Vail, AZ 85641
Tel: 520-465-4586
Fax: 520-751-SITE (7483)
acurto@soazsite.com
www.soazsite.com

 

 

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:acurto@soazsite.com
http://www.soazsite.com/


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Fw: draft notes--CA activities related to Rosemont area
Date: 05/28/2010 09:56 AM
Attachments: CA activity chart_draft_ASP.xls

Debby Kriegel recently mentioned the existing list of past, present, and future
activities needs a lot of work.  We need a plan to work on that, including
incorporating this late info from AZ State Parks.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/28/2010 09:54 AM -----

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

05/28/2010 09:11 AM

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

cc

Subject Fw: draft notes--CA activities related to Rosemont
area

Please distribute to IDT Resource specialists as appropriate.   Arizona State Parks
submission is several months past due date, but will inform the list of past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable activities upon which cumulative impacts are assessed.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
E-Mail:  tciapusci@fs.fed.us
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 05/28/2010 09:09 AM -----

Robert Casavant
<rcasavant@azstateparks.gov> 

05/21/2010 07:32 PM

To TeresaAnn Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
Robert Sejkora
<rsejkora@azstateparks.gov>

Subject draft notes--CA activities related to
Rosemont area

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com

Instructions

		

		Enter the name of your agency.

		Enter past, present, and reasonably forseeable activities on the respective tabs.

		Year Start:  Enter date or "ongoing"

		Actual / Estimate:  Use drop down to indicate if date is "actual" or "estimate"

		Year End:  Enter date or "ongoing"

		Actual / Estimate:  Use drop down to indicate if date is actual or estimate

		Activity Type:  Use drop down to indicate type of activity

		Quantity:  Use values and specify units or insert the word "qualitative" and describe the qualitative data under the "Description" column

		Location / Desciption:   Provide narrative description of location, including legal description if known.  Provide narrative description of the activity.

		Additional Instructions:

		A		Web links to other sources of information and databases are acceptable;

		B		An exhaustive listing of past activities may not be particularly useful since past actions are reflected in the existing condition.  Past actions should be those that have a special relevance to understanding the existing condition;

		C		In describing reasonably foreseeable activities, address the likelihood of occurrence such as the existence of a decision or authorization, funding, etc.  Where quantitative information is not readily available, qualitative data may be used.

		D		Where applicable, include in regulatory thresholds in the the activity description.





Past Activities

		ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT EIS CATALOG OF ACTIVITITES

		Name of Cooperating Agency:  AZ State Parks

		Year Start		Actual  / Estimate		Year  End		Actual  / Estimate		Activity Type		Quantity		Location / Description

		ongoing		Actual		ongoing		Actual		Recreation		qualitative		Visitors explore several cavern complexes (how many??) to the south of the proposed mine area--the ore-bearing sections are known to host cave and karst environments throughout SE and S Arizona and elsewhere.  The subsurface extent and linkage of the known and yet undiscovered karst aquifer and karst eco-linkage have not yet characterized, nor could they be without adequate mapping from drilling and exploration

		ongoing		Actual		ongoing		Actual		Recreation		activty reported, numbers not quantified		Hikers to Patagonia Lake-Sonoita Creek Natural Area have hiked the ridgeline from Gunsight (?) Pass south to Patagonia Lake State Park

		ongoing		Actual		ongoing		Actual		Other		qualitative,		HWY 83 is a state scenic highway--the dissected and naturally sculpted fan area within the Rosemont holdings contains a large part of some of the most scenic grassland-mesquite area along the highway.  The ridgeline  to the west of the property and fans along  Hwy 83 provides a scenic backdrop and contrast to the lighter colors and textures of the grasslands-rich fans.

		ongoing		Actual		ongoing		Actual		Trail		quantitative, numbers not quantified		AZ State Parks manages the AZ Trail, which will skirt by the pit to the west (east)?---?? # of hikers reportedly use the trail annually

		ongoing		Actual		ongoing		Actual		Water		qualitative		portions of regional fault systems, patterns, common to  headlands of both the Cienega and Sonoita Creek watersheds as well as underlying groundwater basin architectures

				Actual		ongoing		Actual		Wildlife		quantitative, qualitative		need to secure fauna inventory from park managers (Patagonia Lake, Sonoita Ck NA), ADGF, UFW--birds, mammals, mtn lions, etc.--documented to potentially migration from park areas, supporting tributaries and ridgelines northward along crest or along east flank of the range



&CPast Activities



Present Activities

		ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT EIS CATALOG OF ACTIVITITES

		Name of Cooperating Agency:

		Year Start		Actual  / Estimate		Year  End		Actual  / Estimate		Activity Type		Quantity		Location / Description

		ongoing		Actual		ongoing		Actual		Recreation		qualitative		Visitors have hiked the ridgeline from Gunsight Pass to Patagonia Lake State Park



&CPresent Activities



Reasonably Foreseeable Activity

		ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT EIS CATALOG OF ACTIVITITES

		Name of Cooperating Agency:

		Year Start		Actual  / Estimate		Year  End		Actual  / Estimate		Activity Type		Quantity		Location / Description



&CReasonably Foreseeable Activities



Example

		ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT EIS CATALOG OF ACTIVITITES

		Name of Cooperating Agency:

		Name of Cooperating Agency:

		Year Start		Actual  / Estimate		Year  End		Actual  / Estimate		Activity Type		Quantity		Location / Description

		Past Activity Example

		2000		Actual		2007		Actual		Road		3 miles		Jingo County periodic road maintenance to contour and gravel County Road 555 from junction with Forest Road 222 to junction of State Hwy 44 (Sections 8, 9, 10, T66S, R77E)

		Present Activity Example

		2008		Actual		2011		Estimate		Watershed		Lone Creek Segments 3, 5, 7, and 9		Ongoing work to install rip rap to reduce streambank erosion.  Segments 3 (0.5 miles) and 5 (0.6 miles)completed on both banks.  Segment 7 (2.1 miles ) east bank installation complete - west bank planned for completion in 2009.  Segment 9 (estimate .7 miles) scheduled for initiation in 3rd quarter 2011.  North quarter T66S, R37E

		Reasonably Foreseeable Activity Example

		2015		Estimate		2035		Estimate		Special Uses		35 acres land disturbance		Sapphire Ring Mine:  Proposed gemstone mine in the Smokey Bear Ecosystem Management Area (Southwest quarter, T66S, R37E).  NEPA decision and Final MPO complete.  Awaiting appeal review decision



&CExample Activities





Hi Teresa:
I was re-organizing notes/files when I ran across this draft document.  Tried to find if we had
sent you a completed one or not.
I've no record of that.  I apparently didn't follow through on this request.  If you think the
draft info is useable or relevant to the IDT records, then feel free to include.  If not disregard
and I'm sorry we didn't get this done.  I'm not surprised given what has transpired in ASP
with reductions in staff, etc. and the timing of this request in relation to our downsizing and
reorganization activities.

I now also recall that some other CAs reported they also difficulty with this request. given the
tangible and intangible nature of activity elements that might satisfy what the USFS IDT was
looking for.  As you can see, items on this chart are difficult to quantify at this time.  It could
be done, but not past records had been kept on relevant activities that might have intersected
the proposed mine area.  I;m sure we're not the only agency to have this data issue.

Thanks
Bob

____________________
Robert R. Casavant, Ph.D.
Manager - Science & Research
Arizona State Parks 
520.260.8826  (cell phone)
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov

Resource Manager
Kartchner Caverns State Park
____________________

"The nation behaves well if  it  treats the natural resources as assets which it must 
turn over to the next generation increased and not impaired in value."
(Theodore Roosevelt,  1910)
_________________
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It
may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise protected from
disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all  affected databases. Thank you.

e protected from disclosure or  use under  applicable law.  If  you have received this  e-mail in  error, please notify the sender immediately  by return
e-mail,  and delete this  e-mail from all  affected databases.  Thank you.

mailto:rcasavant@azstateparks.gov


From: Tom Furgason
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Draft Review of Pima County Proposed Alternative
Date: 01/10/2010 09:01 PM
Attachments: 20100109_ortman_furgason_pima co alt revu_memo.pdf

Bev,
 
Attached is Dale's review of Pima County's Alternative that they proposed in their December 10, 2009
letter.  Please let me know if you have any comments or if we can finalize this. 
 
Tom

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com]
Sent: Sun 1/10/2010 11:55 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Draft Review of Pima County Proposed Alternative

Tom,
 
Attached for your review is a draft memorandum reviewing the Pima County proposed alternative.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

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


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Tom Furgason (SWCA) 


Copy to: Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 9 January 2010   


Subject: 
Review of Pima County Proposed Alternative 
Upper McCleary Temporary Storage and Full Pit Reclamation Alternative 


 
This memorandum is a review of the Upper McCleary Temporary Storage and Full Pit 
Reclamation Alternative proposed by Pima County in their letter of December 18, 2009.  The 
purpose of this memorandum is to review and comment on the elements of the proposed 
alternative with regard to the alternatives and issues driving alternative development already 
determined by the Coronado National Forest (CNF). 
 
Proposed Alternative Description 
As indicated in the figure included with the submitted proposed alternative, Pima County has 
based their alternative on the facility plan proposed by Rosemont Copper Company in the Mine 
Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted in 2007.  Therefore, the elements of the proposed alternative 
are modifications to the existing MPO and all elements of the existing MPO not explicitly 
modified by the proposed alternative would remain as described in the MPO. 
 
The proposed modifications to the MPO are: 
 


1. Relocation of an undetermined volume of waste rock from the disposal facility in Barrel 
Canyon to a temporary storage site in upper McCleary Canyon upstream of the Plant Site 
and tailings facility. 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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2. Complete backfill of the mine pit with waste rock from both the proposed upper McCleary 
Canyon temporary storage site and from the Barrel Canyon waste rock facility.   


 
In addition, Pima County recommends … that the potential to relocate the plant site and heap 
leach to further reduce the long-term impact upon Forest lands be examined.   
 
Review Comments: 


A. Proposed Modification 1 is the relocation of an undetermined amount waste rock from 
Barrel Canyon to upper McCleary Canyon.  The relocation of waste rock to McCleary 
Canyon is already part of an alternative included in the EIS process and available as an 
element for selection by the Forest Supervisor for incorporation into the Preferred 
Alternative.  Therefore, the proposed Modification 1 is redundant and does not add a new 
relevant element to the range of existing alternatives. 


B. Proposed Modification 2 is the complete backfill of the mine pit with waste rock.  The 
backfill of the pit with waste rock is already an alternative included in the EIS process and 
available as an element for selection by the Forest Supervisor for incorporation into the 
Preferred Alternative.  Therefore the proposed Modification 2 is redundant and does not 
add a new relevant element to the range of existing alternatives. 


C. The recommendation for the CNF to examine relocating the plant site and heap leach does 
not propose a modification to the MPO to address this recommendation; therefore this is 
not considered relevant to the proposed alternative. 


 
Potential Benefits of the Proposed Alternative  
 
Pima County states the potential benefits of the modifications comprising the proposed alternative 
are: 
 
1. Reduction of impact on water resources.  By backfilling the pit completely, the long-term 
impact of the pit lake on water resources would be reduced, since there would be no pit lake.  In 
addition, through appropriate grading after reclamation, this area, due to its location and 
elevation, may serve as a way to promote recharge within the reclaimed pit. 
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Review Comments: 
A. The potential impact to water resources of a pit lake or a back-filled pit has yet to be 


analyzed; therefore the implication that backfilling would have a beneficial effect on water 
resources is not substantiated at this time.  Pit backfill is an alternative selected for analysis 
in the EIS; therefore the water resource impacts of backfill will be evaluated. 


B. The suggestion to grade the proposed temporary waste rock storage area in upper 
McCleary Canyon to drain surface water to a backfilled pit to assist in reestablishing the 
pre-mine groundwater level does not require the placement of waste rock in upper 
McCleary Canyon.  In the event directing post-mine surface runoff from an area larger 
than that proposed in the MPO to the pit is determined to have benefit to water resources 
it can be done without constructing the proposed temporary waste rock facility; therefore 
the suggestion is not relevant to the proposed alternative.  


 
2. Reduction of impact to Forest Lands.  Using Rosemont fee-owned lands would reduce the 
footprint of the waste rock pile and other uses on Forest lands, allowing some of those areas to 
remain in their natural state.  With the appropriate timing and use of land, this alternative 
allows for the temporary use of Upper McCleary for waste rock storage.  Upon removal of 
material to reclaim the pit, this area may be utilized for the copper ore bodies that are known to 
exist.  Should the pit not be filled, the waste rock from those projects could be used to complete 
reclamation. 
 
Review Comments: 


A. Reducing the mine facility footprint on Forest lands was not determined by the CNF to be 
an issue that would drive alternatives, mitigation, and/or monitoring.  Therefore, the 
potential to reduce the area of Forest lands involved in the project is not relevant to 
alternative development. 


B. The viability of other identified mineral exploration targets in the vicinity of the proposed 
mine project to become economic ore bodies and any speculation as to the requirements 
for recovery of the mineral resources is conjectural in nature; therefore it is out of scope 
for analysis in the EIS. 
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3. Remove the constructed conveyance.  This alternative removes the need for the constructed 
conveyance to drain this basin through the proposed waste rock pile.  The County and the 
District have concerns regarding the functionality of this conveyance in the long-term.  Unlike 
other projects with life-spans measured in years or decades, the landform will be present in 
perpetuity.  It will be necessary for the drain to function for this duration, which is unlikely.  The 
Upper McCleary Temporary Storage and Full Pit Reclamation Alternative removes this issue, 
both during operation and after reclamation. 
 
Review Comments: 


A. The “constructed conveyance” referred to in the statement does not drain the basin 
through the waste rock pile; rather it is located beneath the dry stack tailings facility.  The 
proposed alternative does not include a modification to relocate the tailings facility; 
therefore the statement that the alternative eliminates the “constructed conveyance” is not 
correct. 


B. The surface water control plan for the proposed MPO and the updated surface water 
control plan to be submitted by Rosemont in the near future will be evaluated during the 
EIS process.  Concerns regarding the functionality of the “constructed conveyance” 
structures will be addressed during the analyses. 


C. Alternatives already included in the EIS provide for relocating the waste rock and tailings 
facilities to avoid blocking the lower McCleary Canyon drainage; therefore removal of the 
“constructed conveyance” is included in existing alternatives. 


 
4.  Reduction of Impacts to Barrel Canyon.  This alternative offer the potential to reduce impacts 
on Barrel and lower McCleary Canyon and associated cultural sites and riparian habitat 
mapped by the County and which serves as an integral part of the Sonoran Desert Conservation 
Plan.  Barrel Canyon offers a connection between the upper elevations of the Santa Rita Range 
to the south and Davidson Canyon and the Rincon Mountains to the north. 
 
Review Comments: 


A. Backfill of the pit with waste rock as proposed in the suggested alternative will reduce the 
area required for post-reclamation storage of waste rock and tailings; however the area 
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required for storage of these materials during the mine life and reclamation period will 
remain unchanged or potentially increase. This will result in the same or greater area of 
disruption to cultural and riparian habitat resources during the mine life as resulting from 
the proposed MPO.   


B. Cultural resources would be negatively impacted by the vegetation stripping and soil 
salvage preceding temporary waste rock placement, burial by waste rock for the duration 
of the mine life, excavation of the waste rock for backfill into the pit, and reclamation of 
the excavated surface to reestablish the selected beneficial land use required by the 
proposed alternative. Therefore, the statement that the proposed alternative would reduce 
impact to cultural sites is not substantiated. 


C. It is possible that the riparian habitat value of the drainage bottoms exposed during 
excavation of the waste rock for backfill can be reestablished following the time required 
for mine both and backfill operations.  However, this delays reclamation of these areas for 
a period on the order of 30 years before initiating reclamation to reestablish pre-mine 
topography and riparian values within the areas used for temporary waste rock storage. 


D. The proposed alternative does not include relocation of the dry stack tailings facility or 
estimate the amount of waste rock remaining in the Barrel Canyon following pit backfill; 
therefore, as these facilities remain in both Barrel and lower McCleary canyons the 
alternative is unclear as to how it relates to a connection between the upper elevations of 
the Santa Rita Range to the south and Davidson Canyon and the Rincon Mountains to 
the north. 


 
5.  Reduction of Visual Impacts.  Augusta’s preferred alternative features the so called 
“Rosemont Ridge Landform,” which consists of tailings piles to block the view of the pit and 
mill from Scenic Highway 83.  Backfilling the pit and maximizing distance between the highway 
and the project reduces permanent visual impacts and may add greater stability and flexibility to 
the design of the remaining waste and tails. 
 
Review Comments: 


A. Backfill of the pit with waste rock as proposed in the suggested alternative will reduce the 
ultimate volume of visible mine waste material in the post-mine waste rock facility in 
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Barrel Canyon; therefore it will reduce the size of the post-mine waste rock and tailings 
facility visible in Barrel Canyon.  However, the proposed alternative will not realize this 
reduction in the visible mass of waste rock material, and will delay reclamation activity on 
the areas involved in the alternative, for approximately 30 years following mine start-up.  


B. The design for waste rock and tailings facilities is included in the MPO and the proposed 
alternative does not include a modification of the designs; therefore the suggestion that 
Backfilling the pit and maximizing distance between the highway and the project …… 
may add greater stability and flexibility to the design of the remaining waste and tails is 
not relevant to the alternative. 


 
6.  Reduction of Cumulative Impacts.  The Forest Service must consider the cumulative impacts 
that provision of infrastructure to Rosemont will have to the development of these sites in all 
alternatives.  Rosemont’s current mine plan proposal leaves open for exploration three 
additional prospects, two of which are located east of the Santa Rita Ridge.  The exploitation of 
these areas would require disposal of waste and tails in Sycamore Canyon and other parts of the 
forest closer to those prospects, precisely the areas left open by Rosemont’s current proposal.  
Be explicitly providing for the development of the other two deposits, the Upper McCleary 
Temporary Storage and Full Pit Reclamation Alternative may minimize total cumulative impacts 
of developing the other two copper prospects that lie east of the Santa Rita Ridge.  Once the 
temporary waste rock pile is backfilled into the pit, one or both of the copper prospects that lie 
east of the Santa Rita Ridge on Rosemont’s projects could be mined at that time, utilizing the 
backfilled pit for a variety of mine facility uses.  
 
Review Comments: 


A. The viability of other identified mineral exploration targets in the vicinity of the proposed 
mine project to become economic ore bodies and any speculation as to the requirements 
for recovery of the mineral resources is conjectural in nature; therefore it is out of scope 
for analysis in the EIS. 


 
  







From: Tom Furgason
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: FW: DRAFT Scope of Work recs
Date: 11/09/2009 05:09 PM
Attachments: Recommendations for Scope of Work for SWCA on Proposed Rosemont Copper Mine Project Nov 2009.docx

 
 

From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, November 06, 2009 4:02 PM
To: jim_rorabaugh@fws.gov; msredl@azgfd.gov; jason_douglas@fws.gov; Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov;
Mike_Martinez@fws.gov; Tom Furgason; Marcia_Radke@blm.gov; turner.dennis@azdeq.gov;
lagrignano@azwater.gov; rcasavant@azstateparks.gov; jsorensen@azgfd.gov; Cat_Crawford@fws.gov;
doug_duncan@fws.gov; Marit_Alanen@fws.gov; Jeff_Simms@blm.gov; sidner@u.arizona.edu;
JWindes@azgfd.gov; karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov; tsnow@azgfd.gov; Geoff Soroka;
abest@westlandresources.com; SEhret@azgfd.gov; dtilton@azgfd.gov; mwalton@azgfd.gov; Richard A
Gerhart; Bobbi L Barrera; Deborah K Sebesta; Ken Kertell; blindenlaub@westlandresources.com;
scott_richardson@fws.gov; Keith_Hughes@blm.gov; Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil
Cc: Robert Lefevre; Salek Shafiqullah; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: DRAFT Scope of Work recs
 

Rosemont Bio Coopers and FWS-- 

At our last Interdisciplinary Team meeting, I was tasked to come up with a list of needs ("to do") for our
consultants, SWCA, who are doing most of the busy work and report writing for us (but we still do
oversight, of course).  This is what I put together...I sent it out internally also...I think our administrators
need this info pretty soon, so if you have any comments, please get them back to me...of course, this is
just a set of recommended products.  I'm not the decision-maker, but in my minds eye, these are the
wildlife, fish, and rare plan items that came to mind, developed in part, from our informal coop bio
meeting a couple weeks ago and your recent comments for draft DEIS.  So let me know if you think I
am missing the boat on anything... 

And FYI...I was asked by some of you if we could share the partial draft DEIS document, but it is too
drafty of a draft to share with cooperators right now.  The word is that you will get to see chapters 1
and 2 first after we refine it a bit better.  Thanks for your patience and interest in this project. 

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

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

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us

Recommendations for Scope of Work for SWCA on Proposed Rosemont Copper Mine Project from the Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plant Program

Larry Jones, 6 November 2009



Reviewed by: XXXXXXX



This document is in response to a task identified at the Interdisciplinary Team meeting on 4 November 2009.  The task is to make recommendations for the Scope of Work for our consultants on this project (SWCA).  I also said I would list my perceived risk of not doing the task (e.g., risk from litigation, public outcry…).



1.  Management Indicator Species report.  Earlier I had thought it would be prudent to survey for MIS and monitor during the project.  Ernie Taylor (RO) does not think we should be surveying for MIS (required document; high risk)

2. Biological Assessment for effects determinations for federally listed threatened and endangered species. A working draft exists; ultimately can only address the preferred alternative when it goes to Fish and Wildlife Service (required document; risk high) 

3. Migratory Bird Report.  A draft exists and is in-review internally. (required document; high risk)

4. Biological Evaluation.  Lists effects determinations for Forest Service and BLM sensitive species (required document; high risk).

5. Biologists’ Report on the Affected Environment and Identification of Potential Issues with Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants from the Proposed Rosemont Copper Mine Project (A white paper). This is what I was referring to as a Specialists’ Report at the meeting. Ernie Taylor at RO says it is OK to do this, but told me not to call it a Specialists’ Report; rather, just do it as a white paper.  Because it identifies and addresses the issues statements, but at a finer scale, it could be used to satisfy the needs of addressing scoping comments, as well as disclosure of potential effects [and a place to address issues like the talussnail, habitat type modification, and important migration corridor].  I will follow up with more info.  Basically, I will write a detailed outline for SWCA, under separate cover, and will let them do much of the task work, but I will work closely on this.  Legally, I would rank this as low risk, but because of the 250 pages of comments about the effects to plants and animals, I think it prudent to address the issues in greater detail and disclose how such a project would affect the environment.  I also think this paper, which should be done before all of the other documents, will contain key information for consideration in the EIS, and it will identify species to be assessed in the other documents.

6. Chiricahua Leopard Frog Report.  This would be a report to consolidate data from WestLand, FWS, AGFD, and FS.  (low risk)

7. Inventories for Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive plants and animals (USFS, BLM, Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan) on the FS and BLM portions of the Rosemont Mine footprint (and if we don’t have alternatives and exact boundaries figured out, it should matter—just hit all the likely areas, the surrounding area, and other areas in the affected environment.  This could be done by a cadre of biologists and technicians from about April 2010 to October 2010.  We would fill in the gaps left by WestLand or other reports (e.g., there were not adequate surveys for Pima Pineapple Cactus).  We would need to sit down and identify the species than can be inventoried feasibly; when this is done, we can determine inventory methods and costs.  In a nutshell, I would think two teams of two could do a lot of surveys toward this end.  There may be need for involvement from taxa experts or people that have special skills (bird monitoring by call and song, bat mist-net and acoustic sampling).  On small projects, this is not normally done, but on this large-scale, high-profile project, and with all of the public commenting on this, I think it is prudent, so probably a medium risk.

8.  Long-term Monitoring: Chiricahua Leopard Frog and Lesser Long-nosed Bat.  This needs doing, and I expect it will be a conservation measure or term and condition of Fish and Wildlife Service, but not sure if SWCA is the entity to do this…but it does make me nervous having WestLand conducting the work if they are being paid directly by Rosemont Copper Company.  This monitoring is pre-, during, and post-mining monitoring.  The two roost sites on either side of the proposed action, especially the larger roost, are pretty critical.  If 5,000 bats vacate the roost (e.g., from light pollution and loss of threshold of agaves), there will probably be a “take” of 5,000 bats (medium-high risk).  

9. Inventory of Talussnails.  I’m not sure what the final WestLand Report will say, but I expect it will be like the inadequate interim report, so there will be need for a more thorough search for talussnails, with the assistance of taxa experts (not SWCA or WestLand or me, for example).  I have done a request to survey in 2008, and will re-do it for 2010 field season.  Legally, it may be low risk, as snail has no status, although the language for maintaining viable populations for all species, well-distributed across the planning area (in this case, Rosemont area) could prove to be an Achilles’ heel (hence, manifested as high risk).

10. Develop a Water-Wildlife Monitoring Plan.  We need to have a plan for monitoring the impacts to water as it could affect wildlife, fish, and rare plants within the bounds of analysis (anywhere that impacts to/from water could occur).  For example: downstream flows going subsurface, sediment transport filling pools, poison ponds killing migratory birds and bats, drying of seeps, trees dying from de-watering, etc).  This is not really my forté, but maybe I will know more after our field trip.  I don’t know what legal requirements are or what is needed from the hydrology and riparian ends, but biologically speaking, I don’t know any legal requirements not answered above.  However, the issue of the wildlife, fish, and rare plant interface with hydrology and streamside vegetation is a big concern to the public (and us biologists). This could be offered up to FWS as a conservation measure to follow.  This is, of course, not just a bio thing, so a wetland monitoring plan should cover all bases, and select wildlife components should be a part of what is being tracked. (medium risk)

11. Develop a Karst Monitoring and Mitigation Plan.   Something simple that states that workers or monitors will be versed in how to look for karst features and that work will stop and the Forest Service will be notified (to gather appropriate persons to do an assessment). (low risk) 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: FW: Draft SRK SOW - Myers Groundwater Report Review
Date: 02/02/2010 02:36 PM
Attachments: 20100123_ortman_stone_myers-rpt-revu_sow_memo.pdf

Bev and Salek,
 
Please review the attached SOW and let me know if you would like SWCA to approach Rosemont to
have this work completed.
 
Tom
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, January 24, 2010 1:08 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Draft SRK SOW - Myers Groundwater Report Review
 
Tom,
 
Attached is a draft SOW for SRK to review the two Myers groundwater reports and the work
proposed by TetraTech to evaluate groundwater impact in Davidson Canyon.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

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


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK) 


Copy to: Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 23 January 2010   


Subject: 
Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate 
Myers Groundwater Model and  
Proposed TetraTech Davidson Canyon Assessment 


 
This memorandum presents the scope of work and requests a cost estimate for technical review of 
the following documents for environmental resource areas that may be subject to impact from the 
project: 
 
Documents: 


1. Myers, Tom (2007), Hydrology of the Santa Rita Rosemont Project Site Conceptual Flow 
Model and Water Balance, August 8, 2007 


2. Myers, Tom (2008), Hydrology of the Santa Rita Rosemont Project Site Numerical 
Groundwater Modeling of the Conceptual Flow Model and Effects of the Construction of 
the Proposed Open Pit, April, 2008 


3. TetraTech (2009), Davidson Canyon Assessment (resubmitted) Rosemont Copper Project, 
December, 2009 


 
The objectives of the review are: 


• Review the two groundwater modeling reports prepared by Tom Myers Ph.D. using, 
where applicable, the same criteria applied to the review of the groundwater model 
developed by Errol L. Montgomery & Associates as reported in Groundwater Flow 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Proposed Rosemont Pit Dewatering and Post-
Closure, dated October 28, 2009 and associated reports. 


• Review the work proposed by TetraTech in Davidson Canyon Assessment (resubmitted), 
dated December 2009. 


• Compare the methods and findings of the Myers and Montgomery reports 
• Evaluate the potential for the additional work proposed by TetraTech to definitively 


answer issues raised in either the Myers or Montgomery reports, or significantly improve 
the prediction of environmental consequences.  


 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Scope of Work 
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the 
memorandum of July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for 
Preparation of Review Memoranda and include the specific tasks listed below:  
 


Task 1: Review subject reports including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or 
selected by subconsultant and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject 
reports and the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine 
Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 
 
Task 2: Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare draft Technical Review 
Memoranda as per the schedule of deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in 
black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 
 
Task 3: Final Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare final Technical Review Memoranda 
following SWCA and CNF review as per the schedule of deliverables.  Cost estimate to 
assume one round of SWCA/CNF review only resulting in editorial comments.  Any 
additional technical review requested by the SWCA/CNF review will be out of the scope 
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of this work.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch 
format, unless approved by SWCA. 
 
Task 4: Provide references as per the requirements of the Administrative Record. 


 
Schedule of Deliverables 
 


• Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Two weeks following Notice to Proceed or a 
negotiated start date dependent on the current review of the Montgomery groundwater 
modeling report. 


• Final Technical Review Memoranda – One week following receipt of final SWCA and 
CNF comments.  


 
 
POINTS OF CONTACT 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 


• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation 


and report review  
 







From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: FW: Draft Technical Memorandum Template
Date: 01/27/2009 04:41 PM
Attachments: Technical Memorandum Template - DRAFT - Rev 0.doc

Bev,
 
Attached is Dale’s Tech Memo template that he mentioned last week.  Please let us know if you have
any suggested modifications.
 
Tom
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2009 9:20 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Draft Technical Memorandum Template
 
Tom,
 
Attached is my first cut at the template for the technical memoranda to be prepared by our sub-
consultants.
 
Please review and comment.
 
Highlighted items are text that must be unique to each report or examples of appropriate text.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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1 Preparer’s Certification

This document was prepared under the direct supervision of the undersigned who, along with the given consulting firm, is responsible for the contents of the document.  The undersigned certifies that they meet the education and experience requirements mandated in [INSERT SPECIFIC REFERENCE TO MOU, INCLUDE SPECIFIC SECTION SHOWING PERSONNEL EXPERIENCE REQIREMENTS].


Responsible Person:


[NAME]

Title of Responsible Person:

[TITLE]



Responsible Consulting Firm:
[FIRM NAME]






[FIRM ADDRESS]



Signature of Responsible Person:
[ELECTRONIC SIGNATURE]

Date:




[DATE]

2 Summary of Findings

2.1 Objectives

The objectives of the study are:


1. [LIST OBJECTIVES – SHOULD REFLECT SPECIFIC ELEMENTS OF THE ISSUE STATEMENT]

2.2 Conclusions

The conclusions of the study are:


1. [LIST CONCLUSIONS – SHOULD REFLECT THE OBJECTIVES]

3 Purpose and Objectives

3.1 Purpose – Issue Statement

The purpose of the study is to perform impact analysis for the following Issue Statement:


Issue: Groundwater Depletion in the Mine Area [ISSUE STATEMENT VERBATIM FROM EIS]

Groundwater depletion due to development of the mine pit and associated facilities may result in reduction in water availability for wildlife, vegetation, and local residential and commercial water users in the groundwater basin associated with the mine pit.  Specific concerns are:


· Groundwater withdrawal due to flow into the pit or pit dewatering wells may result in either temporary or permanent lowering of the water table in the basin;


· Possible lowering of the water table may result in loss or reduction of spring and seep flows;


· Possible lowering of the water table may result in loss or reduction of stream baseflow, especially in Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek;


· Possible lowering of the water table may result in loss or reduction in the functionality of existing wells;


· Possible lowering of the water table may result in loss or reduction of water availability for vegetation (drying of root zone).

3.2 Objectives


The objectives of the study are:


4 Project Description and Methodology

[INSERT AS MANY SECTIONS WITH APPROPRIATE TITLES AS NEEDED TO MEET THE OBJECTIVES]

5 Conclusions


[INSERT CONCLUSIONS…… NOT RECOMMENDATIONS!!]

6 References


[INSERT REFERENCES IN CONSISTENT FORMAT; FORMAT TO BE DETERMINED]

FIGURES


Figure 1 – Example

Figure 2 – Example

APPENDIX A – Example Title

APPENDIX B – Example Title

For Deliberative Purposes Only


Not for Public Distribution





From: Beverley A Everson
To: daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: Fw: dry stack tailings technology presentation, May 12
Date: 05/06/2009 02:10 PM

Hi Dale, 

Note the scheduling for the two parts to this presentation.  Thanks again for some
excellent discussion on the subject yesterday.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/06/2009 02:09 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

05/06/2009 02:07 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Alan Belauskas/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Janet
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Keith L
Graves/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@SWCA.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject dry stack tailings technology presentation, May 12

There will be a presentation by Rosemont consultants on dry stack tailings
technology in 1K on the 12th.  The presentation is being broken into two parts, to
accomodate folks with technical background in this area, and those without that kind

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/0/1B80B628D70F29E2072575AC007231EC


of expertise.  The more techncial presentation is from 9:00 to 12:00, and the other
presentation at 1:00, for approximately one half hour.

Although this is not a scheduled IDT meeting, I strongly encourage attendance, to
facilitate everyone's understanding of the proposed operation.

Hope to see you there.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Tom Furgason
To: Jeff Connell; Cara Bellavia
Cc: Sarah L Davis; Bev Everson; Melinda Roth; Melissa Reichard; Jonathan Rigg; Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri
Subject: FW: Economic Impact on Pima County of Wildlife Related Recreation
Date: 01/22/2010 11:06 AM

Jeff and Cara,
 
Yesterday Dr. Singh gave a presentation to the Cooperating Agencies on the Socioeconomic impacts
resulting from the Rosemont Project.  Among other things, he asserted that tourism isn’t likely to be
significantly affected by Rosemont.  Following is a rebuttal from AGFD that you should consider in the
preparation of your section.  I’ll let you know when the presentation is available.  Most of it will not be
useful whatsoever because Dr. Singh was not able to provide references.
 
Tom

Hi Teresa Ann, 
  
I wanted to draw the Forest’s attention to three reports that the Forest needs to become familiar with when
examining the economic impact of the Rosemont Copper Project.  In Dr. Singh’s report today he indicated that
outdoor recreational activities contributed a quote “miniscule” amount to the local economy.  Our figures show
differently.  It is my understanding that wildlife-related recreation is #2 behind the impact of Mexican Visitors as
major economic impact on Pima County.  For hunting and fishing alone, expenditures resulted in $84million in
direct impact, with a total of $105 million when indirect impacts were included.  1897 jobs are dependent on
hunting and fishing, with a total state tax revenue for Pima Co impact resulting in 5.4 million. 

  
For non-consumptive users the numbers are even higher: 
Pima 
Retail Sales 173,544,691 
Total Multiplier Effect $326,536,328 
Salaries and Wages $90,726,309 
Full & Part-Time Jobs 3,196 
State Sales & Fuel Tax Revenues $9,908,109 
State Income Tax Revenues $2,267,822 
Federal Income Tax Revenues $15,820,112 
  
 Here is a link to the three reports below http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/survey_results.shtml 

  
·         Economic Impact Analysis for Noncomsumptive Wildlife-Related Recreation in Arizona 
·         The Economic Importance of Off-Highway Vehicle Recreation 
·         The Economic Importance of Hunting and Fishing 
  
  
John Windes 
Wildlife Habitat Program Manager 
Arizona Game & Fish Department 
Tucson Regional Office 
555 N. Greasewood 
Tucson, AZ 85745 
(ph)  520-388-4442 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jconnell@swca.com
mailto:cbellavia@swca.com
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:hgachiri@swca.com
http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/survey_results.shtml


(fax) 520-628-5080 
  
Click here to Sign up for AZGFD eNews and receive the latest news and information on

wildlife issues and events, outdoor tips, education programs, regulations, and more. 
 

  
Our Mission: 

To conserve, enhance, and restore Arizona's diverse 
wildlife resources and habitats through aggressive 

protection and management programs, and to provide 
wildlife resources and safe watercraft and 

off-highway vehicle recreation for the enjoyment, 
appreciation, and use by present 

and future generations

 

http://www.azgfd.gov/eservices/subscribe.shtml


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: EIS for Proposed Rosemont Copper Project
Date: 04/14/2010 08:44 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 04/14/2010 08:42 AM -----

"J. David Barkley"
<eleison2@cox.net> 

04/08/2010 04:07 PM
Please respond to

"J. David Barkley" <eleison@cox.net>

To <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject EIS for Proposed Rosemont Copper Project

SW Coronado Forest service
Grace and peace.
My wife and I saw "ADOT" trucks on Highway 83 going towards Sonoita. These and
other heavy duty vehicles were obviously preparing new roadways. Is ADOT help[ing
Rosemont Copper Co  build new roads? And if so, why?  It's one thing to  tell us a
company who owns property neqr the Santa Ritas can begin some work while the
applicationj is in process. It's quite another to  involved tax-payer funded  equipment
to HELP that applicant !
I hope I'm wrong but need some clarification.
Thank  you
J. David Barkley

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: EIS for Proposed Rosemont Copper Project
Date: 05/10/2010 10:57 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 05/10/2010 10:55 AM -----

William Maki
<billmaki@mac.com> 

05/06/2010 01:50 PM

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject EIS for Proposed Rosemont Copper Project

I am writing to express my concern about the "Rosemont" mine proposed  
by a Canadian company, Augusta Resource Corporation, to be located on  
700 acres on the eastern slope of the Santa Rita mountains.  In short,  
the claims made by Augusta favorable to the proposed mine, when  
considered in the larger economic, social, and environmental contexts,  
are at best misleading.

Company is not credible.  Augusta has never produced copper or earned  
income from mining.  Their sole property, other than their Canadian  
office in Vancouver, B. C., is the Rosemont site.  Given no track  
record, their claim that they will run a better mining operation than  
other companies must be viewed critically.

No contribution to the economy.  The mine is not a boon for our  
state.  Rosemont promises 400 new jobs, but that number is trivial in  
the Arizona economy.  Tourism and outdoor recreation account for 25  
times as many jobs already in place in southern Arizona.  Because of  
the social and environmental disruptions noted below, even a small  
loss in tourism revenue will more than offset any revenue to southern  
Arizona businesses and communities resulting from the mine.  Moreover,  
the infrastructure to support the mine -- power and water lines --  
will invade the Santa Rita Experimental Range and thus threaten values  
of adjacent residential property.

Negative impact on quality of life.  The mine will not be good for the  
quality of life in southern Arizona.  The only way that Rosemont can  
operate is if they use thousands of acres of public forest land to  
dump the waste that results from the mine.  The Arizona Fish and Game  
Department has concluded that the mine would be a detriment to outdoor  
recreation and wildlife in the area.  The plan for the mine is to run  
blasting and trucking operations round-the-clock.  Normal traffic on  
scenic Highway 83 will be disrupted.  The amount of water to service  
the mine that is pumped from the aquifer that supplies towns like  
Sahuarita is enough to supply 12,000 households.  The Rosemont promise  
to replace that water from the Central Arizona Project is suspect; CAP  
water is itself in short supply.

After having weighed the claimed short-term benefits against the  
projected long-term costs of the mine, I join with the many southern  
Arizona government bodies, citizen groups, and businesses in opposing  
the Rosemont mine.

I very much hope for, and encourage the Coronado National Forest to  
reject the use of public land by Rosemont and issue a "no action".

Sincerely,

William S. Maki, Ph. D.
2785 East Posse Court
Green Valley, AZ 85614

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: EIS for Proposed Rosemont Copper Project
Date: 07/19/2010 09:11 AM
Attachments: RosemontBigThing1OnSR83July2010.jpg

RosemontBigThing2OwnerSR83July2010.jpg
RosemontBigThing3OwnerSR83July2010.jpg
RosemontBigThing4TrfcJamSR83July2010.jpg

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 07/19/2010 09:09 AM -----

Bill Maki
<wsmaki@gmail.com> 

07/18/2010 01:11 PM

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject EIS for Proposed Rosemont Copper Project

Here is some evidence about the impact of the proposed Rosemont copper mine on life along
Scenic Route SR83 in southern AZ.  Photo 1 shows the approach of a super over-sized load
led by some (official???) vehicle.  Photo 2 shows the stencil on the side of the transported
object.  Photo 3 is a close-up view proving ownership by Rosemont.  Photo 4 shows that the
load consumes the entire roadway and backs up traffic.  Following is a link to a video that
shows the snarled traffic.
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6Lx89Iga6Zs&feature=channel

Disclaimer: I did not take these photos/video but pass them along to inform the EIS process.

My opinion:  I've read estimates of traffic due to Rosemont at every 15 minutes, 24 x 7.
 Think about the impact -- commuters, school buses, tourism, other commerce.  My guess:
either these snarls will become frequent or our tax dollars will go to work widening SR83.
 Either way, the public loses if Rosemont goes in. 

-- 
Bill Maki

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: EIS for Proposed Rosemont Copper Project
Date: 05/10/2010 10:57 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 05/10/2010 10:55 AM -----

William Maki
<billmaki@mac.com> 

05/06/2010 01:50 PM

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject EIS for Proposed Rosemont Copper Project

I am writing to express my concern about the "Rosemont" mine proposed  
by a Canadian company, Augusta Resource Corporation, to be located on  
700 acres on the eastern slope of the Santa Rita mountains.  In short,  
the claims made by Augusta favorable to the proposed mine, when  
considered in the larger economic, social, and environmental contexts,  
are at best misleading.

Company is not credible.  Augusta has never produced copper or earned  
income from mining.  Their sole property, other than their Canadian  
office in Vancouver, B. C., is the Rosemont site.  Given no track  
record, their claim that they will run a better mining operation than  
other companies must be viewed critically.

No contribution to the economy.  The mine is not a boon for our  
state.  Rosemont promises 400 new jobs, but that number is trivial in  
the Arizona economy.  Tourism and outdoor recreation account for 25  
times as many jobs already in place in southern Arizona.  Because of  
the social and environmental disruptions noted below, even a small  
loss in tourism revenue will more than offset any revenue to southern  
Arizona businesses and communities resulting from the mine.  Moreover,  
the infrastructure to support the mine -- power and water lines --  
will invade the Santa Rita Experimental Range and thus threaten values  
of adjacent residential property.

Negative impact on quality of life.  The mine will not be good for the  
quality of life in southern Arizona.  The only way that Rosemont can  
operate is if they use thousands of acres of public forest land to  
dump the waste that results from the mine.  The Arizona Fish and Game  
Department has concluded that the mine would be a detriment to outdoor  
recreation and wildlife in the area.  The plan for the mine is to run  
blasting and trucking operations round-the-clock.  Normal traffic on  
scenic Highway 83 will be disrupted.  The amount of water to service  
the mine that is pumped from the aquifer that supplies towns like  
Sahuarita is enough to supply 12,000 households.  The Rosemont promise  
to replace that water from the Central Arizona Project is suspect; CAP  
water is itself in short supply.

After having weighed the claimed short-term benefits against the  
projected long-term costs of the mine, I join with the many southern  
Arizona government bodies, citizen groups, and businesses in opposing  
the Rosemont mine.

I very much hope for, and encourage the Coronado National Forest to  
reject the use of public land by Rosemont and issue a "no action".

Sincerely,

William S. Maki, Ph. D.
2785 East Posse Court
Green Valley, AZ 85614

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: EIS for Proposed Rosemont Copper Project
Date: 04/14/2010 08:50 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 04/14/2010 08:46 AM -----

"Marcylene"
<mholler05@comcast.net> 

04/11/2010 07:43 AM

To <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject EIS for Proposed Rosemont Copper Project

I am strongly opposed to the Rosemont Mining Project which implements new mining
operations in forest/land.  This project is contrary to any effort that would reduce
consumption and overall carbon footprint.  It eliminates more heat sink and further erodes the
forest.  Groundwater is too precious to allow another mining operation.  Not only will this
new operation tap into the already depleted water source but it would also threaten
contamination of that source.  Pumping operations would have to be maintained for
continuous dewatering which would necessitate new power source.  There are numerous
mines throughout this state.  Mining companies can reprocess waste in those mines or use
new technology to extract more ore.  This is a time when we need to reduce and conserve.

 
Respectfully,

 
Marcylene D. Holler
1522 W. Dawn Dr.
Tucson, AZ.  85704
520-742-0513

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: Electricity report
Date: 11/03/2008 02:05 PM
Attachments: Other- Electricity.pdf

Bev,
 
Attached is the comment information that I sent to Ms. Jamie Wood of EPG on October 14th for your
records.  Please let me know if you have any more questions.
 
Tom
 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2008 2:18 PM
To: jwood@epgaz.com
Subject: FW: Electricity report
 
 
 

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2008 2:03 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Electricity report
 
 
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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43 25 [I]f TEP is putting in a substation to feed Rosemont and a 138 lines, who bears that cost?Individual


160 80 COMMENT 6: THE MINE'S ELECTRICAL POWER DEMANDS CANNOT BE MET BY LOCAL 
PRODUCERS' CURRENT PRODUCTION CAPACITY AND EXISTING DELIVERY 
INFRASTRUCTURE. Augusta estimates the total connected electrical load required to operate the Mine 
will be 133 mega-watts (MW) and will require a minimum transmission line voltage of 138 kilo-volts 
(kV). The Mine's water production wells and part of the pit will be in TRICO's service area; the balance 
of the Mine's pit, all of the processing plant, and ancillary facilities will be in Tucson Electric Power's 
(TEP) service area. Augusta presents four alternative plans for supplying power to the Mine preferring 
alternative number four in which TEP will be the primary electrical power provider. This alternative will 
require a multiple service territory and provider agreement between TEP and TRICO which must be 
submitted to the Arizona Corportation Commission for review and final approval prior to 
implementation.      Augusta's preferred alternative number four will require connecting the 138 kV 
transmission line from the TEP 345/138 kV south substation to TEP's Vail-Kantor line which must first 
be upgraded to 138kV. They will join where the two lines cross at Santa Rita Road when the Vail-Kantor 
transmission line is upgraded to 138 kV service voltage. This alternative, however, will not be adequate to 
meet the Mine's 133 MW requirement (see Attachment D which is incorporated herein by reference.) An 
additional 20 MW of power must come from turbines in Nogales which are fueled primarily by natural 
gas, with diesel as backup. During winter months, the existing El Paso natural gas line can barely service 
its Santa Cruz County customers. Using the Nogales turbines to make up the connected load shortfall will 
tax the existing natural gas capability beyond its limits. There are approximately three days of natural gas 
storage in Nogales which is adequate only for temporary outages to the existing transmission line. Diesel 
fuel will be burned by the Nogales turbines when the natural gas supply reaches its limit, and Nogales is 
an EPA non-attainment area for clean air.                              Neither of the oter alternatives involving 
TEP presented by Augusta can meet the Mine's electrical pwer requirements. TEP states that TRICO's 
transmission company (SWTC) has 230 kV transmission capability from the Bicknell substation (west 
Green Valley) to build adequate support in one transmission line for the Mine, but that TRICO does not 
have a source to deliver 133 MW to the Bicknell substation. None of the electrical power supply options 
proposed by Augusta can provide power to Rosemont using existing delivery infrastructure or meet the 
Mine's 133 MW power requirements.


1527 2 Where is your electricity coming from?Individual


1529 3 Also, where does Augusta plan to get El Power?Individual


1535 3 Without electricity the mine can not function. Permits must be obtained from the corporate commission. 
This whole area is against this mine. We will fight it at Corporate Commission.


Individual


1547 6 how much electrical energy will be used to tax our already over-taxed power grid?Individual
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1610 1 These comments concern the environmental impacts associated with the energy requirements for the 
Rosemont Copper Project. The electrical energy requirements for this project fail to contain cumulative 
environmental impacts in both Santa Cruz and Pima Counties. None of options presented by Rosemont 
are in the public interest as the assumptions are erroneous. In particular, the preferred electrical 
transmission line (Vail to Nogales) does not exist. A Comrehensive  Environmental Certification (CEC) 
Application has not been submitted to the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
(Siting Committee) that will have significant issues to decide before a Vail-Nogales transmission line 
could be approved. The Line Siting Committee has 12-months to recommendation approval, modify or 
deny a CEC Application to the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) that may also approve, modify 
or deny the CEC Application. Many unresolved issues remain before any electricity can be provided to 
Rosemont Copper, as total environmental effects are assessed by the Line Siting Committee and in this 
EIS. It is unknown if the ACC and/or the Line Siting Committee are "cooperating agencies" in this EIS; 
however, if not, then resultant decision conflicts might result.


Background.
At present, the UNS Electric, Inc. (UNSE) Santa Cruz service area has a single 115 kV transmission line 
from the Nogales Tap substation in southern Tucson that goes through four substations to be distributed 
to its customers. Santa Cruz County is serviced by three utility companies. The Sulpher Springs Valley 
Rural Cooperative service area services to the east of the Santa Rita Mountains and the TRICO Rural 
Cooperative service area in the western parts of the Santa Cruz County. UNSE has the largest service area 
primarily the Santa Cruz Valley, to the east of the Santa Rita Mountains. 
UNSE operates four distribution substations on its 115 kV transmission line, the Kantor substation east of 
Amado, the Canez substation in central Rio Rico, the Sonoita substation in southern Rio Rico and the 
Valencia substation serving the Nogales distribution area. 


Reliability Problem Mitigation.
On 2 November 1999, the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) approved ACC Decision No. 62011 
that mandated a second transmission line to be operational by 31 December 2003. This was to correct 
reliability problems in the Santa Cruz service area. On 15 January 2001, the ACC modified and then 
approved a Siting Committee CEC for a two-circuit 345 kV line from Sahuarita via a new "Gateway" 
substation in Nogales to terminate at Santa Anna, Sonora, Mexico using a "western" corridor. The ACC 
disapproved "central" and "eastern" corridors. A Department of Energy (DOE) Presidential Permit was 
required to cross the US-Mexican border. The Final EIS for this project was completed and publishedin 
the Federal Register in March 2005 (reference a). The Coronado National Forest (CNF), in this reference, 
disapproved the "western" corridor. Thus, without ACC-CNF agreement, this "second" transmission line 
to the Sanata Cruz service area, has no approved routes. A NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) has not been 
issued for this project.
In late 2004, due to the changing circumastances and situation, the ACC re-opened Decision No. 62011 to 
resolve the remaining reliability issues in the Santa Cruz service area. Hearings were held for five days in 
August-September 2005. To date, the ACC Adminstrative Law Judge has not submited to the 
Commission a Recommended Opinion and Order (ROO). During these hearings, most of the ten 
intervenors agreed that upgrading the existing 115kV to a "double-circuit" configuration meets the AC-
mandated second transmission line mandate and provides adequate electricity to meet the future needs for 
Santa Cruz service area for several decades.
In February 2008, two local meetings were held by UES to discuss a proposed "Vail to Valencia 115 kV 
Upgrade Project". For the handouts see enclosure 1. This proposal is a single-circuit 115 kV to 138kV 
upgrade from the Nogales Tap in Tucson to Nogales about 60 miles to th south. A new line is proposed to 
be constructed from TEP's Vail substation in eastern Tucson to UNSE's Nogales Tap Substation in 
southern Tucson. As of this date, neither TEP nor UNSE have not applied to the Siting Committee for a 
CEC. The CEC permit is required by Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) 40-360 to 40-360.13 and Arizona 
Administrative Code R14-3-201 to R14-3-113. 


Companies.
There are several companies involved. Until 11 August 2003, Citizens Communications Company owned 
and managed Santa Cruz service area assets as a public service company in Arizona when UniSource 
Energy Inc. (UNS) acquired this company. UniSource Energy is a holding company for three public 
service companies. The largest is Tucson Electric Power Company (TEP) that has service areas in Pima 


Individual
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and Cochise Counties, and is an Arizona public service company. UniSource Energy created a holding 
company, called UniSource Energy Services (UES) to oversee two public service companies; UNSE has 
service areas in Santa Cruz and Mohave Counties and UNS Gas, Inc. (UNSG) with service areas in five 
Arizona counties.
Due to IRS bond tax restrictions, TEP is allowed to serve customers only in Pima and Cochise County 
and UNSE in Santa Cruz and Mohave Counties. Both UNSE and TEP have this two-county service area 
restriction. 
The existing 115 kV transmission line is owned and operated by UNSE and is the only source of imported 
power to this service area. This line is not owned by TEP; however, in January 2000, Citizens (now 
UNSE) and TEP signed a Project Development Agreement (PDA) whereby TEP would manage and build 
the Sahuarita-Nogales-Mexico dual-circuit 345 kV transmission line and a Gateway substation system. 
UNSE has contracted with TEP to perform most transmission line functions for UNSE; however, as a 
UNSE ratepayer, separation of these two public service companies is critical when it comes to determine 
"rates" for each company. When the separation of these two public service companies is not clear, costs 
might become mingled, to the detriment of both companies. The ACC makes decisions for rate cases and 
demands each company account for all expensed. 


The Rosemont Copper Electric Plan.
On 11 July 2007, Rosemont Copper sub,itted the "Rosemont Project Mine plan of Operations" (reference 
c). Section 2.7 of this report is titled "Electrical power Supply" with Appendix C containing an Electrical 
Load Summary (enclosure 2). It should be noted that the connected load for Rosemont Copper is 133 kV 
(enclosure 2, Appendix C) while at 138 kV transmission line can carry 100-120 MW, thus at least two 
138 kV or one larger capacity transmission line is required for Rosemont Copper.
This "electrical plan" shows a "Preferred Electrical Supply Transmission Supply Route" in Figure 1 
below, which is from the Mine Plan of Operations. Four options were proposed. Each will be discussed 
below, as one reads Section 2.7. Option Four is the "preferred" route.
[NB: most of the answers below will be determined during Siting Committee proceedings]


Option 1-- Interconnection with TEP Line Serving Santa Cruz County (section 2.7.1).
Q-11. Why isn't UNSE indicated at the owner of 115 kV line?
Q-12. There is NO existing Vail-Kantor line (as there are no transmission lines betweeen Vail and the 
Nogales Tap substations), so how can a 115 kV Vail-Kantor line be upgraded?
Q-13. There are significant customer/ratepayer costs for changing from the DOE Western Power 
Administration (WAPA) 115 kV line to a 138 kV TEP line originating at Vail. Has the impact of this 
customer cost been assessed which impact UNSE Santa Cruz service area customers?
Q-14. What is the cost of this new substation and will UNSE Santa Cruz service area customers pay for a 
new 138 kV switching station on this UNSE-owned 115/138 kV line?
Q-15. What does "partially borne by TEP" mean in terms of specific rate increases for UNSE Santa Cruz 
service area customers?
Q-16. Why even consider this option for 75 MW of power if it does not provide the 132 MW of power 
required by Rosemont Copper?


Option 2-- Interconnection with SWTC Sahuarita 230kV Substation. (2.7.2)
Q-21. What are the cost differences between Options 1,2,3, and 4? 
Q-22. If the project will overload the existing 345/230 kV Bicknell transformer, can a new transformer be 
acquired, and at what additional cost?
Q-23. Has this option been "noticed" to TRICO customers by Public Notices in the appropriate 
newspapers?
Q-24. TEP is not involved for this option. Will TEP manage this SWTC project as TEP will have no role 
if this option is selected?
Q-25. What will be the costs borne by TRICO ratepayers for Option 2?


Option 3. Interconnection with TEP South 345/138 kV substation. (2.7.3)
Q-31. Higher voltage transmission lines have less line loss, thus transmit electricity at lower coster per 
mile than a transmission system at a lower voltage. What are the life-cycle cost differences between a 138 
kV, 230 kV, and 345 kV transmission systems to support Rosemont Copper?
Q-32. Why is TEP the service provider, when TRICO (SWTC) might be able to provide lower cost 
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services to Rosemont Copper?
Q-33. What is the cost permile for 138 kV and the cost the appropriate 138kV transformers?
Q-34. Is the only problem with this option is the 12 miles length of the line?
Q-35. The TEP South substation is inside the 100-year flood plain. Due to its criticality for Tucson's 
power, it should be required to meet the 500-year flood criteria. How will TEP meet the potential floods 
that routinely occur on the Santa Cruz River that is adjacent to the South substation (reference a, 
Appendix C, Figure 2, p. C-4) which shows it is inside the 100-year floodplain?


Option 4. Interconnection with TEP South Line to the TEP Vail-Kantor Line. (2.7.4)
Q-41. What happens if the Line Siting Committee CEC specifies a different alternative than the Vail 
Kantor 138 kV line?
Q-42. What are the specific relationships (agreements) between UNSE (who owns the exisitng 115 kV 
line) and TEP?
Q-43. Will UNSE ratepayers pay any costs for the Rosemont Copper installations?
Q-44. Are two lines, one from South substation and one from Vail being proposed by this option (the two 
sources)? 
Q-45. Since UNSE requires two circuits, based on the reopened ACC Decision 62011 hearings in 2005, 
how will a third circuit for Rosemont fit on these UNSE utility poles?
Q-46. What are the mean time between failure (MTBF) and mean time to repair (MTTR) (both are 
common reliability engineering measures) for each option being proposed?


Preliminary Power Flow Analysis. (2.7.5)
Q-61. Why was 2010 assumed for the power flow analysis since the proposed upgrade shows a Vail-
Nogales line is not expected to be complete in 2012? (See enclosure 3)
Studies "show that the Vail substation could serve up to 75 MW of mine load if 20 MW of generation is 
on-line at the Valencia generation facility, or up to 100 MW, if the Gateway Project were in service." The 
power requirements for a mine are continuous, varying little during the 24-hour day. 
Q-62. How can 75 MW + 20 MW meet the 133 MW Rosemont Copper 133 MW load requirements in 
Appendix C?
Q-63. The peak power requirements for the UNSE Santa Cruz service area is 75.4 MW reached on 28 
June 2007. How will power be furnished to the Santa Cruz service area when over 75 MW or 100 MW of 
power is required?
Q-64. How can 100 MW from the Gateway meet the 133 MW load requirements?
Q-65. What authority does TEP have that require turbines to run in Nogales to furnish power for 
Rosemont Copper? 
Q-66. At present, there is inadequate amount of natural gas to continually run the 65 MW of generation 
capabilities that exist in the City of Nogales so diesel fuel is used when natural gas runs out. What are the 
future natural gas and electrical demands for the Sanata Cruz service area in 2015 and 2025 and how 
much local generation can be made available to continuously meet the additional power requirements for 
Rosemont Copper?
Q-67. The City of Nogales is an EPA non-attainment of compliance requirements for clean air. What are 
the projected air pollution impacts for 2015 and 2025 that running 20 MW to 65 MW of natural gas or 
diesel turbines in Nogales have on air quality in that city? 
Q-68. Is there any basis to assume the Gateway Project will be on line in 2010 as TEP assured the 
Commission it would be online by 31 December 2003? 
Q-69. Since when did the Gateway substation move from NW of Nogales (in reference a) to "near 
Sahuarita"? 
Q-70. Why is there any impacts between the UNSE Sonoita substation and a Rosemont substation that 
require "pre-project" voltage levels to be corrected by shunt capacitors? 
Q-71. Why are upgrades required to "certain SWTC facilities" to mitigate any impacts due to outages" if 
Option 4 is selected? 
TEP has a significant portion of its power sold to mines, such as those in Green Valley. In 1996, for 
example, 925,000,000 MW-hrs were purchased by these mining activties, about 10% of the total retail 
sales of 9,201,000,000 MW-hrs. The Rosemont Copper mine will consume 1,165,000,000 MW-hrs (=133 
MW x 8,760 hrs/year) when operating at full capacity demand of 133 MW/hr. TEP uses over 95% coal-
fueled electrical generation plants, thus, for 133 MW of power, then about 250,000 tons of Carbon 
Dioxide (CO2), 830 tones of Nitrite oxides (NOx), and 250 tons of Sulfur Dioxide (SP2) will be required 
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by TEP to furnish the electrical power necessary for Rosemont Copper. 
Q-72. How will Rosemont Coppper compensate for these 250,000 tons of CO2, 830 tons of NOx and 250 
tones of SO2 that will be necessary to generate the electricity required for this mine? 
Q-73. Will another source, with less coal-fueled electrical generation be assessed during the EIS process? 
Q-74. How much water will be required for the coal-fired electrical generators required for the Rosemont 
Copper mine? 
Q-75. Will Rosemont Copper also "recharge" the Tucson Aquifer to account for the water necessary to 
generate Rosemont Coppper's electricity? 


Description of Proposed Electrical Power Supply. (2.7.6) 
Q-81. The existing 115 kV line or upgrade to 138 kV in Option 4 already tranverses the Santa Rita 
Experimental Range (see Figure 1above). Is this line to modified to avoid this range, contrary to Figure 1?
Q-82. TEP has a very poor track record in forecasting completion dates for its projects (as discussed 
above for its 345 kV project to Mexico). How can TEP confirm the date that a proposed Vail-Kantor 
transmission line and upgrades be completed since no application for such a line has been submitted to 
the Line Siting Committee?
Q-83. Can a "Vail-Kantor" 138 kV transmission line meet all the power requirements for Rosemont 
Copper? 
Q-84. What is the long-term impact of the 138 kV line raditated electromagnetic and electrical fields on 
pipeline corrosion in the parallel fresh water pipeline route? 
Q-85. Does the mean time between failure for the Option 4 11.6 mile transmission system exceed 300 
years as required by the National Electrical Reliabilty Council (NERC), or its successor's reliability 
criteria? 
Q-86. What is the impact of fire and smoke on the capabilities of the proposed UNSE 138 kV line to 
furnish power to Rosemont Copper? 
Q-87. Is the 7.2 MW of power required for the well fields included in the loads in enclosure 2 (Appendix 
C) or is the total demand for Rosemont Copper over 140 MW (= 133 + 7.2)? 


Some General Questions:
Q-100. Where is a detailed trade-off study comparing the four electrical supply options? 
Q-101. Will any transformers for the transmission and distribution lines contain any PCBs or other toxic 
substances?
Q-102. What is the impact on Rosemont Copper if the electrical supply required can not be provided until 
2012, 2015, or 2018?
Q-103. What was the basis to select TEP to be the power provider to Rosemont Copper compared to self-
generated power using natural gas from the El Paso Natural Gasline that runs parallel to Interstae 10? 
Q-104. How can UNSE have a double-circuit 138 kV line to Nogales if one circuit of that line is used for 
Rosmeont Copper? 
Q-105. In section 2.8.2 (Legal and Regulatory Considerations), the role of obtaining environmental 
capability certification from the Line Siting Committee and its approval by the ACC are omitted. Will this 
omission be corrected and considered? 
Q-106. When will the CEC Application for the proposed TEP and/or UNSE and/or SWTC transmission 
lines be submitted to the Line Siting Committee?


1809 1 The power line that feeds the hillton ranch road community runs through the middle of the Rosemont 
mine.  Who will pay to have this line moved of rerouted? What guarantee is there that the power company 
(TCP) will get a new easement to run a new line? 
Also how will power be supplied to the mine itself?


Individual


1840 3 Where will the mining company get the electricity to run the mine?Individual


1840 5 How much more of the environment will be destroyed by putting in poles and stringing wire?Individual


1851 11 When will the electric providers apply for the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility  with the 
Arizona Corporation Commission?


Individual


1871 2 There will have to be a power line brought in. From where and by what route?Individual
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1894 6 How can Rosemont get power to their mine without destroying the scenic beauty of the mountains and 
will our power bills go up to pay for their new lines?


Individual


1980 3 ques. About electric still not answeredIndividual


1988 3 Electricity problemsIndividual


2217 11 These comments concern the environmental impacts associated with the energy requirements for the 
Rosemont Copper Project.  The electrical energy requirements for this project fail to contain cumulative 
environmental impacts in both Santa Cruz and Pima Counties.  None of options presented by Rosemont 
are in the public interest as the assumptions are erroneous.  In particular, the preferred electrical 
transmission line (Vail to Nogales) does not exist.  A Comprehensive Environmental Certification (CEC) 
Application has not been submitted to the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
(Siting Committee) that will have significant issues to decide before a Vail-Nogales transmission line 
could be approved.  The Line Siting Committee has 12-months to recommedation approval, modify  or 
deny a CEC Application to the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) that may also approve, modicy 
or deny the CEC Application.  Many unresolved issues remain before any electricity can be provided to 
Rosemont Copper, as total environmental  effects are assessed by the Line Siting Committee and in this 
EIS.  It is unknown if the ACC and/or the Line Siting Committee are "cooperating agencies" in this EIS; 
however, if not, then resultant decision conflicts might result.


Individual


2217 12 On 11 July 2007, Rosemont Copper submitted the "Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations" 
(reference c).  Section 2.7 of this report is titiled "Electrical Power Supply" with Appendix C containing 
an Electrical Load Summary (enclosure 2).  It should be noted that the connected load for Rosemont 
Copper is 133 kV (enclosure 2, Appendix C) while at 138 kV transmission line can carry 100-120 MW, 
thus at least 138 kV or one larger capacity transmission line is required for Rosemont Copper.


This "electrical plan" shows a "Preferred Electriacl Supply Transmission Supply Route" in Figure 1 
below, which is from the Mine Plan of Operations.  Four options were proposed.  Each will be discussed 
below, as one reads Section 2.7.  Option Four is the "preferred" route.


[NB: most of the answers below will be determined during Siting Committee proceedings]


Option 1 - Interconnection with TEP Line Serving Santa Cruz County (secion 2.7.1).


Q-11.  Why isn't UNSE indicated at the owner of the 115 kV line?


Q-12.  There is NO existing Vail-Kantor line (as there are no transmission lines between Vail and the 
Nogales Tap substations), so how can a 115 kV Vail-Kantor line be upgraded?


Q-13.  There are significant customer/ratepayer costs for changing from the DOE Western Power 
Administration (WAPA) 115 kV TEP line originating at Vail.  Has the impact of this customer cost been 
assessed which impact UNSE Santa Cruz service area customers?


Q-14.  What is the cost of this new substation and will UNSE Santa Cruz service area customers pay for a 
new 138 kV switching station on this UNSE-owned 115/138 kV line?


Q-15.  What does "partially borne by TEP" mean in terms of specific rate increases for UNSE Santa Cruz 
service area customers?


Q-16.  Why even consider this option for 75 MW of power if it does not provide the 132 MW of power 
required by Rosemont Copper?


Individual
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2217 13 Option 2 - Interconnection with SWTC Sahuarita 230 kV Substation. (2.7.2)


Q-21.  What are the cost differences between Options 1, 2, 3, and 4?


Q-22.  If the project will overload the existing 345/230 kV Bicknell transformer, can a new transformer be 
acquired, and at what additional cost?


Q-23.  Has this option been "noticed" to TRICO customers by Public Notices in the appropriate 
newspapers?


Q-24.  TEP is not involved for this option.  Will TEP manage this SWTC project as TEP will have no role 
if this option is selected?


Q-25.  What will be the costs borne by TRICO ratepayers for Option 2?


Individual


2217 14 Option 3.  Interconnection with TEP South 345/138 kV substation.  (2.7.3)


Q-31.  Higher voltage transmission lines have less line loss, thus transmit electricity at lower cost per mile 
than a transmission system at a lower voltage.  What are the life-cycle cost differences between a 138kV, 
230 kV, and 345 kV transmission systems to support Rosemont Copper?


Q-32.  Why is TEP the service provider, when TRICO (SWTC) might be able to provide lower cost 
services to Rosemont Copper?


Q-33.  What is the cost per mile for 138 kV and the cost the appropriate 138 kV transformers?


Q-34.  Is the only problem with this option is the 12 miles length of the line?


Q-35.  The TEP South substation is inside the 100-year flood plain.  Due to its criticality for Tucson's 
power, it should be required to meet the 500-year flood criteria.  How will TEP meet the potential floods 
that routinely occur on the Santa Cruz River that is adjacent to the South substation (reference a, 
Appendix C, Figure 2, p. C-4) which shows it is inside the 100-year floodplain?


Individual


2217 15 Option 4.  Interconnection with TEP South Line to the TEP Vail-Kantor Line (2.7.4)


Q-41.  What happens if the Line Siting Committee CEC specifiies a different alternative than the Vail-
Kantor 138 kV line?


Q-42.  What are the specific relationships (agreements) between UNSE (who owns the existing 115 kV 
line) and TEP?


Q-43.  Will UNSE ratepayers pay any costs for the Rosemont Copper installations?


Q-44.  Are two lines, one from South substation and one from Vail being proposed by this option (the two 
sources)?


Q-45.  Since UNSE requires two circuits, based on the reopened ACC Decision 62011 hearings in 2005, 
how will a third circuit for Rosemont fit on these UNSE utility poles?


Q-46.  What are the mean time between failure (MTBF) and mean time to repair (MTTR) (both are 
common reliability engineer measures) for each option being proposed?


Individual
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2217 16 A Fifth Option, Line Siting Case No. 137 for the Vail 138 kV Systems Project.
This TEP proposal provides another option to provide power to Rosemont Copper.  This project provides 
for double-circuit 138 kV transmission lines to go southwest from the Vail substation to a new Cienega 
substation in Phase 1 and a new Mountain View substation in Phase 2 to the south of Interstate 10, next 
to State Route 83 that goes directly to the Rosemont Copper mine (see enclosure 4).


Q-51.  Will the proposed Mountain View substation be considered as a power source for Rosemont 
Copper?


Q-52.  How much power will be available at the Mountain View substation, if Phase 2 is ever build, after 
servicing its distribution demands?


Q-53.  When is the Mountain View substation to be operational?


Individual
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2217 17 Preliminary Power Flow Analysis. (2.7.5)


Q-61.  Why was 2010 assumed for the power flow analysis since the propose upgrade shows a Vail-
Nogales line is not expected to be complete in 2012?  (see enclosure 3) 


Studies "show that the Vail substation could serve up to 75 MW of mine load if 20 MW of generation is 
on-line at the Valencia generation facility, or up to 100 MW if the Gateway Project were in service."  The 
power requirements for a mine are continuous, varying little during the 24-hour day.


Q-62.  How can 75 MW + 20 MW meet the 133 MW Rosemont Copper 133 MW load requirements in 
Appendix C?


Q-63.  The peak power requirements for the UNSE Santa Cruz service area is 75.4 MW reached on 28 
June 2007.  How will power be furnished to the Santa Cruz service area when over 75 MW or 100 MW of 
power is required?


Q-64.  How can 100 MW from the Gateway meet the 133 load requirements?


Q-65.  What authority does TEP have that require turbines to run in Nogales to furnish power for 
Rosemont Copepr?


Q-66.  At present, there is inadequate amount of natural gas to continually run the 65 MW of generation 
capabilities that exist in the City of Nogales so diesel fuel is used when natural gas runs out.  What are the 
future of natural gas and electrical demands for the the Santa Cruz service area in 2015 and 2025 and how 
much local generation can be made available to continuously meet the additional power requirements for 
Rosemont Copper?


Q-67.  The City of Nogales is an EPA non-attainment of compliance requirements for clean air.  What are 
the projected air pollution impacts for 2015 and 2025 that running 20 
MW to 65 MW of natural gas or diesel turbines in Nogales have on air quality in that city?


Q-68.  Is there any basis to assume the Gateway Project will be on line in 2010 as TEP assured the 
Commission it would be online by 31 December 2003?


Q-69.  Since when did the Gateway substation move from NW of Nogales (in reference a) to "near 
Sahuarita"?


Q-70.  Why is there any impacts between the UNSE Sonoita substation and a Rosemont substation that 
require "pre-project" voltage levels to be corrected by shunt capacitors?


Q-71.  Why are upgrades required to "certain SWTC facilities" to mitigate any impacts due to outages" if 
Option 4 is selected?


TEP has a significant portion of its power sold to mines, such as those in Green Valley.  In 1996, for 
example, 925,000,000 MW-hrs were purchased by these mining activities, about 10% of the total retail 
sales of 9,201, 000,000 MW-hrs.  The Rosemont Copper mine will consume 1,165,000,000 MW-hrs 
(=133 MW x 8,760 hrs/year) when operating at full capacity demand of 133 MW/hr.  TEP uses over 95% 
coal-fueled electrical generation plants, thus, for 133 MW of power, then about 250, 000 tons of Carbon 
Dioxide (CO2), 830 tones of Nitrite oxides (Nox), and 250 tons of Sulfur Dioxide (SP2) will be required 
by TEP to furnish the electrical power necessary for Rosemont Copper.


Q-72.  How will Rosemont Copper compensate for these 250,000 tons of CO2, 830 tons of Nox and 250 
tones of SO2 that will be necessary to generate the electricity required for this mine?


Q-73.  Will another source, with less coal-fueled electrical generation be assessed during the EIS process?


Q-74.  How much water will be required for the coal-fired electrical generators required for the Rosemont 


Individual
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Copper mine?


Q-75.  Will Rosemont Copper also "recharge" the Tucson Aquifer to account for the water necessary to 
generate Rosemont Copper's electricity?


2217 18 Description of Proposed Electrical Power Supply.  (2.7.6)


Q-81.  The existing 115 kV line or upgraded to 138 kV in Option 4 already transverses the Santa Rita 
Experimental Range (see Figure 1 above).  Is this line to modified to avoid this range, contrary to Figure 
1?


Q-82.  TEP has a very poor track record in forecasting completion dates for its projects (as discussed 
above for its 345 kV project to Mexico).  How can TEP confirm the date that a proposed Vail-Kantor 
transmission line and upgrades be completed since not application for such a line has been submitted to 
the Line Siting Committee?


Q-83.  Can a "Vail-Kantor" 138 kV transmission line meet all the power requirements for Rosemont 
Copper?


Q-84.  What is the long-term impact of the 138 kV line radiated electro-magnetic and electric fields on 
pipeline corrosion in the parallel fresh water pipeline route?


Q-85.  Does the mean time between failure for the Option 4 11.6 mile transmission system exceed 300 
years as required by the National Electrical Reliability Council (NERC), or its successor's reliability 
criteria?


Q-86.  What is the impact of fire and smoke on the capabilities of the proposed UNSE 138 kV line to 
furnish power to Rosemont Copper?


Q-87.  Is the 7.2 MW of power required for the well fields included in the loads in enclosure 2 (Appendix 
C) or is the total demand for Rosemont Copper over 140 MW (=133 + 7.2)?


Individual


2217 19 Some General Questions:


Q-100.  Where is a detailed trade-off study comparing the four electrical supply options?


Q-101.  Will any transformers for the transmission and distribution lines contain any PCBs or other toxic 
substances?


Q-102.  What is the impact on Rosemont Copper if the electrical supply required con not be provided 
until 2012, 2015, or 2018?


Q-103.  What was the basis to select TEP to be the power provider to Rosemont Copper compared to self-
generated power using natural gas from the El Paso Natural Gasline that runs parallel to Interstate 10?


Q-104.  How can UNSE have a double-circuit 138 kV line to Nogales is one circuit of that line is used for 
Rosemont Copper?


Q-105.  In section 2.8.2 (Legal and Regulatory Considerations), the role of obtaining environmental 
capability certification from the Line Siting Committee and its approval by the ACC are omitted.  Will 
this omission be corrected and considered?


Q-106.  When will the CEC Application for the proposed TEP and/or UNSE and/or SWTC transmission 
lines be submitted to the Line Siting Committee?


Individual


2217 22 Q-204.  Both ends and intermediate points along the "system" must be assessed and extrapolated for the 
life-cycle of the project, usually 50 or more years into the future.


Individual
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2394 2 How will the mine get sufficient electrical power?Individual


2418 4 what amount of electric power will be needed to run this mine, and who will pay for the new power plant.Individual


2473 13 there will be electric linesIndividual


2481 6 Where will they get enough power to run a mine?Individual


2593 50 ENERGY/POWER
The Rosemont Mine plans to produce 230,000,000 lbs of cooper per year, and it has been estimated that 
40 million Btu's are needed to produce one ton of copper. There is no local power source that can meet 
that demand, so a new power source must be developed.


Organization


2593 55 Since the mine would require additional electrical power equivalent to the demand from a medium sized 
city  of 130,000 people, several impacts need to be investigated:
-Damage to animal and plant life, scenery and property values from the increased infrastructure 
(transmission lines, substations, etc.) that would be required.
-Impacts on planning for future growth in the area. Would sufficient power be available, short term and 
long term, to accommodate regional growth of homes and businesses?
-Environmental effects generated at the power plant site due to the increased power demand from the 
mine.


Organization


2593 56 In addition, following questions should be addressed in the EIS:
-How much total energy would be needed for the mine?
-Where would the energy come from for the mine?
-How would the energy be used in the processing and other facilities?
-If all the energy came from electricity, how many households per year would that represent?
-How would this energy usage affect the nearby communities?
-How would the local citizen's power bill and line charges be affected by Rosemont's competition for 
power?
-How much of a rate increase to these existing local customers is expected as a result of the increased 
demand for the mine?
-What rate would Rosemont Copper pay for electricity and how would this compare to nearby 
communities?
-Line charges and power production constitute a large portion of people's electrical bill.
-Would the community, in effect, be subsidizing the mine through their electrical bills?


Organization


2599 23 Will Rosemont Copper Co. be allowed to use as much electricity as its officers claim will be needed to 
operate Rosemont Mine?  What rate will the mine pay for the electricity it consumes?


Individual


2599 25 Will operation of the mine have an impact on the availability of electricity to any TEP customers (homes 
or businesses) currently within 30 miles of the mine, or projected to be located within 30 miles of the 
mine within the next twenty years?


Individual


2599 47 Then try to imagine the 
929 gigawatt-hours of electricity these operations will require each year (enough electricity to supply the 
needs of 68,000 households), as well as the 
18 to 40 thousand lumens per acre some of this electricity will be used to illuminate nighttime activities at 
the mine


Individual


2620 3 Fact: There is not sufficient power available from TEP in Pima County to accommodate the requirement 
as outlined in the plan of operation. Nor will an easement be granted from any direction or source.


Business


2671 33 Will the increased power demands of the MPO raise my utility rates, and if so, by how much?  What is the 
uncertainty in the answer?  Will there by an effect on the quality of my electrical service?


Individual
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2675 14 There are considerable activities necessary for this proposal on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains. 
Examples include, but are not limited to, an access road, wells, pipelines, pumping (booster) stations, 
transmission lines, and a potential substation. Power for the proposed project will be delivered through 
approximately 12 miles of transmission lines. These lines will be suspended from 90 foot towers, with a 
ground clearance of at least 70 feet. A water pipeline will be constructed to follow a similar path as the 
power lines. The disturbance to the environment of the Santa Cruz River Valley that these utilities 
traverse has not received the same attention as the proposed plan site on the east side of the Santa Ritas. 
As they are necessary for the proposal, the environmental, economic, and cultural impacts of these 
activities should be evaluated with equal rigor.


Individual


2736 40 How will the mine access electricity?


Will there be new power lines created to serve the property?


Where will the electrical line easements be located?


Government


2736 42 What impact will electrical lines have on the Sahuarita/Green  Valley area aesthetically?  How will it 
impact the natural environment, the flora and fauna?


Government


2736 63 What is the potential for this mine to interfere with military operations?  The area proposed for the 
Rosemont Copper Mine is within a low-level military air training route that spans an ara from the Las 
Cienegas National Conservation Area to the Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge.  One of the routes 
crosses the Santa Rita Mountains just north of the Rosemont ore deposit.  The proposed mine by Augusta 
Resources represents a potential encroachment into the low-level pilot training routes in our area.  Two 
aspects of the mine can affect the training routes:  the first are physical encroachments, such as the power 
poles which would be constructed over the crest of the Santa Rita Mountains to bring communication 
bandwidth encroachments.  Radio transmissions or other electronic devices, which might direct the flow 
of electricity, water or  ore slurry, might have th potential to interfere with bandwidths and 
communication systems currently used by the military.  The Forest Service should consult with the 
Defense Department to investigate these potential impacts.


Government


2745 4 Modern mines require significant amounts of water and electricity. Both are essential. The water resources 
and electrical demand requirements can be objectively compared using various alternatives.


Individual


2745 19 Overview of Alternative Two.
Rosemont Copper did not have a viable electricity plan in the MPO, section 2.7


Individual


4474 8 high wire grids,Individual


5284 25 How does Augusta Resource Corporation plan to lessen the impact that their increased drain  on the 
electric grid will cause?


Individual


6741 7 Other areas, power lines.  I don't know what impact we're going to have on power lines.  I don't know 
what impact we're going to have on power lines, but they have to bring power in.  That's going to be in 
addition to the footprint.


Individual


6876 7 I have nothing against mining in general. I make my living off of rocks. But this is in the wrong place. It 
will ruin our recreation and tourism industries. It will devastate our highways and transportation sector. 
Our power availability in the power grid, property values, our astronomical facilities, agriculture.


Organization


6880 16 There are many other serious concerns about allowing the mine to be developed.  New power lines would 
have to be extended through pristine areas to provide electricity to the mine site.  This would impact the 
environment and could affect other power users.


Government


7030 13 *It is not acceptable to ask our community to bear the burden of new high intensity electricla transmission 
lines and substations so that electricity for the proposed mine can be taken from the Vail substation 
located at Rita Rd and I-10. (according to the mine plan of operations)


Individual


7031 4 Electricity used from the Vail substation located at Rita Road and I-10Individual
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7064 2 I over see the purchasing and selling of excesss wholesale energy daily. I know the costs associated with 
running a new EHV transmission line or building new generation assets not to mention the costs 
associated with the recent Renewable Energy Standard Tariff recently passed by the Arizona Corporation 
Commission.  And the availability of copper is integral to all of these costs, VERY intergral.


Individual


7088 28 The Forest Service should also consider how a mine would get sufficient electrical power to it, and the 
cumulative impacts of 1) projected populations and infrastructure growth; 2) power line siting an 
transmission lines; 3) the inability of Tucson Electric Power to provide the Tucson area with sufficient 
power for its current and future needs, and 4) additional electrical power generation and the added 
impacts and effects on air pollution and global warming.  (Portions of Pima County have already had 
particulate matter exceedances above the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, and the addition of 
emissions from coal, natural gas, or oil-fired electrical generation, mining dust and haul operations will 
only exacerbate this.)  Further, the Arizona Corporation Commission must approve any and all of this, so 
the likelyhood that the Arizona Corporation Commission would approve or disapprove these proposed 
power line siting and transmission lines, the deal between TEP and Rosemont for power, and the 
additional power generation and infrastructure needs must be fully examined.


Estimates of peak demand and energy for the project indicate a peak load ranging from 80 
megawatts(MW) to 100 MW and approximately 500 GWh to 700 GWh of annual energy requirements.  It 
is currently anticipated that power for the project will be aquired from Tucson Electric Power (TEP), 
TRICO Electric Cooperative (TRICO), and/or a third party.  It is also anticipated that the purchased 
power will be delivered over the TEP system or the Southwest Transmission Cooperative (SWTC) system 
to an interconnection point with project-owened transmission facilities.


Electricity is critical for mining operations.  Rosemont doesn't appear to have a workable way to obtain 
the 133 MW of electricity it needs to run its operation.  The Tucson Electric Power Company's (TEP) 
"preferred" option requires 20 MW of power to be generated in Nogales.  Rosemont chose TEP to provide 
its electuicity.  Mining and smelting operations adjacent to Green Valley are TEP's largest customer.  TEP 
wants Nogales to pollute its air, use its limited natural resources or backup diesel fuel supplies and its 
local ground water for cooling its turbines as it makes electricity to support this mine.  The impacts on 
consumer prices for natural gas and/or diesel fuel must also be examined.  Also, as many forms of 
electrical energy production use large amounts of water, the impacts on the water supply of all the 
additional water used to generate the additional electricity for the mining operation must be examined and 
quantified.


The mining of metals is one of the mosr energy intensive industries in the world, consuming up to 10 
percent of global energy production annually.  In the United States alone, the mining industry uses 2.3 
quadrillion (2,300,000,000,000,000) BTU's of energy per year.  That is enough energy to supply over 25 
million single family households in the United States for an entire year.


Organization


7098 1 In the pending EIS, may I please request that you specifically address the economic impact of the 
electrical power needed by the mine?  How will the relevant jurisdictions guarentee the power to the 
68,000 homes that would have used the power that the mine will use per year?


Individual
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7164 10 Please consider the following remarks concerning the negative ECONOMIC impact of the proposed 
Rosemont Mine (taken from a report by the Sonoran Institute):


ECONOMIC IMPACT


The potential positive local economic benefits from the proposed Rosemont project are small in 
comparison to the magnitude of the local economy. Local economic impacts would derive primarily from 
employment, wages and salaries, business purchases, and taxes paid to local governments -- representing 
between (0.08%) and (0.3%) of total employment in Pima and Santa Cruz counties combined for the year 
2005;
local business economic impact ranging from less than five (0.5%) to (0.6%) of the 2005 GDP of the 
Tucson Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA);
estimated total local tax revenues representing about 1.3% of total property, excise, and sales taxes 
collected in Pima County and the City of Tucson in the 2005/2006 fiscal year and between one-half of 
one percent (0.5%) and 1.2% of total combined revenues for the two governments.


Significant Potential Local Costs from Proposed Mine Project
The proposed Rosemont project would produce significant costs for local individuals, businesses, 
governments, and society in general, including:


estimated increased costs to local school districts of between $2.7 million and $10 million per year;
increased highway maintenance costs on SR 83;
annual societal cost associated with increased driving of at least $418,000;
increased costs to travelers on SR 83 of approximately $949,000 annually;
decreased property values for those residential properties impacted by degraded viewsheds and dust 
pollution;
decreased revenues from outdoor recreation and tourism; and
economic impacts associated with environmental effects of surface and groundwater,
electrical power generation, and increased carbon dioxide emissions.


Individual


7194 3 If the Forest Service allows the mining concerns to use the Public's Forest, all the issues (IE water, 
electricity, remediation of the site upon completion) that are being hotly addressed must be backed up 
with cash accounts.


Individual


7198 11 To help current and future generations, the mine will build an expanded utility infrastructure for part of 
rural Arizona, including an expansion of water pipelines and groundwater recharge, and an expansion of 
power transmission lines.


Organization


7201 15 It is our position that the United States Forest Service should insist on and participate in an extensive 
study to reveal the entire spectrum of negative impacts of open-pit mining on the following areas:
Water quantity
Water quality
Depletion  of the water table affecting agriculture on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains
Road access, highway safety and highway maintenance
Impact on "Scenic Byway" Highway 83
Habitat fragmentation
Viewscape and open space destruction
Reduced recreational use
Ranching agribusiness
Economic impact on surrounding communities
Air quality
Electricity consumption


Organization


7253 50 ENERGY/POWER
The Rosemont Mine plans to produce 230,000,000 lbs of cooper per year, and it has been estimated that 
40 million Btu's are needed to produce one ton of copper. There is no local power source that can meet 
that demand, so a new power source must be developed.


Organization
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7253 55 Since the mine would require additional electrical power equivalent to the demand from a medium sized 
city  of 130,000 people, several impacts need to be investigated:
-Damage to animal and plant life, scenery and property values from the increased infrastructure 
(transmission lines, substations, etc.) that would be required.
-Impacts on planning for future growth in the area. Would sufficient power be available, short term and 
long term, to accommodate regional growth of homes and businesses?
-Environmental effects generated at the power plant site due to the increased power demand from the 
mine.


Organization


7253 56 In addition, following questions should be addressed in the EIS:
-How much total energy would be needed for the mine?
-Where would the energy come from for the mine?
-How would the energy be used in the processing and other facilities?
-If all the energy came from electricity, how many households per year would that represent?
-How would this energy usage affect the nearby communities?
-How would the local citizen's power bill and line charges be affected by Rosemont's competition for 
power?
-How much of a rate increase to these existing local customers is expected as a result of the increased 
demand for the mine?
-What rate would Rosemont Copper pay for electricity and how would this compare to nearby 
communities?
-Line charges and power production constitute a large portion of people's electrical bill.
-Would the community, in effect, be subsidizing the mine through their electrical bills?


Organization


7415 2 On the cost side, local governments and residents have much more to lose because of the mine's presence. 
Who is to pay for extension of power lines to the mine site?


Individual


7432 8 A recent Sonoran Institute study states:
The proposed Rosemont project would produce significant costs for local individuals, businesses, 
governments, and society in general, including
-economic  impacts associated with environmental effects on surface and groundwater, electrical power 
generation, and increased carbon dioxide emissions.


Organization


7451 21 There are SO many issues and following is just a few to consider:
29. The current MPO states that the electrical will come in some form the Vail electrical subtation located 
at Rita Rd. and I-10 which is in the Vail/Cienega/Rita Ranch area. Preferably off the Vail to Kantor line 
which currently does not exist. Now, there is apparently talk of upgrading the existing Greaterville 46KvA 
line but that is not in the existing MPO. AND, the current Greaterville line serves the Vail area on SR 83 
and Old Sonoita Highway to I-10 with a few exception. Also, one of the excuses in a current ACC case 
has been that the Vail substaton just does not have the power needed to serve the Vail residentail load.


Individual


7453 21 There are SO many issues and following is just a few to consider:
29. The current MPO states that the electrical will come in some form the Vail electrical subtation located 
at Rita Rd. and I-10 which is in the Vail/Cienega/Rita Ranch area. Preferably off the Vail to Kantor line 
which currently does not exist. Now, there is apparently talk of upgrading the existing Greaterville 46KvA 
line but that is not in the existing MPO. AND, the current Greaterville line serves the Vail area on SR 83 
and Old Sonoita Highway to I-10 with a few exception. Also, one of the excuses in a current ACC case 
has been that the Vail substaton just does not have the power needed to serve the Vail residentail load.


Individual


7463 3 Currently, the water and energy resources that would be consumed in mining are NOT based on 
renewable sources. Electricity in this area comes from coal, significant amounts of other fossil fuels will 
be consumed. Water from our shrinking water table and water from the CAP are both threatened by the 
extended regional drought.


The value of preserving these resources, at least in the short temr, outweighs the value of exploiting the 
copper in the ground.


Individual


7487 33 Will the increased power demands of the MPO raise my utility rates, and if so, by how much?  What is the 
uncertainty in the answer?  Will there by an effect on the quality of my electrical service?


Individual
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7494 8 Will their electricity requirements adversely affect electrical supply to communities serviced by the 
supplier?


Individual


7504 40 The Forest Service should also consider how the mine would get sufficient electrical power to it, and the 
cumulative impacts of 1) projected population and infrastructure growth; 2) power line siting and 
transmission lines; 3) the inability of Tucson Electric Power to provide Tucson area with sufficient power 
for its current and future needs; and 4) additional electrical power generation and the added impacts and 
effects on air pollution and global warming.


7508


7504 47 Further, the Arizona Corporation Commission must approve any and all of this, so the likelyhood that the 
Arizona Corporation Commission would approve or disapprove these proposed power line siting and 
transmission lines, the deal between TEP and Rosemont for power, and the additional power generation 
and infrastructure needs must be fully examined.


Estimates of peak demand and energy for the project indicate a peak load ranging from 80 megawatts 
(MW) to 100 MW and approximately 500 GWh to 700 GWh of annual energy requirements.  It is 
currently anticipated that the purchased power will be acquired from Tucson Electric Power (TEP), 
TRICO Electric Cooperateive (TRICO), and/or a third party.  It is also anticipated that the purchased 
power will be delivered over the TEP system or the Southwest Transmission Cooperative (SWTC) system 
to an interconnection point with project-owned transmission facilities. 


Electricity is critical for mining operations.  Rosemont doesn't appear to have a workable way to obtain 
the 133 MW of electricity it needs to run its operation.  The Tucson Electric Power Company's (TEP) 
"preferred" option requires 20 MW of power to be generated in Nogales.  Rosemont chose TEP to provide 
its electricity.  Mining and smelting operations adjacent to Green Valley are TEP's largest customer.


7508


7556 4 The Plan of Operations states it willtake the electricity from the substation located at Rita Rd. and I-10.Individual


7558 12 I saw several possible plans but could not find the final detailed plan. Is there a final plan to bring power 
to the mine? If so, where can I find it to comment? If not, we need to see one before we go any further.


Individual


7592 14 There are considerable activities necessary for this proposal on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains. 
Examples include, but are not limited to, an access road, wells, pipelines, pumping (booster) stations, 
transmission lines, and a potential substation. Power for the proposed project will be delivered through 
approximately 12 miles of transmission lines. These lines will be suspended from 90 foot towers, with a 
ground clearance of at least 70 feet. A water pipeline will be constructed to follow a similar path as the 
power lines. The disturbance to the environment of the Santa Cruz River Valley that these utilities 
traverse has not received the same attention as the proposed plan site on the east side of the Santa Ritas. 
As they are necessary for the proposal, the environmental, economic, and cultural impacts of these 
activities should be evaluated with equal rigor.


Individual


7598 42 Will the increased power demands of the MPO raise our utility rates, and if so, by how much? What is the 
uncertainty in the answer? Will there be an effect on the quality of our electrical service?


Individual


7637 1 How can you assume that the electricity needs will NOT effect our rates and supply as citizens? Much 
electricity will be needed and passive solar may not be enough


Individual


7650 8 .Section 2.7 of the MOP contains four options to provide electricity for Rosemont.  NONE meet the 
proposed MOP electricity demands for the mine.  Tucson Electric Power (TEP) does not own adequate 
generation for its Pima County customers and must import power for peak demands.  TEP is proud that 
over 95% of its electricity is generated by coal-fired, stream generators limited by the Laws of 
Thermodynamics, mostly hundreds of miles from Tucson.  A 133 megawatts (MWs) of power, beyond 
that available, is required to operate Rosemont Copper.  The MOP's "TEP-preferred electricity option" 
unbelievably requires generators running in Nogales, over 60 miles to the south.  Nogales also needs more 
clean electricity imported from Pima County


Individual


7650 13 and electricity resources to operate.Individual
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7650 20 The proposed MOP water and electrical plans are closely interrelated.  Much of the electrical demand for 
Rosemont Copper is used for pumping ground water from the ground, over the mountains, and for 
recharge pumping back into the ground by Rosemont Copper or other water utility companies.  The 
proposed MOP has four electricity options to operate this mine; however, none are adequate to meet its 
electrical  requirements, as clearly stated in section 2.7 and supplement and tables.  Additional power is 
required.  Rosemont Copper selected TEP to manage its continuous electricity supply.  Mines are TEP's 
largest customers, all with significant, electrical demands.  The "TEP-preferred" electricity option is a non-
existing electrical transmission line not permitted by the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line 
Siting Committee (Siting Committee)
The "TEP-preferred" option requires continuous turbine operation in Nogales.  Adequate generation is not 
available  for TEP in Pima County.  TEP must presently import up to 500 MW of electricity into Pima 
County too meet as its generation needs can not be met by TEP resources.  Another 133 MW will be 
added to this already "required must run" (RMR) condition to meet peak load conditions.  Nogales also 
has similar peak RMR condition.


Individual


7813 4 Further, approval of the use of these resources for mining would contradict the Forest Service mission 
statement. The proposal to remove the copper ore, without paying royalties or fees, while consuming 
tremendous amounts of presious groundwater at no expense, consuming large qualities of electricity, 
polluting the air with dust, exhaust, and toxins, containing surface water, groundwater and the earth, and 
permanently destroying the scenic and recreational resources of the area, is not viable for approval


Individual


8703 7 Also energy issues, we're concerned about where the energy would come from to sustain the operations 
down at the mine, oil, electricity and so on are big issues here. And we don't feel that the probable 
benefits to the Tucson area are worth it.


Individual


8704 7 Also energy issues, we're concerned about where the energy would come from to sustain the operations 
down at the mine, oil, electricity and so on are big issues here. And we don't feel that the probable 
benefits to the Tucson area are worth it.


Individual


11068 14 There are considerable activities necessary for this proposal on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains. 
Examples include, but are not limited to, an access road, wells, pipelines, pumping (booster) stations, 
transmission lines, and a potential substation. Power for the proposed project will be delivered through 
approximately 12 miles of transmission lines. These lines will be suspended from 90 foot towers, with a 
ground clearance of at least 70 feet. A water pipeline will be constructed to follow a similar path as the 
power lines. The disturbance to the environment of the Santa Cruz River Valley that these utilities 
traverse has not received the same attention as the proposed plan site on the east side of the Santa Ritas. 
As they are necessary for the proposal, the environmental, economic, and cultural impacts of these 
activities should be evaluated with equal rigor.


Individual
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3 2 I believe the following agencies should be given invitation as cooperating agencies throughout this 
process if they have not already been asked
1. ADOT - Sonoita Highway 83 is an ADOT road and will be severaly impacted by this project and other 
cumulative impacts in the area. To exclude ADOT as a cooperating agency would be sheer negligence. 
2. Border Patrol Sonoita Highway and the outlying feeders are frequented by undocumented workers
3. The Arizona Corporation Commission - As stated in the Forest Service NOIS "Projected related 
activities to be addressed in the EIS include, but are not limited to, the following:…Construction and 
operation of infrastructure such as their corridors on NFS lands". The CEC process for these facilities is 
long and arduous and it is appropriate to invite the ACC. 
4. The incon Institute - This not for profit agency is the closest local agency with expertise on the Cienega 
Watershed/Cienega Corridor which will experience direct impacts if the proposed project is approved.


This list is not comprehensive.


Individual
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24 5 Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State Office of Historic 
Preservation should bei ncluded as "cooperating agencies,' at a minimum in the EIS process.


33 6 I demand that Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Arizona Game and Fish, 
and the Arizona State Historic Preservation be included as "cooperating agencies," at a minimum in the 
EIS process.


134 13 It would be very important to have additional governmental bodies and agencies involved in the NEPA 
process. It truly is essential that Pima County Supervisors and Pima County governmental agencies 
should be involved, as well as Arizona Fish and Wildlife, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, 
and Historic Preservation should at the very least be among those from whom input is sought tto be part 
of the NEPA process. Adequate time should be given for fuller participation and response by the 
community.


160 90 COMMENT 11: THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, THE U.S. DEPARTMENT 
OF HOMELAND SECURITY, THE U.S. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, THE U.S. ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERING, THE STATE OF ARIZONA, AND PIMA COUNTY MUST BE INVITED 
TO PARTICIPATE MORE DIRECTLY AS COOPERATING AGENCIES IN THE NEPA REVIEW 
PROCESS. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency possesses valuable experience and environmental 
technical expertise relevant to the proposed project. The U.S. Department of Homeland Security has 
valuable experience and national security expertise relevant to the proposed project. The U.S, Army 
Corps of Engineering possesses valuable experience and engineering expertise relevant to the proposed 
project. The U.S. Bureau of Land Management and the State of Arizona are stakeholders and possess 
valuable experience and resource management and technical expertise relevant to the proposed project. In 
addition, the State of Arizona possesses valuable experience and state highway/transportation expertise 
relevant to the proposed project. Pima County is a stakeholder and a national leader in regional Sonoran 
Desert Conservation Plan. The involvement of these key governmental agencies in the NEPA review 
process will not only provide useful knowledge and expertise on the important national security, 
engineering, state highway/transportation, and ecological aspects of the Mine area, it will also increase 
public confidence that the NEPA process will be as thorough, inclusive, and transparent as possible.


1563 1 would like to see county supervisors on board with Forest Dept.Individual


1647 7 Pima County, AZ Dept of Environmental Quality, AZG&F and AZ State Office of Historic Preservation 
should be included in the EIS Process as Cooperating agencies.


Individual


1649 12 Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Arizona Game and Fish, and the 
Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation need to be included as "cooperating agencies," at a 
minimum in the EIS process. These are agencies that are and should be part of the process.


Individual


1653 7 We demand that Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Arizona Game and 
Fish, and the Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation be included as "cooperating agencies," at a 
minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


1666 9 In the oral explanation of the EIS process it was stated that during the projected one year to do the draft 
EIS the Forest Service will work with cooperating agencies. In the spirit of this agreement, why not invite 
them into the discussion now during this scoping process?


Individual


1685 2 Just received an interesting call from the Civil Engineering Squadron at D-M. Karen Odin called for the 
lat/long of the proposed mine. Turns out they have a military training route right over Rosemont, with 
flight levels as low as 300 ft above ground. They are concerned that blasting in the area may require this 
route to be changed. Also, military aircraft emit a lot of electromagnetic (EM) radiation that is not 
desirable near a radio controlled blasting cap. So, Karen is coming to the hearing tonight and I'll get her 
card. The Air Force may be a candidate for a letter of interest.


Individual


1722 3 In regards to the EIS - Pima County, ADEQ, Arizona Game + Fish, and the Arizona State Office of 
Historic Preservation are must be included as cooperating agencies at a minimum!


Individual


1828 2 How will the proposed mine operations affect wildlife and vegetation in the area? Has the US Game and 
Fish been involved in making that determination? If so, what has been determined and will this be made 
public? If US Game & Fish has not been involved, then what is the reason for this?


Individual
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1851 7 Who are the agencies who have been asked to be Cooperating Agencies? Who has accepted and who has 
declined and what were the reasons cited?


Individual


1880 1 I was surprised to hear that the Forest Service has sent out a press release announcing the beginning of the 
Environmental Impact Statement process for evaluation of the Rosemont Mine project. I expected that 
you or your staff would have notified the County of our agreed upon Cooperative Agency Representative 
prior to sending out a press release.  I assume this was just an oversight since I know you know how much 
of an important issue this is to Pima County,


Government


1891 7 I also ask that Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State 
Office of Historic Preservation be included as " cooperating agencies," at a minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


1895 8 Make the process of drafting the Environmental Impact Statement fair by extending the time for 
comments an additional 60 days, scheduling additional meetings in Vail and Sonoita, and involving Pima 
County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State Office of Historic 
Preservation as "Cooperating agencies."


Individual


1898 5 The entities of pima County, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (they have epidemiology 
data, as one example) and the Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation should be incorporated as 
"Cooperating agencies", a a minimum, in the Environmental Impact Statement process.


Individual


1904 4 Ask that Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State Office of 
Historic Preservation be included as "cooperating agencies," at a minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


1913 2 ALL COMMUNITIES AND WATER COMPANIES AFFECTED BY THE DRAW DOWN OF WATER 
BY THE MINE SHOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE DECISION AS ALL WILL BE EFFECTED IN 
SOME WAY.


Individual


1924 12 Allow Pima County, AZ Dept. of Environmental quality and AZ state office of historic preservation to be 
included as "co-operating" agencies in process


Individual


1930 12 Allow Pima County, AZ Dept. of Environmental quality and AZ state office of historic preservation to be 
included as "co-operating" agencies in process


Individual


1957 4 Please include, as cooperating agencies in the EIS process, at least Pima County, the Arizona Department 
of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State Office of Historical Preservation.  These 
agencies/organizations are important stakeholders.


Individual


2099 2 The Lead Agency, the Forest Service, has been the only federal agency with jurisdiction visibly present at 
these Open Houses. There are other federal agencies whose input will carry significant weight in the DEIS 
and EIS that appear to have been excluded from the initial scoping meetings. As a member of the public I 
would like to see informational charts presented by other federal and cooperating agencies to help me 
formulate appropriate questions and comments. This is not a new concern. CEQ guidelines have made the 
allowance for a lead agency to assume spervisory responsibility for preparation of the statement. 
Supervisory responsibility would assume fair representation of other agencies. I would like to see other 
federal and cooperating agencies' information presented at these meetings.


Individual


2112 3 Include as "cooperating agencies" in the EIS process Pima County, the AZ Department of Environmental 
Quality, the federal Bureau of Land Management, the AZ State Office of Historic Preservation and the 
towns and communities who will be directly affected by the proposed mine, such as Sahuarita, Green 
Valley, Vail, Corona de Tucson, Sonoita and Patagonia.


Individual


2141 5 Ask that Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State Office of 
Historic Preservation should bei ncluded as "cooperating agencies,' at a minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


2144 7 I request that Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State 
Office of Historic Preservation be included as "cooperating agencies,' at a minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


2148 3 Include Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State Office of 
Historic Preservation, at a minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


2151 1 The Arizona State Land Development is interested in becoming a cooperating agency in the Rosemont 
Copper Project. To whom should I direct the Land Department's request?


Individual
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2156 5 Ask that Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State Office of 
Historic Preservation be included as "cooperating agencies,' at a minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


2174 5 Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State Office of Historic 
Preservation should be included as "cooperating agencies,' at a minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


2233 2  The EPA data needs to be used by Rosemont to produce a computer map or projection of that the result 
of their water pumping will be. Also, the water authorities of AZ need to be consulted as reviewers of 
Rosemont's water use projections.


Individual


2255 11 Increase of traffic in the last few years, growth in the Vail area compunded by ADOT and AZDPS 
allowing OVERSIZE LOADS to stage and some being parked overnite in this area to Bypass Marsh 
Station interchange, that has been on hold for various reasons to numerous to mention!! You also have 
Sonoita hwy., I-10 e/b frontage rd., intersecting and School bus stops, with a large amount of US mail 
boxes. This is why we need ADOT involved in this Process!


Individual


2266 4 Include Pima County, AZ Dept of Environmental Quality, AZ Game and Fish, AZ Historic Preservation 
as cooperating agencies in the EIS process.


Individual


2274 3 You should be including your Canadian and Mexican counter parts in your deliberations for the EIS.Individual


2280 2 Arizona State Highway 83 was designated an Arizona Scenic Highway on September 20, 1985 and is a 
destination for tourists and area residents. Has the Arizona Department of Transportation been consulted 
to assist with a determination as to the impact on the proposed mine on this designation? If not, then what 
is the reason for this?


Individual


2299 2 The ADOT yearly maintenance buget for damage from trucks under normal circumstances is about 
$20,000,000; and, so far we have not been told if SR 83 will have special inspections or if there will be 
increases in the ADOT budget to supplement repair of this route due to extraordinary use by Rosemont's 
trucks or the trucks of Rosemont's suppliers. ADOT needs to answer this issue and that answer needs to 
be part of the NEPA process.


Individual


2314 7 We demand that Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Arizona Game and 
Fish, and the Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation be included as "cooperating agencies," at a 
minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


2337 4 Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State Office of Historic 
Preservation should bei ncluded as "cooperating agencies,' at a minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


2338 4 Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, and the Arizona State Office of Historic 
Preservation should bei ncluded as "cooperating agencies,' at a minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


2385 7 ADOT must be a planing partner.Individual


2407 5 I'm sending a copy of the Rosemont Mine Plan in which they reference they will employ a single private 
contractor to see that no sites of interest are destroyed. I would think the State Museum would want a say 
in who gets hired in ensuring the qualifications of such an individual.


Individual


2407 6 The Rosemont Mine proposed project is in the NEPA EIS information gathering stage; a stage that will be 
over 19 May 2008, at which time the FEIS will be prepared. I would think that the State Museum would 
also want a say in the review of the FEIS, a document that will be out for comment for just 45 days when 
it is finished. The State Forest Service is the action agency for Rosemont Mine EIS.


Individual


2458 18 It is critical that Pima County government agencies such as Fish and Wildlife and Dept of Environmental 
Quality be incolced in the analysis of decisions regarding environmental impact.


Individual


2468 10 Cooperating agencies such as Pima County, AZ Department of Environmental Quality and Arizona Game 
and Fish should be included in the EIS process - and even the Arizona State Office of Historic 
Preservation. I feel there should also be a citizens committee …let's be fair!


Individual
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2542 12 Santa Curz County, along with Pima County the Arizona Dept. of Environmental Quality, Arizona Game 
and Fish and the Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation should be included as "cooperating 
agencies" at a minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


2571 4 Government


2572 8 Because such data are highly technical and past experience has shown that the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process consistently underestimates water-related impacts of mining, the Forest 
Service should also require that any studies funded by Rosemont Copper, are reviewed by independent 
subject matter experts. Pima County can assist the Forest Service by drafting scopes of work for such 
studies. In particular, our Flood Control District is preparing a scope of work specifying the type of 
investigations needed to quantify the likely effects of the mine upon flood frequency, travel time, 
magnitude, infiltration rates, natural overbank storage, and streambed recharge in downstream areas.


Government


2572 11 We look forward to continuing to work with the Forest Service and developing a cooperative agreement 
soon so that we can be of greater assistance in the EIS scoping process.


Government


2573 2 While we are pleased to hear of the extension of comment period and addition of meetings, we are 
concerned by the Forest Service's intention to delay designating cooperators until after you have drafted 
the summary report of the public scoping period. We understand you believe that public scoping 
comments will allow you to determine which public agencies need to be invited. We had previously 
understood that the County would be a cooperator with the Service in this matter.


Government


2573 3 A successful scoping process needs as many interested stakeholders participating as possible. Getting 
obvious and identifiable cooperating agencies involved as soon as possible would allow us, and others to 
have an effective role. An early commitment of resources from other agencies can help the Forest Service 
succeed.


Government


2573 4 The cooperator status delay also has acted to preclude meaningful involvement by Pima County in other 
aspects of NEPA. Because of the delay in designating cooperating agencies, neither Pima County nor any 
other agency was afforded an opportunity to help the Forest Service define the proposed action and need, 
select the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) consultant, or develop the schedule. All of these are 
currently viewed as collaborative opportunities under NEPA (excerpt in Attachment 2).


Government


2575 1 On behalf of the Town of Shuarita, this letter will serve to request the opportunity to become a 
"cooperating agency" with the United Stats Forest Service., with respect to the Rosemont Copper Project, 
Coronado National Forest, Pima County, Arizona.
The Town believes this is in the best interest of the Town and surrounding communities, as well as the 
Forest Services, and understands there is a variety of levels of responsibility as a cooperating agency, 
should the United States Forest Service, through The Council for Environmental Quality, deem the Town 
an appropriate designation to assist in the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Rosemont Copper Project.
It is our understanding that if chosed to participate as a cooperating agency, a Memorandum of 
Understanding, letter, or other agreement or document will be prepared to set forth the working 
relationship between the United States Forest Service and the Town of Sahuarita. Futher, the Town 
understands this agreement will formally establish the expectations, roles, and responsibilites of the 
parties involved and is committed to fulfilling the Town's role.


Organization


2591 36 Has there been, or is there planned to be, consultation with health experts in Pima County Health 
Department, Santa Cruz County Health Department, Center for Disease Control in Atlanta, Georgia, local 
medical experts on Valley Fever, Pharmacological experts, Specialists with expertise in Mining 
Chemistry, Arizona Fish Game & Wildlife, Arizona Dept of Environmenal Quality, to determine 
possibility and likelihood of significant health and safety impacts for people and for wildlife? These 
should be done before decisions are made.


Individual


2591 37 Has there been, or is there planned to be, consultation with meteorologists and weather experts? Has there 
been consultation with the directors of each of the distinguished observatories that could be impacted?


Individual


2592 11 The BLM should be a consulting agency give the use of BLM land and the close proximity of the BLM 
Las Cienegas Preserve.


Individual
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2592 81 The BLM and Pima County should be as experts in the scope development and evaluation of the 
biological assessment because of their expertise in the area through the Las Cienega National 
Conservation Area (BLM) and the Sonoran Desert Conservatin Plan (Pima County).


Individual


2592 90 Pima County, BLM, Congressional representatives Grijalva and Giffords, and stakeholders such as Save 
the Scenic Santa Ritas should be involved in developing a strategy for compensating ARC while 
preserving the resources of the northern Santa Rita Mountains.


Individual


2593 3 and potential cooperating government agencies were not involved in planning the scoping process.Organization


2615 9 Finally, since we sent our last letter on May 22, we have become concerned about the process of 
involving cooperating agencies in the EIS process.  We are glad to hear that you are now reaching out to 
appropriate federal, state, and local government agencies, but again we feel this should have been done 
prior to completion - or better, prior to starting - the scoping process.  In our view, the exclusion of these 
agencies from the scoping process in any formal capacity undermines the validity of that process.


Individual


2677 1 The Arizona Game and Fish Department is responsible for the management of the wildlife on all lands in 
Arizona, and thus we request cooperating agency status so that we can provide expert advice throughout 
the evaluation process as to the impacts to wildlife, habitat, and recreation. The Department also requests 
to work with the Forest  as a member of the ID team as the EIS is developed and analyzed.


Government


2678 1 The Arizona Geological Survey (AZGS) is the State of Arizona's primary agency for providing objective 
scientific information on the geology and mineral resources of Arizona, and as such, requests to be 
considered as a cooperating agency in the proposed Rosemont Copper project scoping process.


Government


2687 7 I think that Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental quality and Arizona Fish and Game 
all need to be involved in the Rosemont Mine decision process as cooperating agencies.


Individual


2724 43 I demand that Pima County, the AZ Dept of Environmental Quality, AZ Game and Fish, and the AZ state 
officials of Historic Preservation be included as "cooperating agencies", at a minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


2736 1 Even though the Town of Sahuarita has received no formal communication from the US Forest Service 
regarding its request to act as a cooperating agency, by virtue of its being a cooperative agency, the the 
Town inends to fulfill expectations and assumptions on the Council on Environmental Quality's approach 
to using such cooperative agencies in the NEPA process, mainly:


To provide peer review of the NEPA activities with regard to the needs and operations of the local 
systems within the purview of the cooperating agency;


To provide for public input at all levels on how a NEPA activity affects local needs and operations;


To provide input to the "cumulative impact" assesment which is an integral part of the NEPA activity, and 
which is the most difficult to produce and usually the least authoritative because the NEPA agency cannot 
effectively judge these impacts on the local systems which cooperative agencies routinely do.


Government


2736 2 The town also takes note of the fact that the US Corps of Engineers has has a similar lack of response on 
th epart of Forest Service to what its role as a cooperating agency might be, although it has some 
jurisdiction of "navigable water bodies" and their tributaries, the Santa Cruz River, when it is flowing, is 
one of those tributaries.


Government
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2736 64 What is the potential for this mine to interfere with military operations?  The area proposed for the 
Rosemont Copper Mine is within a low-level military air training route that spans an ara from the Las 
Cienegas National Conservation Area to the Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge.  One of the routes 
crosses the Santa Rita Mountains just north of the Rosemont ore deposit.  The proposed mine by Augusta 
Resources represents a potential encroachment into the low-level pilot training routes in our area.  Two 
aspects of the mine can affect the training routes:  the first are physical encroachments, such as the power 
poles which would be constructed over the crest of the Santa Rita Mountains to bring communication 
bandwidth encroachments.  Radio transmissions or other electronic devices, which might direct the flow 
of electricity, water or  ore slurry, might have th potential to interfere with bandwidths and 
communication systems currently used by the military.  The Forest Service should consult with the 
Defense Department to investigate these potential impacts.


Government


2760 56 We also recommend the Forest Service coordinate with the Pima County Department of Environmental 
Quality regarding other fugative dust and DPM control measures.


Government


2760 60 The Forest Service should work closely with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department to determine potential impacts of the project on plant and wildlife 
species, especially species classified as rare, threatened, or endangered on either state or federal lists.


Government


2760 72 We recommend the EIS discuss the Forest Services's consultaion with all Native American tribal 
governments that could be potentially affected by the proposed project or may have resources (e.g., 
traditional cultural properties, groundwater resources) that could be affected. The principles for 
interactions with tribal governments are outlined in an April 29, 1994, presidential memorandumand 
Executive Order 13175, dated November 6, 2000. It is important that formal government-to-government 
consultation take place early in the scoping phase of the project to ensure that all issues are adequately 
addressed in the EIS.


Government


2763 4 We have attended meetings held by the United Sahuarita Well Owners seeking the protection of our water 
rights. Our property is not located in the “test zone” as per a map we received from your organization, but 
between that zone and the east Santa Rita Mountains. Due to this, we don’t believe we are eligible to be 
included in the intervention measures that group are seeking.


Individual


5284 29 We would also hope that you would use some of these other agencies to help you make the appropriate 
decision:  Pima County Department of Environmental Quality, Arizona Department of Game and Fish, 
Arizona State of Historic Preservation, and the Arizona Department of Transportation.


Individual


6780 2 Section 106 of the Nationa Historic Preservation Act directs federal agencies to take into account the 
effects  of projects on historic properties that are listed on the national register, and to consult with the 
state historic preservation officer and the advisory counsel on historic preservation.


As part of the NHPA assessment the Forest Service must engage qualified experts to determine  the 
potential impact of the mine's continuous blasting on the Empire Ranch buildings.  An agreement between 
these federal and state agencies must be reached on how this project can be carried out without harm to 
the Empire Ranch historic structures and incorporated into the mine Plan of Operations.


Organization


6810 6 The following are just a few issues raised as a result of community research that merit investigation and 
might even result in one of those coveted media awards.


Investigating why, if it is true, that Forest Service supervisors back in May were voicing opinions that 
implied that the mine is a done deal; determining if and when the Forest Service will appoint the 
community work group they promised Congresswoman Giffords; doing research on the expertise of the 
Coronado National Forest staff who are doing the evaluation; monitoring whether the Forest Service 
brings in necessary expertise; determining that appropriate cooperating agencies are involved in the 
NEPA process; analyzing the ability of Augusta, a young company that has never operated a mine, to do 
what it's proposing, seems like a thorough investigation of professional, financial, and legal histories of 
Augusta and Augusta's directors and officers is in order.


Individual


6881 3 Cooperative agencies should have been invited to participate early on in the scoping process such that 
they could inform the scoping process and the selection of the EIS consultant.


Government
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6881 15 The sooner the County and others are invited into this process as cooperting agencies, the sooner these 
scopes of work and others can be finalized and the studies can begin.


Government


6881 18 and when cooperative agencies have been invited into the process to contributed needed expertise.Government


6899 4 I also think it is very important that Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, 
Arizona Game & Fish, and the Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation be included as cooperating 
agencies in the EIS process.


Individual


6901 35 The Forest Service has the option of inviting other agencies to participate in the NEPA review process as 
a "cooperating agency."  The Coalition supports the inclusion of Pima County as a cooperating agency in 
the NEPA review process for the Rosemont Copper project.  The entire project area occurs within Pima 
County.  In addition, Pima County staff has a wealth of knowledge and experience related to the rich 
biological assets of the project area.  In 2004, Pima County completed a biological assessment of the 
Rosemont Ranch as part of their due-diligence in considering purchase of the 2,960-acre ranch.  While 
the land sale did not ultimately come to fruition, the information gathered as part of this report (Pima 
County 2004) remains relevant to the area.  As the Forest Service drafts the EIS and ultimately issues a 
Record of Decision, Pima County's input will be invaluable in the effort to thoroughly consider all of the 
potential environmental impacts of this project.


Organization


6910 1 A number of state and federal agencies should be asked to participate in the NEPA process through the 
Community Working Group or to review the entire mining plan and all the additional documents and 
comments on all of this: 


Arizona Department of Water Resources


Arizona Game and Fish


US Fish and Wildlife


Arizona State Lands Department


Bureau of Land Management


Arizona Department of Transportation


Federal Highways Administratrion


Individual


7048 4 At a minimum, Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Arizona Game and Fish, 
and the Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation need to be included as "cooperating agencise" in the 
EIS process.  These agencies have very significant interests in the area that Rosemont is planning to cover 
with tailing piles.


Individual
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7134 12 The scoping process to date has also been incomplete procedurally. For example, as stated in the Forest 
Service Handbook, "scoping includes …determining the responsible official and lead and cooperating 
agencies" FSH 1090.15, ss 11. When it is the lead agency, the Forest Service is to "promptly request in 
writing that all other Federal agencies with jurisdiction by law or special expertise …become cooperating 
agencies. Also, promptly request in writing the cooperation of potentially affected State and local 
government agencies." Id. At ss 11.31b. In this case, there are several obvious federal, state, and local 
agencies who qualify for and in some cases have solicitated involvement as a cooperating agency. 
Compliance with Forest Service direction to "promptly" request their involvement and to involve them in 
the various scoping activities in an official capacity would benefit both the public at large and the Forest 
Service. Government-to-government consultation with affected tribes should also be initiated during 
scoping.


A particularly egregious example regarding the failure to solicit cooperating agency status is Pima 
County, which requested cooperating agency status much earlier this year and has yet to be involved in 
any sort of meaningful way as a cooperating agency. In the Forest Service's announcement of "Next Steps 
in the Scoping Process," dated July 11, 2008, there is reference to four federal agencies believed to meet 
the criteria for cooperating agency status, but no reference to Pima County. It is virtually inconceivable 
that Pima County, which has and continues to devote highly significant resources to planning, 
conservation, and analysis of growth in the affected areas, does not have special expertise to contribute to 
the NEPA process. Should there by any doubt, surely the County's 221-page scoping letter should put 
them to rest. See http:pima.gov/cob/e-agenda/07012012008/AD%202E%/20bd-
rosemont.mine.scoping.comments.pdf.


Business


7150 20 ADEQ has no record of receiving an invetation to participate in the scoping of this EIS. Please ensure 
future notices regarding the EIS for this project are sent to my attention at the following address:    
Joan Card, Director
Water Quality Division
Arizona Departmnet of Environmental Quality
1110 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007


Government


7155 23 We expect all these issues and more to be thoroughly addressed in the process of this NEPA analysis, and 
we suggest that such entities as Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Arizona 
Game and Fish Department, and other relevant entities be added as cooperating agencies to the process to 
ensure a thorough and objective analysis.


Organization


7162 11 Similar to the other issues outlined above, the Forest Service should seek the input of the relevant 
regulatory agencies on this issue including the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality as well as 
the Environmental Protection agency.


Individual


7199 9 Supervis preparation of the EIS in compliance with applicable policy and legal requirements including, 
but not limited to, public review of the EIS, analysis of public comments, and decision documentation. In 
exercising this responsibility, the Forest Service will endeavor to foster cooperation among other relevant 
agencies and to integrate NEPA requirements with other environmental review and consultation 
requirements in order to avoid, to the fullest extent possible, duplication of efforts by such agencies (40 
CFR 1500.5(g)(h), 1501.2(d)(2), 1506.2) However, the Forest Service will not delegate to any other 
agency its authority over the scope and content of the EIS or its approval of the Project.
Question
What right did the Forest Service have in agreeing that no other agency had the right to either approve or 
disapprove of the proposal? When did the BLM agree to this in the MOU? Why did the Forest service 
accept the MOU when they cannot even verify the mining claims? How do we force the mining claims to 
be verified?


Individual


7253 3 and potential cooperating government agencies were not involved in planning the scoping process.Organization


7266 2 We also respectfully request that the Bureau of land Management, Pima County, the Arizona Department 
of Environmental Quality, the Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation and all communities who may 
be directly affected by the proposed mine (Sahuarita, Green Valley, Vail, Corona de Tucson, Sonoita, and 
Patagonia) are included as "cooperating agencies" in the EIS process.


Organization
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7269 1 As you know, Pima County wishes to be actively involved to the fullest extent possible in the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for the Rosemont Copper Project. We have previously 
requestd, and you have previously agreed to grant Pima County cooperator status (Attachment 1).


While we are pleased to hear of the extension of comment period and addition of meetings, we are 
concerned by the Forest Service's intention to delay designating cooperators until after you have drafted 
the summary report of the public scoping period. We understand you believe that public scoping 
comments will allow you to determine which public agencies need to be invited. We had previously 
understood the the County would be a cooperator with the Service in this matter. 


A successful scoping process needs as many interested stakeholders participating as possible. Getting 
obvious and identifiable cooperating agencies involved as soon as possible would allow us, and others to 
have an effective role. An early commitment of resources from other agencies can help the Forest Service 
succeed.


The cooperator status delay also has acted to preclude meaningful involvement by Pima County in other 
aspects of NEPA. Because of the delay in designating cooperating agencies, neither Pima County nor any 
other agency was afforded an opportunity to help the Forest Service define the proposed action and need, 
select the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) consultant, or develop the schedule. All of these are 
currently viewed as collaborative opportunities under NEPA (excerpt in Attachment 2).


Government


7269 3 In conclusion, we continue to request greater involvement in the planning process. We offer these 
additional comments as constructive advice, and look forward to establishing an agreement with you 
concerning planning on public and private lands.


Government


7415 12 Is it not telling that local jurisdictions are unanimous in their opposition to the Rosemont Mine? When the 
Pima County Board of Supervisors, the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors, the towns of Marana, 
Oro Valley, Sahuarita, and Patagonia, the community of Green Valley, the City of Tucson, the US 
Congressional Representatives from both districts in the affected area, the President of the Arizona State 
Senate, and both Representatives of Sstate Congressional District 30 have all come out against the mine, 
their conclusions about the impact of the mine on the local economy seem clear. These are the bodies that 
have the most experience in assessing regional costs and benefits; these are the bodies that will have to 
deal with the mine's after-effects. I urge the Forest Service to consult their expertise and include them as 
active participants in the NEPA process.


Individual


7429 7 The impact of this unusual traffic on the highway itself is a matter for ADOT to determine.


The USFS must also review the impact of this traffic on persons seeking to access to this entire unit of the 
Coronado, not just the Rosemont area. This section of roadway is the access point for significant areas of 
the Coronado. If travel along the road is difficult and/or dangerous, it would constitute a barrier to access 
to a much larger area of the Forest.


Individual


7444 2 The US Army Corps of Engineers needs to be involved with this NEPA process before the draft EIS is 
published.


Individual


7456 1 The Arizona Game and Fish Department is responsible for the management of the wildlife on all lands in 
Arizona, and thus we request cooperating agency status so that we can provide expert advice throughout 
the evaluation process as to the impacts to wildlife, habitat, and recreation. The Department also requests 
to work with the Forest  as a member of the ID team as the EIS is developed and analyzed.


Government


7472 5 Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Arizona Game and Fish, and the 
Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation must be included as "cooperating agencies," in the EIS 
process.


Individual


7530 3 Where are the promised work groups? That was 3 months ago. Where are the co-operating agencies?Individual
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7568 4 I request that PIMA COUNTY GOVT, FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT AND THEIR HYDROLOGISTS 
,on staff and contracted hydrology experts to work within this NEPA process. ADDITIONALLY I request 
the ARMY CORP OF ENGINEERS AND THEIR EXPERTISE be used during NEPA PROCESS      
QUESTION #1 WILL YOU INCLUDE PIMA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL , ARMY CORP OF 
ENGINEERS AND THEIR REPRESENTATIVES?


Individual


7582 5 We requent that Pima County, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Arizona Game and 
Fish, and the Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation be included as "cooperating agencies," at a 
minimum in the EIS process.


Individual


7656 5 I look around and ask-where are the cooperating agencies?Individual


7812 28 The Pima County Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan identifies the area proposed for the open-pit mine as 
"Existing Reserves", a land use category integral to the Ranch Conservation element of that plan. Clearly 
Pima County has juristicition over the privately held property within the boundary of the proposed 
project, although it is my understanding that fedral and state law provides the primary juristiction and 
permitting authority over mining operations. The Priority Ranch Conservation Resources identified in the 
Plan include Altar Valley, Empire-Cienega Valley, Upper Santa Cruz Valley, San Pedro Valley, and the 
Ironwood Forest National Monument area of the Avra Valley. These are the areas where ranching 
comprises a significsnt land use, and where grazing capacity and stability suggests the best potential for 
future sustainable ranch use. Ranches in these valleys have the best potential to define the urban 
boundary, where developing lands give way to natural open space.


The proposed project is literally surrounded by areas explicity identified for "concervation" by other 
public entities: Santa Rita Experimental Range and Wildlife Refuge (State of Arizona) immediately to the 
west; Coronado National Forest (USFS Federal) and Las Cienegas National Concervation Area (BLM) 
one mile to the east; the Cienega-Rincon Ranch Conservation District (Pima County) one mile to the east; 
and the Cienega Creek Natural Reserve to the northeast. The project area is part of or adjacent to three 
potential wildlife linkage zones identified in the Arizona Wildlife Linkages Assessment, completed by the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department and Arizona Depatment of Transportation in 2007. Open-pit mining, 
disposal of waste rock and spoiuls, and processing at the proposed mine site would jeprodize all three of 
these primary corridors linking the Santa Rita, Rincon, and Whetstone Mountains.


Since the basic mission of these public entities may be jeopardized and seriously compromised by the 
proposed project, these public agencies should be included as cooperating agencies in the oversight and 
preperation of the Draft EIS.


Individual


7812 30 Cooperating Agencies with authority and expertise are an integral part of the NEPA process. It is with 
some regret that I cannot find any reference to "cooperating agencies" posed on the US Forest Service 
Proposed Rosemont Copper Project website. The NEPA regulations are very clear with respect to 
identifying Cooperating Agencies early in the process and their invovement in the scoping process. Thus a 
question: have you identified such agencies? If so, please list them on the website along with their contact 
person. Have these cooperating agency personnel been attending the public open houses and scoping 
hearings? If not, when do you intend to identify Cooperating Agencies and involve them directly in the 
process?


Individual


11047 25 I would like to know why ADEQ, Army Corps of Engineers and ADWR have not been available for the 
public to question more in depth about these issues and have not been asked to be cooperating agencies. It 
is difficult for the lay person who is not educated in these things to formulate questions when the 
cooperating agencies are not there.


Individual
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24 26 The areas south of the mine site have developed into high-end rural residential ranches and ranchettes.  
New developments are found north and east of the area. An open pit mine will severly reduce property 
values in those areas.


43 11 What is going to happen to my property values, as well as my neighbors? We have our whole life savings 
tied up in our house, and if we have to sell in the future, who will want to live by a mine, with it's high 
traffic, and pollution?


Individual


134 17 Long range effets in quality of life, the façade of boom and bust economy,, the added burdens 
economically to the local community, the depletion of property values, would all be important 
considerations.


157 2 The threat that the proposed mine will pose to our region's rural economy, property values, and lifestyle is 
of such significance, complexity, and scale that the development of effective mitigation measures will 
necessarily require an independent and comprehensive study of these adverse impacts by a multidiscipline 
team of recognized experts in their respective fields.


157 8 At the very least, as a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MOP, Augusta and any sucessors 
in ownership of the Mine must be required to agree in writing that Augusta shall compensate all persons 
for lost income and lost property value due to the Mine.


160 70 COMMENT 5: THE MINE WILL THREATEN THE REGION'S RURAL ECONOMY, PROPERTY 
VALUES, AND LIFESTYLE AND MUST BE FURTHER AND INDEPENDENTLY STUDIED TO BE 
SUFFICIENTLY UNDERSTOOD AND AVOIDED OR FULLY MITIGATED.


160 73 Augusta plans to undertake a massive industrial project that will threaten the rural economy and property 
values of Elgin, Sonoita, Patagonia, and surrounding region as discussed in a study conducted by the 
Sonoran Institute (see Attachment E which is incorporated herein by reference).


160 77 Augusta understates the threat that the Mine will pose to the region's rural economy, property values


184 7 My home is worthless if I don't have water.


1537 4 Property values (like mine) will go down to an unbeievable low.Individual


1553 4 How will it affect nearby property values?Individual


1571 3 Our property values will drop a lot. + we would sell if we can find a buyer which I don't think will happen.Individual


1577 3 We live in Sahuarita.  This mine will negatively impact our property value and possibly make our land 
uninhabitable.


Individual


1614 7 My land value will go way down.Individual


1615 3 I sent an e-mail already to Bev outlining all of the serious consequences that will resolt if this mine goes 
through.
Safety, health, tourism, property values, shutting down of Hwy 83, water depletion-all negative.


Individual


1616 2 I live within 1 mile of the proposed mine. As such the following will severely affect me:
Socio economics: the value of me lifes home inverstment will be cut


Individual


1624 1 Property values in Sonoita will be harmed because most (all?) residents go to Tucson fuequently for food 
and other supplies. I need to cash in my house in 15-20 years to buy into a retirement community. Perhaps 
Augusta would like to pay me for lost equity?


Individual


1636 1 Any of the environmental and economic reasons for opposing this mine are arguable.  What is inarguable 
is that my property value is about to tank.


Individual


1652 4 I would like to see a similar agreement for reimbersing people who's property value drops because of the 
mine.


Individual
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1656 8 The Rosemont mine must not be approved because:
Blasting would ruin quality of life for nearby residents and wildlife. Residential property values would 
drop precipitously. How does the CNF expect to address these issues?


Individual


1661 2 Also will our property taxes be reduced as our property values fall because of the mine.Individual


1665 9 If the mine goes through, just where will the prive of our homes and land drop to? Will we lose 
everything? Do you think this is fare to the people who live in this area?


Individual


1687 6 Nor do we want our property values te drop.Individual


1709 6 The present value of my property will be degraded by the view of the mine. Who will compensate me for 
this loss.


Individual


1748 12 The Mine's operation will deleteriously affect:
Real Estate values and merchantability


Organization


1805 1 1 Home values in the Rosemont area have plummeted. How are you going to compensate families who 
are losing their life savings?


Individual


1811 2 My personal concern is the daily blasting, which would take place within 4 miles of my home. We have 
30 homes in he lower valley that will be directly effected by blasting noise, vibration, and ruining the 
value of our community.


Individual


1814 3 What happened to our home and property when the mine drains our aquifer?Individual


1836 10 I don't want my land value going down any more because of another mine to the east of me.  To the west 
is enough.


Individual


1852 3 The whole ecosystem relies on water which the mine will reguire. Unless the mine is able to furnish the 
fresh clean water it is removing from Cienega Creek in Davidson Canyon. The area will dry up and 
become desert. This will devalue the land, welcomeing lawsuits.


Individual


1866 6 The lifestyle and economies of people in Patagonia and Sonoita will also suffer, since the tourist business 
that they depend on also uses route 83 to get to those areas.


Individual


1866 8 If this mine is allowed to go in, and our way of life is ruined, who is going to reimburse us?  We won't be 
able to sell our property, but we won't be able to live here either.  Will the state or the county pay us the 
fair market value?  Will Sumitomo/Augusta be required to reimburse those people whose lives they have 
disrupted and who have to move away?  It is not an easy thing to pick up a household, horses, and all 
their equipment, and find another place to live that is affordable.  I am especially threatened because I am 
nearing retirement age, and will not have the income to finance another purchase.


Individual


1871 8 There are real estate value issues.Individual


1902 5 The Santa Ritas are very special to me and my family, I go to Mt. Hopkins once a week.  I enjoy the 
peace.  Please don't take the peace & quiet away.


Individual


1920 5 I am concerned about the negative aspect the operation of mine will bring to bear on:
Real estate values: Home values will decline dramatically and won't recover for decades.


Individual


1922 12 Blasting would ruin quality of life for nearby residents and wildlife. Residential property values would 
drop precipitously.


Individual


1932 7 Deprecation of my home would be enormousIndividual


1944 5 Property values would be negatively impacted.Individual


1960 9 WHAT ABOUT THE POSSIBILITY OF DISPLACING AROUND 50,000 RESIDENTS IF OUR 
WATER SUPPLY ERODES.  PLUS THE HOMES IN THIS BASIN WOULD BECOME WORTHLESS.


Individual
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1964 16 Some say they are thinking of moving because they don’t want to live in the wind shadow of an open pit 
mine and its related processing facilities.  Property values, they say, are taking a big hit because few 
people want to move into an area that is near an open pit copper mine.


Individual


1964 19 At the moment it is clear that the common sense and intuition of "ordinary people" in Santa Cruz County 
oppose an open pit copper mine.  They believe, despite what Augusta's economic models, business plans, 
and consultants tell them, that the risk to the livability of their communities and to nature is too great.  
Rosemont Mine will not contribute to sustainable development or strong, healty communities.  It will not 
make the area a better place to live and raise one's children and grandchildren.  It will not reduce poverty 
or disparities in income.  It will not protect or grow natural capital.


Individual


1977 2 the mine and all that comes with it would negatively impact our property valuesIndividual


2126 9 WHAT ABOUT THE POSSIBILITY OF DISPLACING AROUND 50,000 RESIDENTS IF OUR 
WATER SUPPLY ERODES.  PLUS THE HOMES IN THIS BASIN WOULD BECOME WORTHLESS.


Individual


2136 10 Additionally, per their feasibility study, the mine will be "working two 12-hour shifts per day, seven days 
per week, 52 weeks per year". Property values in Sonoita, Patagonia and all of the surrounding areas, for 
hundreds of miles will plummet.


Individual


2150 19 What is going to happen to my property values, as well as my neighbors? We have our whole life savings 
tied up in our house, and if we have to sell in the future, who will want to live by a mine, with it's high 
traffic, and pollution?


Individual


2153 7 Communities adjacent to the mines will suffer. Property values could decline as a result of nearby mining 
activity.


Individual


2155 2 I am a certified real estate appraiser (Arizona # 30651) and I have lived in Tucson since 1959.
If you approve of the Rosemont Mine's use of Forest land, there will be taking of market value of 
surrounding privately owned real estate.


Individual


2155 3 The Pima County Assessor recognizes a negative external influence of the mines near Green Valley and 
sets full cash values of nearby privately owned properties owned properties lower due to a "mine" 
influence. The same will be true, if the Rosemont Mine is approved.


Individual


2155 4 The owners of private real estate along the Sonoita Highway and on the West side of the mountains now 
enjoy the scenery untainted by mining infrastructure. And there is no dynamite blasting to distrub people 
living in these areas. Upon commencement of blasting and construction of infrastructure, property values 
will plummet.


Individual


2155 6 Sadly, there is some negative influence already occuring due to buyers' anticipation of the Rosemont 
Mine. Marketing times to sell property in this area have extended during the past couple of years, partly 
due to a deteriorate market, but also partly due to buyer apprehension of the Forest Service approving the 
use of public land for private mining activities.


Individual


2171 6 Not only the substantial likelihood of de-valuation of local property DIRECTLY DUE TO THE MINE!Individual


2198 2 My wife and I (Neal) live approx.2.5 miles from the proposed Rosemont Mine site. We live on Hilton 
Ranch Road, adjacent to the Davidson Canyon drainage, downstream from the proposed mine site. We 
have owned approx. 29 acres since 1979 and have a domestic well located on said property. We have built 
our DREAM home several years ago, after living in a single wide trailer for over 30 years. The approval 
of proposed mine will devalue our home and property in an already depressed market.


Individual


2203 4 Believe it or not, Wisconsin has declining underground water tables in the Town of Algoma adjacent to 
the City of Oshkosh, and the aquifer has subsequently become contaminated by the chemical arsenic 
which is being leached out of the substrate rok in that aquifer, making drinking water in the town 
unsuitable for drinking per federal drinking water stanards. Homes in the town subsequently have to 
install expensive devices to remove arsenic from the drinking water before they can sell their homes. This 
is a FACT. Could a simular situation occur here?


Individual
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2218 16 Some say they are thinking of moving because they don’t want to live in the wind shadow of an open pit 
mine and its related processing facilities.  Property values, they say, are taking a big hit because few 
people want to move into an area that is near an open pit copper mine.


Individual


2218 19 At the moment it is clear that the common sense and intuition of "ordinary people" in Santa Cruz County 
oppose an open pit copper mine.  They believe, despite what Augusta's economic models, business plans, 
and consultants tell them, that the risk to the livability of their communities and to nature is too great.  
Rosemont Mine will not contribute to sustainable development or strong, healty communities.  It will not 
make the area a better place to live and raise one's children and grandchildren.  It will not reduce poverty 
or disparities in income.  It will not protect or grow natural capital.


Individual


2235 7 We just retired here less than two years ago, our home would be worthless if we loose our water.Individual


2256 5 Will real estate values be the same if large mining operations are carried on at residents' back doors, with 
nighttime lights, rock blasting and truck noise?


Individual


2272 10 Property Values:  The areas south of the mine site have developed into high-end rural residential ranches 
and gorgeous homes.  An open pit mine will severely impact the quality of life and reduce property values 
in those area, financial health…


Individual


2291 12 PROPERTY VALUES:  The areas south fo the mine site have developed into high-end rural residential 
ranches and gorgeous homes.  An open pit mine will severely impact the quality of life and reduce 
property values in those areas.  We have worked long and hard, finally putting together our life's savings 
and much time into our slice of heaven and for what???


Individual


2292 6 I would also like to state that it is the residents that will be assuming the burden for a company purely 
motivated by profit.  We will again face another financial burden with the decrease of our proterty value.


Individual


2306 11 The values of existing homes would decline because of the fore-mentioned pollution and loss of scenic 
beauty.


Individual


2307 1 Living in Sonoita has been a dream come true for my wife and I. Not only does IRS tax every thimg that 
we own we are about to lose a great deal of value in our home if this mining plan becomes a reality.


Individual


2321 6 What about the PROPERTY OWNERS WHOSE PROPERTY VALUES ARE RUINED FROM THIS 
MINING? How do you intended to compensate them?


Individual


2322 2 This is absolutely the most destructive type of project I've ever seen in my life. How do we think this can 
possible be accomplished without major damage to our way of life.


Individual


2327 2 As I understand it they are putting a pipe line to Green Valley. It is proposed to supply half of the amont 
of water they intend to pull from the mountain. Well what good is that water in the valley going to do for 
the 100 homes they are going to pull the water from at 4000 feet. Make them haul their water just like we 
will have to do after they drain it all out and leave our wells dry, impacting the value our homes.


Individual


2339 11 Is there a reliable and verifiable long-term (20 to 30 years) analysis of the overall effect on land prices and 
the general well being of communities where hard rock mining occurs?


Individual


2348 12 PROPERTY VALUES:  The areas south fo the mine site have developed into high-end rural residential 
ranches and gorgeous homes.  An open pit mine will severely impact the quality of life and reduce 
property values in those areas.  We have worked long and hard, finally putting together our life's savings 
and much time into our slice of heaven and for what???


Individual


2351 8 Other concerns:
-Our way of life, we have worked extremely hard for in 22 years of military service, may change forever. 
Something I do not wish to happen.


Individual


2360 7 I am writing to oppose the Mine's approval for many reasons. Here are some:
The depreciation of Real Estate values in the Sonoita/Patagonia area. I am a Realtor and I own an office 
there and I have already been told by prospective clients that they will not consider buying property there 
if the mine becomes a reality. So the houses that are now listed for sale have diminished chances of 
selling in this already difficult market that we're in.


Individual
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2371 9 WHAT ABOUT THE POSSIBILITY OF DISPLACING AROUND 50,000 RESIDENTS IF OUR 
WATER SUPPLY ERODES.  PLUS THE HOMES IN THIS BASIN WOULD BECOME WORTHLESS.


Individual


2374 10 Additionally, per their feasibility study, the mine will be "working two 12-hour shifts per day, seven days 
per week, 52 weeks per year". Property values in Sonoita, Patagonia and all of the surrounding areas, for 
hundreds of miles will plummet.


Individual


2380 2 Without that water, it will make life very hard and reduce the value of our land considerable.Individual


2380 6 The explosions will be going 24/7, how can we possibly think let alone sleep with this kind of noise? Our 
home would become worthless and the value of the house would not even pay off the amount we owed on 
our mortgage.


Individual


2393 5 The Forrest Service is charged with the responsibilty of protecting public land from corporate assaults. 
Protecting the environment, is mandatory and you cannot allow a foreign corporation to destroy this area 
for the American citzens, who live here.
Our property will be worthless.


Individual


2404 5 The impact on property values and individual property rights is unknown and unquantified at this point. 
Such damage must be considered.


Business


2446 12 PROPERTY VALUES:  The areas south fo the mine site have developed into high-end rural residential 
ranches and gorgeous homes.  An open pit mine will severely impact the quality of life and reduce 
property values in those areas.  We have worked long and hard, finally putting together our life's savings 
and much time into our slice of heaven and for what???


Individual


2466 4 Our homes and property will be of little value in future.Individual


2468 26 My list goes on and on and includes other concerns such as daily blasting noise, the spoiling of a pristine 
and typical Arizona desert and rolling grasslands area, and the effect on property values which have 
already suffered so dramatically in recent months!


Individual


2513 5 ECONOMICS of the communities directly impacted. U.S.F.S. must prioritize the local residents who will 
suffer the most. U.S.F.S. must consider seriously the full scope of the economic threat if the BEAUTY & 
LIFESTYLE of our communities are so significantly impaired (DEVASTATED) by this mine. Real estate 
is a primary econmic contributor and will be totally "blown out of the water"- destroyed along with the 
landscape & lifestyle.


Individual


2515 4 If my well goes dry as a result of the mine, I will not be able to live on my property, but neither will I be 
able to sell it.


Individual


2520 12 PROPERTY VALUES:  The areas south fo the mine site have developed into high-end rural residential 
ranches and gorgeous homes.  An open pit mine will severely impact the quality of life and reduce 
property values in those areas.  We have worked long and hard, finally putting together our life's savings 
and much time into our slice of heaven and for what???


Individual


2548 1 We live adjacent to the South property line of the Coronado National Forest. We have on a regular basis 
30 mule deer and 3 white tailed. We spent our life savings on this property and our property value has 
already decreased due to the proposed Rosemont Mine. Who qill pay reimburstment to us for our property 
depreciation.


Individual


2562 1 I fear that approval of this project will destroy my home.Individual


2562 4 I am a joint owner of a private well at 16121 South Country Club Rd. in Sahuarita heights. This well 
serves domestic water to two homes and a small business on the 5 acres served by the well. Without water 
these properties would be unusable. It would completely destroy the value of the properties.


Individual


2564 5 The explosions will be going 24/7, how can we possibly think let alone sleep with this kind of noise. Our 
home would become worthless and the value of the house would not even pay off the amount owed on 
our mortgage.


Individual
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2565 9 3) All of the costs of this project should be quantified whether the fall within the narrow definition of cost 
in the NEPA process so the decision can be place in proper context.


These costs include a dramatic loss in land values in the surrounding area, a probable need to improve 
Route 83 beyond that included in the project, a need to build a new bridge over I10 so wide loads will not 
need to go around via Route 83, and loss in tourist revenue.


Individual


2592 25 How does this project impact the local community which the MPO states are looking for "a scenic setting" 
and an "active outdoor lifestyle"? The EIS should determine how the proposed project impact land values 
in the area and what damage this will cause to existing land owners.


Individual


2593 29 Important considerations are the impact of air and dust pollution on the health of both employees and area 
residents, region- wide visual impact on scenery and view sheds and the impact on plant and animal life. 
The effect on recreational and property values should be established.


Organization


2593 49 Finally and perhaps most importantly, the impact on existing businesses and residents must be considered:
-How will a thriving tourism industry in Sonoita and Patagonia be affected?
-What is the tradeoff between a sustainable tourism industry and a short term mining project?
-What will be the effect on property values, particularly in the Sonoita, Patagonia, Empire-Fagin and Vail 
areas? Many local residents have their life savings in their homes and there are extremely expensive 
homes as close as five miles from the proposed mine.


Organization


2593 54 Since the mine would require additional electrical power equivalent to the demand from a medium sized 
city  of 130,000 people, several impacts need to be investigated:
-Damage to animal and plant life, scenery and property values from the increased infrastructure 
(transmission lines, substations, etc.) that would be required.


Organization


2593 141 At stake is not just the environment and scenery we have come to love, but the lifestyle, economic 
livelihood and property values of thousands who live in the area adjacent to the proposed mine.


Organization


2597 10 There are several reasons why we feel that this is not an appropriate use of forest service land. The 
devaluing of property values in Santa Cruz county.


Individual


2599 13 By how much will the property values of local residents, B & B owners, restaurateurs, vintners, ranchers 
and everyone else whose livelihood is tied to the region be lowered, or their customer base be reduced?


Individual


2599 40 Millions of dollars in damage to nearby properties caused by viewshed degradation, dust, noise, and light 
pollution as well as ground vibration caused by blasting at the mine [another set of impacts that require 
additonal study]


Individual


2610 40 What is the impact of the mining operations and the open pit left behind once the mine ceases operations 
on real property values in Sonoita, Elgin, Patagonia, Vail, Corona de Tucson, Sahuarita, and Tucson?


Individual


2617 28 How many people will be forced to sell their homes (at any price) and move due to the lower air quality?Individual


2617 44 My 82-year-old mothers, as well as my 54-year-old mentally retarded brother, live on this property with 
my husband and myselft. We have been depending on the value of this property to take care of her and my 
brother in the future. We are very fearful of the negative impact this mine would have on the value of our 
property.  What is your projected land devaluation from this mining project?


Individual


2637 5 Years of drought, increased numbers of residents in the Tucson area, and no apparent conservation of 
water will shortly decrease the value of our property and quality of life.


Individual


2671 19 I believe the value of my property has been and will be further affected from this proposed mine 
operation.  This is and will be due to the view-shed degradation on Hwy 83, noise from the 24/7 mining 
operations, and general quality of life and environmental degradation concerns contained herein.


Individual


2672 16 No doubt all of this will have a favorable impact on the property values of nearby residents.Individual
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2676 4 Concerning the proposed Rosemont mine project, to start with a arecent Sonoran Institute study stating: 
The Proposed Rosemont project would produce significant costs for local individuals, businesses, 
governments, and society in general, including:decreased property values for those residential properties 
impacted by degraded viewsheds and dust pollution.


Business


2687 2 The waste that is caused by the mining company will destroy and depreciate the public land in this area.Individual


2724 39 The impact on property values and individual property rights is unknow an unqualified at this pointIndividual


2724 58 Not to mention our property values would be reducedIndividual


2736 60 What are the implications for State and private land values and usability if the views are spoiled by 
mining operations?


Government


2744 29 The threat that the proposed mine will pose to our region's rural economy, property values, and lifestyle is 
of such significance, complexity, and scale that the development of effective mitigation measures will 
necessarily require independent and comprehensive study of these adverse mitigation measures will 
necessarily require an independent and comprehensive study of these adverse impacts by a mulidiscipline 
team of recognized experts in their respective fields.  Only after the study is competed can we consider 
possible mitigation measures.


Business


2763 7 Equally important and concerning to us, but an issue we haven’t heard much discussion about, is the 
value loss all of our properties face due to water problems. We moved to this area before much 
development had occurred and did so to get away from exactly that. We have treasured our clean well 
water, our beautiful desert land, and out spectacular views and would be hard-pressed to find anything 
comparable that we could afford. If our property value plummets because there is no clean water 
available, we not only have lost our home and lifestyle, but also the ability to acquire to another of nearby 
equal value.


Individual


2770 2 The results of a recent study of The Sonoran Institiute yield no surprise - that the presence of such a mine 
will result in decreased property values for residential properties impacted by degraded view sheds, dust 
pollution, and threats to our area's water table as well as  our rural economy.


Business


5284 24 How does Augusta Resouce Corporation plan to lessen the economic impact of their operations on 
property values cause by the proximity of an industrial operation or by the imposition of increased travel 
time for those living south of the mine on Highway 83?


Individual


6719 3 On a personal level, when I don't have any water, I won't be able to live on my property, but neither will I 
be able to sell it.  I have horses, a lot of the property owners up on my road have horses.  We need water.  
We need water to live out there.


I'm almost 60 years old, and my husband is disabled.  And I would like to know if 
Sumitomo/Augusta/Rosemont will write me a guarantee that they will reimburse me for the current cost of 
my property, plus 10 percent to allow me to move somewhere else with a whole household


Individual


6725 4 My second area is that the mine will threaten the local rural economy, property values, and lifestyle.Individual


6726 5 Property values will be affected.  I would like to know by how much, how will I be compensated, will 
property taxes go down?


Individual


6736 1 But, unfortunately, our dream home is starting to become a nightmare because of our proximity of the 
mine to us.  We're about two and a half miles, three miles, from the mine, in the shadows of the proposed 
dry tailing stack, which would be about 700 feet.


Individual


6750 4 We keep hearing about the jobs Rosemont will bring.  The price of these jobs will be lower property 
values, a degradation of our air quality, our quality of life, and an unacceptable blight to our beautiful 
mountains.


Individual


6752 8 The upper Santa Cruz aquifer sustains approximately 60,000 people, nearly 5,000 acres of orchards, the 
Freeport McMoran Copper Mine, and recently the ASARCO mine.  The impact on property values and 
individual property rights in unknown, unquantified at this point.  Such damage must be considered.


Business
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6775 8 Ultimately if we lose our water we're going to have an economic impact on all of us.  The value of our 
houses will greatly diminish.


Individual


6834 6 What are the basic pros and cons of the Rosemont mine?
There would be a negative impact on the quality of life for the entire Tucson area, not just down there.


Individual


6862 3 The recent study in 2007 on the effects of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan in our communities 
calculated that the estimated increases in property values and property tax revenues associated with 
proximity to healthy riparian corridors in Pima County, the property premiums are estimated to be at a 
region of $250 million, and generated up to an estimated two and a half million dollars each year in 
incremental property tax revenues. So degrading riparian areas of the proposed mine will reduce that 
income in perpetuity.


Organization


6864 2 What scoping studies have been done about property values? Have the realtor associations been involved 
in any studies in Tucson, Green Valley, Sonoita, or Patagonia or Corona de Tucson? And I would like to 
know how and when will the public be informed of the answers to these questions?


Individual


6869 13 Wells are already going dry in Sahuarita, as you've heard, and Rosemont can always get another permit if 
the 6,000 acre-feet isn't enough for them. They can just keep asking for permits and they'll get them. Do 
people whose wells are running dry and their homes becoming absolutely valueless have any legal 
protection when their wells run dry? No, absolutely none. Are they assured compensation if their homes 
cannot be sold and are worthless? No one will buy them. Who will compensate them? Who will pay for 
all the relocations that will be necessary when all these homes become worthless?


Individual


6871 5 I'm going to be putting my house for sale if that mine comes in 'cause I know our value of the land is 
just -- our property value is just going to go down, down, down, down.


Individual


6876 8 I have nothing against mining in general. I make my living off of rocks. But this is in the wrong place. It 
will ruin our recreation and tourism industries. It will devastate our highways and transportation sector. 
Our power availability in the power grid, property values, our astronomical facilities, agriculture.


Organization


6879 5 property values,Individual


6879 18 The nearness of the proposed mining operation will, inevitable, have a negative effect on existing property 
values,


Individual


6902 11 property values,Individual


6925 3 My home is almost paid for, and I have no desire to live anywhere else.  But if my property values 
decrease like the homes in Butte have, I will have no choice but to leave the area--far from any mining 
projects.


Individual


6946 14 While keeping this in mind, what is the projected land value in both the tangible and intangible along with 
the long and short term aspects of this land value now?  What will it be during and after the mining 
activity?  Is the taxpayer going to be compensated in any way for these losses in value,


Individual


6965 5 Property ValuesIndividual


6966 10 Who will compensate the area land owners for their property value losses?  It is well documented that an 
open pit mine will lower property values by as much as 40% depending on the vicinity and views of the 
mine from the property.  The more your parcel can feel, hear see or smell the mines activities the more the 
negative impact on the property values and the owners quality of life.


Individual


6983 7 It has already had an impact on the value of my home and land.Individual


6997 9 8. Property values in the region will fall significantly.  This includes Tucson, Vail, Corona de Tucson, 
Sonoita, Patagonia, Madera Canyon just to mention a few.


Individual


7008 23 Arizona has plenty of evidence of towns and areas blighted by mines and communities left behind barely 
hanging on for dear life surrounded by ugly, uninhabitable, and worthless land.


Individual
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7051 1 I live within 2 miles of the proposed mine. It is my understanding that Augusta may, without restriction, 
pump water from the aquifer in the Singing Valley area where I live. If they pump enough water that all of 
the oak trees die, or my well goes dry or has to be dug deeper, the value of my property will be 
diminished to nearly zero.


Individual


7051 2 The valuation of people's property must be considered. We have spent a lifetime working to build a secure 
retirement and our home here in Singing Valley is our most valuable asset.


Individual


7088 16 and that economic impact on property values,Organization


7088 18 The drop in property values would exceed that figure substantially.Organization


7088 37 as well as the areas likely to be affected, and the potential for property devaluation and property damage 
to existing structures.


Organization


7091 7 Devaluation of property:  Land close to the mine will be devalued, but also property beyond in Sonoita, 
Patagonia, Elgin and other communities in the area will be affected.


Individual


7106 1 In the impending EIS, may I please request that you specifically address the issues and costs associated 
with decreasing property values for those residential properties impacted by degraded viewsheds, noise 
pollution and, most importantly, dust pollution?


Individual


7109 5 May I please request that in the impending EIS, you specifically address the societal costs associated with 
increased driving on SR 83, estimated by the Sonoran Institute Report to be close to $418,000 per year? 
This estimate is based upon a predicted 1,000 round-trips per week and includes, but is not limited to, 
vehicular accidents, waste disposal, air pollution, CO2 emissions and decrease in roadway land value. 
Thank you.


Individual


7110 15 Property values in the Sonoita area are declining already due to the prospect of the mine. I have heard 
from realtors, that clients are being very selective about areas of interest, or do not want to consider 
Sonoita for relocation at all.  This can only have a negative impact on Santa Cruz county, and Sonoita 
area residents. Will Rosemont mine compensate the country for lost revenues? Will they compensate 
property owners for lowered values? Should people be forced to suffer this uncertainty, until this mine 
issue is resolved one way or the other?


Individual


7115 5 There will also be negative local impact in the further erosion of our property values in these already 
depressed times, and this lower value will further impact the finances of the local governments. This 
amount must also be deducted from the "income" expected from the mine.


Individual


7116 1 THERE SHOULD BE IN PLACE RULES OF PROCEDURE THAT WOULD ESTABLISH A FAIR 
,UNBIASED THIRD PARTY ARBITRATION. THIS WOULD DETERMINED FAIR 
COMPENSATION FOR HOME OWNERS AND THEIR PROPERTY; WHO WOULD BE 
DISPLACED BY MINE OPERATIONS, AIR , NOISE, WATER POLLUTION , WELL GOING DRY 
OR HEALTH REASONS. THESE HEALTH CONSERNS WOULD NOT NECESSARILY PREEXIST 
AND COULD MANIFEST THEMSELVES AFTER OPERATIONS STARTED.


Individual


7116 7 THETHIRD PARTY ARBITRATOR WOULD MINIMIZE THE POSSIBILITY OF CIVIL 
LITIGATION.          THE FAIR JUST COMPENSATION WOULD INCLUDE FACTORS SUCH AS 
HOME AND PROPERTY VALUES, VALUES LOST DUE PROXIMITY OF PROPOSED MINE, 
MINE ACTIVITIES THAT IMPACT  HOME VALUES IE. MINING EMPLOYEE AND TRAFFIC ON 
SR 83; DUST FOR DRY STACKING AND OTHER MINE OPERATIONS.


Individual


7118 1 If the Rosemont Project is approved, as a property owner living within five miles of the proposed open 
pit, my property will be devalued and the property will need to be reassessed by the Pima County Tax 
Assessor. What studies have been or will be conducted on the decreased property taxes paid by the 
property owners living in close proximity to the project? Examples of these communites are Singing 
Valley North, Singing Valley South, Hidden Hills, Hilton Ranch Road, residents living along Greaterville 
Road, and residents living along Highway 83.


Individual
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7125 11 PROPERTY VALUES: The areas south of the mine site have developed into high-end rural residential 
ranches and gorgeous homes. An open pit mine will severely impact the quality of life and reduce 
property values in those areas, financial health…


Individual


7143 10 The proposed Rosemont mine will have significant, detrimental and irreversible impacts on our regional 
water quality and quantity, our wildlife, cultural and historic resources. 
This affects us as residents and landowners in many ways. Not only is the water quantity and quality for 
us and our migratory and resident wildlife affected, but all our livelihoods and property values that 
depend on water.


Organization


7143 12 A significant reason the people choose to visit, live, invest in businesses and retire in S. Arizona is its 
climate and natural resources. A huge, ugly mine, visible from both sides of the Santa Ritas will have 
detrimental impacts on our economy, property values and ability to attract future investments and 
residents. This must be analyzed over the expected life of the mine, and the burden must be on Rosemont 
to establish why it will only operate for twenty years, contrary to past local experience.


Organization


7151 23 Finally and perhaps most importantly, the impact on existing businesses and residents must be considered:


How will a thriving tourism industry in Sonoita and Patagonia be affected?
What is the tradeoff between a sustainable tourism industry and a short term mining project?
What will be the effect on property values, particularly in the Sonoita, Patagonia, Empire-Fagin and Vail 
areas? Many local residents have their life savings in their homes and there are extremely expensive 
homes at close as five miles from the proposed mine.


Organization


7161 6 I own land and have built a home located 5 miles as the crow flies from the proposed tailingd dump area.. 
My well because it is not as deep as the mine's (already drilled) wells and will most likely will be pumped 
dry. The chemical run off from the leeching area will contaminate my land and the placement of the 
proposed mine will negatively reduce the value of my house and property.


Individual


7164 4 Please consider the following remarks concerning the negative ECONOMIC impact of the proposed 
Rosemont Mine (taken from a report by the Sonoran Institute):


ECONOMIC IMPACT


The potential positive local economic benefits from the proposed Rosemont project are small in 
comparison to the magnitude of the local economy. Local economic impacts would derive primarily from 
employment, wages and salaries, business purchases, and taxes paid to local governments -- representing 
between (0.08%) and (0.3%) of total employment in Pima and Santa Cruz counties combined for the year 
2005;
local business economic impact ranging from less than five (0.5%) to (0.6%) of the 2005 GDP of the 
Tucson Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA);
estimated total local tax revenues representing about 1.3% of total property, excise, and sales taxes 
collected in Pima County and the City of Tucson in the 2005/2006 fiscal year and between one-half of 
one percent (0.5%) and 1.2% of total combined revenues for the two governments.


Significant Potential Local Costs from Proposed Mine Project
The proposed Rosemont project would produce significant costs for local individuals, businesses, 
governments, and society in general, including:


estimated increased costs to local school districts of between $2.7 million and $10 million per year;
increased highway maintenance costs on SR 83;
annual societal cost associated with increased driving of at least $418,000;
increased costs to travelers on SR 83 of approximately $949,000 annually;
decreased property values for those residential properties impacted by degraded viewsheds and dust 
pollution;


Individual


7197 14 The mine would degrade my property valueIndividual
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7202 4 4. How will real property values in Sonoita, Elgin, Patagonia, Vail, Corona de Tucson, Sahuarita, Green 
Valley, and Tucson be affected by the mining operations and the open pit left behind once the mine 
creases operations? If real property values decrease, how will Pima County handle the resulting loss of 
revenue from decreased property taxes?


Individual


7253 29 Important considerations are the impact of air and dust pollution on the health of both employees and area 
residents, region- wide visual impact on scenery and view sheds and the impact on plant and animal life. 
The effect on recreational and property values should be established.


Organization


7253 49 Finally and perhaps most importantly, the impact on existing businesses and residents must be considered:
-How will a thriving tourism industry in Sonoita and Patagonia be affected?
-What is the tradeoff between a sustainable tourism industry and a short term mining project?
-What will be the effect on property values, particularly in the Sonoita, Patagonia, Empire-Fagin and Vail 
areas? Many local residents have their life savings in their homes and there are extremely expensive 
homes as close as five miles from the proposed mine.


Organization


7253 54 Since the mine would require additional electrical power equivalent to the demand from a medium sized 
city  of 130,000 people, several impacts need to be investigated:
-Damage to animal and plant life, scenery and property values from the increased infrastructure 
(transmission lines, substations, etc.) that would be required.


Organization


7253 141 At stake is not just the environment and scenery we have come to love, but the lifestyle, economic 
livelihood and property values of thousands who live in the area adjacent to the proposed mine.


Organization


7258 3 I am loosing wealth because of the proposal of a mine.  The property values here will drop significantly 
more if the mine goes in.  Why should I be forced to suffer all these monetary losses so some mine can 
make money and export copper?


Individual


7272 5 This mine, if built, will be seen from many miles away and their tailings will actually be located in the 
backyard of an existing neighborhood on Coronado National Forest property. Additionally, per their 
feasebility study, the mine will be "working two 12-hour shifts per day, seven days per week, 52 weeks 
per year". Property values in Sonoita, Patagonia and all of the surrounding areas, for hundreds of miles 
will plummet.


Individual


7275 2 Rosemont is examining the feasibility of driving a tunnel through the Santa Ritas and running slurry pipes 
through the tunnel to create a tailings dump on the western side of the mountain is a bit of a surprise. 
That's going to shock a lot of people in the Santa Cruz Valley. People in Sahuarita, Quail Creek, Green 
Valley and Corona de Tucson will be impacted from a scenic point of view and probably from a property 
value point of view.


Individual


7282 5 This mine, if built, will be seen from many miles away and their tailings will actually be located in the 
backyard of an existing neighborhood on Coronado National Forest property. Additionally, per their 
feasebility study, the mine will be "working two 12-hour shifts per day, seven days per week, 52 weeks 
per year". Property values in Sonoita, Patagonia and all of the surrounding areas, for hundreds of miles 
will plummet.


Government


7316 24 c.�Degradation of residential property values as water quality and quantity decrease, airborne particulates 
(especially toxic chemicals and heavy metals) increase, and blasting provides a background of continuous 
noise


Organization


7328 9 No doubt property valuse and nearby businesses will be affected.Individual


7334 8 It will also likely lead to lower property values in the area.Individual
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7336 9 Economic- Determine actual current and projected regional property and quality of life value effects of 
the Rosemont Mine over 200+ years. My family has recently decided not to buy a home in Corona de 
Tucson, due to the proximity and threat of the proposed Rosemont mine. $349 K that could be a part of 
the Tucson economy already isn't, because of the proposed mine. Who will want to move in next to a 
toxic mine scar in 50 or 100 years? Who will want to live near a pristine wild forested mountain range in 
200 years? Determine how much of the housing crisis in the area (15 miles on all sides of the Santa Rita's) 
is from the housing market in general and how much is directly attributable to the Rosemont Mine 
Proposal. Look at recent new real estate listings in the adjacent regions, since March, when the proposal 
went public. The mine waste and tailings in Sahuarita dominate the skyline, when you look south, south 
west, form almost anywhere in Tucson. Do Tucson and Southern Arizona really need more mining scars 
visible from outer space? At best case, average, and worst case scenario should be independently 
developed and published.


Individual


7411 15 Economic Impact- If economic impact is part of the EIS, then the effects on property values need to be 
quantified and compared to the economic benefits advertised by Augusta. The entire economic equation 
needs to be considered.


Individual


7415 9 Who will compensate nearby property owners for property devaluation?Individual


7419 4 If the building and housing come to a screeching halt,…you will be responsible.Individual


7419 11 For the surrounding property values that have already suffered, and will be forever devastated… you will 
be responsible.


Individual


7421 3 According to several realtors the market in my area is already depressed due to my proximity to the 
proposed mine  .During one of the Informational meetings one of the contractors was asked , if he would 
live close to a mine; he replied a resounding "NO" !


Individual


7432 5 A recent Sonoran Institute study states:
The proposed Rosemont project would produce significant costs for local individuals, businesses, 
governments, and society in general, including
-decreased property values for those residential properties impacted by degraded viewsheds and dust 
pollution


Organization


7451 29 There are SO many issues and following is just a few to consider:
37. From what a gentleman said last night, according to his appraisal report for his home, disclosure of an 
Open Pit Mine reduces the value by 20-30 percent, I believe. That is a large impact.


Individual


7453 29 There are SO many issues and following is just a few to consider:
37. From what a gentleman said last night, according to his appraisal report for his home, disclosure of an 
Open Pit Mine reduces the value by 20-30 percent, I believe. That is a large impact.


Individual


7467 2  According to a recent study conducted by the Sonoran Institute, the presence of such a mine will result in 
decreased property values for residential properties impacted by degraded viewsheds, dust pollution, and 
threats to our area's water table and our rural economy. I can document that we are already suffering 
simply due to the pending threat of such a disasterous assault on our environment.


Business


7475 9 The Augusta Mine Project will also have a negative impact on our property value, our water supply and 
our lifestyle.


Business


7485 4 Equally important and concerning to us, but an issue we haven' t heard much discussion about, is the 
value loss all of our properties face due to water problems. We moved to this area before much 
development had occurred and did so to get away from exactly that. We have treasured our clean well 
water, our beautiful desert land, and our spectacular views and would be hard-pressed to find anything 
comparable that we could afford. If our property value plummets because there is no clean water 
available, we not only have lost our home and lifestyle, but also the ability to acquire another of nearly 
equal value.


Individual


7487 19 I believe the value of my property has been and will be further affected from this proposed mine 
operation.  This is and will be due to the view-shed degradation on Hwy 83, noise from the 24/7 mining 
operations, and general quality of life and environmental degradation concerns contained herein.


Individual
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7497 5 This mine wil destroy the way of life that many have come to enjoy. No one has the right to degrade or 
infringe other person's rights. To devalue other people's personal property and risk their health and 
security is in my opinion against the law.


"nor shall private property be taken for public use, without just compensation."


Individual


7504 19 The potential for such tailings pile mountain to form and obstruct scenic views and vistas in the proposed 
Rosemont mining operation, and that economic impact on property values, tourism, and commerce must 
also be considered.


7508


7504 24 Tourism brings in a billion dollars/year, much more than the 250-500 jobs the Rosemont mine might 
create.


7508


7504 63 Even though the Tucson area is known for subsidence and earth fissures (south of Tucson), this practice is 
continued.  The potential of water depletion resulting in subsidence and earth fissures caused by methods 
of obtaining water for the Rosemont mining project must be fully examined, as well as the areas likely to 
be affected, and the potential for property devaluation and property damage to existing structures.


7508


7505 3 The threat that the proposed mine will pose to our region's property values  is of such significance, 
complexity, and scale that the development of effective mitigation measures will necessarily require an 
independent and comprehensive study of these adverse impacts by a multidisciplinary team of recognized 
experts in their respective fields. Only after the study is completed can we consider possible mitigation 
measures. At the very least, as a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's Mine Plan of 
Operation, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the mine must be required to agree in writing that 
Augusta shall compensate all persons for lost income and lost property value due to the mine.


Business


7505 6 The threat that the proposed mine will pose to our region's rural economy, property values, and lifestyle is 
of such significance, complexity, and scale that the development of effective mitigation measures will 
necessarily require an independent and comprehensive study of these adverse impacts by a 
multidisciplinary team of recognized experts in their respective fields. Only after the study is completed 
can we consider possible mitigation measures. At the very least, as a condition of Forest Service approval 
of Augusta's Mine Plan of Operation, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the mine must be 
required to agree in writing that Augusta shall compensate all persons for lost income and lost property 
value due to the mine.


Business


7513 4 The pumping they would do in Sahuarita will cause irreversible damage to the homeowners there and may 
actually cause the ground to sink in a unnatural fasion.


Individual


7514 12 I am afraid the value of my property will fall due to the aforementioned reasons.Individual


7517 5 However, along with the vast majority of Forest Service Volunteers in Southern Arizona, I want to 
express my deep concern and negative feelings about a mne in that area.  Depletion of water table, 
diminished air quality due to both mining operation and increased traffic, negative implact on home 
values, depletion of flora and therefore fauna in the area are some of the concerns.


Individual


7523 3 From a strictly economic viewpoint of its impact on the area, it will indeed create jobs. It will also reduce 
income tourism and the reputation of our lovely area as a travel destination - we will become seem more 
like Globe/Superior/Miami/Morenci. Those are fine communities which have jobs for their inhabitants but 
which have not been known for the protection of the environment. Formerly very active and currently 
semi-retired, as a real estate broker I have had a client refuse to look at any property north of the 
intersection at Sonoita, and I cannot blame them.


Individual


7523 5 Already Highway 83 often is a tedious and slow drive heading south, traveling behind slow-moving 
oversize vehicles. Northbound traffic not only must slow down, but almost every trip requires at least one 
stop-and-pull-off-the-road-and-wait to accommodate northbound vehicles. The EXPONENTIAL 
IMPACT OF THE TRUCK TRAFFIC TO AND FROM A MINE would create the kind of burden that 
would ALMOST TOTALLY KILL any residential/commercial growth along its path and beyond. The 
real estate market would be SEVERELY IMPACTED by this presence. ( As a long-time real estate broker 
I have already had one client refuse to look at property north of the Hwy 82/83 intersection.)


Individual
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7588 1 Living adjacent to the Coronado National forest property which Augusta will be using for their mine over 
burden/tailings, I have severe concerns about our property value. This mine will be virtually in our back 
yard and will be seen by us and our neighbors.


Individual


7588 8 I hereby demand that if the Rosemont mine is permitted, that either the U.S. Forest Service or Augusta 
repay the hundreds of thousands of dollars we have invested in our property. We have already lost quite a 
bit of property value, as a direct result of this proposed mine and if the mine is permitted, it will render 
our property worthless. Not only will we make demand for fair market value, we will amek demand for 
loss of lifestyle. There is nowhere, in Southern Arizona, that has the equivalent type of property that we 
now live on. I don't see how this particular situation can be mitigated. Buying this neighborhood out 
would cost millions and millions and millions and millions of dollars.


Individual


7603 9 The mine traffic, dust, noise, destruction of natural National Forest land  will lower our quality of life, 
property values, and tourist economy.


Individual


7654 18 PROPERTY VALUES,Business


7684 6 They have had negative effect on property value because of the water proplem and the loss of the view on 
the north end on the Santa Rita Mt.


Individual


7809 17 IN ADDITION TO THE WATER IMPACTS, THE FOREST SERVICE MUST REQUIRE 
INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF ROSEMONT TO ASCERTAIN THE TRUE COST OF ITS 
ACTIVITIES AS THEY AFFECT LANDOWNERS, BUSINESSES, PROPERTY VALUES, AND THE 
SCENIC VISTAS OF THE SANTA RITAS.


Business


8600 1 if the mine is constructed, real estate values of surrounding properties will be significantly impacted 
negatively. The Pima County assessor already allows an external obsolescence factor for properties near 
mines by Green Valley. And that would happen with the Rosemont mine as well. Just for that reason, I 
don't believe that the Forest Service should allow a private company to use public property where that use 
will diminish property values to the detriment of people that live nearby.


Individual


8701 3 they're making promises about being water efficient and this and that. Promises and talk don't get it. It's 
got to be in writing. They need to be held accountable. I mean water in this area is critical. We live in the 
desert. I'm extremely water conservative. I try to educate my friends and family and anybody that I come 
in contact about water conservation.


So that's my concern because if this mine soaks up the aquifer out here, my property is basically my 
retirement and if there's no water out here, then my property is going to be worth nothing.


Individual


8780 3 I think property values are going to diminish in Sonoita, Elgin, and Patagonia, and I'd like to hear 
somebody address these issues as well as the others.


Individual


8810 2 And it could be very devastating to people who have sunk their life savings into propertues around this 
mine, their wealth would dry up.


Individual


8850 2 also of course the value of the land that I just bought down there and the home I'm trying to build form 
my family.


Individual


8901 1 How will real property values in Sonoita, Elgin, Patagonia, Vail, Corona de Tucson, Sahuarita, Green 
Valley, and Tucson be affected by the mining operations and the open pit left behind once the mine ceases 
operations? If real property values decreased, how will Pima County handle the resulting loss of revenue 
form decreased property taxes?


Individual


8912 3 Equally important and concerning to us, but an issue we haven't heard much discussion about, is the value 
loss all of our properties face due to water problems. We moved to this area before much development 
had occurred and did so to get away from exactly that. We have treasured our clean well water, our 
beautiful desert land, and our spectacular views and would be hard-pressed to find anything compareable 
that we could afford. If our property value plummets because there is no clean water available, we not 
only have lost our home and lifestyle, but also the ability to acquire another of nearly equal value.


Individual


Tuesday, October 14, 2008 Page 41 of 57







Comments by Resource Category
Rosemont Copper Project EIS
Scoping Comments


Socioeconomics


Land Value
Record 
ID


Comment 
Number


Comment TextCommenter
Type


04


9143 1 Part of the value of my property is the views of the Santa Ritas. If that view is blighted with an open pit 
and the value of my property goes down I will sue to recover my losses and the losses of all my friends 
and neighbors.


Organization


9164 1 As an owner of a significant amount of land very close to the proposed mining operation we are 
vehemently opposed to the proposed mining operation because we believe it will significantly diminish 
our property values.


Organization


10305 3 This is a disaster in the making. A mine in the Santa Ritas would not only ruin the landscape but destroy 
the peacefulness of Sonoita through depressed property values - forever!! This is a horrible idea by a 
mining firm that's not even a US company!! For the future of the community, and generations to come it 
MUST be stopped!!


Organization


10516 3 I live in Sonoita and the value of my property would be significantly depreciated.Organization


10597 1 These mines greatly undermine the value of our propertiesOrganization


11049 2 We have approximately 13 acres with 100+ Oak trees of two varieties. Many of these Oaks have been 
here for a very long time and are very large trees. These trees have a huge impact on our property value. If 
these trees die, it will be impossible to replace them.


Individual


11051 2 We have approximately 13 acres with 100+ Oak trees of two varieties. Many of these Oaks have been 
here for a very long time and are very large trees. These trees have a huge impact on our property value. If 
these trees die, it will be impossible to replace them.


Individual


Transportation and Access
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04


2 21 How much more frequently will raod maintenance be required on SR83 due to the volume of heavy trucks 
if the Rosemont mine is approved?  Since it is a two lane highway construction has a major impact on 
travel times and safety.


2 23 Wouldn't it be better and less intrusive on the current SR 83 travelers to improve it before opening the 
mine so it can handle the additional volume of heavy trucks, perhaps make it a concrete highway in the 
sections supporting heavy trucks?


4 2 What steps will be taken to ensure adequate maintenance of transportation infrastructure over the lifespan 
of this mine?


Individual


23 6 These ore trucks will not be compatible with US 83, so it too will be destroyed.


43 6 Highway 83 is a narrow, 2 lane blacktop road, with no shoulders. Adding the mine traffic on the road will 
increase the amount of pollution from vehicles, increase road hazards because of constant traffic wearing 
down the road, and again, noise levels of the area. Who is going to pay for the maintenance of the road? I 
sure don't want it coming out of my tax dollars when I oppose these proposals in the first place!


Individual


43 7 How will Rosemont Copper compensate Pima County for the damage their large, heavy vehicles will do 
to Highway 83?


160 45 Owing to a significantly increased volume of heavy-vehicle traffic on SR83, which was not engineered for 
such a volume of such heavy vehicles, road maintenance will be required much more frequently.


1508 2 Also, such heavy loads on a continous basis will prematurely wear out the roadway. Who will provide the 
additional funds to maintain the road- the state/taxpayers or the mine?


Individual


1622 3 Heavy trucks wear on people and highways.Individual


1661 1 Has Rosemont been made to put up a bond to cover the wear and tear on the paved county roads which 
they plan to traverse on a daily basis with laden trucks.


Individual


Tuesday, October 14, 2008 Page 42 of 57







Comments by Resource Category
Rosemont Copper Project EIS
Scoping Comments


Transportation and Access


Road Deterioration
Record 
ID


Comment 
Number


Comment TextCommenter
Type


04


1677 6 SR 83: Will any improvements (passing lanes, etc) be done?Individual


1747 1 My concerns would be the deterioation of the designated scenic Highway 83 from the I-10 turnoff to the 
intersection of Highway 82 and Highway 83. This would occur if the mine was allowed to happen.


Individual


1747 5 I have traveled this road numerous times over the last twenty years and have noticed the impact on the 
surface from heavier trucks hauling equipment, taking short cuts, etc., on this roadway. I do not believe 
the subsurface road bed or the asphalt surface was designed to handle the increase of heavier loads that 
the mine project would produce. The scenic highway surface would be reduced to potholes, cracking, 
sprawling of the asphalt surface, sinkage and the potential for accidents would be increased drastically. 
The scenic highway surface would have to be removed, a new sub grade surface installed and a thicker 
pavement added to handle the increased heavier trucks that would haul materials, equipment, etc., back 
and forth to the mine project.


Individual


1775 6 I's anticipated that there will be a Semi load, running along State designated "Scenic Route" 83, 24/7 
every 10- 15 minutes (1000 tri[ps/week) once Rosemont Mine is  approved, and guess who picks up that 
bill? Why, Pima County of course - you and I!


Individual


1805 6 Who will pay for road damage that is likely to occur since Hwy 83 was not designed for heavy machinery?Individual


1856 6 I's anticipated that there will be a Semi load, running along State designated "Scenic Route" 83, 24/7 
every 10- 15 minutes (1000 tri[ps/week) once Rosemont Mine is  approved, and guess who picks up that 
bill? Why, Pima County of course - you and I!


Individual


1857 5 Who will pay for the additional road maintenance? Clearly the increased heavy traffic will have a negative 
impact on the condition of the road surface. Does the mining company pay to repair and repave the rroad? 
Or, more likely, does the general public pay more in taxes and receive less in services as our access to 
Tucson deteriorates?


Individual


1874 5 The large number of trucks (approx. 1000/week) hauling ore and hazardous goods will be an added 
burden to the Scenic Hwy 83. This added turck traffic will create a hazard for school buses, commuters, 
tourists and the Border Patrol not to mention the detriment to the road system itself and therefore to 
taxpayers.


Organization


1882 1 My concerns would be the deterioration of the designated scenic Highway 83 from I-10 turnoff to the 
intersection of Highway 82 and Highway 83.


Individual


1882 6 I have traveled this road numerous times over the last twenty years and have noticed the impact on the 
surface from heavier trucks hauling equipment, taking short cuts, etc., on this roadway. I do not believe 
the subsurface road bed or the asphalt surface was designed to handle the increase of heavier loads that 
the mine project would produce. The scenic highway would be reduced to potholes, cracking, spawling of 
the asphalt surface, sinkage, and the potential for accidents would be increased drastically.


Individual


1891 3 It is a tremendous concern to me that a mine is being proposed in the Rosemont area. There are multiple 
reasons form my concern including environmental impact, health concerns, wear on roads, inevitable 
water impact, among others.


Individual


1948 6 and highway deterioation on Hwy 83Individual


1957 18 The extra time would allow for the flattening of the very aggressive construction/operation manpower 
curves and truck traffic loads on an ancient two-lane, twisting, mountain highway (Scenic State Highway 
83), which even now sees a tremendous amount of wide-load traffic.


Individual


1969 12 Some of the issues that need to be considered:
Impact of the mining operation in our main road access from the Sonoita/Patagonia area to Tucson, both 
in terms of damage to the road and how that will be rectified and ease of movement of traffic while the 
mining operation and transport of tailings is in process.


Individual


1972 4 overweight trucks will destroy highway 83 in short order.Individual


1974 7 cost to state for highway repair-traffic control (dps and legal mattersIndividual
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2041 2 How much money will it cost to repair the hwy?Individual


2079 2 Route 83 is designated a Scenic Route which it will no longer be with dozens of trucks roaring down the 
road. The road will rapidly be torn up with that many trucks using it daily.


Individual


2109 3 I think I understood that the sulfide concentrate would be shipped to a smelter north of here, without a 
specific location that I could find. Since it appears that more than 100,000 tonnes per year would be 
shipped, I could not get a answer as to how this would be done. I can not speak as a civil engineer as to 
possible damage to Rte. 93 which would be cause by truck traffic, but I think of this narrow 2 lane road as 
fairly fragile. Most mines have dedicated roads or more usually rail lines to accept reposnsibility for the 
infastructure.


Individual


2150 26 We have only one road to get in/out of our property, Highway 83. Highway 83 is a narrow, 2 lane 
blacktop road, with no shoulders. Adding the mine traffic on the road will increase road hazards because 
of constant traffic wearing down the road.


Individual


2181 22 The Rosemont mine alone is expected to make 1,000 trips weekly to and from the mine, 24/7. That’s one 
round trip with a Semi load of materials, past my home and beautiful, peaceful property just one mile 
down the hill on Sonoita Scenic Route 83 EVERY TEN MINUTES. That alone will destroy Highway 83 
and then what. Taxpayers have to pay for that as well!


Individual


2199 9 How will damge to roadways used by heavy equipment be mitigated and paid for?Individual


2208 9 HY 83 is a 2 lane road without shoulders. Who is going to fund road improvements?Individual


2214 9 How will Rosemont Copper compensate Pima County for the damage their large, heavy vehicles will do 
to Highway 83?


Individual


2216 8 I believe the big ore trucks will ause a lot of damage to the roads, not to mention congestion. Is Route 83 
able to withstand that heavy truck traffic, or will it need immediate rebuilding? I do hope they do not plan 
to build an extensive network or roads to bring the ore to Sahuirita, or worse, to upgrade the Box Canyon 
road to bring it through Green Valley.


Individual


2226 3 The road improvements required solely to support the increased traffic caused by the mine is 
inconceivable at best.


Individual


2290 9 Reasons for opposing this mine:
The roads in the area will be used heavily by mining trucks; dust, road deterioration. Who will pay for this 
infrastructure maintenance?-probably taxpayers.


Individual


2292 7 Yet again, we assume more financial responsibility with the increase in vehicle maintenance caused by the 
decrease in road quality from the over use and the damage from the debris left behind or flying off of the 
heavy equipment. Other traffic problems we face are safety issues. As traffic increases so does our risk. 
Our narrow twisted road becomes a deadly game of chance as we come and go.


Individual


2299 11 I questioned the Rosemont representative regards their use of roads and bridges thinking the truck traffic 
from Rosemont could pose a safety hazard to roads, bridges, and other public traffic.
When I suggested Rosemont should consider the effect their trucks might have on roads and bridges; and 
consider routes and time of travel based on avoiding peak travel and load-limits on brides, I was told 
Rosemont had the right to use all transportation routes when ever they wanted and without consideration 
for what their trucks did to the road or the potential degradation of bridges.


Individual


2299 13 I questioned the Rosemont representative regards their use of roads and bridges thinking the truck traffic 
from Rosemont could pose a safety hazard to roads, bridges, and other public traffic.
Asked about a special levy on Rosemont to pay for the damage they might cause their answer was, "We 
pay taxes like anyone else. Rosemont would be against any restriction of truck traffic and we don't feel we 
owe more than those taxes."


Individual


2306 12 The roads in and around Vail and Corona de Tucson would be under too much stress. The heavy trucks 
and other machinery would destroy the small roads and make them more dangerous for the commuters.


Individual
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2339 3 Might the increased traffic on Scenic Hwy 83 damage the road surface all along the Hwy and the areas 
adjacent to it?


Individual


2394 3 The monster trucks the mine uses, will destroy State Highway 83 and an alternate route over Santa Rita 
Road.


Individual


2405 8 At a minimum, the study should consider: 
The widening of highway 83 to 4 lanes to allow passing, handle the increased trafic and support the heavy 
loads without requiring frequent maintenance.


Individual


2421 5 And what about the enormous trucks funnelling into our roadways? The whole idea is madness!Individual


2423 4 What degradation of the highway will result from that mass volume of heavy traffic?Individual


2427 9 Ruin the road surfaceIndividual


2483 2 The huge impact of big rigs on the traffic on a two-lane highway not to mention the cost of road 
maintenance is frightening. We currently live in Corona de Tucson and we can attest to the destruction of 
the Houghton corridor by all the heavy trucks that used to travel in an out of the area when home 
construction was still going strong, prior to the current real estate lull.


Individual


2483 4 Who will maintain the surface of those roads once the heavy traffic creates massive potholes on that 
scenic highway?


Individual


2485 9 How will the extra wear and tear on Hwy 83 be addressed?Individual


2492 2 The huge impact of big rigs on the traffic on a two-lane highway not to mention the cost of road 
maintenance is frightening. We currently live in Corona de Tucson and we can attest to the destruction of 
the Houghton corridor by all the heavy trucks that used to travel in an out of the area when home 
construction was still going strong, prior to the current real estate lull.


Individual


2492 4 Who will maintain the surface of those roads once the heavy traffic creates massive potholes on that 
scenic highway?


Individual


2495 2 Who will pay for maintenance on State highway when usage increases (by 4 - 500%)??Individual


2495 4 I'm concerned about increased costs.Individual


2519 4 What alternatives can be put forth for the following other than denying Augusta's mining plans:  surface 
degradation of Highway 83 from heavy truck traffic


Individual


2521 4 With the road damaged from the constant heavy traffic, who will pay for repairs and maintenance?Individual


2539 4 With the road damaged from the constant heavy traffic, who will pay for repairs and maintenance?Individual


2542 4 It will take longer to get to work, roads will suffer from the heavy weight of trucks on road surface.Individual


2582 5 They will have ruined State Route 83 with all their big trucks and it will be on the back of citizens of this 
State to repair it; yes, even your tax dollars will be used. Is that what you want?


Individual


2593 100 Other concerns that need to be addressed are:
-How will Augusta pay for the increased costs associated with road maintenance on Hwy. 83?


Organization


2597 4 There are several reasons why we feel that this is not an appropriate use of forest service land. The traffic 
issues which will result from the constant truck traffic on a road that is completely inadequate for such 
heavy traffic.


Individual


2599 39 Milllions of dollars in roadway "improvements" (widening and straightening) required to make 12 miles 
of AZ83 reasonably safe for continuous heavy truck traffic [this is an impact that clearly needs additional 
study]


Individual


2617 34 How does Augusta plan to take care of the damage they cause to Hwy 83? I hope they do not expect the 
taxpayers to pay for their damage.


Individual
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2629 7 We want to express our opposition to the Rosemont Mine based on the following considerations: Heavy 
truck traffic on Arizona 83 would endanger the public and destroy the road surface.


Individual


2644 10 Turning rock into dust, with the accompanying noise, vibration, lights, hazarous materials, back-up 
beepers, large truck traffic , excessive wear and tear to publicly supported roads and assorted health 
conditions 24/7, would seem to give some pause.


Individual


2671 4 Furthermore, the road will degrade rapidly with the frequency of mining traffic and the weight of the 
trucks.  Maintenance will be a problem.  I have concerns about the Arizona taxpayer bearing these 
maintenance costs.


Individual


2671 8 Estimate the increase in road maintenance costs on a yearly basis and for the 20 year period.  Please 
provide the assumptions and error on these calculations as in item a) above.  Will the Arizona taxpayers 
be expected to cover these costs?  Will the economic analysis take this into account?


Individual


2672 8 The road surface was not designed for the high gross weights of the mining vehicles. In short order it will 
break up. Who's going to pay for reengineering and repaving the road? Even now, when you encounter a 
"wide load" vehicle on 83, getting around it is a nightmare.


Individual


2673 25 The off property highway impact on the rural state two road is understated. The sixty loaded trucks 
hauling ore concentrate on the Sonoita Hwy does not include the sixty trucks going into the mine to 
pickup the ore nor the acid delivery trucks etc.


Individual


2676 2 Concerning the proposed Rosemont mine project, to start with a arecent Sonoran Institute study stating: 
The Proposed Rosemont project would produce significant costs for local individuals, businesses, 
governments, and society in general, including:increased highway maintenance costs on SR 83


Business


2688 12 As Clerk of the Corona de Tucson Fire District Governing Board and a taxpaying resident of the District, 
I am concerned about heavy traffic, unweidly ore-trucks and trucks transporting explosives and hazardous 
materials using US-83, a winding, 2-lane, poorly maintained roadway.


Organization


2688 16 We have asked where the ore trucks would be depositing their loads and the consultants from Augusta 
Resources were unable to provide answers. According to the ADOT there are no funds allocated for 
improvements to US-83. There will need to be expansive and expensive improvements to the interchange 
of I-10 and US-83  if the ore-trucks deposit their loads there. Also, according to the PCDOT there are no 
funds allocated for improvements to Sahuarita Road nor to the Vail/Wentworth interchange should the 
ore-trucks use Sahuarita Road.


Organization


2698 16 The impact of these truckst on the integrity of minor and major road pavements, on the efficiency of 
traffic flow, and on highway safety will generate major costs for city, county and state governments, and 
will threaten the efficient operation of other businesses within a long radius of the mine site.


Business


2711 11 Does the submitted proposal suggest that "the company" is intending to provide the funds to the state and 
county to upgrade these roads to accommodate industrial traffic?


Individual


2719 7 The damage to local highways & increased danger to residents & visitors must be addressedIndividual


2724 17 For the next two decades, large trucks, carrying sulfuric acid would share the state highway with school 
buses, tourists and commuters, bicycles, motorcycles. Who is going to pay for road maintenance when 
these heavy ore trucks cause damage from constantly driving over the 2 lane highway.


Individual


2726 16 The impact of these truckst on the integrity of minor and major road pavements, on the efficiency of 
traffic flow, and on highway safety will generate major costs for city, county and state governments, and 
will threaten the efficient operation of other businesses within a long radius of the mine site.


Business


2729 12 As Clerk of the Corona de Tucson Fire District Governing Board and a taxpaying resident of the District, 
I am concerned about heavy traffic, unweidly ore-trucks and trucks transporting explosives and hazardous 
materials using US-83, a winding, 2-lane, poorly maintained roadway.


Organization
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2729 16 We have asked where the ore trucks would be depositing their loads and the consultants from Augusta 
Resources were unable to provide answers. According to the ADOT there are no funds allocated for 
improvements to US-83. There will need to be expansive and expensive improvements to the interchange 
of I-10 and US-83  if the ore-trucks deposit their loads there. Also, according to the PCDOT there are no 
funds allocated for improvements to Sahuarita Road nor to the Vail/Wentworth interchange should the 
ore-trucks use Sahuarita Road.


Organization


2736 66 How does Augusta Resources/Rosemont Copper plan to mitigate the damage to municipal infrastructure 
because of the mining traffic?


Government


2753 6 How is the ore going to get to the smelter? The railroad is not close enough and use of trucks will cause 
new roads to be made and deterioration of existing roads.


Individual


2758 8 Roads were not built to sustain the abuse by massive trucksIndividual


5284 20 Who will be responsible for repairing Highway 83, and the other used roads?Individual


5286 14 c.  The extra time would allow for the flattening of the currently very aggressive construction/operation 
manpower curves and truck traffic loads on an ancient, two-lane, twisting, mountain highway, Route 83, 
which even now sees a tremendous amount of wide-load traffic detoured off I-10.  Route 83 is already 
going to pieces.  Thousands of heavy mine truck loads will only accelerate that process.


Individual


6726 3 The following are my concerns and points of opposition, not in priority order.  Number one, safety.  I 
commute Highway 83 12 to 15 times per week, and estimate that I have now driven it over a thousand 
times.  This road is narrow, bumpy, and dangerous.  Serious accidents are frequent with the current traffic 
volume.  The road will degrade rapidly with what is proposed, maintenance will be be a problem.  
Accidents will increase frequency and severity.  How will the value of life be considered in this decision?


Individual


6759 6 To alleviate traffic on public roads a system of private loads on forestry land, maintained by Augusta, may 
be a better alternative than allowing the mine's equipment to damage the public roads.


Individual


6846 5 And I'm concerned about the hauling impacts that may occur to the highway infrastructure.Individual


6880 13 and would have severe detrimental impacts on the roadway surfaces, creating a very great need for 
intensive highway maintenance.


Government


6946 4 1.  Who will ultimately pay for road improvements to support this mine?Individual


6965 4 Traffic ImpactIndividual


6978 6 Besides dust and noise, the trucks also create traffic hazards and a great deal of road damage on the   2 
lane blacktop roads they travel.


Individual


7022 4 1. the regular traffic of heavy equipment and trucks carrying mining equipment, supplies, hazardous 
chemicals, material and refined copper will destroy Arizona State Highway 83. Currently large trucks that 
are routed from I-10 cause congestion and delays along that road.  The mining operation will aggravate 
the situation and irrevocably alter the traffic along this state designated scenic highway. The regular 
passage of heavy trucks on this     country road    will accelerate the deterioration of this throughfare.


Business


7053 6 Another concern of mine is the road going to Patagonia, Sonoita, etc. the 83 road is a beautiful drive & is 
the most convenient way to get to many places
It is heavily traveled by homeowners in that area already. The mine project will have it destroyed in no 
time with their trucks runnin on their schedul. Plus, the increase in accidents due to the mine trucks. It is 
not close to any hospital in Tucson. More accidents will be caused. Who will pay for the upkeep on that 
road?


Individual


7058 8 Thridly, who will pay for the wear and tear on highway 83? Is Augusta going to maintain the roads that 
the huge mining vehicles will travel and degrade quickly with their weight? Undoubtedly that enormous 
cost will fall upon taxpayer shoulders. I understand there are already delays on Hwy 83 due to the 
oversized vehicles using #83.


Individual
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7079 4 The roads will be destroyed by the massive tonnage of the mining trucks, in the forest and on the 
highways and the byways. Who is going to pay for the repairs??


Individual


7088 62 How will Rosemont Copper compensate Pima County for the damage their large, heavy vehicles will do 
to Highway 83?  This is a two-lane road not designed for this type of prolonged heavy truck traffic.


Organization


7111 12 Also, state route 83 is a scenic, winding road. It already bears the brunt of increased traffic because of the 
many new housing developments that have been built in the last ten to fifteen years. If Rosemont mine is 
allowed to be developed, the behemoth ore trucks will turn it into an extremely dangerous highway. The 
frequent trips will be the cause of constant roadwork which the state can ill afford.


Individual


7112 1 In the EIS, may I please request that you specifically address the costs of increasing highway maintenance 
on SR 83?


Individual


7115 3 The cost of road repairs and water aquifer decontamination must be calculated when deciding whether this 
agreement makes economic sense, as the law requires.


Individual


7119 1 After the HUGE mining trucks of the Rosemont Copper mine project ruin our Arizona roads - mainly rt 
83, we, the taxpayers will to have to pay for the repairs on those roads.


Individual


7153 10 TRAFFIC
(1) How will Rosemont Copper compensate Pima County and the State of Arizona for the damage to the 
roads that their large, heavy vehicles will make?


Individual


7157 4 But if you need reasons:
- Water, which is not a luxury in the desert, is needed better for homes in the area.
- Added transportation will lead to air pollution as well as an over trafficked Highway 83, today on of 
southern Arizona's most scenic routes. Also, I-10 will be more heavily trafficked by workers from Tucson, 
leading to more wear and tear of the interstate and air pollution.


Individual


7162 4 It is obvious from the MPO that the complete character of this highway will change. Each day, there will 
be tractor/trailer rings carrying tons of copper concentrate, sulfuric acid, explosives, diesel fuel and many 
other harmful materials. Highway 83 obviously does not currently carry this amount of truck traffic and 
may have to be reconstructed in order to carry this additional load.


Individual


7164 2 Please consider the following remarks concerning the negative ECONOMIC impact of the proposed 
Rosemont Mine (taken from a report by the Sonoran Institute):


ECONOMIC IMPACT


The potential positive local economic benefits from the proposed Rosemont project are small in 
comparison to the magnitude of the local economy. Local economic impacts would derive primarily from 
employment, wages and salaries, business purchases, and taxes paid to local governments -- representing 
between (0.08%) and (0.3%) of total employment in Pima and Santa Cruz counties combined for the year 
2005;
local business economic impact ranging from less than five (0.5%) to (0.6%) of the 2005 GDP of the 
Tucson Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA);
estimated total local tax revenues representing about 1.3% of total property, excise, and sales taxes 
collected in Pima County and the City of Tucson in the 2005/2006 fiscal year and between one-half of 
one percent (0.5%) and 1.2% of total combined revenues for the two governments.


Significant Potential Local Costs from Proposed Mine Project
The proposed Rosemont project would produce significant costs for local individuals, businesses, 
governments, and society in general, including:


estimated increased costs to local school districts of between $2.7 million and $10 million per year;
increased highway maintenance costs on SR 83;


Individual
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7166 13 TRAFFIC: There will be a large increase in slow-moving, heavy truck traffic along Highway 83 in 
southeastern Arizona. This, in addition to employee and other added vehicles, could congest and 
compromise a lovely, scenic drive into this beautiful camping, sightseeing, hiking, bird watching, and 
highly desirable tourist area. Has the increased impact of air pollution from these vehicles, damage to 
roads, potential litter, and noise pollution been studied as part of the impact to the area?


Individual


7201 7 It is our position that the United States Forest Service should insist on and participate in an extensive 
study to reveal the entire spectrum of negative impacts of open-pit mining on the following areas:
Water quantity
Water quality
Depletion  of the water table affecting agriculture on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains
Road access, highway safety and highway maintenance


Organization


7234 4 destroyed roads,Individual


7253 100 Other concerns that need to be addressed are:
-How will Augusta pay for the increased costs associated with road maintenance on Hwy. 83?


Organization


7312 28 Is Rosemont going to perform any maintenance on highway 83? The road is already becoming quite 
eroded from the overweight and oversize loads being routed from I10, has the additional wear been 
calculated due to the thousands of loads from Rosemont?


Individual


7313 30 What provisions are being made by Rosemont to ensure that the mining traffic does not damage the 
roadway or make it more dangerous to motorists and bicyclists? Who will be responsible for road 
improvements and maintenance?


Individual


7313 35 What measures are being taken by Rosemont to ensure that heavy mining traffic does not damage the 
pavement or make the road even more dangerous than it now is? Who will be responsible for improving 
and maintaining the road?


Individual


7316 19 d.�Who will pay for the increased maintenance on SR 83 that will be necessary due to the increased 
traffic by heavy vehicles?


Organization


7327 6 I foresee other issues that should preclude a mining permit:
1. Traffic, wear, and safety on the highway to Sonoita.


Individual


7329 10 What is the cost to the state and municipalities that have to keep the roads up?Individual


7415 3 On the cost side, local governments and residents have much more to lose because of the mine's presence. 
Who is to pay for increased maintenance on Highway 83 because of mine traffic?


Individual


7432 2 A recent Sonoran Institute study states:
The proposed Rosemont project would produce significant costs for local individuals, businesses, 
governments, and society in general, including
-increased highway maintenance costs on SR 83


Organization


7461 6 The incovenience to the local population and taxpayer cost also make improving the road not feasible. 
The improvements and incovenience required by the average resident and taxpayer in support of the mine 
are simply mind boggling.


Individual


7461 7 The road improvements required soley to support the increased traffic caused by the mine is inconceivable 
at best. We the tax payer can not be expected to endure the brunt of the mine impact both through 
personal sacrifice in the form increased risks for personal safety, inconvenience and financial subsidies 
provided by the taxpayer for but not limited to road improvement expenses through additional direct 
taxpayer subsidization and support of the mines overall profit scheme.


Individual


7466 14 I would like you to address the following issues in the EIS.
-What kind of traffic was highway 83 designed for (volume, vehicle weight)? Is highway  83 rated to 
withstand additional traffic? If not, then who will pay for the upgrades necessary to highway 83 as a result 
of the increased traffic? How much will it cost to upgrade? And how much will it cost to maintain 
annually? Who will pay for that?


Individual
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7487 3 I commute Hwy 83, 12-15 times per week and have done so for the past 3 years and more.  This road is 
narrow, winding, bumpy and dangerous.  Serious accidents are frequent.  Upon review of the proposed 
mining operations and associated estimates of traffic, I have concerns with the safety of my family, myself 
and the community.  Accidents will increase frequency and severity.


Individual


7487 4 Furthermore, the road will degrade rapidly with the frequency of mining traffic and the weight of the 
trucks.  Maintenance will be a problem.  I have concerns about the Arizona taxpayer bearing these 
maintenance costs.


Individual


7487 8 Estimate the increase in road maintenance costs on a yearly basis and for the 20 year period.  Please 
provide the assumptions and error on these calculations as in item a) above.  Will the Arizona taxpayers 
be expected to cover these costs?  Will the economic analysis take this into account?


Individual


7500 10 Who will be responsible for the repairs and maintenance of the roads, which will see a tremendous 
increase in heavy traffic related to the mine activities?


Individual


7504 117 How will Rosemont Copper compensate Pima County for the damage their large, heavy vehicles will do 
to Highway 83?  This is a two-lane road not designed for this type of prolonged heavy truck traffic.


7508


7522 2 At the top of the list of concerns from residents was Arizona water, degradation of the infrastructure and 
landscape and concerns about Rosemonts abilities as a "mining" company.


Individual


7525 5 and abused road infrastructure.


7533 4 Roads- Highway 83 is not designed for heavy heavy traffic.Individual


7553 2 Beyond this we all pay to maintain public roads and the rest of the infrastructure necessary to conduct 
mining operations.


Individual


7598 4 the road will degrade rapidly with the frequency of mining traffic and the weight of the trucks. 
Maintenance will be a problem. We have concerns about the Arizona taxpayer bearing these maintenance 
costs versus the mining company.


Individual


7598 9 Estimate the increase in road maintenance costs on a yearly basis and for the 20 year period. Please 
provide the assumptions and error on these calculations as in item a) above. Will the Arizona taxpayers be 
expected to cover these costs? Will the economic analysis take this into account?


Individual


7630 6 There will be the destructions to our roads.Individual


7651 7 Heavy truck traffic and an increase in the amount of vehicles on highway 83 this narrow winding road 
would be too much for it to handle, leading to the deterioration of the road.


Individual


7814 4 What provisions are being made by Rosemont to ensure that the mining traffic does not damage the 
roadway or make it more dangerous to motorists and bicyclists?


Individual


7814 6 What provisions are being made by Rosemont to ensure that the mining traffic does not damage the 
roadway or make it more dangerous to motorists and bicyclists? Who will be responsible for road 
improvements and maintenance?


Individual


8624 1 At this time, Sahuarita Road does not accommodate 18 wheelers, and it is according to state rule. What I 
can't understand is when the Rosemont Mine starts using their trucks on Sahuarita Road, how in the world 
can they justify using that kind of tonnage on a road that isn't approved for 18 wheelers.


Individual


8624 3 the fact that the roads aren't made to carry that tonnage would mean that they would become rubber in a 
very short time.


Individual


8629 2 the company should be required to submit a proposal for constructing and maintaing roads that will have 
minimum impact on the forest and nearby desert.


Individual


8647 2 We also have a situation where the road heading in there will have to be extremely improved.  As you 
know, the entrance is already an accident prone area with the interstate.


Individual
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8678 1 The Rosemont Mining venture would be both an ecological and aesthetic disaster for that area for these 
reasons: Number one, winding, hilly roads are inadequate for the heavy trucks that would be required.


Individual


8717 3 Route 83 is a scenic highway, and all the traffic that will be involved with the mine, all the big trucks, 
little trucks, cars, et cetera. The road is just not geared for something like that, so that would really make a 
mess of that situation.


Individual


8722 4 Moving out heavy equipment over our roads will be destructive.Individual


8726 3 if they put a huge pit, you've got huge trucks, more traffic, they'd have to just destroy that highway that's 
there now to make it large enough to haul everything. Because right now they use police cars to escort 
large items down that road, and I can't imagine a huge open pit. It would just change it completely.


Individual


8785 4 The fact that Cienega Creek would be put in jeopardy and all of the water situation in that area plus 
pollutants in the air and the absolute ruination of the highway down to Sonoita. I can go on and on. It is 
nothing but atrocious for the southwest here.


Individual


8812 8 I feel that the transportation aspects -- State Route 83 is a state route.  And taxpayer dollars are supporting 
State Route 83.  If you have mine trucks on that road, millions will be needed to maintain it.  Has the 
environment, has the economic impact been studied yet for that impact.


Individual


8861 2 I'm calling to make a comment about the safety of trucks going up and down road 80 -- Highway 83. 
According to what I read, there will be approximately 150 trucks coming and going every 4.8 minutes. I'm 
concerned with how Rosemont proposes to deal with safety issues such -- because every -- that means 
every ten minutes approximately, a truck will be slowing down to turn into the plant, as well as every ten 
minutes, alternatingly, a truck will be pulling out into traffic. Does the company plan to build turning 
lanes and right of ways. I'm also concerned with how heavy trucks will degraded the road, and if it's only 
a two lane road, how are they going to deal with upkeep on the road. And when improvements have to be 
made and traffic has to be blocked for that.


Individual


8879 5 It will be tearing up the roads on Highway 83.  Our taxpayers purchased this property out of the taxpayers 
money.  It has no right to sell unless it is given back to the taxpayers to vote on.


Individual


8896 4 What provisions are being made by Rosemont to ensure that the mining traffic does not damage the 
roadway or make it more dangerous to motorists and bicyclists?


Individual


8896 6 What provisions are being made by Rosemont to ensure that the mining traffic does not damage the 
roadway or make it more dangerous to motorists and bicyclists? Who will be responsible for road 
improvements and maintenance?


Individual


11047 29 Will there be fissures in the road from the groundwater use? In Willcox Arizona they have had to close 
roads from fissures.


Individual
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21 1 Can the disruption of the rain runoff, and lowering of the local groundwater table from the Rosemont 
mine further threaten the surface water of the Cienega Creek?


43 2 How will surface water quality in Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek be protected?


43 16 Given that the State of Arizona has recently issued a lease to Cal Portand to mine in the Davidson Canyon 
south of the proposed Rosemont location and is currently in negations with the Seel Mine, and given that 
Rosemont intends to block Barrel Canyon with tailings, which feeds the Davidson, how does the Forest 
Service intend to have Rosemont mitigate the impact to the Upper Santa Cruz and Cienega Watersheds 
from the loss of surface water? If Rosemont allows water to run through, who will monitor the quality of 
the water to assure that is safe? Who will monitor the course ways to assure that the contours and 
pathways are not changed?


Individual
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50 2 For tails I am also worried about the leach pad about after they close what is to happen to  it because it 
will keep collecting water that wil be contaminated. I see many closed or shut down mines that are 
problems because they pullute water sources after they are closed and this mine will use leaching!


Individual


1536 3 The surface water quantity & quality in Davidson Canyon & Cienega Creek will be effected. How will  
this water be protected?


Individual


1553 3 esp- in Cieniga Creek, etc.Individual


1566 8 and crystal clear streamsIndividual


1583 4 The mining company has agreed to spend their own money to bring in a pipeline to recharge the aquapher.Individual


1622 5 Water- we must not endanger abov ground streams!Individual


1646 3 The Central Arizona Project water supply is not going to help. Tucson and the surrounding areas need 
their water resources for Tucsonionans and surrounding area residents.


Individual


1646 4 Red Rock development is putting in 260,000 homes on 16,000 acres of land inside Pinal County between 
Phoenix and Tucson. Othe similar developments are underway. These developments will use CAP- Water 
to make their developments habitable. This means Tucson will need to rely on existing water supplies, 
such as proposed for the Rosemont mine even more.


Individual


1651 4 The mine is making a huge pit into the mountain and it is gong to affect our water table.Individual


1696 4 Their statement that they will be replacing the water is bogus!Individual


1701 4 Please do not allow this operation to begin if the wildlife and water use of current residents is impacted 
negatively.


Individual


1763 1 Several years ago I had the opportunity to fly over the Santa Ritas in a helicopter I was impressed with the 
amount of surface water available for wild life.


Individual


1818 4 What will be the impact of less water resources for the plants, animals, and humans in an around the Santa 
Rita Mountain's?


Individual


1891 24 Groundwater will flow into the holes created by the mine, rather than in its natural direction. To quote: 


A 1999 study prepared for Newmont Gold Co. predicted that this reversal of low would cause creeks to 
run dry in an average year, and the Humboldt River's base flow tube reduced by one-quarter. "This is the 
desert," said Tom Myers, a hydrogeologist and activist with Great Basin Minewatch, as her walked along 
the banks of the Humboldt and spoke of the redirection of billions of gallons of water in the nation's driest 
state. "I believe that is a lot in a basin that is more than 200 percent appropriated."
Some of the water pumped from the mines now is sent down the Humbolt River, where ranchers and 
farmers are happy to have some extra. Myers wonders how the agriculturists will fare when the water 
flows the other way.
The Nevada mining Association's Scheidig said miners are " cautious and sensitive to the needs of 
farming and ranching communities. That would be the last thing we want -- to leave them high and dry as 
a legacy."
U.S. Geological Survey scientists, in studies funded by the mines, have found that groundwater levels in 
western Nevada have dropped as much as 1,5000 feet in the last decade. Barrick Gold and Newmont have 
had to pump twice the water that hydrogeologists had predicted, said Mike Turnipseed, director of 
Nevada's Department of Conservation and Natural Resources. The state requires the mines to put water 
back into the ground, but that doesn't always work. If that can't be done, the miners are required to try to 
use it some other way, such as on local ranches. No one really knows how long it will take for the water to 
refill the pits, and when the river will return to normal. "Long-term is still a question," Turnipseed said. 
"Is the Humboldt River going to go dry for a century?
Paper trails often lead to bankrupt companies that can't finance cleanup, or to owners who had nothing to 
do with the damage.


Individual
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1893 9 Water is the most precious resource Arizona has and should not be wasted for the profits of others, 
especially foreign companies. Also, it should not be allowed for the Rosemont Copper Company to trade 
Central Arizona Project water that they have been recharging into the ground in Marana for drinking 
water (groundwater) in Sahuarita, 30 miles or more to the south of Marana, especially since Marana 
groundwater is flowing away from Sahuarita. This defies logic, boggles the mind and is a great misuse of 
taxpayers' money.


Individual


1894 4 I they plan to use CAP water, what will happen whan the amount allotted to us is diminished in the 
future? Or when the level of the Colorado goes down?


Individual


1956 7 and surface waterIndividual


1969 8 Some of the issues that need to be considered:
The ability to really be able to use Central Arizona Project water and to have enough for this operation.


Individual


2199 1 How will surface water downstream of the site in Cienega Creek and Davidson Canyon be protected in 
quality of flow?


Individual


2214 20 How will surface water quality in Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek be protected?Individual


2379 11 In addition, the quality of the surface water being replaced to offset Rosemont groundwater depletion is 
vastly inferior in quality to the groundwater being proposed for withdrawal by Rosemont.


Government


2396 8 Possible impacts on aquatic habitats from mining include the siltation of streamsIndividual


2428 1 We cannot afford to allow the degredation of the cienega watershed area. Before any mine approval, a 
determination must first be made on the effects the mine will have on natural recharge of water into the 
cienega watershed. This should be completed by a neutral hydrologic expert or company not on the 
Augusta payroll


Individual


2463 2 Can the disruption of the rain runoff and lowering of the local groundwater table from the Rosemont mine 
further threaten the surface water of the Cienega Creek? The Cienega Creek is approximately 8 to 9 miles 
east of the Mine location. The Fish and Wildlife service under the US department of the interior has 
classified the Cienega Creek (upper and lower) as a critical habitat for the Gila Chub (Gila Intermedia) 
which is designated as endangered with critical habitat under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 as 
documented in the Federal Register.


Individual


2577 11 In addition, the quality of the surface water being replaced to offset Rosemont groundwater depletion is 
vastly inferior in quality to the groundwater being proposed for withdrawal by Rosemont.


Government


2591 12 Is adequate consideration being given to surface water impact through seepage from tailings through 
waste dumping drainage areas of Barrel Canyon in chain-link cumulative impact through Davidson 
Canyon to Cienega Creek and potentially to Pantano and Rillito?


Individual


2592 23 The impact of dewatering from the proposed open pit needs to be understood from the perspective of the 
following phenomena:


reduction of recharge to the eastern portion of the Tucson groundwater basin,
the impact on local surface waters,
the reduction of water levels in the Cienega Creek groundwater basin, and
the impact to private wells within the area of influence of the dewatering operation.


Individual


2592 32 Will pit dewatering impact surface water flow in Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek?Individual


2592 42 It is stated in the MPO (Section 2.3.2.4) that "seepage water from the waste rock storage areas will not 
exhibit elevated concentration of metals and major ions". It seems unlikely that seepage from the waste 
rock will be the same as current groundwater and rainfall runoff at the site because the large amount of 
unoxidized material that will be exposed to surface conditions will have significant surface area for 
leaching due to its broken condition. The EIS needs to evaluate means for ensuring that seepage from the 
waste rock pile in no way modifies the quality of existing ground and surface water resources.


Individual
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2607 5 Additionally we are extremely fearful that this proposed mine will adversely affect the flow/water quality 
of the adjacent Cienega Basin; this water source provides the majority of the flow of the Sonoita Creek 
that runs year round through Circle Z Ranch. The Sonoita Creek not only provides a necessary 
dependable water source for our ranch, but also supports Patagonia's birding environment that attracts 
thousands fo additional tourists a year who come to enjoy the migratory activities of over 350 different 
bird species.


Business


2610 47 What is the impact on the water flow and quality regarding water, vegetation and wildlife in the Cienega 
creek area due to the infill of mine waste in the Barrel, Wasp, McCleary, and Scholefield canyons?


Individual


2617 15 We are very concerned about toxic cheimical run-off or seepage into surface water or groundwater or 
being blown in dust by the wind.


Individual


2648 15 What effect will the use of chemical dust suppressants on the mine roads have on water qualityIndividual


2672 6 The nearby San Pedro river, for which the city of Sierra Vista relies on for water is drying up and 
endangered. Water is a declining resource in this corner of Arizona.


Individual


2675 19 For the purposes of surface water management "…the open pit, the heap leach facility and the plant site 
are considered closed systems, with all direct rainfall and local runoff contained on site." (pg. 46 - from 
the Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations). Considering the complexity of the terrain, the extremes 
of weather occurring in this area, the level of proposed mining activity and feasible unforseen 
circumstances, this assumption is a fiction.


Individual


2677 25 We understand that Rosemont Copper Company plans to drill for water in Sahuarita, near the junction of 
the Santa Rita Road and Sahuarita Road. We are concerned about the cone of depression that will result, 
both in the Santa Cruz Valley and in the Santa Rita Mountains.


Government


2677 32 We also are concerned about the impacts that will occur and could occur to the surface and ground water 
on the east side of the proposed mine. Normal rainfall that will fall in Barrel Canyon will be diverted for 
20+ years (or forever?). This will decrease the ground water and surface water that should flow down 
Barrel Canyon and into Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek. Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek and 
very important habitats for wildlife, and decreases in water flow to these habitats will adversely impact 
wildlife. This effect will be occurring off of Forest lands. The Forest should identify how you will insure 
that this impact does not occur.


Government


2677 55 As stated above, we are providing only preliminary comments in this letter. Other issues that we expect to 
be analyzed in the EIS include the following.
- Monitoring of impacts to ground and surface water (quality and quantity), and actions that will be taken 
if adverse impacts are shown


Government


2736 3 What will be the consequences of using surface and groundwater resources for mining operations?  Will 
private and public wells be impacted?


Government


2750 2 I am extremely concerned about the unlimited amount of our precious groundwater that Rosemont Mining 
Corporation would be guaranteed to use for years and year saying nothing about the toxic metals and 
other chemicals from the tailings which would eventally pollute our ground and surface water.


Individual


2760 12 The EIS should identify the existing water quality of surface waters in the project area, including any 
waters that are impaired under Section 202(d) of the Clean Water Act. Streams that are already impaired 
are particularly sensitive to addional discharge loadings will require a thorough impacts analysis.


Government


2760 13 The EIS should describe the potential effects of all project discharges on surface water quality, such as 
thermal changes, increased suspended solids, toxicity, salinity, and pH,


Government


2760 15 The project's impacts on designated beneficial uses of affected streams should be thoroughly described 
and considered.


Government


2760 26 Describe flow velocities of all discharges to surface waters and discuss whether these discharges could 
contribute to scouring and sedimentation in these channels.


Government
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2760 29 The EIS should identify all sources of water needed for the project, and describe the potential 
environmental impacts associated with using these sources. If dewatering will be necessary, the EIS 
should describe the dewatering system and the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on 
groundwater and surface water, estimated rates of dewatering and water use by the proposed project, as 
well as all other water use in the vicinity.


Government


2760 31 Identify direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to surface water flow, water supply wells, wetlands, 
springs and seeps, vegetation, wildlife, and other grounwater-dependent resources as a result of 
groundwater pumping assoicated with the proposed project.


Government


2760 45 The EIS should include the surface water quality monitoring that will be required to ensure compliance 
with water quality standards. Describe the locations of all monitoring wells and points of compliance on 
the site. The screening intervals, parameters to be monitored, and monitoring frequencies should be 
identified.


Government


2760 46 Provide projected chemical charachterization of water in open ponds located at the site, including 
projected water quality in open pits following closure.


Government


2760 48 The EIS should also describe the potential impacts to surface water, groundwater, and wildlife from open 
pits, backfilled pits, and partially backfilled pits after closure, as well as the measures that will be taken to 
prevent these impacts.


Government


6721 2 Although the mine itself is not situated within our area jurisdiction, we nevertheless share Pima County's 
concerns to the environmental and economic impacts such an operation may have in their county.  In 
particular, we acknowledge Pima County's concern for the adverse impacts that hard rock mining has had 
on surface and groundwater quality in other areas, and feel that the risk of degrading our precious water 
resources are not worth the benefits


Individual


6867 4 The quantity with depletion and lowering of water table and all the existing wells that could be directly or 
indirectly affected should be cataloged. Contamination chain link from Barrel Canyon dumping to 
Davidson Canyon to Cienega Creek to Pantano to Rillito. Clearly the Tucson watershed is not a rural 
consideration, it's a metropolitan consideration as well.


Individual


7451 12 There are SO many issues and following is just a few to consider:
19. 20 % of the Tucson Aquifer is recharged by the Cienega. The Cienega turns in the Pantano. The 
Cienega is fed by the Davidson, the Davidson is fed by tributaries, one of which is Barrel Canyon. The 
MPO shows Barrel Canyon filled with Waste Rock and then a 6' compliance point check dam. Our wells 
and aquifer are downstream of this.
20. Sedimentation issues could occur in the Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek which are both in the 
Vail/Cienega Corridor - This is an impact.
20A. If there is seepage of any other area, it could poison OUR groundwater. This is an impact.


Individual


7453 12 There are SO many issues and following is just a few to consider:
19. 20 % of the Tucson Aquifer is recharged by the Cienega. The Cienega turns in the Pantano. The 
Cienega is fed by the Davidson, the Davidson is fed by tributaries, one of which is Barrel Canyon. The 
MPO shows Barrel Canyon filled with Waste Rock and then a 6' compliance point check dam. Our wells 
and aquifer are downstream of this.
20. Sedimentation issues could occur in the Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek which are both in the 
Vail/Cienega Corridor - This is an impact.
20A. If there is seepage of any other area, it could poison OUR groundwater. This is an impact.


Individual


7456 25 We understand that Rosemont Copper Company plans to drill for water in Sahuarita, near the junction of 
the Santa Rita Road and Sahuarita Road. We are concerned about the cone of depression that will result, 
both in the Santa Cruz Valley and in the Santa Rita Mountains.


Government
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7456 32 We also are concerned about the impacts that will occur and could occur to the surface and ground water 
on the east side of the proposed mine. Normal rainfall that will fall in Barrel Canyon will be diverted for 
20+ years (or forever?). This will decrease the ground water and surface water that should flow down 
Barrel Canyon and into Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek. Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek and 
very important habitats for wildlife, and decreases in water flow to these habitats will adversely impact 
wildlife. This effect will be occurring off of Forest lands. The Forest should identify how you will insure 
that this impact does not occur.


Government


7456 55 As stated above, we are providing only preliminary comments in this letter. Other issues that we expect to 
be analyzed in the EIS include the following.
- Monitoring of impacts to ground and surface water (quality and quantity), and actions that will be taken 
if adverse impacts are shown


Government


7500 3 I have not seen a clear and convincing statement from the company about prevention of pollution in the 
area. How is water quality in Davidson Canyon, downstream from the mine site, be impacted from the 
mine?


Individual


7504 87 How will surface water quantity and water quality in Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek be protected?


What will be the impact on ground and surface water from the heap leach method?


7508


7546 14 The FS, in cooperation with Arizona Game and Fish, should also study the impact of the mine and its 
operations on the Mearns quail and deer populations in the immediate area and the surrounding areas. 
This should include a study of increased road kill of deer along Highway 83 due to increased traffic, and 
altered migration, mating and other behavior of wildlife due to the noise, dust, and light of the 24 hour 
mining operations proposed. They should also study the impact on wildlife caused by the destruction or 
pollution of natural springs and depletion of groundwater. These studies should be completed prior to 
issuing any EIS.


Individual


7558 4 Surface water - changes
Based on the pumping and lower ground water mentioned above, what is the expected impact (if any) in  
the surface water in the areas of the wells?


Individual


7585 1 Water quality standard for downstream surface waters could be effected by the proposed mine. To assue 
that water quality standards for surface water are properly assured, an inventoryof the surface water 
features should be make. Because of the ephemeral to intermittent nature of the surface water features in 
the Rosemont area, the surface water features should be inventoried on a quarterly basis to capture 
seasonal variability in the discharge (quantity) and chemistry (quality) of  water features. Based on this 
data, the features need to be classified as ephemeral or intermittent to assue that the proper water quality 
standards are applied (i.e. chronic standards for intermittent and acute standards for ephemeral water 
features). If features are ephemeral, storm water samples need to be collected to assess water quality 
relative to the applicable standards. Any exceedence of the standards as defined by the waters designated 
use (from the Arizona Administrative Code) should cause the mine design to be such that there are no 
discharges to any of the surface water features that could add to the total chemical load of the 
constituents(s) of concern.


Individual


7585 2 Water quality of surface water features typically have significant seasonal variability. In particular, surface 
water flows in intermittent to ephemeral drainages typically have high total dissolved solid (TDS) flushes 
following dry periods. These flushes need to be sampled to be assessed with respect to surface water 
standards to assure compliance to applicable standards. These flushes typically happen after the first 
monsoon rains.


Individual


7592 19 For the purposes of surface water management "…the open pit, the heap leach facility and the plant site 
are considered closed systems, with all direct rainfall and local runoff contained on site." (pg. 46 - from 
the Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations). Considering the complexity of the terrain, the extremes 
of weather occurring in this area, the level of proposed mining activity and feasible unforseen 
circumstances, this assumption is a fiction.


Individual
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8808 4 and we just do not have the water, so I would be -- please keep in mind that our -- our, we're talking about 
building a water recycling plant for Tucson that would cost 400 million dollars in order to ensure drinking 
water in the future for people in Tucson while the Rosemont Mine would be pumping millions of gallons 
of water a day out of the ground water.  And I do think that the Federal government must keep in mind the 
requirements for water for the people that live down here.


Individual


10559 5 The impacts to the surface water  by mining operation is completely unacceptable.Organization


11068 19 For the purposes of surface water management "…the open pit, the heap leach facility and the plant site 
are considered closed systems, with all direct rainfall and local runoff contained on site." (pg. 46 - from 
the Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations). Considering the complexity of the terrain, the extremes 
of weather occurring in this area, the level of proposed mining activity and feasible unforseen 
circumstances, this assumption is a fiction.


Individual


Tuesday, October 14, 2008 Page 57 of 57







From: Beverley A Everson
To: Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; tjchute@msn.com
Subject: Fw: Elements Common / Mitigation:  Loose Ends
Date: 08/23/2010 03:56 PM

Reta,

Can you please help me with the second item on Terry's list, below?  I don't recall
the letter from Rosemont, don't have a copy, and don't know who would have
responded.  I have searched CDB and was unable to find the response letter.  Do
you remember who wrote it for you?

FYI, Mindee has a call in to SWCA (Melissa) to see if either the incoming June 18
letter or our response is in the record.

Thank you,

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/23/2010 03:52 PM -----

"Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com> 

08/23/2010 11:05 AM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Reta
Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Katherine Arnold"
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Beverley A
Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>

cc

Subject Elements Common / Mitigation: Loose Ends

I've made most of the edits we agreed to last week to the Elements Common section that
will go into Chapter 2.  Here are the loose ends that others agreed to follow-up on.  Once
we get these taken care of, this section will be ready for one last look by Rosemont, then it
can be inserted into Chapter 2.

 
1.  I need the names of the grazing permits held by Rosemont - I think Mindee was going
to get these.

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tjchute@msn.com


 
2.  We need to track down the Coronado response to Rosemont's June 18 letter to Reta
re: jurisdiction of Gunsite & Lopez roads and MSHA road standard requirements.  I sent an
email to Bev last week asking her to follow up on this.

 
3.  As per our discussion last week, I combined the sections on Riparian and Off-Site Land
Mitigation.  Seems that everything here revolves around whatever we end up with from the Army
Corps of Engineers.  We need to decide whether we want this section "buried" in amongst the rest
of the Elements Common, or if we should make it it's own section in Chapter 2.  I am leaning
towards the second.  Reta and Tom - your thoughts??

 
4.  Jonathan is going to research and write a paragraph under the title Reclamation Plan that
basically talks about the intent of a Reclamation Plan, and generally what types of items the Plan
will address, with a reference back to the Plan itself.   

 
5.  The remaining work is filling references and checking the wording of a couple of measures for
accuracy.

 
Hopefully we can get this wrapped up early this week - with the possible exception of #3 which
may need to wait for the Corps of Engineers.  

 
Holler with comments/questions.

 
Terry Chute

 

 



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Email Attachment Filtering Notification
Date: 03/18/2009 02:50 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 03/18/2009 02:50 PM -----

"FS Mail Server" 

03/16/2009 12:18 PM

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Email Attachment Filtering Notification

An email intended for you (OR an email that you sent) has been blocked from delivery because
it possibly contained a virus, other malicious software (malware), or has at least one
attachment that is on the list of blocked attachment types, that could contain malware. 

Here is information about the message that was blocked:

From:    dslaschiava@comcast.net
To:      comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us 
Subject: ROSEMONT MINE

Attachment(s): wp-gbcf_focus.js, style.css, nggallery.css?ver=1.0.0, jquery-1.2.3.pack.js,
jquery.jcarousel.pack.js, KonaLibInline.js, e-200912.js, tabber.js, show_ads.js, email.png,
6c5c5af4f8e13dee0ffbeac95d94cd80?
s=48&d=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.gravatar.com%2Favatar%2Fad516503a11cd5ca435acc9bb6523536%3Fs%3D48&r=PG,
be71f5aa63968e0f3a2defb2a18a85e7?
s=48&d=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.gravatar.com%2Favatar%2Fad516503a11cd5ca435acc9bb6523536%3Fs%3D48&r=PG,
6ada56a2012bede6ebe997b9d93466fb?
s=48&d=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.gravatar.com%2Favatar%2Fad516503a11cd5ca435acc9bb6523536%3Fs%3D48&r=PG,
tomtom125_90px_bgcolorcq.jpg, ad_house_roy.gif, ad_pm160x600_sky.jpg, search.gif, audio-
player.js, Rosemont_mine_rich_in_copper,_poor_in_public_support__Zonie_Report_–
_Independent_Arizona_news,_Rocky_Point_news,_multimedia.mht, furl.png, facebook.png,
myspace.png, google.png, reddit.png, newsvine.png, stumbleupon.png, slashdot.png, yahoo.png,
technorati.png, urchin.js, thickbox.js?ver=3.1-20080430, jquery.js?ver=1.2.6, more.css,
jcarousel.css, jquery.jcarousel.css, thickbox.css?ver=20081210, swfobject.js?ver=2.1,
tab.css, stylesheetpost.css, default.css, email.gif, find_us_on_facebook_badge1.gif,
comments.gif, rss.gif, logo.gif, digg.png, delicious.png

----------------------------------
Because of the risk it posed, the message was blocked by an automated filter at one of the
Forest Service SMTP gateway servers that processes and delivers email.

If you think this was a legitimate message, please contact the sender (OR recipient, if you
were the sender) to verify the message is valid, and make other arrangements to transfer the
attachments, such as using a Forest Service file transfer (FTP) site. You may also consider
using Notes databases or Quickplace for sharing of such data if there is an on-going
business need to share the data.  However, if you do not feel the blocked message was
legitimate, you do not need to do anything further.

Note: Messages with ZIP file attachments (.zip) will only be blocked if the zip file
CONTAINS a file type that is being blocked (or if the zip file is password protected).

For further information on FS email filtering policies, blocked attachments, and other
options for transferring files, please visit the Customer Help Desk (CHD) website:
http://fsweb.chd.fs.fed.us.
Log on and enter “mail policy” in the Search All Answers block, read the document titled
"Lotus Notes 6 Mail - Blocked message for Internet email".  You can get additional
information by searching for "spam" and read the document "Lotus Notes 6 - Unsolicited e-
mail (spam, scam, hoax, virus, threatening e-mail)".

You may also open an incident at the CHD for further assistance.  If you do open an
incident, please include the following additional information in the incident for reference:

Blocked Message ID: 7821458
Server: svpdxsmtp001.pdx.fs.fed.us
Date: Mon Mar 16 12:18:11 2009

This message is generated automatically, so please do not reply to this message.

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Emailing: NAFTA Tribunal Dismisses Glamis Claim
Date: 06/22/2009 08:40 AM
Attachments: NAFTA Tribunal Dismisses Glamis Claim.htm

<<NAFTA Tribunal Dismisses Glamis Claim.htm>>

FYI - interesting case where a Canadian mining company was denied monetary damages under
NAFTA when the State of California required a proposed open-pit gold mine to be backfilled as part of
their reclamation.

"in order to address concerns about the potential impact of open-pit metallic mines
on the environment and Native American cultural resources, the State of California
adopted measures requiring all future open-pit metallic mines to backfill and re-
grade the large open pits left on mined lands"

  

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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NAFTA Tribunal Dismisses Glamis Claim




Office of the Spokesman


Washington, DC


June 9, 2009




A three-member NAFTA arbitration tribunal rejected a $50 million claim filed by the Canadian mining company, Glamis Gold Ltd., challenging certain actions taken by the Department of the Interior (DOI) and certain measures adopted by the State of California relating to land reclamation in connection with proposed open-pit mining operations. The Office of the Legal Adviser of the Department of State represented the United States in the case.



The claimant, Glamis, submitted its claim to arbitration in 2003, alleging that certain DOI actions and California measures relating to its proposed open-pit gold mine on federal lands in California made development of that project economically infeasible, and deprived it of the value of its investment in that project, in violation of NAFTA investment protections. The tribunal unanimously rejected Glamis’ claim and ordered Glamis to pay two-thirds of the arbitration costs.



Background 

The Glamis case concerns the claimant’s proposed development of the “Imperial Project,” a gold mining operation that was proposed to be located on federal lands in the environmentally sensitive California Desert Conservation Area. Glamis claimed that certain actions taken by the DOI during the permitting process, combined with reclamation requirements adopted by the State of California, made development of the project economically infeasible.



Concurrent with the DOI’s review of Glamis’ proposed Imperial Project, and in order to address concerns about the potential impact of open-pit metallic mines on the environment and Native American cultural resources, the State of California adopted measures requiring all future open-pit metallic mines to backfill and re-grade the large open pits left on mined lands. Glamis claimed that the actions taken by California, together with alleged delay by the DOI in its review of Glamis’ application, violated the provisions of NAFTA Chapter Eleven, which, consistent with international law, ensure a minimum level of treatment and prohibit uncompensated takings of property. Glamis alleged that the California measures were politically motivated and lacked any legitimate public policy basis.



The United States maintained that there was no undue delay in the DOI’s review of Glamis’ application and that the California reclamation requirements were supported by legitimate public policy goals of protecting the environment and Native American cultural resources.



The tribunal agreed with the United States and rejected Glamis’ claim in its entirety. It held that the actions and measures in question were supported by legitimate public policy goals and did not violate the minimum standard of treatment provision of the NAFTA or constitute an expropriation of Glamis’ investment.



The members of the tribunal are Michael K. Young, David D. Caron and Kenneth D. Hubbard.



The full text of the award, which the parties received yesterday, will be available on the State Department’s website at http://www.state.gov/s/l/c10986.htm once the parties make any required redactions of confidential information. Party submissions, amicus curiae submissions, hearing transcripts, and other arbitration documents in the Glamis case are also available on this website, subject to redactions of confidential information.
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Emailing: Transmittal_BEverson_070809.pdf
Date: 07/09/2009 10:11 AM
Attachments: Transmittal_BEverson_070809.pdf

 <<Transmittal_BEverson_070809.pdf>> Kathy,

Attached is a copy of the transmittal for the two hard copies of the
Seidman Research Institute's report that I hand delivered to Bev
yesterday. I also downloaded and electronic copy from the AZ Dept. of
Mines web site and transmitted it to the Coronado and the SWCA
specialists via WebEx.

Tom
-----Original Message-----
From: Kelley Cox 
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2009 8:20 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Emailing: Transmittal_BEverson_070809.pdf

  
The message is ready to be sent with the following file or link
attachments:

Transmittal_BEverson_070809.pdf

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent
sending or receiving certain types of file attachments.  Check your
e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.
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Consideration Of Cumulative Impacts In EPA Review of


NEPA Documents


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Federal Activities (2252A)


EPA 315-R-99-002/May 1999

1. INTRODUCTION


The combined, incremental effects of human activity, referred to as cumulative


impacts, pose a serious threat to the environment. While they may be


insignificant by themselves, cumulative impacts accumulate over time, from one


or more sources, and can result in the degradation of important resources.


Because federal projects cause or are affected by cumulative impacts, this type


of impact must be assessed in documents prepared under the National


Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The purpose of this guidance is to assist EPA


reviewers of NEPA documents in providing accurate, realistic, and consistent


comments on the assessment of cumulative impacts. The guidance focuses on


specific issues that are critical in EPA's review of NEPA documents under


Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. While there is no "cookbook" method of


assessing cumulative impacts, the guidance offers information on what issues to


look for in the analysis, what practical considerations should be kept in mind


when reviewing the analysis, and what should be said in EPA comments


concerning the adequacy of the analysis.

The assessment of cumulative impacts in NEPA documents is required by


Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (CEQ, 1987). Cumulative


impacts, however, are not often fully addressed in NEPA documents due to the


difficulty in understanding the complexities of these impacts, a lack of available


information on their consequences, and the desire to limit the scope of


environmental analysis. To improve how cumulative impacts are assessed in


environmental impact analysis, CEQ developed a handbook entitled "Considering


Cumulative Effects under the National Environmental Policy Act" (CEQ 1997).


CEQ's handbook offers the most comprehensive and useful information to date


on practical methods for addressing cumulative effects in NEPA documents.


Consequently, the concepts presented in the handbook serve as the foundation


for this guidance. Reviewers are urged to use this guidance and the CEQ


handbook simultaneously.


The guidance has four sections including this introduction. Section 2 What are


Cumulative Impacts briefly summarizes the definition and basic concepts used in


this guidance. Section 3 EPA's Review of Cumulative Impacts addresses several


fundamental questions concerning EPA's review of cumulative effects in a NEPA


analysis. Section 4 Major Review Areas discusses several of the key areas that


should be considered to adequately analyze cumulative impacts and offers


practical suggestions on how to prepare comments to address cumulative


impacts in NEPA documents. References are cited in a bibliography.

2. WHAT ARE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS?


Cumulative impacts result when the effects of an action are added to or interact


with other effects in a particular place and within a particular time. It is the


combination of these effects, and any resulting environmental degradation, that


should be the focus of cumulative impact analysis. While impacts can be


differentiated by direct, indirect, and cumulative, the concept of cumulative


impacts takes into account all disturbances since cumulative impacts result in the


compounding of the effects of all actions over time. Thus the cumulative impacts


of an action can be viewed as the total effects on a resource, ecosystem, or


human community of that action and all other activities affecting that resource no


matter what entity (federal, non-federal, or private) is taking the actions .


Consistent with the CEQ regulations (CEQ, 1987), effects and impacts are used


synonymously in the guidance.

CEQ's regulations (CEQ, 1987) explicitly state that cumulative impacts must be


evaluated along with the direct effects and indirect effects of each alternative. By


mandating the consideration of cumulative impacts, the regulations ensure that


the range of actions that is considered in NEPA documents includes not only the


project proposal but also all actions that could contribute to cumulative impacts.


Federal agencies prepare cumulative impact analysis using different terms and


approaches. To avoid arguing over semantic differences, EPA reviewers should


avoid conflicts over terminology and pursue a common sense approach. The


concept of cumulative impacts as total impacts provided above is meant to


facilitate discussion in this document, but it is not intended to replace other


usages that meet the intent of good cumulative effects analysis.

3. EPA'S REVIEW OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS


This section addresses fundamental questions concerning EPA's review of


cumulative impact analysis in NEPA documents.

Q. How should EPA review cumulative impacts analyses in NEPA documents?


A. The assessment of cumulative impacts is not substantially different from the


assessment of direct or indirect impacts. The same type of considerations are


made to determine the environmental consequences of the alternatives for direct,


indirect, or cumulative impacts. One possible difference is that cumulative impact


assessment entails a more extensive and broader review of possible effects.


Reviewers should recognize that while no "cookbook" approach to cumulative


impacts analysis exists, a general approach is described in the CEQ handbook.


As with the review of direct or indirect impacts, EPA review of cumulative impacts


analysis is most effective if done early in the process, especially in the scoping


phase.

Federal agencies have the responsibility of determining how and the extent to


which cumulative impacts are assessed in NEPA documents and documenting


that effort. In reviewing the analysis, the EPA reviewer should determine if the


information presented is commensurate with the impacts of the project, i.e., a


greater degree of detail is needed for more potentially serious impacts. In


addition, in making its rating determinations, EPA will consider cumulative


impacts when determining the environmental impact of the action and the


adequacy of the analysis. EPA comments should identify significant cumulative


impacts that may affect resources of concern and suggest mitigation measures


that will avoid or minimize adverse effects to the environment. While this


guidance emphasizes the effects of projects on ecological resources, other


resources and areas that should be considered include socioeconomic


resources, human health, recreation, quality of life issues, and cultural and


historical resources.

Q. Should EPA reviewers expect that cumulative impact analysis be done in all


NEPA documents?


A. NEPA documents do not necessarily require cumulative impact assessments


in every case. However, EPA expects that the action agency consider whether


cumulative impacts is a significant issue that should be addressed every time a


NEPA document is prepared. NEPA documents in this context includes both


environmental assessments and environmental impact statements. As with most


NEPA assessments, the analysis should be commensurate with the project's


impacts and the resources affected. In all phases of the cumulative impact


assessment, EPA should ensure that the level of analysis and scope are


commensurate with the potential impacts, resources affected, project scale, and


other factors. While projects that have long-lasting and widespread effects in


environmentally sensitive areas should receive close scrutiny, some projects may


not require in-depth consideration of cumulative impacts. For example, small


scale projects that have minimal impacts that are of short-duration would not


likely contribute significantly to cumulative impacts.

Q. Can cumulative impacts be the basis for adverse ratings?


A. Cumulative impacts that result in significant impacts can be the basis for


adverse ratings. EPA will consider cumulative impacts when determining the


rating for the environmental impacts of the proposed project. Ratings should be


based on the overall environmental impact of the proposed project or action,


which includes cumulative impacts. When the NEPA document does not contain


sufficient information, the determination of potential, total project impacts may be


based on other documents, information, or on-site surveys. In these situations,


the reviewer should identify the source of information that is the basis for EPA


comments including those related to cumulative impact analysis.

Q. Should EPA comments suggest mitigation measures to address cumulative


impacts?


A. The EPA's manual on reviewing and commenting on federal actions under


NEPA and section 309 of the Clean Air Act (EPA, 1984) states that EPA's


comments should include mitigation measures "...to avoid or minimize damage to


the environment, or to protect, restore, and enhance the environment". It is


appropriate for EPA comments to include recommendations for mitigation that


address the cumulative impacts of the project. The comments should suggest a


range of mitigation that addresses differing sources of the cumulative impacts. At


a minimum, the mitigation should address the proposed project's contribution to


the cumulative impacts. In addition, it is appropriate to suggest mitigation to


address cumulative impacts that are caused by activities other than the proposed


project. For example, mitigation could include forming partnerships among the


different governmental agencies and private organizations to work on


environmental restoration when those entities have contributed to cumulative


impacts over a long period of time. It is important to note that EPA suggestions


for mitigation are not necessarily constrained by whether the action agency has


jurisdiction to implement the measures but the measures should be realistic and


technically feasible.

Q. Do EPA reviewers have to prove that cumulative impacts are occurring if the


issue of cumulative impacts is raised by a proposed project?


A. Ultimately, the action agency is responsible for determining whether


cumulative impacts will occur. However, EPA reviewers should provide enough


information in their comments to show the likelihood that cumulative impacts will


occur. In order to make the case that the NEPA documents should include


cumulative impact analysis, EPA comments need only to show the potential for


cumulative impacts to occur, not absolute proof that such impacts will take place.


EPA reviewers should use existing data to support an argument for considering


cumulative impacts in the document.

4. MAJOR REVIEW AREAS


Several key areas of information should be considered by EPA reviewers in


determining whether the cumulative impacts assessment in a NEPA document is


adequate. These areas, as described below, expand on the approach presented


in the CEQ handbook. Each subsection presents background information on one


of five areas and offers guidance on what EPA reviewers should look for in the


assessment of cumulative impacts.

4.1 Resources and Ecosystem Components


EPA Review Approach


In reviewing cumulative impacts analysis, EPA reviewers should focus on the


specific resources and ecological components that can be affected by the


incremental effects of the proposed action and other actions in the same


geographic area. EPA reviewers should determine whether the NEPA analysis


has identified the resources and ecosystem components cumulatively impacted


by the proposed action and other actions. The reviewer can determine which


resources are cumulatively affected by considering:

(1) whether the resource is especially vulnerable to incremental effects;


(2) whether the proposed action is one of several similar actions in the same


geographic area;


(3) whether other activities in the area have similar effects on the resource;


(4) whether these effects have been historically significant for this resource; and


(5) whether other analyses in the area have identified a cumulative effects


concern.

Three documents that can provide useful information when considering important


resource components include the 1993 EPA report, "Habitat Evaluation: Issues in


Environmental Analysis Review", the 1993 CEQ report, "Incorporating


Biodiversity Considerations Into Environmental Impact Analysis Under the


National Environmental Policy Act", and the 1994 EPA report "Evaluation of


Ecological Impacts from Highway Development".

Cumulative impacts can affect a broad array of resources and ecosystem


components. In addition to considering the biological resources that are the


staple of NEPA analysis, examples of other resources that should be considered


include historic and archaeological sites, socioeconomic services and issues,


and community structure and character. While a broad consideration of


resources is necessary for the adequate assessment of cumulative impacts, the


analysis should be expanded for only those resources that are significantly


affected. In similar fashion, ecosystem components should be considered when


they are significantly affected by cumulative impacts. The measure of cumulative


effects is any change to the function of these ecosystem components.

Discussion


NEPA documents generally consider only a limited number of resources that may


be potentially affected by cumulative impacts. In addition, assessments of


impacts to biological resources generally have been limited to selected game


species, federally or state listed threatened and endangered species, and


wetlands habitats. These approaches are too limited and should be expanded to


consider other valuable resources which could be affected, while also


considering a broader array of potential effects.

As an example, federal assessment and mitigation for the loss of wetlands often


focus primarily on the acreage affected rather than the function of the wetland


within the broader ecosystem. In such a case, the impact to the wetland might


not be deemed significant if the wetland had no immediate wildlife values or other


notable characteristics. However, by expanding the assessment to consider the


full array of wetland functions and their importance with a broader context,


cumulative impacts could be more fully assessed. For example, important


functions to focus on could include the wetlands' role as a nursery for


recreationally and/or commercially valuable aquatic species; its ability to


minimize downstream flooding; and its ability to improve water quality.


To ensure the inclusion of the resources that may be most susceptible,


cumulative impacts can be anticipated by considering where cumulative effects


are likely to occur and what actions would most likely produce cumulative effects.


A framework for this consideration for forested areas is modified from Bedford


and Preston (1988). Certain types of forests are more likely to be affected by


cumulative effects as described by the following examples:

1) forests downwind from major sources of air pollution that contain plant


organisms that are susceptible to ozone and other airborne pollutants;


2) forested areas lower in a watershed because they are often closer to


development and pollutants follow the movement of water;


3) forests that are susceptible to fragmentation because, with increasing


fragmentation, areas will have a large perimeter in relation to their area; and


4) areas experiencing development pressure.

Resources of concern may also be identified by considering actions that alter


ecological processes and therefore can be expected to produce cumulative


effects. Changing hydrologic patterns, for example, is likely to elicit cumulative


effects. Bedford and Preston (1988) offered the following alterations that would


likely initiate cumulative effects in wetlands or watersheds:

1) changes in sediment transport;


2) alteration of discharge and retention rates of water;


3) changes in velocity of water moving through the system;


4) disposal of organic pollutants where uptake is controlled by biological


processes;


5) disposal of chemicals that easily separate from sediment and other materials


to which they are attached; and


6) filling of wetlands that results in increased pollutant loadings.

The NEPA document should identify which resources or ecosystem components


of concern might be affected by the proposed action or its alternatives within the


project area. Once these resources have been identified, consideration should be


given to the ecological requirements needed to sustain the resources. It is


important that the NEPA document consider these broader ecological


requirements when assessing how the project and other actions may


cumulatively affect the resources of concern. Often these ecological


requirements may extend beyond the boundaries of the project area, but


reasonable limits should be made to the scope of the analysis.

NEPA Example: Several examples exist of agency NEPA documents that have


included a thorough consideration of resources. The Supplemental Information


Report for the Trail Creek Timber Sale, Wisdom Ranger District, Beaverhead


National Forest, MT was prepared by the Forest Service (Forest Service, 1991)


to consider two important resources (ecosystem components) that were not


included in the FEIS for the project. The two resources were (1) the value of the


Trail Creek area as a biological corridor between adjacent wilderness and


roadless areas and (2) the biodiversity of the Trail Creek area and surrounding


lands as it might be affected by habitat fragmentation. The report considered


potential impacts in the context of the natural disturbance process, such as fire


and insects, that have continually altered the distribution and abundance of


mature forest and associated wildlife and plant species in the Trail Creek area


since the retreat of the Pleistocene glaciers about 10,000 years ago.


Ecosystem processes at the landscape level have traditionally been overlooked,


but are now considered among the resources most likely to be affected


cumulatively by multiple activities. The Forest Service and other agencies are


now applying an ecosystem approach to many NEPA analyses to better consider


these resources. Other examples include the Draft Supplemental EIS on


Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related


Species (Forest Service and BLM, 1993) and the current Draft EISs for the


Interior Columbia Basin Management Project (Forest Service and BLM, 1997).


The Federal Highway Administration (1996) is also beginning to apply an


analogous system approach to the impact assessment of human communities.

4.2 Geographic Boundaries and Time Period


EPA Review Approach


Geographic boundaries and time periods used in cumulative impact analysis


should be based on all resources of concern and all of the actions that may


contribute, along with the project effects, to cumulative impacts. Generally, the


scope of analysis will be broader than the scope of analysis used in assessing


direct or indirect effects. To avoid extending data and analytical requirements


beyond those relevant to decision making, a practical delineation of the spatial


and temporal scales is needed. The selection of geographic boundaries and time


period should be, whenever possible, based on the natural boundaries of


resources of concern and the period of time that the proposed action's impacts


will persist, even beyond the project life. EPA reviewers should determine


whether the NEPA analysis has used geographic and time boundaries large


enough to include all potentially significant effects on the resources of concern.


The NEPA document should delineate appropriate geographic areas including


natural ecological boundaries, whenever possible, and should evaluate the time


period of the project's effects.

Discussion


Spatial and temporal boundaries should not be overly restricted in cumulative


impact analysis. Agencies tend to limit the scope of their analyses to those areas


over which they have direct authority or to the boundary of the relevant


management area or project area. This is often inadequate because it may not


cover the extent of the effects to the area or resources of concern. The most


common temporal scope is the life of the project. This may not be appropriate if


the effects last longer than the project's useful life.

The EPA reviewer can determine an appropriate spatial scope of the cumulative


impact analysis by considering how the resources are being affected. This


determination involves two basic steps:

(1) identifying a geographic area that includes resources potentially affected by


the proposed project and


(2) extending that area, when necessary, to include the same and other


resources affected by the combined impacts of the project and other actions.


In practice, the areas for several target species or components of the ecosystem


can often be captured by a single ecoregion or watershed. For example, an


impact assessment for a forest plan modification may have to be expanded


beyond its administrative forest management unit. Instead, the scope of the


assessment might consider the entire watershed for the area covering portions of


wilderness areas, national or state parks, other federal lands, and private


holdings. Boundaries would be based on the resources of concern and the


characteristics of the specific area to be assessed. Examples include stream


sections important for salmonid feeding or spawning that are within or


downstream of the administrative unit; maintenance of disturbance patterns to


ensure structural and functional integrity of regional forests; and biological


corridors and wildlife habitat that connect public and private lands. For practical


purposes, ecological boundaries may need to be combined with political


boundaries to adequately delineate the assessment area.

NEPA Example: The Final Supplemental EIS on Management of Habitat for Late-


Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species (Forest Service and BLM,


1994) is an important example of study boundaries combining administrative


units with natural regions. The planning area for the EIS included all lands


administered by the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management within


the range of the northern spotted owl. This species range matched well with the


ecosystem consisting of late-successional and old-growth forest in the region.

EPA reviewers should recommend that the proper spatial scope of the analysis


include geographic areas that sustain the resources of concern. Importantly, the


geographical boundaries should not be extended to the point that the analysis


becomes unwieldy and useless for decision-making. In many cases, the analysis


should use an ecological region boundary that focuses on the natural units that


constitute the resources of concern. Three examples of classifications of


ecological regions that may be useful for large geographic areas include


Omernik's EPA ecoregions (Omernik, 1989), Bailey's Forest Service ecoregions


(Bailey, 1978), and the USGS hydrologic units or watersheds. The Natural


Resources Conservation Service uses delineated areas termed Major Land


Resources Areas that are based on soil types, climate, geology, topography, and


hydrology. For non-ecological resources, other geographic areas, such as


historic districts (for cultural resources) or metropolitan areas (for economics),


should be used.

NEPA Example: The Draft EIS on the Special Area Management Plan (SAMP)


for the Hackensack Meadowlands District, NJ (EPA and Army Corps of


Engineers, 1995) is another example of creating a study area that considers both


political boundaries and natural boundaries for both management utility and


resource relevance. The plan covers an area with 14 municipalities in two


counties that are experiencing continual pressure for development. Prepared by


the U.S. EPA, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and Hackensack Meadowlands


Development Commission, the draft EIS assesses the cumulative impacts of


development scenarios within an area that includes 8,500 acres of wetlands that,


because of their position in the landscape, "perform a number of significant


ecological functions and support a diverse community of associated wildlife."

Determining the temporal scope requires estimating the length of time the effects


of the proposed action will last. More specifically, this length of time extends as


long as the effects may singly, or in combination with other anticipated effects, be


significant on the resources of concern. At the point where the contribution of


effects of the action, or combination of all actions, to the cumulative impact is not


significant the analysis should stop. Because the important factor in determining


cumulative impact is the condition of the resource (i.e., to what extent it is


degraded), analysis should extend until the resource has recovered from the


impact of the proposed action.

For example, an impact assessment of ground water withdrawals to cool power


plant turbines should go beyond determining whether the capacity of the aquifer


is adequate to provide water for the life of the power plant. The analysis should


also consider the long-term effects of lowering the aquifer level. Should municipal


drinking water and agricultural irrigation withdrawals increase in the future, the


cumulative effect of the power plant withdrawals may lower aquifer levels to the


point where, at predictable intervals in the future, droughts will eliminate all


supply. The NEPA document may, therefore, have to consider time periods


beyond the life of the power plant.

NEPA Example: The Final Supplemental EIS on Management of Habitat for Late-


Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species (Forest Service and BLM,


1994) looked sufficiently forward in time to address the probability of restoring or


maintaining sustainable ecosystem conditions. The forest draft EIS determined


that previous alterations to the regional ecosystem prevented a return to presettlement


landscape condition or recovery of aquatic resources within the next


100 years, but that the selected alternative would reverse a 50-year trend toward


degradation.

There are no set or required formulas for determining the appropriate scope of


the cumulative impact analysis. Both geographic boundaries and time periods


need to be defined on a case-by-case basis. Determining the boundaries and


periods depends on the characteristics of the resources affected, the magnitude


and scale of the project's impacts, and the environmental setting. In practice, a


combination of natural and institutional boundaries may be required to


adequately consider both potential impacts and possible mitigation measures.


Ultimately, the scope of the analysis will depend on an understanding of how the


effects are occurring in the assessment area.

4.3 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions


EPA Review Approach


The adequacy of cumulative impact analysis depends on how well the analysis


considers impacts that are due to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable


actions. EPA reviewers should determine whether the cumulative analysis


adequately considered the following:

1) whether the environment has been degraded, and if so, to what extent:


2) whether ongoing activities in the area are causing impacts; and


3) the trends for activities and impacts in the area.

Considering the past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions


provides a needed context for assessing cumulative impacts. The inclusion of


other actions occurring in proximity to the proposed action is a necessary part of


evaluating cumulative effects. Agencies should identify activities occurring


outside of their jurisdiction that are affecting the same resources being affected


by their actions. Consultation with other agencies potentially affecting the


resources of concern is not usually done and a consideration of private activities


seldom occurs. In addition, agencies may not always include other actions taken


by their agency. EPA reviewers should determine whether the NEPA document


considered all past, present, and future actions that contribute to significant


cumulative effects on the resources of concern. The analysis should include the


use of trends information and interagency analyses on a regional basis to


determine the combined effects of past, present, and future actions. NEPA


documents should only consider those past, present, and future actions that


incrementally contribute to the cumulative effects on resources affected by the


proposed action. Actions affecting other resources, or with cumulatively


insignificant effects on the target resources, do not add to the value of the


analysis.

Discussion


To successfully assess cumulative impacts, NEPA documents should consider a


broad range of activities and patterns of environmental degradation that are


occurring in the vicinity of the project . The following considerations (as modified


from Klein and Kingsley, 1994) can assist in identifying actions that may relate to


the project under review:

1) the proximity of the projects to each other either geographically or temporally;


2) the probability of actions affecting the same environmental system, especially


systems that are susceptible to development pressures;


3) the likelihood that the project will lead to a wide range of effects or lead to a


number of associated projects; and


4) whether the effects of other projects are similar to those of the project under


review.


5) the likelihood that the project will occur -- final approval is the best indicator


but long range planning of government agencies and private organizations and


trends information should also be used;


6) temporal aspects, such as the project being imminent;

As an example, the cumulative effect of transportation projects and other


development in an urban setting often results in alteration of topography, habitat


fragmentation, changes in water flows and water quality, increased sediment and


contaminant runoff, and direct mortality from road kills. To address these issues,


the actions included should start with the proposed project but also include other


present, past, and future actions. Other current development should include


related construction such as shopping malls within proximity of the new road


construction or upgrades undertaken on connecting roads within the area of


study. Past actions that should be considered include, for example, any housing


and commercial development, alteration of hydrologic flows to control flooding,


filling of wetlands, construction of other highways, and upstream development.


The analysis should also extend further back in time to include previous changes


to the area and region such as resource extraction or agricultural activities.


Future actions should include any planned communities or commercial areas,


induced growth and accompanying infrastructure, projected increase in


population and traffic, and road expansion.

The identification of the effects of past actions is critical to understanding the


environmental condition of the area. Knowing whether the resource is healthy,


declining, near collapse, or completely devastated is necessary for determining


the significance of any added impacts due to the proposed project. The NEPA


document should consider how past activities have historically affected and will


continue to detrimentally affect the resources of concern. How far back in time to


consider depends on how long the resources of concern have been affected.


Trends analysis, or how the resource condition has changed over time, is the


most useful tool for looking at the accumulated effect of past actions. For


example, if 50% of the wetland functions in a basin have been lost due to both


agriculture and urban development, any present or future impacts should be


taken into account in determining impacts to flood storage capacity and other


important wetland functions.

Other present actions that may be detrimentally affecting the resources of


concern need to be considered at the same time impacts of the proposed action


are considered. NEPA documents should consider information on all other


relevant activities in the study area including other actions of the proposing


agency, actions of other federal agencies, actions of state and local


governments, and private actions. While EPA already monitors federal activities


on a regional basis, state and county resources should be used to monitor local


and private activities.

The identification of future actions is also important. According to the response


for question 18 of the "Forty Most Asked Questions concerning CEQ's NEPA


Regulations" (CEQ, 1981), the NEPA document "must identify all the indirect


effects that are known, and make a good faith effort to explain the effects that are


not known but are 'reasonably foreseeable'." The critical question is "What future


actions are reasonably foreseeable?". Court decisions on this topic have


generally concluded that reasonably foreseeable future actions need to be


considered even if they are not specific proposals. The criterion for excluding


future actions is whether they are "speculative." The NEPA document should


include discussion of future actions to be taken by the action agency. The


analysis should also incorporate information based on the planning documents of


other federal agencies, and state and local governments. For example, projects


included in a 5-year budget cycle might be considered likely to occur while those


only occurring in 10-25 year strategic planning would be less likely and perhaps


even speculative. For private actions, the analysis should use regional and local


planning documents. In the absence of these plans (and to refine expectations


where activities have diverged from the plans), the analysis should refer to


projected development trends. In all of these cases, the best information should


be used to develop scenarios that predict which future actions might reasonably


be expected as a result of the proposal.

NEPA Example: The Commencement Bay Natural Resource Damage


Assessment: Restoration Plan and Final Programmatic EIS (FWS and NOAA,


1997) addressed the problem of including the many and various past actions by


quantifying the previous loss of 98% of mudflat and marsh habitat through a


combination of historical records and photographic evidence. The Final EIS for


the Castle Mountain Project, San Bernardino County, CA (BLM 1990) considered


26 other existing and proposed activities that might cumulatively affect 12


resources of concern. The potential impact of activities in the categories of


utilities/services, commercial and residential, recreation, mining, and grazing


were evaluated based on their location and which resources they might affect.


The Draft EIS for the Disposal and Reuse of Naval Base, Philadelphia, PA


(Department of the Navy, 1995) addressed "connected, cumulative, and similar


existing and potential actions," including general growth trends in South


Philadelphia, other land use development initiatives, related actions by other DoD


services, realignment of the Naval Base, proposed leasing of shipyard facilities to


private shipbuilders, and significant, proposed off-base transportation


improvements.

4.4 Describing the Condition of the Environment


EPA Review Approach


The NEPA analysis should establish the magnitude and significance of


cumulative impacts by comparing the environment in its naturally occurring state


with the expected impacts of the proposed action when combined with the


impacts of other actions. Use of a "benchmark" or "baseline" for purposes of


comparing conditions is an essential part of any environmental analysis. "The


concept of a baseline against which to compare predictions of the effects of the


proposed action and reasonable alternatives is critical to the NEPA process."


(CEQ, 1997) To determine how the project will affect the resource's ability to


sustain itself, the NEPA document should include a description of the baseline


condition that considers "...how conditions have changed over time and how they


are likely to change in the future without the proposed action". (CEQ, 1997) If it is


not possible to establish the "naturally occurring" condition, a description of a


modified but ecologically sustainable condition can be used in the analysis. In


this context, ecologically sustainable means the system supports biological


processes, maintains its level of biological productivity, functions with minimal


external management, and repairs itself when stressed.

While a description of past environmental conditions is usually included in NEPA


documents, it is seldom used to fully assess how the system has changed from


previous conditions. The comparison of the environmental condition and


expected environmental impacts can be incorporated into the environmental


consequences or affected environment sections of NEPA documents. EPA


reviewers should determine whether the NEPA analysis accurately depicts the


condition of the environment used to assess cumulative impacts. In addition,


reviewers should determine whether NEPA documents incorporate the


cumulative effects of all relevant past activities into the affected environment


section. For the evaluation of the environmental consequences to be useful, it is


important that the analysis also incorporate the degree that the existing


ecosystem will change over time under each alternative.


Discussion


Often the current condition is used as the benchmark for comparing the


environmental effects of the alternatives. However, the current condition typically


may not adequately represent how actions have impacted resources in the past


and present or how resources might respond to future impacts. Designating


existing environmental conditions as a benchmark may focus the environmental


impact assessment too narrowly, overlooking cumulative impacts of past and


present actions or limiting assessment to the proposed action and future actions


(McCold and Saulsbury 1996). For example, if the current environmental


condition were to serve as the condition for assessing the impacts of relicensing


a dam, the analysis would only identify the marginal environmental changes


between the continued operation of the dam and the existing degraded state of


the environment. In this hypothetical case, the affected environment has been


seriously degraded for more than 50 years with accompanying declines in flows,


reductions in fish stocks, habitat loss, and disruption of hydrologic functions. If


the assessment took into account the full extent of continued impacts, the


significance of the continued operation would more accurately express the state


of the environment and thereby better predict the consequences of relicensing


the dam.

For the purposes of section 309 reviews, different methods of depicting the


environmental condition are acceptable. The condition of the environment


should, however, address one or more of the following:

1) how the affected environment functions naturally and whether it has been


significantly degraded;


2) the specific characteristics of the affected environment and the extent of


change, if any, that has occurred in that environment; and


3) a description of the natural condition of the environment or, if that is not


available, some modified, but ecologically sustainable, condition to serve as a


benchmark.

Two practical methods for depicting the environmental condition include use of


the no-action alternative and an environmental reference point. Historically, the


no-action alternative (as reflecting existing conditions) has usually been used as


a benchmark for comparing the proposed action and alternatives to existing


conditions. The no-action alternative can be an effective benchmark if it


incorporates the cumulative effects of past activities and accurately depicts the


condition of the environment.

Another approach for describing the environmental condition is to use an


environmental reference point that would be incorporated into the environmental


consequences and affected environment sections of the document. The natural


condition of the ecosystem, or some modified but sustainable ecosystem


condition, can be described as the environmental reference point. In analyzing


environmental impacts, this environmental reference point would not necessarily


be an alternative. Instead, it would serve as a benchmark in assessing the


environmental impacts associated with each of the alternatives. Specifically, the


analysis would evaluate the degree of degradation from the environmental


reference point (i.e., natural ecosystem condition) that has resulted from past


actions. Then the relative difference among alternatives would be determined for


not only changes compared to the existing condition but also changes critical to


maintaining or restoring the desired, sustainable condition.

Determining what environmental condition to use in the assessment may not be


immediately clear. Choosing and describing a condition should be based on the


specific characteristics of the area. In addition, the choice of condition can be


constrained by limited resources and information. For these reasons, the


environmental condition described by the environmental reference point or noaction


alternative should be constructed on a case-by-case basis so that it


represents an ecosystem able to sustain itself in the larger context of activities in


the region. In this respect, there is no predetermined point in time that


automatically should represent the environmental condition. In addition, it may


not be practical to use a pristine condition in situations of intensive development.


For example, it may not be very useful to use a pre-development condition to


assess the extent of degradation in a heavily urbanized setting. It may be more


useful in this situation to consider the condition of several important resources of


concern (i.e., water quality, air quality, or quality of life) in comparison with


expected environmental consequences of the action. Since most ecosystems


can be delineated and have distinct characteristics, determination of the


environmental condition does not need to be a subjective process leading to


speculation about the condition of the environment before it was degraded.


Depending on whether the information is reasonably obtainable, the


environmental condition chosen may be a pristine environment, or at the very


least, a minimally functioning ecosystem that will not further degrade. The use of


the environmental condition to compare alternatives is not an academic exercise,


but one that can most effectively modify alternatives and help decision making.


Examples of conditions might include before project, before "substantial"


development, or a reference ecosystem that is comparable to the project area.


Selecting the best environmental condition for comparative purposes can be


based on the following:

1) consider what the environment would look like or how it would behave without


serious human alteration;


2) factor in the dynamic nature of the environment;


3) define the distinct characteristics and attributes of the environment that best


represent that particular type of environment (focus on characteristics and


attributes that have to do with function); and


4) use available or reasonably obtainable information.

For example, in a hypothetical case of harbor dredging and disposal, the existing


condition of the aquatic ecosystem is highly modified from natural conditions.


Human settlement along major waterways spans hundreds of years and


commercial development has become very intense in many areas. Following


practices used in some NEPA analyses, the degraded condition of the benthic


communities and shoreline vegetation would be considered the condition for


assessing the impacts of sediment dredging and disposal. By using this


environmental condition, the analysis would not recognize the full extent of the


degradation and would possibly underestimate the actual impacts of the


proposed action. The environmental condition for this case could be set at predevelopment (or at least at early development) or, if historical data are not


available, use a reference point constructed from an understanding of how a


similar ecosystem would behave in a natural state. The affected environment


section should include a discussion of the extent of degradation that the current


condition has experienced when compared to the characteristics of an


undisturbed harbor environment. And finally, the extent of change and future


trends should be considered in each alternative.

NEPA Example: The Forest Service's Snowmass Ski Area Final Environmental


Impact Statement (Forest Service, 1994) and the Army Corps of Engineers Elk


Creek Lake Final Evironmental Impact Statement ( Army Corps of Engineers,


1991) both define baseline conditions for comparison of alternatives. In


assessing the potential environmental impacts of the Snowmass Ski Area


expansion, the Forest Service established a "pre-development" reference point


from which all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future environmental


impacts were examined. Consequently, the EIS presented a comprehensive


discussion of the cumulative impacts upon various resources. The Elk Creek


Lake Final EIS also identified a "pre-development" reference point, defined by


the Corps as "base conditions", for specific resources along the Rogue River and


Elk Creek. The assessment then explored the alteration of resource conditions


with respect to other actions, including the proposed project.

Issue 4.5 Using Thresholds to Assess Resource Degradation


EPA Review Approach


Qualitative and quantitative thresholds can be used to indicate whether a


resource(s) of concern has been degraded and whether the combination of the


action's impacts with other impacts will result in a serious deterioration of


environmental functions. In the context of EPA reviews, thresholds can be used


to determine if the cumulative impacts of an action will be significant and if the


resource will be degraded to unacceptable levels. EPA reviewers should


determine whether the analysis included specific thresholds required under law


or by agency regulations or otherwise used by the agency. In the absence of


specific thresholds, the analysis should include a description of whether or not


the resource is significantly affected and how that determination was made.

Discussion


If adequate data and analytical procedures are available, specific thresholds that


indicate degradation of the resources of concern should be included in the NEPA


analysis. The thresholds should be practical, scientifically defensible, and fit the


scale of the analysis. Thresholds may be set as specific numerical standards


(e.g., dissolved oxygen content to assess water quality), qualitative standards


that consider biological components of an ecosystem (e.g., riparian condition and


presence of particular biophysical attributes), and/or desired management goals


(e.g., open space or unaltered habitat). Thresholds should be represented by a


measurement that will report the change in resource condition in meaningful


units. This change is then evaluated in terms of both the total threshold beyond


which the resource degrades to unacceptable levels and the incremental


contribution of the proposed action to reaching that threshold. The measurement


should be scientifically based. For example, thresholds for determining adverse


change in the functioning of a wetland could include the percentage of historic


wetland loss in the region, occurrence of species at risk, ambient water quality


data that exceed standards, and estuarine pollution susceptibility index.


Since cumulative impacts often occur at the landscape or regional level,


thresholds should be developed at similar scales whenever possible. Indicators


at a landscape level can be used to develop thresholds as well as assess the


condition of the environment. By using the following landscape indicators as


modified from O'Neil et al. (1997) and Jones et al. (1996), thresholds can be


crafted by determining the levels, percentages, or amount of each that indicate a


significant impact for a particular area. Examples of thresholds include:

• The total change in land cover is a simple indicator of biotic integrity;


thresholds for areas with high alterations would generally be lower than


areas that are not as degraded; if open space or pristine areas are a


management goal then the threshold would be a small percentage change


in land cover.


• Patch size distribution and distances between patches are important


indicators of species change and level of disturbance. Thresholds would


be set to determine the characteristics of an area needed to support a


given plant or animal species.


• Estimates of fragmentation and connectivity can reveal the magnitude of


disturbance, ability of species to survive in an area, and ecological


integrity. Thresholds would indicate a decrease in cover pattern, loss of


connectivity, or amount of fragmentation that would significantly degrade


an area.


• Indicators of water quality and watershed integrity can be used to set


thresholds. Specific concentrations and levels of nitrogen, phosphorous,


turbidity, dissolved oxygen, and temperature can be used.


• Thresholds for a decline in water quality can take the form of size and


amount of riparian buffer zones. Condition of riparian zones and changes


in percent of buffer areas can indicate a decline in water quality due to soil


erosion, sediment loading, and contaminant runoff.


In a hypothetical project to develop a skiing resort to be constructed on federal


lands, thresholds would be developed for several resources of concern. The


impacts of road construction and use, ski runs, housing development, and water


use would have wide ranging effects on resources such as riparian condition,


water quality, wildlife habitat, and vegetation. Thresholds for cover and loss of


connectivity could be developed to determine the significance of impacts to


wildlife and vegetative cover. For example, thresholds could be developed from


known information on the amount of habitat necessary for successful ungulate


breeding. Numerical standards for dissolved oxygen and water temperature


could be used to determine significance of impacts to coldwater fisheries.


Narrative standards of stream condition would be used to determine thresholds


for successful fish spawning.

NEPA Example: NEPA analyses have examined actions where the cumulative


effects exceed a threshold which is tied to a national air quality or water quality


standard. In the Final EIS for Hydroelectric Development in the Upper Ohio River


Basin (FERC, 1988), the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission determined the


point at which dissolved oxygen fell below the standard by modeling the reduced


spillage and aeration caused by adding turbines to additional dams in


succession. Setting thresholds to represent the carrying capacity of an


ecosystem is more difficult. In the Draft EIS on Cumulative Impacts of


Recreational Boating on the Fox River and Chain O'Lakes Area in Lake and


McHenry Counties, IL, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers assessed the impacts


of boat traffic on the carrying capacity of aquatic life by setting a threshold of


water clarity needed for vegetation growth. At the same time, they set a social


carrying capacity threshold of the number of boats that made people feel


crowded. While the concept of translating exceedences of thresholds to


significant impacts on carrying capacities of both ecological and human


resources is being applied more extensively, analysts still often face situations


where there are limits to scientifically exact thresholds, and have to use other


methods to develop thresholds. For example, in the Draft Supplemental EIS on


Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related


Species (Forest Service and BLM, 1993), it was necessary to rely on expert


opinion from panels to assess the "probability of ensuring the viability of species."

Determining a threshold beyond which cumulative effects significantly degrade a


resource, ecosystem, or human community is sometimes very difficult because of


a lack of data. Without a definitive threshold, the NEPA practitioner should


compare the cumulative effects of multiple actions with appropriate national,


regional, state, or community goals to determine whether the total effect is


significant. These desired conditions can best be defined by the cooperative


efforts of agency officials, project proponents, environmental analysts, nongovernmental


organizations, and the public through the NEPA process. The


integrity of historical districts is an example of a threshold that is goal related.


These districts, especially residential and commercial historic districts in urban


areas, are particularly vulnerable to clearance programs carried out by local


governments, usually with use of federal funds. Though individual structures of


particular architectural distinction are often present, such districts are important


because they are a collection of structures that relate to one another visually and


spatially; the primary importance of each building is the contribution that it makes


to a greater whole. Often in conjunction with code enforcement programs to


remove blighting influences and /or hazards to public safety, local governments


condemn and demolish properties. Viewed in isolation as an individual action,


such demolition of an individual structure does not significantly diminish the


historic and architectural character of the district and indeed may be beneficial to


the overall stability of the district. But the cumulative effect of a whole series of


such demolitions can significantly erode the district. Continued loss of historic


structures, often with resultant vacant lots and incompatible new construction,


can reach a point where the visual integrity of the district is lost. Once this


threshold is passed, subsequent demolitions become increasingly difficult to


resist and ultimately the qualities of the historic district are lost.
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: Event Reminder: Entire ID Team meeting on Wednesday, October 08, 2008
Date: 10/06/2008 08:41 AM

Bev,

As I recall, this date was released.  Am I correct?

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: rosemonteis [mailto:notify@weboffice.com] On Behalf Of WebExOne
Reminder Service
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2008 7:08 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Event Reminder: Entire ID Team meeting on Wednesday, October
08, 2008

Here is a REMINDER for an event posted on "Rosemont Copper Project EIS".

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Entire ID Team meeting
Wednesday, October 08, 2008 [THIS IS A RECURRING EVENT]
All Day
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

__________
Click here for MORE INFORMATION about this event:
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=4&id=87495

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Your web office also provides desktop reminders for scheduled events. To
learn more about the DESKTOP ASSISTANT, click here:
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/help/us/WebOfcHelp/webofficehelp.htm#ht
ml/weboffice_desktop_assistant.htm
(For Windows users only.)

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Tom Furgason
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: FW: Federal lawsuit could affect Rosemont project
Date: 10/21/2009 03:17 PM

 
http://www.gvnews.com/articles/2009/10/20/news/18mining1021.txt
 
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
http://www.gvnews.com/articles/2009/10/20/news/18mining1021.txt


From: Beverley A Everson
To: mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator Burns and Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature and
Date: 03/08/2010 12:53 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 03/08/2010 12:53 PM -----

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

02/09/2010 09:08 AM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator
Burns and Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature and

Thank you. Any ETA?

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

  

To: vailaz@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator Burns and
Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature and
From: beverson@fs.fed.us
Date: Mon, 8 Feb 2010 13:31:12 -0700

Hi Elizabeth, 

I received your request and am working on getting an extra set of hard copies.  In
the meantime, many of the reports are on our website, though I understand your
preference for reading hard copies. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 02/07/2010
09:02 AM To "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-

southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us> 

cc

Subject FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator Burns and Rep. Adams-
Arizona State Legislature and



Ms. Everson,

It has been several weeks since I wrote and requested hard copies of the
recent Rosemont Copper Project technical reports and I have heard
nothing from you. If you did not recieve my request,  please let me know
and I will resend it.  Thank you.

Also, here are my thoughts on the AZ Legislature letter that was recently
sent. It is the letter I wrote to the House and Senate heads.

____________________________

Hello All,

As a long time registered voter and taxpayer and resident (nearly native)
of Pima County, I was appalled to see a letter in the Green Valley News
sent our on behalf of the Senate and House, with what seemed to be
almost complete disregard of the members who are from this area. 

Rep. Farley's comment: The letter is emblematic of the leaders' "treating Southern
Arizona as a Third World country over which they have hegemony," seems very apropos.

After reading today's article I was heartened to see that the vast majority
of the representatives are listening to the will of their constiuents, which
includes the governments of Pima County, Santa Cruz County, City of
Tucson, Sahuarita and the governing body of Green Valley. The vision
and concern they show over Arizona's whole long term prosperity is
encouraging.

I am disheartened; however, to see that there are some who are for the
proposed Rosemont Copper project, especially after reading "

“Jamie Sturgess, vice president for sustainable development for Rosemont Copper Co., met
with legislative leaders in the past two weeks, "but exactly what he asked for, I'm not sure,"  
I would like to request that equal time is given to representative
stakeholders from several diverse groups involved in this proposed
project-

Thank you,
________________________________________

Two recent Articles in the Arizona Daily Star:

Our view: Maricopa lawmakers' message supporting Rosemont mine was
presumptuous 



Burns, Adams step over line with
letter 
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-
9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html

Story 
Comments 

| Posted: Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am | Comments 
Font Size: 
Default font size 
Larger font size 
The leaders of the state House and Senate committed a telling faux pas
last week, sending a letter to the U.S. Forest Service "on behalf of the
Arizona Senate and the House of Representatives" in support of the
proposed Rosemont mine.
The letter was written Tuesday and most Southern Arizona lawmakers
didn't learn of it until Thursday, according to the Star's Tony Davis.
House Speaker Kirk Adams and Senate President Bob Burns are Maricopa
County GOP legislators whose constituents stand to enjoy economic
benefits if the mine is built in the Santa Rita Mountains - but to suffer
none of the ecological and water-resource consequences the mine could
bring to Southern Arizona.

Were Southern Arizona lawmakers invited to weigh in on the letter
written on their "behalf" or to provide information to Adams and Burns
about why opposition to the mine is so virulent in this distant, apparently
alien part of the state? No.
To be fair, Burns backed down Thursday after state Sen. Jonathan Paton,
a Tucson Republican who opposes the mine and who plans to run for
Congress this year, complained.

In their letter, Burns and Adams wrote that the proposed mine is a
"tremendous economic opportunity for the state of Arizona," and
encouraged the Forest Service to "allow Arizona to continue to move
forward responsibly to utilize our rich and vital copper resources."
In a statement Thursday, Burns said he and Adams understand that "the
Rosemont decision is a local issue, in consultation with federal interests,"
and that they don't want the letter to be seen as an endorsement.

But the arrogance exhibited by the Maricopa County-based legislative
leaders in muscling in on a local issue without even consulting local
lawmakers is stunning.

Rep. Steve Farley, D-Tucson, told Davis the leaders were "treating
Southern Arizona as a Third World country over which they have
hegemony." Farley, who opposes the mine, added, "to send this out on

http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html?mode=story
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html?mode=comments
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our behalf without showing it to us is just hubris."
Rep. Frank Antenori, R-Tucson, whose district includes the mine site
southeast of Tucson, told Davis he and other lawmakers had "heartburn"
over the letter.

"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been
a resolution put forward, requesting the Legislature's opinion," he said.
Antenori told Davis he doesn't support or oppose the mine, but wants to
make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete the groundwater.
Rosemont Copper Co. wants to extract 225 million pounds of copper from
the Santa Rita Mountains. To do so, Rosemont must a dig a pit well
below the area's groundwater table, and then it must pump out the
aquifer for nearly 2,000 more feet to reach the copper.
Burns' statement on Thursday said Paton had convinced him and Adams
that "It is not as simple as we first thought." They now understood
concerns about the mine's impact on water resources, he wrote.

True, it's not simple.

But here's the deal: The people who would live with the mine should be
consulted about their future, and so should they have a say in the
ecological future of Southern Arizona. They have representatives in the
Legislature whose job it is to help them speak out and be heard.
A couple of Maricopa County pols had no business blundering into an
important local issue about which they obviously knew very little. They
should apologize and withdraw their letter.
Arizona Daily Star 
Posted in Opinion, Editorial on Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am 

_______________________________________
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Benjie Sanders A shot of an area where a section of the pit is going to be
located and some heavy equipment operators are working to restore the
area where they were drilling for the Rosemont Mine Wednesday August
6, 2008, which is located about 30 miles southeast of Tucson, Arizona.
This picture was taken while on a tour of the mines. Photo by Benjie
Sanders/Arizona Daily Star. 
  
Arizona's legislative chiefs frustrated a majority of Tucson-area legislators
by writing the U.S. Forest Service a letter friendly to the proposed
Rosemont Mine without consulting them - yet saying they were writing
"on behalf of the Arizona Senate and the House of Representatives."
Tuesday's letter from Senate President Bob Burns and House Speaker
Kirk Adams praised Rosemont as a "tremendous economic opportunity for
the State of Arizona," cited Arizona's rich mining history, and encouraged
the Forest Service to "allow Arizona to continue to move forward
responsibly to utilize our rich and vital copper resources."

But late Thursday, Burns backed off, under criticism led by Jonathan
Paton, a Tucson-area state senator and mine opponent of his party who
is running for Congress against another mine opponent.

The original letter said, "It is imperative that Arizona responsibly utilize
our natural resources as part of our long-term economic recovery and
stabilization." In his statement Thursday, Burns said he and Adams, both
Republicans, want to make clear that "the Rosemont decision is a local
issue, in consultation with federal interests," and that they don't want the
letter to be seen as an endorsement.
Their original letter urged the Forest Service to consider an economic
impact study done by the Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral
Resources and Arizona State University. It predicted the mine will bring
$9.2 billion in economic benefits over its life by directly and indirectly
creating more than 2,900 jobs. Rosemont Copper Co. paid for the study,
which the letter didn't mention.

Nine of 11 Tucson-area legislators reached Thursday for comment - six
Democrats and three Republicans - were critical of the leaders' letter, and
most said they had only learned of it Thursday. Four other area
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legislators - three Democrats and a Republican - didn't respond to the
Star's questions about the letter.

Rep. Frank Antenori, a Tucson-area Republican whose district includes the
mine site southeast of Tucson, said he and other legislators had
"heartburn" over the letter.

"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been
a resolution put forward, requesting the Legislature's opinion," said
Antenori, who said he doesn't support or oppose the mine but wants to
make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete groundwater.

The letter is emblematic of the leaders' "treating Southern Arizona as a
Third World country over which they have hegemony," said Rep. Steve
Farley, a Tucson Democrat and mine opponent. "For (Adams) to send this
out on our behalf without showing it to us is just hubris."
Burns' later statement said, "It is not as simple as we first thought.
Senator Jonathan Paton has spoken to us about his concerns with the use
of CAP water for the project. We understand his consistent opposition to
the plan."

Adams didn't respond to requests for comment.

This flap comes less than three weeks after U.S. Sen. John McCain, also a
Republican, made statements favorable to the mine while meeting with
Green Valley leaders. Under questioning from the Star three days later, a
McCain campaign aide and spokesman said he hasn't endorsed the mine.
Jamie Sturgess, vice president for sustainable development for Rosemont
Copper Co., met with legislative leaders in the past two weeks, "but
exactly what he asked for, I'm not sure," Rosemont Copper CEO Rod
Pace said Thursday. 

Sturgess didn't return calls or an e-mail about the letter.

Speaking before Burns' retreat from the letter surfaced, Pace said he was
very happy to see the original letter. "I think it shows they are looking at
the project and what economic impacts it brings the state. It just said
that as long as Rosemont follows its plan of operations that it submitted
and goes through the proper procedures, I think they would support it as
being good for the state."

Of other legislators' concern about the letter, "that makes sense," Pace
said. "I know that people always like to know ahead of time."
Sen. Al Melvin, a northwest-side Republican, said he supports the mine
and endorses the leaders' letter.
"My guess is if it was put to a vote in both chambers we would get a
majority in favor of this letter, given the current makeup of the two
chambers. Even if we weren't in these dire economic times this would be



the right thing to do," Melvin said.

Sen. Linda Lopez, a Tucson Democrat, said she supports the mine, but
doesn't support the letter making it appear the Senate supports the mine
when it hasn't.

Paton said he is considering drafting a resolution to determine how strong
Rosemont's support is in the Legislature.
"There are economics involved … but it comes to water rights for me. You
are exchanging groundwater there for CAP water," and he isn't confident
the CAP will always have enough water.

His Democratic campaign opponent, incumbent U.S. Rep. Gabrielle
Giffords, said in a prepared statement that "the legislators' new-found
interest in this open-pit mine neglects to address the serious and
intractable economic, quality-of-life and environmental problems that
would result if it were to go into operation."
Contact reporter Tony Davis at 806-7746 or tdavis@azstarnet.com 
Posted in Environment, Local, Tony-davis on Friday, February 5, 2010
12:00 am Updated: 11:22 pm. | Tags: 

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

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

Quote for the Day: 
  

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing" 
-Elbert Hubbard 
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator Burns and Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature and
Date: 02/08/2010 08:04 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 02/08/2010 08:01 AM -----

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

02/07/2010 09:02 AM

To "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us"
<comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>,
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator Burns
and Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature and

Ms. Everson,
 
It has been several weeks since I wrote and requested hard copies of the
recent Rosemont Copper Project technical reports and I have heard
nothing from you. If you did not recieve my request,  please let me know
and I will resend it.  Thank you.
 
Also, here are my thoughts on the AZ Legislature letter that was recently
sent. It is the letter I wrote to the House and Senate heads.
 
____________________________
 
Hello All,
 
As a long time registered voter and taxpayer and resident (nearly native)
of Pima County, I was appalled to see a letter in the Green Valley News
sent our on behalf of the Senate and House, with what seemed to be
almost complete disregard of the members who are from this area. 
 
Rep. Farley's comment: The letter is emblematic of the leaders' "treating Southern
Arizona as a Third World country over which they have hegemony," seems very apropos.

After reading today's article I was heartened to see that the vast majority
of the representatives are listening to the will of their constiuents, which
includes the governments of Pima County, Santa Cruz County, City of
Tucson, Sahuarita and the governing body of Green Valley. The vision
and concern they show over Arizona's whole long term prosperity is
encouraging.
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mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


I am disheartened; however, to see that there are some who are for the
proposed Rosemont Copper project, especially after reading "

“Jamie Sturgess, vice president for sustainable development for Rosemont Copper Co., met
with legislative leaders in the past two weeks, "but exactly what he asked for, I'm not sure,"

 
I would like to request that equal time is given to representative
stakeholders from several diverse groups involved in this proposed
project-
 
Thank you,
________________________________________

Two recent Articles in the Arizona Daily Star:
 
 
Our view: Maricopa lawmakers' message supporting Rosemont mine was
presumptuous

Burns, Adams step over line with
letter 
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-
9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html
 

Story 
Comments 

| Posted: Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am | Comments 

Font Size: 
Default font size 
Larger font size 

The leaders of the state House and Senate committed a telling faux pas
last week, sending a letter to the U.S. Forest Service "on behalf of the
Arizona Senate and the House of Representatives" in support of the
proposed Rosemont mine.
The letter was written Tuesday and most Southern Arizona lawmakers
didn't learn of it until Thursday, according to the Star's Tony Davis.
House Speaker Kirk Adams and Senate President Bob Burns are Maricopa
County GOP legislators whose constituents stand to enjoy economic
benefits if the mine is built in the Santa Rita Mountains - but to suffer
none of the ecological and water-resource consequences the mine could
bring to Southern Arizona.
 
Were Southern Arizona lawmakers invited to weigh in on the letter

http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html?mode=story
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html?mode=comments
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html?mode=comments
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html?mode=story#
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html?mode=story#


written on their "behalf" or to provide information to Adams and Burns
about why opposition to the mine is so virulent in this distant, apparently
alien part of the state? No.
To be fair, Burns backed down Thursday after state Sen. Jonathan Paton,
a Tucson Republican who opposes the mine and who plans to run for
Congress this year, complained.
 
In their letter, Burns and Adams wrote that the proposed mine is a
"tremendous economic opportunity for the state of Arizona," and
encouraged the Forest Service to "allow Arizona to continue to move
forward responsibly to utilize our rich and vital copper resources."
In a statement Thursday, Burns said he and Adams understand that "the
Rosemont decision is a local issue, in consultation with federal interests,"
and that they don't want the letter to be seen as an endorsement.
 
But the arrogance exhibited by the Maricopa County-based legislative
leaders in muscling in on a local issue without even consulting local
lawmakers is stunning.
 
Rep. Steve Farley, D-Tucson, told Davis the leaders were "treating
Southern Arizona as a Third World country over which they have
hegemony." Farley, who opposes the mine, added, "to send this out on
our behalf without showing it to us is just hubris."
Rep. Frank Antenori, R-Tucson, whose district includes the mine site
southeast of Tucson, told Davis he and other lawmakers had "heartburn"
over the letter.
 
"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been
a resolution put forward, requesting the Legislature's opinion," he said.
Antenori told Davis he doesn't support or oppose the mine, but wants to
make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete the groundwater.
Rosemont Copper Co. wants to extract 225 million pounds of copper from
the Santa Rita Mountains. To do so, Rosemont must a dig a pit well
below the area's groundwater table, and then it must pump out the
aquifer for nearly 2,000 more feet to reach the copper.
Burns' statement on Thursday said Paton had convinced him and Adams
that "It is not as simple as we first thought." They now understood
concerns about the mine's impact on water resources, he wrote.
 
True, it's not simple.
 
But here's the deal: The people who would live with the mine should be
consulted about their future, and so should they have a say in the
ecological future of Southern Arizona. They have representatives in the
Legislature whose job it is to help them speak out and be heard.
A couple of Maricopa County pols had no business blundering into an
important local issue about which they obviously knew very little. They
should apologize and withdraw their letter.



Arizona Daily Star
Posted in Opinion, Editorial on Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am 
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Benjie Sanders A shot of an area where a section of the pit is going to be
located and some heavy equipment operators are working to restore the
area where they were drilling for the Rosemont Mine Wednesday August
6, 2008, which is located about 30 miles southeast of Tucson, Arizona.
This picture was taken while on a tour of the mines. Photo by Benjie
Sanders/Arizona Daily Star. 

 

Arizona's legislative chiefs frustrated a majority of Tucson-area legislators
by writing the U.S. Forest Service a letter friendly to the proposed
Rosemont Mine without consulting them - yet saying they were writing
"on behalf of the Arizona Senate and the House of Representatives."
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Tuesday's letter from Senate President Bob Burns and House Speaker
Kirk Adams praised Rosemont as a "tremendous economic opportunity for
the State of Arizona," cited Arizona's rich mining history, and encouraged
the Forest Service to "allow Arizona to continue to move forward
responsibly to utilize our rich and vital copper resources."
 
But late Thursday, Burns backed off, under criticism led by Jonathan
Paton, a Tucson-area state senator and mine opponent of his party who
is running for Congress against another mine opponent.
 
The original letter said, "It is imperative that Arizona responsibly utilize
our natural resources as part of our long-term economic recovery and
stabilization." In his statement Thursday, Burns said he and Adams, both
Republicans, want to make clear that "the Rosemont decision is a local
issue, in consultation with federal interests," and that they don't want the
letter to be seen as an endorsement.
Their original letter urged the Forest Service to consider an economic
impact study done by the Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral
Resources and Arizona State University. It predicted the mine will bring
$9.2 billion in economic benefits over its life by directly and indirectly
creating more than 2,900 jobs. Rosemont Copper Co. paid for the study,
which the letter didn't mention.
 
Nine of 11 Tucson-area legislators reached Thursday for comment - six
Democrats and three Republicans - were critical of the leaders' letter, and
most said they had only learned of it Thursday. Four other area
legislators - three Democrats and a Republican - didn't respond to the
Star's questions about the letter.
 
Rep. Frank Antenori, a Tucson-area Republican whose district includes the
mine site southeast of Tucson, said he and other legislators had
"heartburn" over the letter.
 
"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been
a resolution put forward, requesting the Legislature's opinion," said
Antenori, who said he doesn't support or oppose the mine but wants to
make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete groundwater.
 
The letter is emblematic of the leaders' "treating Southern Arizona as a
Third World country over which they have hegemony," said Rep. Steve
Farley, a Tucson Democrat and mine opponent. "For (Adams) to send this
out on our behalf without showing it to us is just hubris."
Burns' later statement said, "It is not as simple as we first thought.
Senator Jonathan Paton has spoken to us about his concerns with the use
of CAP water for the project. We understand his consistent opposition to
the plan."
 
Adams didn't respond to requests for comment.



 
This flap comes less than three weeks after U.S. Sen. John McCain, also a
Republican, made statements favorable to the mine while meeting with
Green Valley leaders. Under questioning from the Star three days later, a
McCain campaign aide and spokesman said he hasn't endorsed the mine.
Jamie Sturgess, vice president for sustainable development for Rosemont
Copper Co., met with legislative leaders in the past two weeks, "but
exactly what he asked for, I'm not sure," Rosemont Copper CEO Rod
Pace said Thursday. 
 
Sturgess didn't return calls or an e-mail about the letter.
 
Speaking before Burns' retreat from the letter surfaced, Pace said he was
very happy to see the original letter. "I think it shows they are looking at
the project and what economic impacts it brings the state. It just said
that as long as Rosemont follows its plan of operations that it submitted
and goes through the proper procedures, I think they would support it as
being good for the state."
 
Of other legislators' concern about the letter, "that makes sense," Pace
said. "I know that people always like to know ahead of time."
Sen. Al Melvin, a northwest-side Republican, said he supports the mine
and endorses the leaders' letter.
"My guess is if it was put to a vote in both chambers we would get a
majority in favor of this letter, given the current makeup of the two
chambers. Even if we weren't in these dire economic times this would be
the right thing to do," Melvin said.
 
Sen. Linda Lopez, a Tucson Democrat, said she supports the mine, but
doesn't support the letter making it appear the Senate supports the mine
when it hasn't.
 
Paton said he is considering drafting a resolution to determine how strong
Rosemont's support is in the Legislature.
"There are economics involved … but it comes to water rights for me. You
are exchanging groundwater there for CAP water," and he isn't confident
the CAP will always have enough water.
 
His Democratic campaign opponent, incumbent U.S. Rep. Gabrielle
Giffords, said in a prepared statement that "the legislators' new-found
interest in this open-pit mine neglects to address the serious and
intractable economic, quality-of-life and environmental problems that
would result if it were to go into operation."
Contact reporter Tony Davis at 806-7746 or tdavis@azstarnet.com
Posted in Environment, Local, Tony-davis on Friday, February 5, 2010
12:00 am Updated: 11:22 pm. | Tags: 
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Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
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Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Forest direction on Rosemont EIS outline
Date: 07/14/2010 11:01 AM
Attachments: Desser Rosemont Outline chapters 1 and 2.docx

Chapter 3 Outline supplements Rochelles version.docx

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/14/2010 11:01 AM -----

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

05/05/2010 11:09 AM

To jrigg@swca.com, mreichard@swca.com

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Forest direction on Rosemont EIS outline

Reta has reviewed the EIS outline which is attached.  This outline is made up of
Rochelle Desser's version of Chapters 1 and 2 and SWCA's version of Chapter 3. 
Chapters 4-7 are fairly straight forward, so detailed direction is not needed at this
time.  Reta's comments on the above referenced outline follow:

Chapter 3 organization of Physical, Biological, and Social is required.
Under Biological, we are unclear what "Sky Islands" is.  A more descriptive
name would be preferable.
We do not see a general wildlife section similar to "Plant Communities". 
In general, the Social section could be arranged to put the more important
topics up front.  Specifically, the socioeconomic sub-section may need to
move up in the Social section because of it's importance relative to other
sub-sections. 
The organization needs to consider 3 concepts - most important information
first,  foundational topics first (general to more specific), and the logical
flow of information.  For example, the description and analysis of Water is
foundational to Riparian, Seeps, and Springs.  Also significant issues are
more important than non significant ones.  For example, Heritage and
Recreation are more important than Noise, Dark Skies, etc.  

There is no right or wrong organization. As you know, we plan to further scrutinize
and possibly fine tune the outline once we see its application to the MPO description
and analysis that is ongoing.  It may be wise to further discuss the organization of
the Social subsection of Chapter 3 to avoid major reorganization later.  You can work
through me on that if you desire. 
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DRAFT Rosemont DEIS Outline

March 16, 2010



CHAPTER 1

Introduction	 
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Background	 
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 	Proposed Action	 
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Forest Service	 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 	 

 	Public Involvement	 

 	Issues	 

Issue 1: Impact on Land Stability and Soil Productivity	 

Issue 2: Impact on Water Resources	 

Issue 3: Impact on Springs, Seeps and Riparian Habitats	

Issue 4: Impact on Plants and Animals		

Issue 5: Impact on Air Quality	
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Issue 7: Impact on Recreation	

Issue 8: Impact on Public Safety	

Issue 9: Impact on Dark Skies and Astronomy	

Issue 10: Impact on Heritage Resources	

Issue 11: Socio-Economic Impacts	
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			Mine Life

Permits and Permitting Processes

	Assumptions from Permit Process

Pit

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



From: Laura White
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: FORWARDED FROM FS: Coronado National Forest Transportation Plan
Date: 05/05/2010 12:52 PM

This comment has more to do with Rosemont. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Laura J. White
Travel Management Project Leader
Coronado National Forest
Ph:  520-388-8419
laurawhite@fs.fed.us
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

----- Forwarded by Laura White/R3/USDAFS on 05/05/2010 12:51 PM -----

FS Application
Development/E/USDAFS 

05/03/2010 07:13 PM

To Laura White/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject FORWARDED FROM FS: Coronado National Forest
Transportation Plan

wolfgang@email.arizona.edu 

05/03/2010 20:10

Default custom expiration date
of 08/01/2010

To travel_management@fs.fed.us

cc

bcc

Subject Coronado National Forest Transportation Plan

To whom it may concern:

I have been made aware of the recent Coronado National Forest
Transportation Analysis Plan. Basically, I feel it is a good plan and
a step in the right direction, since it involves the closure of
several roads in the Santa Rita Mountains. The way the plan appears,
such road closures allow for the enhancements of the mountain range
and the retention of its more pristine aspects.

My concern is much more with the plans for Augusta Resources, Inc., to
open up a mine in the Santa Ritas. Many, including myself, strongly
oppose the mine. The U.S. Forest Service should NOT give Augusta
Resources the "green light" to pile their mine tailings on National
Forest lands. Their activities, under the deceptive cloak of
"creating jobs", would destroy the land forever, sacrifice
tourism-related jobs, damage the economy of southern Arizona further,
and irreparably eradicate the scenery!

Thank you for your consideration!

mailto:CN=Laura White/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Regards,

Wolfgang Golser



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: FW: Laws & Regs
Date: 06/11/2009 02:23 PM
Attachments: Reference Library Index.xls

 
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2009 1:35 PM
To: Charles Coyle
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; jable@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom
Furgason
Subject: Re: FW: Laws & Regs
 

Hi Everyone, 

I reviewed this list, and have some comments from the mining law perspective, as follows: 

The Mineral Materials Act of 1947 provides for disposal of salable minerals such as sand and gravel,
and common varieties of certain minerals, such as limestone used for landscaping or construction.  It
doesn't pertain to locatable minerals such as the metals that Rosemont is proposing to mine and
process. 

The 1920 Mineral Leasing Act pertains to the leasing of energy minerals, such as coal, oil and gas, not
to locatable minerals. 

The Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands pertains to minerals on lands acquired by the Federal
government through exchange or donation, not to public domain lands such as those in the Rosemont
project area. 

The Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 pertains to coal. 

These four acts should be removed from the list. 

I'm not sure how the Weeks Act or the Bankhead Jones Act relate to Rosemont.  Can anyone tell me
what the reasoning was for including these in the list? 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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		Forest & Rangeland Renewable Resource Management Act- 16USC1600-1614		Regulations

		Forest Highways Act 1958-23USC101		Regulations		x		x

		Forest Reserve Organic Act 1897- 26Stat1095		Regulations

		Forest Service Handbook Chapter 20- EIS		Regulations		x

		Forest Service Mineral Regulations 36 CFR 228		Regulations		x		x

		Migratory Bird Treaty Act- 16USC701-719c		Regulations

		Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands-30USC351		Regulations		x		x

		Mining & Minerals Policy Act 1970-30USC21a		Regulations		x		x

		Multiple Use Mining Act 1955-30USC611		Regulations		x		x

		Multiple Use, Sustained Yield Act 1960-16USC528		Regulations		x		x

		National Ambient Air Quality Standards		Regulations				x

		National Environmental Policy Act- 42USC4321		Regulations

		National Forest Management Act 1976-16USC472		Regulations		x		x

		National Historic Preservation Act- 16USC470		Regulations		x

		National Materials & Mineral Policy, Research & Development Act- 30USC1601-1605		Regulations		x

		Native American Graves Protection & Repatriation Act- 25USC3001		Regulations

		NOAA Atlas 14, Vol. 1		Regulations		x		x

		Organic Administration Act-16USC473		Regulations		x		x

		Pima County Code Title 17 Air Quality Control		Regulations		x		x

		Pollution Prevention Act- 42USC13101		Regulations

		Resource Conservation & Recovery Act- 42USC6901		Regulations		x

		Safe Drinking Water Act- 42USC300j-9		Regulations		x

		Surface Mining Control & Reclamation Act 1977-30USC1201		Regulations		x		x

		US Code Title 16 Sec. 1-1450 (2000 ed.)		Regulations		x

		US Code Title 30- Mineral lands & Mining		Regulations		x		x

		US Mining Law of 1872- Summary from Federal Wildlife Laws Handbook		Regulations				x

		Weeks Act-16USC521a		Regulations		x		x

		Wild & Scenic Rivers Act 1968- 16USC1271-1287		Regulations		x

		Agave Survey- March 09		Tech Reports		x		x

		Ambient Air Quality Report- April 09		Tech Reports		x

		Economic Study by Rosemont		Tech Reports				x

		Economic Study by Sonoran Institute		Tech Reports				x

		Greenhouse Studies- Phase I Final		Tech Reports		x		x

		Greenhouse Studies- Phase II Final		Tech Reports		x		x

		Greenhouse Studies- Phase II Preliminary		Tech Reports		x		x

		Lesser Long-Nosed Bat Survey- March 09		Tech Reports		x		x

		Noise- Supplemental Study- April 09		Tech Reports		x		x

		Pima County Groundwater Model		Tech Reports				x

		Pima Pineapple Cactus Survey- March 09		Tech Reports		x		x

		Traffic Analysis Report- April 09		Tech Reports		x
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"Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>

05/19/2009 09:44 AM

To <jable@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford"
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>, "Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject FW: Laws & Regs

 
  

John et al., 
  
Attached is that reference library list I was referring to.  You’d have to check with Melissa re: whether
this has been subsequently updated. 
  
- Charles 
 

 

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2009 11:29 AM
To: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: Laws & Regs 
  
I highlighted the Regs & laws in yellow. This is the complete list from John as well as a few that I have found
referenced at some point in the past year and a half. You will note that I separated out what I called Guidance, as
those items didn’t necessarily meet what I thought the Forest is looking for. Please let me know what is missing. I
am continuing to compile all the source docs. 
  
Thanks! 
  
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes 
 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Giffords letter.
Date: 01/18/2010 02:19 PM

Check the pre-NEPA record for this.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 01/18/2010 02:19 PM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

01/04/2010 11:06 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Giffords letter.

We do not. We need a signed copy of it. Signed with a real signature not the ss one.
Thanks!

 
Melissa 

 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel
Kant
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 30, 2009 1:06 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fw: Giffords letter.

 

Hi Mel, 

Can you tell me if this letter (finalized and dated) is in the record? 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 12/30/2009 01:05 PM ----- 

Michael A
Linden/R3/USDAFS 

09/28/2007 10:16 AM 

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc Michael Doran/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
Subject Fw: Giffords letter.

 

the WO's final draft of the Gifford letter.   

Michael A. Linden, Regional Geologist
USDA Forest Service, Southwestern Region
333 Broadway, S. E., Albuquerque, NM  87102
(505) 842-3158     Fax (505) 842-3152
e-mail: mlinden@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Michael A Linden/R3/USDAFS on 09/28/2007 11:15 AM ----- 

Michael Doran/WO/USDAFS  

09/28/2007 10:29 AM 
To Michael A Linden/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject Giffords letter.

 



Mike, 
attached is the final version of the our response to Congresswoman Giffords. Our LA
people made some revisions that I think you should see for the next time we get a
letter from her or any other congressional inquiry. Thanks again for your help. 

Mike Doran
National Locatable Minerals Program Leader  
USDA, Forest Service
Minerals and Geology Mgt.
1249 S. Vinnell Way, Suite 200
Boise, ID   83709
Ph: (208) 373-4132
FAX (208) 373-4111



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Giffords letter.
Date: 01/18/2010 02:20 PM

Check the pre-NEPA record for this.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 01/18/2010 02:19 PM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

01/04/2010 11:06 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Giffords letter.

We do not. We need a signed copy of it. Signed with a real signature not the ss one.
Thanks!

 
Melissa 

 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel
Kant
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 30, 2009 1:06 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fw: Giffords letter.

 

Hi Mel, 

Can you tell me if this letter (finalized and dated) is in the record? 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 12/30/2009 01:05 PM ----- 

Michael A
Linden/R3/USDAFS 

09/28/2007 10:16 AM 

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc Michael Doran/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
Subject Fw: Giffords letter.

 

the WO's final draft of the Gifford letter.   

Michael A. Linden, Regional Geologist
USDA Forest Service, Southwestern Region
333 Broadway, S. E., Albuquerque, NM  87102
(505) 842-3158     Fax (505) 842-3152
e-mail: mlinden@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Michael A Linden/R3/USDAFS on 09/28/2007 11:15 AM ----- 

Michael Doran/WO/USDAFS  

09/28/2007 10:29 AM 
To Michael A Linden/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject Giffords letter.

 



Mike, 
attached is the final version of the our response to Congresswoman Giffords. Our LA
people made some revisions that I think you should see for the next time we get a
letter from her or any other congressional inquiry. Thanks again for your help. 

Mike Doran
National Locatable Minerals Program Leader  
USDA, Forest Service
Minerals and Geology Mgt.
1249 S. Vinnell Way, Suite 200
Boise, ID   83709
Ph: (208) 373-4132
FAX (208) 373-4111



From: Beverley A Everson
To: mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Giffords letter.
Date: 12/30/2009 01:05 PM
Attachments: Giffords Letter.doc

Hi Mel,

Can you tell me if this letter (finalized and dated) is in the record?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 12/30/2009 01:05 PM -----

Michael A
Linden/R3/USDAFS 

09/28/2007 10:16 AM

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Michael Doran/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Giffords letter.

the WO's final draft of the Gifford letter.  

Michael A. Linden, Regional Geologist
USDA Forest Service, Southwestern Region
333 Broadway, S. E., Albuquerque, NM  87102
(505) 842-3158     Fax (505) 842-3152
e-mail: mlinden@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Michael A Linden/R3/USDAFS on 09/28/2007 11:15 AM -----

Michael
Doran/WO/USDAFS 

09/28/2007 10:29 AM

To Michael A Linden/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Giffords letter.

Mike, 
attached is the final version of the our response to Congresswoman Giffords. Our LA
people made some revisions that I think you should see for the next time we get a

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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		United States


Department of


Agriculture

		Forest


Service

		Washington


Office

		1400 Independence Avenue, SW


Washington, DC  20250







		File Code:

		2810



		Date:

		 



		 



		 



		Honorable Gabrielle Giffords



		United States House of Representatives



		502 Cannon House Office Building



		Washington, DC 20515





Dear Congresswoman Giffords:

Thank you for your letter of September 12, 2007, regarding the Rosemont Copper Project Mine proposed Plan of Operation (“MPO”).  Gail Kimball, Chief of the Forest Service, has asked me to respond to your letter.  The Rosemont proposed plan was submitted to the Coronado National Forest in July 2007, by Augusta Resource Corporation.  In your letter you stated: “It is my understanding that the Forest Service intends to respond to the MPO by September 15, 2007, either with a request for further details or, if the plan is deemed adequate, with acceptance of the plan.  I have been further advised that, should the Forest Service accept the MPO, it would be considered complete and subject to no further revisions, and Augusta would be given permission to begin an assessment of environmental impacts of the project, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act.”


I would like to provide two points of clarification.  First, the Forest Service will have full responsibility for conducting the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis and the content and quality of all environmental reviews.  The environmental analysis will not be conducted by Augusta Resource Corporation.  Second, even though the agency may accept the proposed plan and begin the NEPA analysis, it does not mean it can not be revised.  In fact, it is normal for an environmental analysis to identify a number of alternatives

Currently, no decision regarding the adequacy of the proposed plan of operation has been reached.  The Forest objective is to ensure we have an adequately described proposal before we conduct an environmental analysis.  The Forest has advised Augusta that we are still reviewing their proposal.

In the interim, your constituents are welcome to submit comments to the Forest on the proposed plan of operation, even though the NEPA public scoping effort has not yet started.  Once NEPA analysis is initiated, a 30-day public scoping period will be announced, and over the course of the analysis there will be opportunities for public input.


You requested the Forest Service, in its evaluation of the proposal, work with appropriate federal and private sector experts to study the potential for surface and groundwater contamination, and impact to air quality.  I agree these are critical issues which must be thoroughly analyzed.  Such analysis will be conducted during the NEPA analysis by resource specialists in all disciplines.  At this point, I believe we must focus on the contents of the proposed plan of operation to ensure the analysis will be comprehensive and meaningful.


We will continue to keep you informed of our progress on the Rosemont project

Sincerely,


		



		 



		TONY L. FERGUSON



		Director of Minerals and Geology Management





cc:  Michael A Linden, Jeanine Derby, Michael Doran, CCU   
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letter from her or any other congressional inquiry. Thanks again for your help. 

Mike Doran
National Locatable Minerals Program Leader  
USDA, Forest Service
Minerals and Geology Mgt.
1249 S. Vinnell Way, Suite 200
Boise, ID   83709
Ph: (208) 373-4132
FAX (208) 373-4111



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Alan Belauskas; Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel;

Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; Janet Jones; John Able; Keith L Graves; Kendall
Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell; mriechard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; Salek
Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Give priority to Rosemont Schedule over fire assignments
Date: 04/13/2009 12:39 PM

Hi Team,

Below is a message that Jeanine asked me to forward to all of you.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/13/2009 12:38 PM -----

Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS 

04/10/2009 04:38 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Give priority to Rosemont Schedule over fire
assignments

Thanks to everyone for the top notch job of evaluating issues and compiling them
into to a reasonable set for the analysis.  Also thanks for your preliminary work in
considering structure of alternatives.   Now that fire season is starting, I just want to
remind key Rosemont players that if called for a fire assignment please clear it with
Bev and only   take the assignment if it would not delay the schedule for the
Rosemont Project.   Again, thanks for all the competent work on this project.  

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Fw: Horst Schor
Date: 12/21/2009 08:00 AM

FYI.  I'm sure Tom will sort this out.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 12/21/2009 08:00 AM -----

Sturgess Jamie
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

12/20/2009 06:25 PM

To Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>,
Melinda D Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>,
Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

cc Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Subject Re: Horst Schor

Tom, Reta, Mindee:

I hope that this is not a disconnect, but rather a misunderstanding.

The concept that HORST thinks he is to come up with a totally new alternative, on his own, must be
corrected.  The concept that he is given free rein irrespective of the interrelated issues of
geotechnical, heap leach location, tailings placement in Phase I, water management, and the most
basic of mine-haul issues such as distance, grades, rock types, etc. is unrealistic.

This needs be corralled and corrected soonest.

Rosemont will have nothing whatever to do with an extended mine disturbance footprint that
extends into Oak Tree Canyon, Cienega Creek water shed, Singing Valley North, Box Canyon,
Madera Canyon, etc.  These are allnonstarters. All materials must be constrained with in the
drainages above the one water crossing under Highway 83, which allows for Barrel, Wasp,
Scholefield, McCleary, Trail.

Hope this made clear sooner rather than later.

Jamie Sturgess

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


On 12/20/09 1:19 PM, "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> wrote:

Tom - 
I spoke with Horst on Friday and he was looking for ACAD files.  I am working to get those
posted to an FTP site for him.  I wanted to mention that there is some confusion as to the
scope of his project.  He told me that he was told he is supposed to come up with a
completely new alternative without regard to footprint or anything else.  I told him that
was not my understanding and asked who told him that – he said that SWCA was in the
room when he was told that.  

I am suggesting that you sort out the terminology that he should be using and make sure
the sideboards are on to the extent that you are expecting – I would hate to pay for work
coming up with a “new alternative when all it should be is landforming the barrel
alternative.  

Thanks - 
Kathy

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

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

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

file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com
file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Fw: Horst Schor
Date: 12/21/2009 08:00 AM

FYI.  I'm sure Tom will sort this out.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 12/21/2009 08:00 AM -----

Sturgess Jamie
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

12/20/2009 06:25 PM

To Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>,
Melinda D Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>,
Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

cc Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Subject Re: Horst Schor

Tom, Reta, Mindee:

I hope that this is not a disconnect, but rather a misunderstanding.

The concept that HORST thinks he is to come up with a totally new alternative, on his own, must be
corrected.  The concept that he is given free rein irrespective of the interrelated issues of
geotechnical, heap leach location, tailings placement in Phase I, water management, and the most
basic of mine-haul issues such as distance, grades, rock types, etc. is unrealistic.

This needs be corralled and corrected soonest.

Rosemont will have nothing whatever to do with an extended mine disturbance footprint that
extends into Oak Tree Canyon, Cienega Creek water shed, Singing Valley North, Box Canyon,
Madera Canyon, etc.  These are allnonstarters. All materials must be constrained with in the
drainages above the one water crossing under Highway 83, which allows for Barrel, Wasp,
Scholefield, McCleary, Trail.

Hope this made clear sooner rather than later.

Jamie Sturgess
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On 12/20/09 1:19 PM, "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> wrote:

Tom - 
I spoke with Horst on Friday and he was looking for ACAD files.  I am working to get those
posted to an FTP site for him.  I wanted to mention that there is some confusion as to the
scope of his project.  He told me that he was told he is supposed to come up with a
completely new alternative without regard to footprint or anything else.  I told him that
was not my understanding and asked who told him that – he said that SWCA was in the
room when he was told that.  

I am suggesting that you sort out the terminology that he should be using and make sure
the sideboards are on to the extent that you are expecting – I would hate to pay for work
coming up with a “new alternative when all it should be is landforming the barrel
alternative.  

Thanks - 
Kathy

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

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

PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipients
and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE; jdmacivor@frontiernet.com; John MacIvor
Subject: FW: HR 699 The Hardrock Mining Law Bill
Date: 02/09/2009 09:30 AM

FYI.
 

From: Joseph Fluder 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 10:18 PM
To: Clive Mecham; Tom Euler; Christine Westerman; Tom Sankey; Heather Stettler; Kathy Lombardi;
Tom Yoder; Mary Reents; Tom Furgason; Patricia Billig; Keith Pohs
Subject: HR 699 The Hardrock Mining Law Bill
 
http://www.nwma.org/pdf/HR%20699%20Hardrock%20Mining%20Law%20Reform%20Bill%202009.pdf
 
Industry folks tell me that Rahall's bill is a non-starter and Harry Reid will ensure the hard rock mining
industry does not get hurt. We will see. Environmentalists, lawmakers, and mining folks were all at the
table about this draft legislation last fall until the enviro groups pulled out in hopes of getting more of
what they wanted once the Obama administration was in place. We will see...

joseph j. fluder iii
Office Director 
Natural Resources Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
Albuquerque Office 
office:   505.254.1115/800.828.8499 
mobile: 505.263.5339

http://www.swca.com
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'
Cc: 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Kathy Arnold'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom

Furgason'
Subject: FW: Hydrogeologic Modeling - Santa Rita Ridge, East Side
Date: 02/10/2010 06:55 PM
Importance: High

Claudia,
 
Rosemont has agreed to the plan for a meeting between SRK and Montgomery; please arrange for

the earliest possible time (as of our last conversation it looked like the week of February 22nd was
the soonest Vladimir and Larry were available).  Feel free to contact Hale Barter at Montgomery to
work out the details.  Please allow for time to (1) meet with Montgomery to discuss resolution of
the technical issues, and (2) a meeting with the CNF & SWCA staff to present the plan to resolve
the issues.  I suspect this may take longer than one day, but I suggest you discuss this with Hale and
determine if we need one or two days to wrap this up.
 
Please provide a cost estimate for the meeting and whether or not there is sufficient money
remaining in the current budget.
 
Please keep me informed as this plan comes together.
 
Thanks,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 
 

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2010 3:37 PM
To: Dale PE

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:choag@srk.com
mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


Cc: Hale Barter; Jamie Sturgess
Subject: Hydrogeologic Modeling - Santa Rita Ridge, East Side
Importance: High
 
Dale- 
Thank you for your suggestion that there be a technical meeting between the SRK technical
reviewer of the Montgomery Model and the Montgomery technical people.  I agree that there
appear to be some questions that need to be sorted out and an in person meeting will be the best
way for the SRK personnel to see the work result all in one place.  I agree that this meeting should
take place either later this week or early next, so please make the appropriate arrangements.

With this email, I am authorizing Montgomery and Associates to make themselves and all of their
information available to SRK so that these questions can be answered without additional back and
forth between the technical people.  I agree that for this round of review there should not be
additional people in attendance.  This will facilitate the free-flow of information and keep the
discussions on a technical level.  Once a full understanding of methods, technical analysis, and field
testwork is reached we can see what the next steps should be.  I am attaching the letter provided
by Dale as a prelude to the topics that will be covered in the meeting.

Regards,
Kathy

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

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

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

file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; jable@fs.fed.us
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: issue statements
Date: 10/28/2008 09:36 AM
Attachments: ISSUE STATEMENTS - 1900-01.doc

Team,
 
Here is an outline based on FS 1900-01 regarding how to write issue statements. Please review and
we will make any changes necessary.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com

HOW TO WRITE ISSUE STATEMENTS – ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT 


(FS 1900-01)


Issue:  A point of disagreement, debate, or dispute about the proposed action based on effects identified through scoping.

Non-Issue:  General concerns received through scoping that are not related to the current proposed action’s effects, and, therefore, cannot be resolved through an alternative or mitigation.

1. 40 CFR 1500-1502

· 1500.1(b) “… concentrate on issues that are truly significant to the action in question, rather than amassing needless detail.” 

· 1500.4(c) “… Discussing only briefly issues other than significant ones.”

· 1500.4(g) “… identify significant environmental issues deserving of study, but also to de-emphasize insignificant issues …”

2. Non-significant issues are those issues that are:


· Beyond the scope of the proposed action. 


· Irrelevant to the decision to be made.

· Already decided by law, regulation, policy (Forest Plan, etc.)

· Conjectural in nature or not supported by scientific evidence.

· The magnitude, extent, duration, speed, and direction of preliminary effects can also be considered in determining if non-significant.

3. Significant Issues are used to formulate alternatives to the proposed action, or prescribe mitigation and monitoring measures. They also may be used for analyzing environmental effects. 


4. Identify possible issues based on scoping comments: 


· Identify points of disagreement, debate, or dispute with the proposed action received during scoping. 

· Identify effects related to the proposed action.

· Articulate cause-effect relationship of effects to the proposed action.   

· Clarify comments, going back to the source whenever necessary.

· Try to rephrase comments as cause-effect statements.

5. Is the resulting issue significant or non-significant?


· Is it beyond the scope of the proposed action?

· Is it irrelevant to the decision to be made?

· Is it already decided or required by law, regulation, or policy?

· Is it conjectural in nature or not supported by scientific evidence?

· What does the preliminary effects analysis show about magnitude, extent, duration, speed, and direction of projected effects related to the issue?

· Involve the whole IDT in the process.

· Document in the project record why specific issues are non-significant.

· Get responsible official opinion on significant and non-significant issues.

· Keep the public informed of the results of the process. 

6. Steps in Processing Significant Issues


· Step 1: Write formal issue statements 

· Step 2:  Check to see if issues can be grouped or organized.

· Step 3:  Responsible Official approves list.

· Step 4:  Determine measures of change.
 

7. Write formal issue statements

· Without bias


· To show conflicts or the problem between the proposal and some consequences 


· As specific as possible: cause-effect relationships and site-specific locations


· Do NOT write issues as questions

8. Issue Statement without Bias:


Proposed Action:  My son proposes to paint his yellow Porsche 911 GT3 racing red.


Issue Statement:  Painting my son’s Porsche 911 GT3 racing red may lower the value of the car because racing red cars have a history of lower resale price of about 10% when compared to other colors.



9. Step 2: Grouping or combining issues


· By common resources


· If linked together by cause-effect relationships


· By common geography [site-specific location]


· If linked to the same action 


10. Common Mistakes in Addressing Significant Issues


· We assume we know the issue instead of clarifying and determining the “real” issue.


· We try to address too many issues. 


· We confuse purpose and need with issues.


· We don’t make the tie between issues and our proposed action.


· We don’t make any connection between our Alternatives and the Issues that should drive them.


· We identify Significant issues and then ignore them in our analysis of effects.


11. Scoping Comment Summary


· Narrative of issue screening process.


· List of possible issues.  


· Brief discussion and rationale for why some comments are not issues.


· Significant and non-significant issues, with brief discussion and rationale for non-significant determination.


· List of significant and non-significant issues put into stand-alone document for…


· Responsible Official approval, via signature and date. 


 Writing Issue Statements: Examples 

Using cause-effect relationships and site-specific locations:

· Even-aged management of 3,600 acres in Wallow watershed may cause loss of suitable habitat for black bears.  

· Use of Roads 1640, 223, and 161 for log hauling during wet conditions may cause undue road surface damage. 

· Prescribed burning at the landscape scale in the Upper Middle Fork may decrease habitat effectiveness for deer and elk.



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Issues & Themes
Date: 03/26/2009 01:13 PM

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 03/26/2009 01:13 PM -----

Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS

03/24/2009 04:43 PM

To Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>

cc

Subject Re: Issues & Themes

61 and 15 look good.  I will also bounce off our regional office staff person. 

Thanks.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>

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

03/20/2009 11:39 AM

To kellett@fs.fed.us, Robert LeFevre
<rlefevre@fs.fed.us>, Sarah Davis
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>, beverson@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Alan Belauskas
<abelauskas@fs.fed.us>, William Gillespie
<wgillespie@fs.fed.us>, wkeyes@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown <kbrown03@fs.fed.us>, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
Eli Curiel <ecuriel@fs.fed.us>

cc Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Tom
Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Charles Coyle
<ccoyle@swca.com>, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Melissa Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Issues & Themes

Hi All!

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/09E63EFFFF30427107257842000291F0


The Word versions of the Cause & Effect Worksheets and the Issue narratives
are now uploaded. If you need any help with Track Changes, I have uploaded
a Cheat Sheet in the References folder. Please let me know if you have any
questions or issues with any of the documents. The assignments from the IDT
meeting on Wednesday are as follows:

Bob Lefevre- 1,3 Air Pollution, 57 Riparian Vegetation, 65 Soils

Bill Gillespie- 14 Archaeology

Sarah Davis- 15,61 Socioeconomics/EJ, 25 Outdoor Lighting

Kendall Brown- 27,28 Livestock Grazing

Alan Belauskas- 31 Noise

Walt Keyes (assistance from Bev and/or Salek)- 52 Reclamation Plan, 74
Transportation, 80,89partial,90,93 Mine Area Groundwater, 92 Potential Pit
Lake, 94 Storm Water Control

Debbie Kriegel- 56 Recreation, 84 Visual Resources, 101 Wilderness

Debby Sebesta- 69 Special Status Species, 79 Vegetation, 83,102,103,104,105
Wildlife Habitat

Eli Curiel- 91 Acid Rock Drainage

 

Thanks!

Mel

 

 



 

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To
go directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser.
Please note that some email clients require that all the letters and numbers in
the link appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=22832> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=22832


From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Issues & Themes
Date: 03/26/2009 01:18 PM

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 03/26/2009 01:14 PM -----

Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS

03/23/2009 08:42 AM

To Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>

cc

Subject Re: Issues & Themes

I reviewed this one and it is OK as is:

Outdoor Lighting  #25

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>

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

03/20/2009 11:39 AM

To kellett@fs.fed.us, Robert LeFevre
<rlefevre@fs.fed.us>, Sarah Davis
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>, beverson@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Alan Belauskas
<abelauskas@fs.fed.us>, William Gillespie
<wgillespie@fs.fed.us>, wkeyes@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown <kbrown03@fs.fed.us>, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
Eli Curiel <ecuriel@fs.fed.us>

cc Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Tom
Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Charles Coyle
<ccoyle@swca.com>, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Melissa Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Issues & Themes

Hi All!

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/09E63EFFFF30427107257842000291F0


The Word versions of the Cause & Effect Worksheets and the Issue narratives
are now uploaded. If you need any help with Track Changes, I have uploaded
a Cheat Sheet in the References folder. Please let me know if you have any
questions or issues with any of the documents. The assignments from the IDT
meeting on Wednesday are as follows:

Bob Lefevre- 1,3 Air Pollution, 57 Riparian Vegetation, 65 Soils

Bill Gillespie- 14 Archaeology

Sarah Davis- 15,61 Socioeconomics/EJ, 25 Outdoor Lighting

Kendall Brown- 27,28 Livestock Grazing

Alan Belauskas- 31 Noise

Walt Keyes (assistance from Bev and/or Salek)- 52 Reclamation Plan, 74
Transportation, 80,89partial,90,93 Mine Area Groundwater, 92 Potential Pit
Lake, 94 Storm Water Control

Debbie Kriegel- 56 Recreation, 84 Visual Resources, 101 Wilderness

Debby Sebesta- 69 Special Status Species, 79 Vegetation, 83,102,103,104,105
Wildlife Habitat

Eli Curiel- 91 Acid Rock Drainage

 

Thanks!

Mel

 

 



 

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To
go directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser.
Please note that some email clients require that all the letters and numbers in
the link appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=22832> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=22832


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Jamie sick with flu in denver can not travel to tucson on Friday...
Date: 10/15/2009 10:43 AM

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 10/15/2009 10:43 AM -----

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

10/15/2009 10:05 AM

To Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, Reta
Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, gcheniae
<gcheniae@cox.net>, Brian Lindenlaub
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>,
Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>,
Melinda D Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Jamie sick with flu in denver can not
travel to tucson on Friday...

All – 
Just to be clear, Brian, Gordon and I will be there for the meeting tomorrow.  Jamie will catch up
when he no longer has something catching….

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

 
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.

 
From: Sturgess Jamie [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2009 9:55 AM
To: Reta Laford; Kathy Arnold; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub; Tom Furgason; Melinda
D Roth
Subject: Jamie sick with flu in denver can not travel to tucson on Friday...

 
Tom:

It is with profound regret that I will miss the Friday showing, but my doctor sais I am still highly
contagious, and subject to house quarantine until 24 hours after tems abate.

This has been a tough week, and you can not overestimate how much I have been looking forward
to seeing the intitial draft in person.
Appreciate your teams efforts to get something
Perhaps next week...

Jamie 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Jamie sick with flu in denver can not travel to tucson on Friday...
Date: 10/15/2009 10:43 AM

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 10/15/2009 10:43 AM -----

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

10/15/2009 10:05 AM

To Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, Reta
Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, gcheniae
<gcheniae@cox.net>, Brian Lindenlaub
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>,
Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>,
Melinda D Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Jamie sick with flu in denver can not
travel to tucson on Friday...

All – 
Just to be clear, Brian, Gordon and I will be there for the meeting tomorrow.  Jamie will catch up
when he no longer has something catching….

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

 
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.

 
From: Sturgess Jamie [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2009 9:55 AM
To: Reta Laford; Kathy Arnold; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub; Tom Furgason; Melinda
D Roth
Subject: Jamie sick with flu in denver can not travel to tucson on Friday...

 
Tom:

It is with profound regret that I will miss the Friday showing, but my doctor sais I am still highly
contagious, and subject to house quarantine until 24 hours after tems abate.

This has been a tough week, and you can not overestimate how much I have been looking forward
to seeing the intitial draft in person.
Appreciate your teams efforts to get something
Perhaps next week...

Jamie 



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Melinda D Roth
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; jrigg@swcw.com
Subject: Fw: Jimmy Pepper checking in re:schedule for Economist Tom Power visit
Date: 05/25/2010 04:10 PM

I'm on A/L also -- July 1 and 2.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 05/25/2010 04:07 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

05/25/2010 02:39 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc jrigg@swca.com, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Fw: Jimmy Pepper checking in re:schedule for

Economist Tom Power visit

I may be asking for leave for July 1, and possible 2, before the holiday weekend.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

05/25/2010 08:15 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa
Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, jrigg@swca.com

cc

Subject Fw: Jimmy Pepper checking in re:schedule for
Economist Tom Power visit

June 30th IDT meeting topic: Tom Powers is an economist commissioned by Jimmie
Pepper's group that will be studying the "costs" to the resources and other
intangible values.  Reta committed to Pepper that we would be interested in his

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:jrigg@swcw.com
notes://entr3b/872568540051BD46/0/73A76790F4B7152F0725772E005357B8


information.  Jimmie asks how many folks they should expect.  Bev, TA, Would you
get back to me on that?  Thanks.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/25/2010 08:10 AM -----

"jepepper"
<jepepper@earthlink.net> 

05/24/2010 07:57 PM
Please respond to

<jepepper@earthlink.net>

To "'Reta Laford'" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

cc <mroth@fs.fed.us>

Subject Jimmy Pepper checking in re:schedule for
Economist Tom Power visit

Hi Reta;

 
We have set a tentative schedule for the Tucson visit of economist
Tomas Michael Power.  Our preferred dates are Tuesday, June 29th,
through Thursday, July 2nd.  Per our recent phone conversation, we
have penciled in a meeting with you and your EIS staff on Wednesday
morning. Please let me know if a 9:30 – 11:00 meeting time would work
for you.  We would ask Tom to provide a 30 minute presentation,
leaving the balance of the time for questions and discussion.  You might
also want to invite the representatives from the Cooperating Agencies to
this meeting.  Please also let me know the estimated number of
persons in attendance.

 
Although the date of the proposed meeting is over a month in the future,
I’d like to get the meeting date and time established fairly soon.  Please
get back to me at your earliest convenience regarding how to move



forward with the details to bring this meeting to fruition.  I will be away
from Sonoita for the next 10 days, but will be checking my email on a
fairly regular basis.  

 
I look forward to hearing from you.

 
Best regards,

 
Jimmy Pepper



From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us
Cc: Beverley A Everson; tjchute@msn.com
Subject: Fw: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx
Date: 07/21/2010 08:15 AM
Attachments: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions_TF_comments.docx

FYI...  Tom's reply to our review and comment on SWCA's Scope of Work with
Rosemont...

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 07/21/2010 08:12 AM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

07/01/2010 09:23 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx

Bev,

 
Attached are my comments.  I think that we are largely in agreement with the IDT. 

 
Tom

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Fri 6/25/2010 12:57 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx

Tom, 

Here are the IDT suggestions on the new SWCA SOW. 

Bev

Beverley A. Everson

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tjchute@msn.com

[bookmark: _GoBack]Rosemont Copper Project IDT

Forest Service Review of February 12, 2010 SWCA Scope of Work

June 25, 2010

Visual Resources

The 2/12/10 scope of work indicates that work will be completed by June 1, 2010; the new scope of work should provide an updated schedule.	Comment by  : Agreed.

Replace task 5.2 (Visual Resources) with revised scope of work that was approved by Debby Kriegel on 5/25/10, and consider Debby’s email disclaimers associated with this approval.

Designate a local staff to assist Marcie Bidwell with visual resource work and include this in the new scope of work.	Comment by  : Local staff can be made available for taking site photos, obtaining KOP coordinates, etc.  However, the renderings should be completed by Marcie because she has the most familiarity with the project.  We can schedule additional trips for Marcie to visit Tucson if requested.

Include in the new scope of work completion of the research task (mostly phone calls and follow-up).  Debby has been asking for this since November 2008, and Debby e-mailed Marcie Bidwell a list of recommended contacts to start with on 4/15/09.  This should not require a great deal of time.	Comment by  : Agreed.  I will request that Marcie submit a revised schedule to complete this work.

Revegetation

Designate staff with botany/revegetation expertise to take the lead on the scope of work “Research on establishing trees and shrubs on the Rosemont Mine site” provided by Bob Lefevre on May 27, 2010.  Consider also native species that are important to tribes.	Comment by  : SWCA needs to review this document before making any final comment.  I recommend combining this work with Reclamation.  Upon the completion of the Mitigation discussions, the Coronado should work with SWCA and Rosemont to finalize reclamation for the DEIS and begin laying the ground work for the final Reclamation requirements to be included in the ROD.	Comment by  : Agreed.  The tribes have yet to submit a list of traditionally important plants.  However, the Forest Archaeologists could inform the Reclamation process if no input in received from the tribes. 

Landforming

Hire Horst Schor and Golder Associates to further refinement of landforming, in tandem with Tetra Tech’s work.  Because both consultants have already done work for SWCA, it is recommended that this continue.	Comment by  : SWCA is willing to hire these firms to work on landforming.  However, we need to know specifically what we are asking them to deliver in support of the process.  I recommend that Debby and Salek, in consultation with Bev, Dale, and Rosemont, decide what the next step is for completing Barrel Only Alternative before we contract these firms.

Recreation

Update task 5.8 (Recreation) to include: (1) recommendations provided Debby Kriegel in November 2009 and, (2) necessary work identified by Steve Leslie (including additional trips to Tucson as needed).	Comment by  : Please review the section that Steve submitted July 1. The report requested in November 2009 would be replicate what was presented in the EIS section that was submitted. Furthermore, references are cited directly in the text for the public to see.  An SWCA report would remove these from the EIS and the reader would have to request the SWCA report, then the references.	Comment by  : Steve can come to Tucson with enough prior notice.

Heritage 

Facilitate and take official notes for meetings of cooperating agencies heritage sub-group	Comment by  : Accepted

Complete final ethnohistory (phase 1, literature synopsis)

Complete revisions to survey report for MPO 

Review EPG survey reports of powerline alternatives for incorporation into DEIS

Conduct Class III archaeological inventory survey of the areas of potential effect (APE) for the additional action alternatives that are being analyzed for the DEIS.  Complete survey only for those areas not included in the recent SWCA survey, and report as an addendum to the MPO survey report.  Complete site records and maps for each archaeological site within the alternatives’ APE, and provide recommendations as to their eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places under criterion (d) (information potential) and their potential significance to tribes. 

Assist in defining the area of analysis for cumulative effects

Draft sections of the DEIS: 

· DEIS chapter 3 - affected environment

· DEIS chapter 3 - environmental consequences

· DEIS chapter 3 - cumulative effects

· DEIS chapter 2 - mitigation measures

Class 1 inventory of possible mitigation lands (when they’re identified) 	Comment by  : I will raise this request at the next meeting between the Coronado and Rosemont to discuss compensatory lands mitigation.

Summary/documentation of tribal consultation (identification of issues & concerns) for NHPA compliance as well as DEIS 	Comment by  : Accepted

Coordinate with Tohono O’odham Nation to document Traditional Cultural Property sufficient for Determination of Eligibility

Coordinate with San Carlos Apache Nation to document current & traditional uses

Coordinate with Mescalero Apache Tribe to continue documenting uses

Investigate/document ranching cultural landscape

Draft Historic Property Treatment Plan (includes the 2 next items)	Comment by  : Completion of these plans prior to the ROD may be pre-decisional.  However, SWCA can prepare outlines should the PA or any Action Alternative be selected.  I need to confer with Terry Chute on this request.

· Draft Mitigation Plan (final after alternative is selected)

(Data Recovery, Oral History/Ethnobotany, Historic Mining Research, Interpretative Measures)

· Draft Human Remains Treatment Plan

Draft Memorandum of Agreement (to include the HPTP and Burial Agreement)

Air

Modeling report review (Rosemont needs to provide report for SWCA review first)	Comment by  : Agreed.

Reclamation

Assistance in reclamation plan review and incorporation of landforming and mitigation ideas into reclamation plan	Comment by  : Agreed.  I’m not certain when Rosemont intends to submit a Reclamation Plan (they submitted a Reclamation Concept Report), but we can provided this review. 

Plants and Animals

These are already in the Scope of Work and there are rough drafts of all of them: Wildlife Specialist's Report, BA. BE, MIS report, Migratory Bird Report...so here's the clincher...the Wildlife Specialist's Report is critical, as much hinges on that (like the other reports and DEIS info), so if they could bump that to the highest priority of needs for me, then I can work on the effects determinations sections of the BE at the same time, then they can move to revising the BE next.  After that, we could work on the other reports....I could assess where we are at after Specialist Report and BE. The BA requires we have good, precise information on the preferred alternative, and at that time we can follow up with starting Section 7 consultation.  Other than that, I am pretty much just waiting on the groundwater report(s) to Salek and the orchid survey results (due end of June), both of which are being done by Rosemont contractors.	Comment by  : Agreed.



On another front, is there a chance SWCA could work on a mitigation lands report?  What is Rosemont offering up? What is out there and available for exchange? Who are the players? That seems like something we have not been adequately involved in and is probably the number 1 mitigation measure for plants and animals and there has been no progress I am aware of. 	Comment by  : The Compensatory Lands Mitigation process is on-going.  Westland may be tasked with preparing this report.	Comment by  : I recommend that Westland present their PowerPoint to the IDT when it is completed in early July.  This should bring the IDT up to date.



It is too late for surveys of additional threatened, endangered, and sensitive species (except that the orchid is being done by Westland).	Comment by  : Not necessarily. It may, or may not, be too late to get the results in the DEIS.  Please let Bev know at the earliest possibility which, if any additional species surveys would be helpful. 



Lands

SWCA does not have a member on their stuff to deal with lands type issues that will come up in the future. Therefore we will not be needing any help in this area. 



TASK 3:  Project Record:

Add GIS files to the three existing files of AF, PF and AR.  Same format of assembly, management and maintenance.	Comment by  : Agreed.

TASK 5.1   Water Resources

5.1.4  Add surface water to “Primary Authorship” section and not limit it to only ground water.	Comment by  : Agreed.

Subconsultants under water resources:  expectation is that first level review of reports will follow the July 16, 2009 guideline for review of technical reports.  A collaborative process to resolution of issues and comments will be conducted if appropriate and agreed upon by all parties.  After completion of the collaborative process, and prior to final acceptance of “Final Reports or addendums” for the CNF, a thorough review of final reports by subconsultants will also include text, figures, data, and input/output model files.  Subconsultant shall be made available to answer questions, provide recommendations and conduct analysis.  	Comment by  : Agreed.  Should this be done outside of the technical meetings between the Coronado, SRK, TT, and MWA?
I would encourage Salek to just call SRK as questions arise and not wait for a change order.  SRK will let him know if it is an issue (straight forward questions should not be a problem).  I have asked Dale to inform SRK that they should expect calls from the Coronado.

TASK 9:  Additional CNF Requests

Subconsultants in Water Resources will also be available “On Call As Needed” to discuss findings, answer questions, provide recommendations and conduct analysis.	Comment by  : See above comment.

If additional subconsultants are specifically requested by CNF or additional skills are needed, SWCA will pursue approval from RCC to contract with said parties.	Comment by  : Agreed.  This is appropriate per the MOU between the Coronado and Rosemont.



Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson; Terry Chute; Tom Furgason
Cc: Jonathan Rigg
Subject: FW: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx
Date: 07/13/2010 12:27 PM
Attachments: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions_TF_comments.docx

Bev-
Thanks for updating us!
 
Tom- this was an “unknown” from the meeting this morning. Please let us know if this is not the
latest.
 
Terry- I included you to be sure we were all on the same page.
 
Thanks!
Mel
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 12:19 PM
To: Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fw: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx
 

Note that this was buried in my mail, and I hadn't looked at when we met this morning.  It brings me
up to speed with the SOW suggestions and SWCA response.  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/13/2010 12:16 PM -----
"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

07/01/2010 09:23 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx

 

Bev, 
  
Attached are my comments.  I think that we are largely in agreement with the IDT. 
  
Tom

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com

[bookmark: _GoBack]Rosemont Copper Project IDT

Forest Service Review of February 12, 2010 SWCA Scope of Work

June 25, 2010

Visual Resources

The 2/12/10 scope of work indicates that work will be completed by June 1, 2010; the new scope of work should provide an updated schedule.	Comment by  : Agreed.

Replace task 5.2 (Visual Resources) with revised scope of work that was approved by Debby Kriegel on 5/25/10, and consider Debby’s email disclaimers associated with this approval.

Designate a local staff to assist Marcie Bidwell with visual resource work and include this in the new scope of work.	Comment by  : Local staff can be made available for taking site photos, obtaining KOP coordinates, etc.  However, the renderings should be completed by Marcie because she has the most familiarity with the project.  We can schedule additional trips for Marcie to visit Tucson if requested.

Include in the new scope of work completion of the research task (mostly phone calls and follow-up).  Debby has been asking for this since November 2008, and Debby e-mailed Marcie Bidwell a list of recommended contacts to start with on 4/15/09.  This should not require a great deal of time.	Comment by  : Agreed.  I will request that Marcie submit a revised schedule to complete this work.

Revegetation

Designate staff with botany/revegetation expertise to take the lead on the scope of work “Research on establishing trees and shrubs on the Rosemont Mine site” provided by Bob Lefevre on May 27, 2010.  Consider also native species that are important to tribes.	Comment by  : SWCA needs to review this document before making any final comment.  I recommend combining this work with Reclamation.  Upon the completion of the Mitigation discussions, the Coronado should work with SWCA and Rosemont to finalize reclamation for the DEIS and begin laying the ground work for the final Reclamation requirements to be included in the ROD.	Comment by  : Agreed.  The tribes have yet to submit a list of traditionally important plants.  However, the Forest Archaeologists could inform the Reclamation process if no input in received from the tribes. 

Landforming

Hire Horst Schor and Golder Associates to further refinement of landforming, in tandem with Tetra Tech’s work.  Because both consultants have already done work for SWCA, it is recommended that this continue.	Comment by  : SWCA is willing to hire these firms to work on landforming.  However, we need to know specifically what we are asking them to deliver in support of the process.  I recommend that Debby and Salek, in consultation with Bev, Dale, and Rosemont, decide what the next step is for completing Barrel Only Alternative before we contract these firms.

Recreation

Update task 5.8 (Recreation) to include: (1) recommendations provided Debby Kriegel in November 2009 and, (2) necessary work identified by Steve Leslie (including additional trips to Tucson as needed).	Comment by  : Please review the section that Steve submitted July 1. The report requested in November 2009 would be replicate what was presented in the EIS section that was submitted. Furthermore, references are cited directly in the text for the public to see.  An SWCA report would remove these from the EIS and the reader would have to request the SWCA report, then the references.	Comment by  : Steve can come to Tucson with enough prior notice.

Heritage 

Facilitate and take official notes for meetings of cooperating agencies heritage sub-group	Comment by  : Accepted

Complete final ethnohistory (phase 1, literature synopsis)

Complete revisions to survey report for MPO 

Review EPG survey reports of powerline alternatives for incorporation into DEIS

Conduct Class III archaeological inventory survey of the areas of potential effect (APE) for the additional action alternatives that are being analyzed for the DEIS.  Complete survey only for those areas not included in the recent SWCA survey, and report as an addendum to the MPO survey report.  Complete site records and maps for each archaeological site within the alternatives’ APE, and provide recommendations as to their eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places under criterion (d) (information potential) and their potential significance to tribes. 

Assist in defining the area of analysis for cumulative effects

Draft sections of the DEIS: 

· DEIS chapter 3 - affected environment

· DEIS chapter 3 - environmental consequences

· DEIS chapter 3 - cumulative effects

· DEIS chapter 2 - mitigation measures

Class 1 inventory of possible mitigation lands (when they’re identified) 	Comment by  : I will raise this request at the next meeting between the Coronado and Rosemont to discuss compensatory lands mitigation.

Summary/documentation of tribal consultation (identification of issues & concerns) for NHPA compliance as well as DEIS 	Comment by  : Accepted

Coordinate with Tohono O’odham Nation to document Traditional Cultural Property sufficient for Determination of Eligibility

Coordinate with San Carlos Apache Nation to document current & traditional uses

Coordinate with Mescalero Apache Tribe to continue documenting uses

Investigate/document ranching cultural landscape

Draft Historic Property Treatment Plan (includes the 2 next items)	Comment by  : Completion of these plans prior to the ROD may be pre-decisional.  However, SWCA can prepare outlines should the PA or any Action Alternative be selected.  I need to confer with Terry Chute on this request.

· Draft Mitigation Plan (final after alternative is selected)

(Data Recovery, Oral History/Ethnobotany, Historic Mining Research, Interpretative Measures)

· Draft Human Remains Treatment Plan

Draft Memorandum of Agreement (to include the HPTP and Burial Agreement)

Air

Modeling report review (Rosemont needs to provide report for SWCA review first)	Comment by  : Agreed.

Reclamation

Assistance in reclamation plan review and incorporation of landforming and mitigation ideas into reclamation plan	Comment by  : Agreed.  I’m not certain when Rosemont intends to submit a Reclamation Plan (they submitted a Reclamation Concept Report), but we can provided this review. 

Plants and Animals

These are already in the Scope of Work and there are rough drafts of all of them: Wildlife Specialist's Report, BA. BE, MIS report, Migratory Bird Report...so here's the clincher...the Wildlife Specialist's Report is critical, as much hinges on that (like the other reports and DEIS info), so if they could bump that to the highest priority of needs for me, then I can work on the effects determinations sections of the BE at the same time, then they can move to revising the BE next.  After that, we could work on the other reports....I could assess where we are at after Specialist Report and BE. The BA requires we have good, precise information on the preferred alternative, and at that time we can follow up with starting Section 7 consultation.  Other than that, I am pretty much just waiting on the groundwater report(s) to Salek and the orchid survey results (due end of June), both of which are being done by Rosemont contractors.	Comment by  : Agreed.



On another front, is there a chance SWCA could work on a mitigation lands report?  What is Rosemont offering up? What is out there and available for exchange? Who are the players? That seems like something we have not been adequately involved in and is probably the number 1 mitigation measure for plants and animals and there has been no progress I am aware of. 	Comment by  : The Compensatory Lands Mitigation process is on-going.  Westland may be tasked with preparing this report.	Comment by  : I recommend that Westland present their PowerPoint to the IDT when it is completed in early July.  This should bring the IDT up to date.



It is too late for surveys of additional threatened, endangered, and sensitive species (except that the orchid is being done by Westland).	Comment by  : Not necessarily. It may, or may not, be too late to get the results in the DEIS.  Please let Bev know at the earliest possibility which, if any additional species surveys would be helpful. 



Lands

SWCA does not have a member on their stuff to deal with lands type issues that will come up in the future. Therefore we will not be needing any help in this area. 



TASK 3:  Project Record:

Add GIS files to the three existing files of AF, PF and AR.  Same format of assembly, management and maintenance.	Comment by  : Agreed.

TASK 5.1   Water Resources

5.1.4  Add surface water to “Primary Authorship” section and not limit it to only ground water.	Comment by  : Agreed.

Subconsultants under water resources:  expectation is that first level review of reports will follow the July 16, 2009 guideline for review of technical reports.  A collaborative process to resolution of issues and comments will be conducted if appropriate and agreed upon by all parties.  After completion of the collaborative process, and prior to final acceptance of “Final Reports or addendums” for the CNF, a thorough review of final reports by subconsultants will also include text, figures, data, and input/output model files.  Subconsultant shall be made available to answer questions, provide recommendations and conduct analysis.  	Comment by  : Agreed.  Should this be done outside of the technical meetings between the Coronado, SRK, TT, and MWA?
I would encourage Salek to just call SRK as questions arise and not wait for a change order.  SRK will let him know if it is an issue (straight forward questions should not be a problem).  I have asked Dale to inform SRK that they should expect calls from the Coronado.

TASK 9:  Additional CNF Requests

Subconsultants in Water Resources will also be available “On Call As Needed” to discuss findings, answer questions, provide recommendations and conduct analysis.	Comment by  : See above comment.

If additional subconsultants are specifically requested by CNF or additional skills are needed, SWCA will pursue approval from RCC to contract with said parties.	Comment by  : Agreed.  This is appropriate per the MOU between the Coronado and Rosemont.



Sent: Fri 6/25/2010 12:57 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx

Tom, 

Here are the IDT suggestions on the new SWCA SOW. 

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; jrigg@swca.com
Subject: Fw: June 8
Date: 05/21/2010 07:53 AM

Will June 8 work for you for a mitigiation mtg?  Can you meet earlier on June 9th for
Status mtg?  (vice 1:30 as currently planned)

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/21/2010 07:51 AM -----

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

05/20/2010 09:27 AM

To Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject June 8

Mindee - 
June 8th will work for us for the mitigation meeting.  It also looks like Jamie is good on June 8 or  (it
sounds like earlier on June 9) for our regular meeting if that will work for Reta and the rest of your
folks.

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

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

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Andrea W Campbell
Subject: FW: Kim Beck--Save Santa Rita FOIA request
Date: 05/06/2008 02:43 PM

Bev,
 
We are not aware of any list of permits for the Rosemont Copper Project as it pertains to the FS. 
However, I believe that RCC has a ADWR (state) permit.  Do you think that Kim is really asking about
the DM?
 
Tom
 

From: Keith Pohs 
Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2008 2:13 PM
To: Rion Bowers; Harmony Hall; Tom Furgason
Cc: Jeff Connell; Tom Euler
Subject: RE: Kim Beck--Save Santa Rita FOIA request
 
This is an update that was released by Augusta on their website yesterday:
 
http://www.augustaresource.com/upload/News_R/050508AZC_NRF_Q1Permit_Update.pdf
 
Note the ADWR permit.
 
Keith
 

From: Rion Bowers 
Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2008 10:17 AM
To: Harmony Hall; Tom Furgason
Cc: Jeff Connell; Tom Euler; Keith Pohs
Subject: RE: Kim Beck--Save Santa Rita FOIA request
 
Harmony,
 
That's not a regulatory permit so I would not spend any more time on it.
 
Rion
 

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

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us
http://www.augustaresource.com/upload/News_R/050508AZC_NRF_Q1Permit_Update.pdf


 

From: Harmony Hall 
Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2008 10:10 AM
To: Rion Bowers; Tom Furgason
Cc: Jeff Connell; Tom Euler; Keith Pohs
Subject: RE: Kim Beck--Save Santa Rita FOIA request

Wasn’t there a Decision Memo that Bev prepared to allow Rosemont to do the hydrogeologic driling –
the reason why the NOI was delayed?  Do you think the woman from SSSR is referring to that
document?  Is that document posted on the CNF website?  I just tried to check, and the FS website is
down.
 
 

From: Rion Bowers 
Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2008 7:52 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Jeff Connell; Tom Euler; Keith Pohs; Harmony Hall
Subject: RE: Kim Beck--Save Santa Rita FOIA request
 
Tom,
 
I am assuming that they are referring to the portion of the project area that occurs on National Forest
lands and not the private lands.  The only authorized activity that I am aware of is the Plan of
Operations for the geotechnical and hydrogeologic drilling program that Rosemont Copper Company is
currently conducting at the site.   These activities are approved by the Coronado National Forest under
statutory authority, Title 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations, and Forest Service policy and
direction.  No permits from any local, state, or federal agency related to the proposed mining project
have been issued on the public lands portion of the project area. As for the private lands, I am also
unaware of any permits issued by any agency.
 
Rion 
 

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

 
 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2008 7:35 AM
To: Rion Bowers
Cc: Jeff Connell; Tom Euler; Keith Pohs; Harmony Hall
Subject: FW: Kim Beck--Save Santa Rita FOIA request

Rion,



 
This is a bit confusing at first, but I think all we need to do is confirm that there is currently no list of
permits issued to Rosemont as of yet.  Is this correct?
 
Tom
 

From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Mon 5/5/2008 3:57 PM
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason; beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Jeanine Derby; Reta Laford
Subject: Kim Beck--Save Santa Rita FOIA request

 

Folks,

I advised Bev that we should treat all requests for information in our
files as FOIA requests.
Thus, I assigned a number to this one and am asking for your assistance in
responding.

We are not required under the FOIA to "create" a record where none exists.

Bev advised me that there she believes there is no "list" of permits issued
and/or applications for such among our records.
I am writing to ask SWCA if they know if such a list exists and, if so, to
provide it to me as a responsive record.

If not, I am inclined to make a no records determination on this request
and ask our Regional FOIA Liaison to write to Ms Beck to provide her FOIA
appeal rights.

Please let me know asap if you believe we have any records.
thanks.
a
                                                    
 (Embedded image moved to     Andrea Wargo Campbell 
 file: pic27907.jpg)          Forest NEPA           
                              Coordinator           
                              Forest FOIA Officer   
                                                    
                              Coronado National     
                              Forest                
                              Supervisor's Office   
                              300 West Congress     
                              Street                
                              Tucson, Arizona 85701 
                                                    
                              Phone: 520-388-8352   
                              Fax: 520-388-8305     
                                                    
                                                    
                              Cell:  520-237-0694   
                                                    
                                                    



                                                    
                                                    

----- Forwarded by Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS on 05/05/2008 03:48 PM -----
                                                                          
             Beverley A                                                   
             Everson/R3/USDAFS                                            
                                                                        To
             05/02/2008 03:20          Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
             PM                                                         cc
                                                                          
                                                                   Subject
                                       Fw: Request for information        
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          

Per our discussion earlier today.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/02/2008 03:19 PM
-----
                                                                          
             <coyotes@cox.net>                                            
                                                                          
             05/02/2008 11:52                                           To
             AM                        beverson@fs.fed.us                 
                                                                        cc
                                                                          
                                                                   Subject
                                       Request for information            
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          



Hi Beverly,

I would like to receive a list of  all of the permits that have been issued
to or applied for by  Augusta that allow them to explore/drill, etc. on any
Forest Service land in and around Rosemont. Is this something that can be
found on the Forest Service website since it should be public information?
How quickly can we get this information from you?

 Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Kim Beck
Coordinator
Save the Scenic Santa Ritas
495-4339



From: Beverley A Everson
To: mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Lack of responsiveness by the Coronado National Forest Service re EIS Rosemont Copper
Date: 03/08/2010 12:54 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 03/08/2010 12:53 PM -----

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

02/19/2010 11:08 AM

To <tstowe@azleg.gov>

cc <jpaton@azleg.gov>, <fantenori@azleg.gov>,
<dgowan@azleg.gov>, <district4@pima.gov>,
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "cnewman@fs.fed.us"
<cnewman@fs.fed.us>, <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"horst_greczmiel@ceq.eop.gov"
<horst_greczmiel@ceq.eop.gov>

Subject Lack of responsiveness by the Coronado National
Forest Service re EIS Rosemont Copper

Ms. Stowe,

 
I am writing to express my concerns over “The Process” for the EIS for Rosemont Copper.
This is a recent example of the lack of responsiveness to a person whose community would
be directly and indirectly impacted by the proposed project.

 
On January 19th,  2010 I wrote to Ms. Beverly Everson of the Coronado National Forest with
the request for hard copies of the most recent Rosemont Copper technical reports. We have
satellite internet which does not allow us to download or even view these reports as the file
sizes are too large. I imagine there are other rural indivicuals who have the same issue with
their internet connection or others who have a dial up connection.

 
 Additionally, I have a neurological deficit which does not allow me to efficiently process
large amounts of information on a computer screen, thus qualifying for a reasonable
accommodation under the Americans with Disabilities Act. This is not the first request for
information in hard copy from the Forest Service for both of the above reasons. Furthermore,
I also requested a CD/DVD similar to what was provided at the beginning of the process for
the MPO. This would have been a compromise to the hard copies. 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


 
A prior request for hard copies was filled by Rosemont Copper rather than the Forest Service.
Kathy Arnold of Rosemont Copper told me she does not have a problem fulfilling this more
recent request but all requests must now go through the Forest Service as it is considered a
request under the Freedom of Information Act.

 
I did not receive a reply from Ms. Everson regarding my request on January 19th and sent a
second inquiry on Feb 7th . The response I received on Feb 8th was as follows: 

 
“I received your request and am working on getting an extra set of hard copies.  In the
meantime, many of the reports are on our website, though I understand your preference for
reading hard copies”

 
Even though I have stated on more than one occasion that I CANNOT ACCESS THE
REPORTS ON THE FOREST SERVICE WEBSITE, I was told yet again that I could
view them there. On Feb. 9th 2010, I sent a reply back to Ms. Everson asking for an ETA on
the copies and did not receive a response.

 
Now, a month after my initial request and the day before a very large community outreach
event in our area (Vail Pride Day) I have not received this information from the Forest
Service and therefore will not be able to speak about any updates. I will be representing the
Empire Fagan Coalition, an organization that works on preservation and education in the
Empire Mountains/Mt. Fagan Valley, predominately related to Arizona State Trust Land.
While the Rosemont Copper project is not the focus of our organization, water, air quality
and traffic issues in and near the Davidson Canyon are relevant. 

 
This is how the process is (not?) working. I’m sure you can appreciate my frustration.

 
Thank you for your time,

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

Quote for the Day: 

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.



From: Vail Arizona
To: aherrera@fs.fed.us
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; tstowe@azleg.gov; tfurgason@swca.com; Reta Laford; cnewman@fs.fed.us;

ron.barber@mail.house.gov; sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov
Subject: FW: Lack of responsiveness by the Coronado National Forest Service re EIS Rosemont Copper
Date: 03/19/2010 06:11 AM

Ms. Herrera,
 
I received your email address from Reta LaFord. It has now been two months since I put in a request to
Ms. Everson for alternative means to view the latest technical reports regarding the Rosemont Copper
Project. (these are on the wesbite, not any secret 'behind the scenes' reports) My request was a very
reasonable accommodation. Please see a letter I wrote to Ms. Stowe, policy advisor for the AZ. House of
Representatives a month ago. My frustrations are still the same, just a month later.  I no longer feel a
CD is a compromise as I deserve to be able to understand the information in an equal manner to others
and should not have to compromise when my requested accommodation is very reasonable. At any rate,
I have not received a CD either. 
 
Thank you for your time,

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

Quote for the Day:
 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 
 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

  

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: tstowe@azleg.gov
CC: jpaton@azleg.gov; fantenori@azleg.gov; dgowan@azleg.gov; district4@pima.gov;
beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; cnewman@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com;
horst_greczmiel@ceq.eop.gov

mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com
mailto:aherrera@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tstowe@azleg.gov
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:cnewman@fs.fed.us
mailto:ron.barber@mail.house.gov
mailto:sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


Subject: Lack of responsiveness by the Coronado National Forest Service re EIS Rosemont Copper
Date: Fri, 19 Feb 2010 11:08:19 -0700

Ms. Stowe,
 
I am writing to express my concerns over “The Process” for the EIS for Rosemont Copper.
This is a recent example of the lack of responsiveness to a person whose community would
be directly and indirectly impacted by the proposed project.
 

On January 19th,  2010 I wrote to Ms. Beverly Everson of the Coronado National Forest with
the request for hard copies of the most recent Rosemont Copper technical reports. We have
satellite internet which does not allow us to download or even view these reports as the file
sizes are too large. I imagine there are other rural indivicuals who have the same issue with
their internet connection or others who have a dial up connection.
 
 Additionally, I have a neurological deficit which does not allow me to efficiently process
large amounts of information on a computer screen, thus qualifying for a reasonable
accommodation under the Americans with Disabilities Act. This is not the first request for
information in hard copy from the Forest Service for both of the above reasons.
Furthermore, I also requested a CD/DVD similar to what was provided at the beginning of
the process for the MPO. This would have been a compromise to the hard copies.
 
A prior request for hard copies was filled by Rosemont Copper rather than the Forest Service.
Kathy Arnold of Rosemont Copper told me she does not have a problem fulfilling this more
recent request but all requests must now go through the Forest Service as it is considered a
request under the Freedom of Information Act.
 

I did not receive a reply from Ms. Everson regarding my request on January 19th and sent a
second inquiry on Feb 7th . The response I received on Feb 8th was as follows:
 
“I received your request and am working on getting an extra set of hard copies.  In the
meantime, many of the reports are on our website, though I understand your preference for
reading hard copies”
 
Even though I have stated on more than one occasion that I CANNOT ACCESS THE
REPORTS ON THE FOREST SERVICE WEBSITE, I was told yet again that I could
view them there. On Feb. 9th 2010, I sent a reply back to Ms. Everson asking for an ETA on
the copies and did not receive a response.
 
Now, a month after my initial request and the day before a very large community outreach
event in our area (Vail Pride Day) I have not received this information from the Forest
Service and therefore will not be able to speak about any updates. I will be representing the
Empire Fagan Coalition, an organization that works on preservation and education in the
Empire Mountains/Mt. Fagan Valley, predominately related to Arizona State Trust Land.
While the Rosemont Copper project is not the focus of our organization, water, air quality
and traffic issues in and near the Davidson Canyon are relevant.
 
This is how the process is (not?) working. I’m sure you can appreciate my frustration.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb



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

Quote for the Day:
 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 
 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Keith L Graves
Subject: Fw: Layne Pump Rig
Date: 05/13/2008 06:10 PM

Keith, please see the email correspondence below, and let me know if you approve
of this change.  I will forward the attachment that Kathy references here (I deleted
it when I responded to her orignal email so as not to keep that big file going back
and forth).

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/13/2008 05:59 PM -----

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@augustaresource.com> 

05/13/2008 05:56 PM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Beverley A Everson'
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: FW: Layne Pump Rig

Bev – 
The rig is the pump service rig and is smaller than the drill rig. The drill rig will move off
to allow the pump rig to have access.

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 

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

 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Keith L Graves/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be
unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from
your system.  

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 13, 2008 5:27 PM
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: Re: FW: Layne Pump Rig

 
Hi Kathy,

 
I assume the rig you're talking about is the pump service rig that is labeled as such in the
descriptions; is that correct?  How does this rig compare in size to the drill rig?

 
Will the drill rig and the pump truck be on the site at that same time?

 
Bev

 
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

 
Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 

 

 
                                                                           
             Kathy Arnold                                                  
             <karnold@augustar                                             
             esource.com>                                               To 
                                       'Beverley A Everson'                
             05/13/2008 04:47          <beverson@fs.fed.us>                
             PM                                                         cc 
                                                                           
                                                                   Subject 
             Please respond to         FW: Layne Pump Rig                  
             karnold@augustare                                             
                source.com                                                 

mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

 

 

 

 
Bev -
Just got this from Jim Davis at Montgomery.  It appears that they would like to use the pump truck
rather than the drill rig to install the pumps at the wells that will be monitored.  Do you have a
problem with this equipment substitution?  A picture of the truck is in the attached file (after the
first few safety acknowledgement pages).

 
Thank you -
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 karnold@augustaresource.com

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Donald R. Davis; Chris Luginbuhl; Sarah L Davis; Jonathan Rigg; Terry Chute; Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: Lighting questions.
Date: 07/15/2010 02:49 PM

Kathy,

Would it be possible to schedule meeting with M3 Engineering and Dark Skies Partners (DSP) for a 
Tech. Transfer?  DSP has identified some discrepancies and come up with additional questions and I 
think the quickest way to resolve these is to put the parties in direct contact.  Thank you.

Tom 

-----Original Message-----
From: Donald R. Davis [mailto:drd@psi.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 1:26 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: starlightCBL@msn.com; Donald R. Davis
Subject: Re: Lighting questions.

Tom, perhaps a better way to resolve the lumen discrepancy would be to
get a detailed listing of the lighting type and lumens for each entity
on their lighting plan.  When we add up all of the lumens shown on Fig 1
of the M3 lighting plan, it is about 4 Mlumens short of what M3 gives in
their lumen summary.  We need to understand this discrepancy.

Also, could they supply the lat/long/elev for:  a) pit, b) ore processing
area and start/end points for the entry road.  And any other location where
there will be lighting.

Thanks,

Don

----- Original Message -----
From: "Donald R. Davis" <drd@psi.edu>
To: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Cc: starlightCBL@msn.com, "Donald R. Davis" <drd@psi.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 4:11:13 PM
Subject: Re: Lighting questions.

Tom, is there a way that we can talk directly with the M3 lighting
folks or someone equally knowledgeable at Rosemont. We may have
some residual questions about lighting, in particular, there seems to
be a discrepancy between their lighting totals and what I derive from
the lighting plan.

Thanks,

D.

----- Original Message -----
From: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
To: drd@psi.edu, starlightCBL@msn.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 3:05:57 PM
Subject: FW: Lighting questions.

Don and Chris,

This is what I have received from Rosemont so far.

Tom

From: Katherine Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com]
Sent: Tue 7/13/2010 2:19 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Lighting questions.

Tom -
Here are the responses that I have received.

1) What is the lighting budget for the leach pads - type/wattages and
number of lamps? Why will these lights be on for only one hour per
night? Lighting will be provided by a portable light plant or tower in
the specific area of operation, an hour per night was the estimated
average for the lighting rather than a maximum. MSHA requires that all
working faces be lighted while personnel are present, to be conservative
the area should be lighted from 6pm to 6am (dusk to dawn).

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

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

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

Description Lamp lumens/lmp Number Total lums Fraction Up

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:drd@psi.edu
mailto:starlightCBL@msn.com
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


Fixed lighting 250W MH 25000 4 100000 0.00
Portable towers 1000W MH 110000 4 440000 0.30 – We believe this can be
designed and directed so the fraction can be reduced to a much lower
percentage – however our engineers are not able to estimate a reduction.
Headlights INC 10000 20 200000 0.11

3) What is the average ground reflectivity for the pit and ore
processing areas? We assume that the entry roadway is asphalt.
The pit range of reflectivity will be approximately 15-30%
The ore processing areas will be in the same range (normally M3 uses 20%
reflectivity for floors when calculating lighting).

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

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

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

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



From: Tom Furgason
To: Sarah L Davis
Cc: Jonathan Rigg; Terry Chute; Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: Lighting spreadsheet
Date: 07/16/2010 02:40 PM
Attachments: m3_rosemont_lighting_may09.xls

Sarah,

FYI- Dark Skies Partners are coordinating directly with M3 Engineering to complete their analysis.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Donald R. Davis [mailto:drd@psi.edu] 
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 2:30 PM
To: pglynn@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Chris Luginbuhl; Donald R. Davis; Tom Furgason
Subject: Lighting spreadsheet

Hi Patrick:  Good to talk with you today.

Attached is the spreadsheet that we derived from the M3 lighting plan (May 2009) for the proposed 
Rosemont project.  The biggest issue is that we are about 3.4 Mlumens short of the totals that are 
listed in the plan.  The box highlighted in gold on the right side of the sheet gives:  a) our 
totals (M3 Maps) and b) lighting plan totals
(M3 Table) - big difference.  We need to understand where and what type/amount of lighting is in 
the difference.

Also, we need to know the lat/long/elevation of:  a) pit, b) a centroid for the ore processing 
area and the start/end points of the entry road.  And any other locations with outdoor lighting.

Thanks for the input,

Don Davis and Chris Luginbuhl
Dark Sky Partners

PS:  Chris, I updated the lumens for the 90W LPS and 1000w HPS to your numbers.

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us

Sheet1

		

				ROSEMONT		PROPOSED		LIGHTING

		LOCATION		TYPE  OF		NUMBER OF		TOTAL

				LAMP		LAMPS		LUMENS

		FACILITIES:

		ADMIN		50W HPS		6		30,000

		ADMIN		90W LPS		28		378,000

		ROADWAY/						0

		PARKING LOT

		PROCESSING		HPS						LAMP TYPE		90W LPS		35W HPS		50W HPS		400W HPS		1000W HPS

		AREA:

		TAILING FILT		50W HPS		9		45,000		LUMENS/		13,500		3500		5000		40,000		130,000

		CONCEN. FILT		50W HPS		4		20,000		LAMP

		TANK FARM		50W HPS		6		30,000

		TAILING THICK		50W HPS		9		45,000				LUMEN		SUMMARY		M3 MAPS

		TIRE CHANGE AREA		90W LPS		6		81,000

		CU/MOLY CONC THICK		50W HPS		74		370,000				HPS		LPS		XENON

		ELECTROPLATING		50W HPS		9		45,000

		SOLVENT EXTR.		50W HPS		4		20,000		FACILITIES		30,000		378,000		0

		ACID STORAGE		50W HPS		5		25,000		PROCESSING		1,101,000		865,600		0

		WATER TANK		90W LPS		3		40,500		PITS		3,601,500				78,000

		CONVEYOR		50W HPS		57		285,000		LEACH				0

		LV FUEL STATIION		50W HPS		2		10,000		ENTRY		0		1,029,600		0

		TRUCK WASH		50W HPS		12		60,000

		MINE/TRUCK SHOP		50W HPS		11		55,000		TOTAL		4,732,500		2,273,200		78,000		7,083,700

		MINE/TRUCK SHOP		90W LPS		18		243,000

		CRUSHER/MINE SUBS		50W HPS		2		10,000

		CRUSHER/MINE SUBS		90W LPS		12		162,000				LUMEN		SUMMARY		M3 TABLE

		MAIN SUBSTATION		90W LPS		15		202,500

		LAYDOWN		90W LPS		8		108,000				HPS		LPS		XENON

		REFUELING/EXP STOR		LPS				28,600

		PROCESSING TOTAL						2,293,600		PROCESSING		1,560,000		3,560,700		0

										PITS		4,205,250		28,600		78,000

		MINE PIT:								LEACH				0

		SHOVEL (EACH)		35 W HPS		57		199,500		ENTRY		0		1,029,600		0

		UP TO 3 OPERATING		400W HPS		12		480,000

				1000W HPS		18		2,340,000		TOTAL		5,765,250		4,618,900		78,000		10,462,150

		3 DRILLS		VARIOUS HPS				582,000

		LOADERS		XENON				78,000

		PIT TOTAL						3,679,500		4,205,250		FROM		LIGHTING		PLAN

		ENTRY ROAD		90W LPS		72		1,029,600

		LEACH		PORTABLE

		(1 HR/NIGHT)		NO DATA GIVEN

		SITE TOTAL:						7,002,700

		TOTAL HPS						4,732,500

		TOTAL LPS						2,163,600
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont
Date: 05/24/2010 03:21 PM

for you to juggle...

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/24/2010 03:21 PM -----

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

05/24/2010 06:48 AM

To "'Melinda D Roth'" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: list of potential alternative water sources for
Rosemont

Mindee,

 
We need to do a much better job of defining what the CNF needs and just what the potential water
sources are before turning this over to a sub-contractor.  I am pretty much booked this week and
will likely be leaving town the end of next week for about 10 days, so I suggest we schedule

something on June 1
st
 or 2

nd
 to work this out.  In the interim I suggest the CNF do the following:

 
1.       Prepare the specific question(s) you need the sub-consultant to address, such as,
“What is the technical feasibility of the potential water source to meet the water needs of
the project?”  Although the tasks in the SOW may not be posed as a question, by posing
the need as a question it may help to develop the SOW.
2.       Develop detailed descriptions of each potential water source and what it may do to
mitigate the environmental consequences of the proposed action. 

 
Let me know what works for you.

 
Cheers,

 
Dale

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


 
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, May 21, 2010 12:18 PM
To: daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont

 

Dale, Did I give you enough info to go one here?  If not, give me a call.  Thanks. 

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/21/2010 12:15 PM ----- 

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 04:50
PM 

To jrigg@swca.com, daleortmanpe@live.com 
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek

Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
Subject Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont

 

Jonathan and Dale, 

Please use the list below to prepare a SOW for SRK to provide input on the feasibility
of these alternative water sources.  Several of these water sources have been
dismissed as infeasible, impractical, etc.  We want an objective review of those
determinations. This is very similar to our request of SRK to review the alternatives
considered but dropped and provide input on feasibility, etc.  If you have questions,
contact Bev, Salek, or me.  And please keep the 3 of us in the info loop on this.
Thanks. 



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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2010 04:42 PM ----- 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 03:31 PM 
To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont

 

Mindee, 

Here's the list of alternative water sources that Salek put together.  I've told him that I
would be forwarding it to you to forward to SRK for a preliminary feasibility analysis. 
Salek asked to be kept in the loop on the correspondence with this, and would also
like to review SRK's work.   

Thank you, 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2010 03:22 PM ----- 



Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 02:56 PM 
To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject Re: list of potential alternative water sources for RosemontLink

 

Hello Bev, 
I came up with some additional ideas.  If I think of others, I'll let you know.  Lets
discuss and keep me in the loop.  Thanks. 

Potable sources to the East: 
        Davidson Canyon 
        Cienega Creek 
        Sonoita Creek 
        San Pedro River 

Potable sources to the West 
        Santa Cruz River basin (existing M&E permit in Sahuarita) 
        Other private property adjacent to Santa Cruz River or Sahuarita (buffer distance from
residences or businesses) 
        State Land groundwater (buffer distance from residences or businesses) 
        Santa Rita Experimental Range groundwater (buffer distance from residences or
businesses) 
        CAP direct delivery 
        T.O. nation groundwater direct delivery 
        RO water from Yuma Treatment 

Localized CAP recharge and recovery (not wet water) 
        Pima mine road recharge as space permits (Augusta has some existing credit) 
        Fico groundwater savings facility 
        841 facility (T.O. recharge).  ASARCO has used this facility 
        Future Community Water facility 

TAMA CAP recharge and recovery (not wet water and distant) 
        Lower Santa Cruz Constructed facility (Augusta has some existing credit) 
        Avra Valley Constructed facility (Augusta has some existing credit) 

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/E3613D3BE4C9F45A07257727006EF0A7


Non potable sources to the West 
        Green Valley waste water effluent 
        Nogales waste water effluent 
        Tucson waste water effluent 
        Tucson reclaimed water 
        Sierrita Sulfate Plume consent water from FMI 
        Secretary of Interior effluent 
        Secretary of Interior managed recharge credit recovery (not wet water) 
        Deep aquifer brackish water 
        Ocean water from sea of cortez, desalinized 

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

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 01:16 PM 
To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont

 

Sal, 

Per our phone conversation just now, here are the ideas that I've heard: 

effluent 

desalinized water 

CAP water from the T.O. Nation 

other CAP water 

water from the Las Cienegas Watershed 



water from the Sierrita sulfate plume 

Are there any others that need to be considered as possible alternative water sources
for the project? 

Please respond today if you can. 

Thanks! 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melinda D Roth
To: jrigg@swca.com; daleortmanpe@live.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont
Date: 05/18/2010 04:50 PM

Jonathan and Dale,

Please use the list below to prepare a SOW for SRK to provide input on the
feasibility of these alternative water sources.  Several of these water sources have
been dismissed as infeasible, impractical, etc.  We want an objective review of those
determinations. This is very similar to our request of SRK to review the alternatives
considered but dropped and provide input on feasibility, etc.  If you have questions,
contact Bev, Salek, or me.  And please keep the 3 of us in the info loop on this.
Thanks.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2010 04:42 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 03:31 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for
Rosemont

Mindee,

Here's the list of alternative water sources that Salek put together.  I've told him
that I would be forwarding it to you to forward to SRK for a preliminary feasibility
analysis.  Salek asked to be kept in the loop on the correspondence with this, and
would also like to review SRK's work.  

Thank you,

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2010 03:22 PM -----

Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

05/18/2010 02:56 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: list of potential alternative water sources for

Rosemont

Hello Bev,
I came up with some additional ideas.  If I think of others, I'll let you know.  Lets
discuss and keep me in the loop.  Thanks. 

Potable sources to the East:
    Davidson Canyon
    Cienega Creek
    Sonoita Creek
    San Pedro River

Potable sources to the West
    Santa Cruz River basin (existing M&E permit in Sahuarita)
    Other private property adjacent to Santa Cruz River or Sahuarita (buffer distance
from residences or businesses)
    State Land groundwater (buffer distance from residences or businesses)
    Santa Rita Experimental Range groundwater (buffer distance from residences or
businesses)
    CAP direct delivery
    T.O. nation groundwater direct delivery
    RO water from Yuma Treatment 

Localized CAP recharge and recovery (not wet water)
    Pima mine road recharge as space permits (Augusta has some existing credit)
    Fico groundwater savings facility
    841 facility (T.O. recharge).  ASARCO has used this facility
    Future Community Water facility

TAMA CAP recharge and recovery (not wet water and distant)
    Lower Santa Cruz Constructed facility (Augusta has some existing credit)
    Avra Valley Constructed facility (Augusta has some existing credit)

Non potable sources to the West
    Green Valley waste water effluent
    Nogales waste water effluent
    Tucson waste water effluent
    Tucson reclaimed water
    Sierrita Sulfate Plume consent water from FMI
    Secretary of Interior effluent

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/E3613D3BE4C9F45A07257727006EF0A7


    Secretary of Interior managed recharge credit recovery (not wet water)
    Deep aquifer brackish water
    Ocean water from sea of cortez, desalinized

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 01:16 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont

Sal,

Per our phone conversation just now, here are the ideas that I've heard:

effluent

desalinized water

CAP water from the T.O. Nation

other CAP water

water from the Las Cienegas Watershed

water from the Sierrita sulfate plume

Are there any others that need to be considered as possible alternative water
sources for the project?

Please respond today if you can.

Thanks!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701



Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont
Date: 05/24/2010 03:21 PM

for you to juggle...

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/24/2010 03:21 PM -----

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

05/24/2010 06:48 AM

To "'Melinda D Roth'" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: list of potential alternative water sources for
Rosemont

Mindee,

 
We need to do a much better job of defining what the CNF needs and just what the potential water
sources are before turning this over to a sub-contractor.  I am pretty much booked this week and
will likely be leaving town the end of next week for about 10 days, so I suggest we schedule

something on June 1
st
 or 2

nd
 to work this out.  In the interim I suggest the CNF do the following:

 
1.       Prepare the specific question(s) you need the sub-consultant to address, such as,
“What is the technical feasibility of the potential water source to meet the water needs of
the project?”  Although the tasks in the SOW may not be posed as a question, by posing
the need as a question it may help to develop the SOW.
2.       Develop detailed descriptions of each potential water source and what it may do to
mitigate the environmental consequences of the proposed action. 

 
Let me know what works for you.

 
Cheers,

 
Dale

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


 
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, May 21, 2010 12:18 PM
To: daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont

 

Dale, Did I give you enough info to go one here?  If not, give me a call.  Thanks. 

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/21/2010 12:15 PM ----- 

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 04:50
PM 

To jrigg@swca.com, daleortmanpe@live.com 
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek

Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
Subject Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont

 

Jonathan and Dale, 

Please use the list below to prepare a SOW for SRK to provide input on the feasibility
of these alternative water sources.  Several of these water sources have been
dismissed as infeasible, impractical, etc.  We want an objective review of those
determinations. This is very similar to our request of SRK to review the alternatives
considered but dropped and provide input on feasibility, etc.  If you have questions,
contact Bev, Salek, or me.  And please keep the 3 of us in the info loop on this.
Thanks. 



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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2010 04:42 PM ----- 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 03:31 PM 
To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont

 

Mindee, 

Here's the list of alternative water sources that Salek put together.  I've told him that I
would be forwarding it to you to forward to SRK for a preliminary feasibility analysis. 
Salek asked to be kept in the loop on the correspondence with this, and would also
like to review SRK's work.   

Thank you, 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2010 03:22 PM ----- 



Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 02:56 PM 
To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject Re: list of potential alternative water sources for RosemontLink

 

Hello Bev, 
I came up with some additional ideas.  If I think of others, I'll let you know.  Lets
discuss and keep me in the loop.  Thanks. 

Potable sources to the East: 
        Davidson Canyon 
        Cienega Creek 
        Sonoita Creek 
        San Pedro River 

Potable sources to the West 
        Santa Cruz River basin (existing M&E permit in Sahuarita) 
        Other private property adjacent to Santa Cruz River or Sahuarita (buffer distance from
residences or businesses) 
        State Land groundwater (buffer distance from residences or businesses) 
        Santa Rita Experimental Range groundwater (buffer distance from residences or
businesses) 
        CAP direct delivery 
        T.O. nation groundwater direct delivery 
        RO water from Yuma Treatment 

Localized CAP recharge and recovery (not wet water) 
        Pima mine road recharge as space permits (Augusta has some existing credit) 
        Fico groundwater savings facility 
        841 facility (T.O. recharge).  ASARCO has used this facility 
        Future Community Water facility 

TAMA CAP recharge and recovery (not wet water and distant) 
        Lower Santa Cruz Constructed facility (Augusta has some existing credit) 
        Avra Valley Constructed facility (Augusta has some existing credit) 

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/E3613D3BE4C9F45A07257727006EF0A7


Non potable sources to the West 
        Green Valley waste water effluent 
        Nogales waste water effluent 
        Tucson waste water effluent 
        Tucson reclaimed water 
        Sierrita Sulfate Plume consent water from FMI 
        Secretary of Interior effluent 
        Secretary of Interior managed recharge credit recovery (not wet water) 
        Deep aquifer brackish water 
        Ocean water from sea of cortez, desalinized 

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

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 01:16 PM 
To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont

 

Sal, 

Per our phone conversation just now, here are the ideas that I've heard: 

effluent 

desalinized water 

CAP water from the T.O. Nation 

other CAP water 

water from the Las Cienegas Watershed 



water from the Sierrita sulfate plume 

Are there any others that need to be considered as possible alternative water sources
for the project? 

Please respond today if you can. 

Thanks! 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melinda D Roth
To: jrigg@swca.com; daleortmanpe@live.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont
Date: 05/18/2010 04:50 PM

Jonathan and Dale,

Please use the list below to prepare a SOW for SRK to provide input on the
feasibility of these alternative water sources.  Several of these water sources have
been dismissed as infeasible, impractical, etc.  We want an objective review of those
determinations. This is very similar to our request of SRK to review the alternatives
considered but dropped and provide input on feasibility, etc.  If you have questions,
contact Bev, Salek, or me.  And please keep the 3 of us in the info loop on this.
Thanks.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2010 04:42 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 03:31 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: list of potential alternative water sources for
Rosemont

Mindee,

Here's the list of alternative water sources that Salek put together.  I've told him
that I would be forwarding it to you to forward to SRK for a preliminary feasibility
analysis.  Salek asked to be kept in the loop on the correspondence with this, and
would also like to review SRK's work.  

Thank you,

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2010 03:22 PM -----

Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

05/18/2010 02:56 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: list of potential alternative water sources for

Rosemont

Hello Bev,
I came up with some additional ideas.  If I think of others, I'll let you know.  Lets
discuss and keep me in the loop.  Thanks. 

Potable sources to the East:
    Davidson Canyon
    Cienega Creek
    Sonoita Creek
    San Pedro River

Potable sources to the West
    Santa Cruz River basin (existing M&E permit in Sahuarita)
    Other private property adjacent to Santa Cruz River or Sahuarita (buffer distance
from residences or businesses)
    State Land groundwater (buffer distance from residences or businesses)
    Santa Rita Experimental Range groundwater (buffer distance from residences or
businesses)
    CAP direct delivery
    T.O. nation groundwater direct delivery
    RO water from Yuma Treatment 

Localized CAP recharge and recovery (not wet water)
    Pima mine road recharge as space permits (Augusta has some existing credit)
    Fico groundwater savings facility
    841 facility (T.O. recharge).  ASARCO has used this facility
    Future Community Water facility

TAMA CAP recharge and recovery (not wet water and distant)
    Lower Santa Cruz Constructed facility (Augusta has some existing credit)
    Avra Valley Constructed facility (Augusta has some existing credit)

Non potable sources to the West
    Green Valley waste water effluent
    Nogales waste water effluent
    Tucson waste water effluent
    Tucson reclaimed water
    Sierrita Sulfate Plume consent water from FMI
    Secretary of Interior effluent

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/E3613D3BE4C9F45A07257727006EF0A7


    Secretary of Interior managed recharge credit recovery (not wet water)
    Deep aquifer brackish water
    Ocean water from sea of cortez, desalinized

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

05/18/2010 01:16 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject list of potential alternative water sources for Rosemont

Sal,

Per our phone conversation just now, here are the ideas that I've heard:

effluent

desalinized water

CAP water from the T.O. Nation

other CAP water

water from the Las Cienegas Watershed

water from the Sierrita sulfate plume

Are there any others that need to be considered as possible alternative water
sources for the project?

Please respond today if you can.

Thanks!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701



Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: List of Reports Submitted by Rosemont Copper Co.
Date: 08/05/2009 06:24 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/05/2009 06:24 PM -----

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

07/22/2009 08:15 AM

To rgerhart@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
awcampbell@fs.fed.us, sgriset@swca.com,
tfurgason@swca.com, rbowers@swca.com,
gmckay@fs.fed.us, mjfitch@fs.fed.us,
tciapusci@fs.fed.us, mrobertson@swca.com,
beverson@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
jhesse@swca.com, klgraves@fs.fed.us,
aelek@fs.fed.us, treeder@swca.com,
jhider@swca.com, hschewel@fs.fed.us,
ccoyle@swca.com, jderby@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, khouser@swca.com,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us, mthrash@swca.com,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
gsoroka@swca.com, tklarson@swca.com,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
devinquintana@fs.fed.us, rmraley@fs.fed.us,
mbidwell@swca.com, rellis@swca.com,
jconnell@swca.com, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkeane@swca.com, mroth@fs.fed.us,
daleortmanpe@live.com, kellett@fs.fed.us,
lcgarrett77@msn.com, bschneid@email.arizona.edu,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
abelauskas@fs.fed.us, kkertell@swca.com,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
bgaddis@swca.com, kserrato@swca.com,
dsebesta@fs.fed.us, cbellavia@swca.com

cc Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject List of Reports Submitted by Rosemont Copper Co.

There were some errors in the link that Tom provided. Please use this to look at the list of
reports submitted by Rosemont.

Thanks!

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150661> 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150661


From: Melinda D Roth
To: mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Fw: ltr Rep G to Secy V re Rosemont Mine &  Earthworks et al v. U.S.
Date: 04/14/2010 08:54 AM
Attachments: Rep G to Sec V re Rosemont 3.25.2010.pdf

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 04/14/2010 08:54 AM -----

Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS 

04/13/2010 05:20 PM

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

cc

Subject Fw: ltr Rep G to Secy V re Rosemont Mine &
Earthworks et al v. U.S.

for the record.

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
----- Forwarded by Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS on 04/13/2010 05:19 PM -----

Robert
Cordts/R3/USDAFS 

04/01/2010 09:02 AM

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Michael A Linden/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: ltr Rep G to Secy V re Rosemont Mine &
Earthworks et al v. U.S.

FYI
Bob Cordts
Director R3 Lands and Minerals
505-842-3270 (work)
505-452-7568 (cell)
505-842-3152 (fax)
----- Forwarded by Robert Cordts/R3/USDAFS on 04/01/2010 10:00 AM -----
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RAUL M. GRIJALVA - 1440 Longworth HOB
7-ni DISTRICT OF ARIZONA Washington, DC 20515


____________________________ Phone: (202) 225-2435


Fax:(202)225-1541
CoMMrrrEE ON NAThRAL REsouRcEs


Subcommittee oo National Paàs, Forests and Public District Offices:
810E22nd Street, Suite 102


Subcommittee on Water and Power Qto~reaz of the flniteb %tatn
Fax:(520)622-0198


COMMITTEE ON EDUCAI1ON AND LABOR ç mn + +~
SubammitteenWorkforceProtcctions ~ a. 1.4’rczen.aauez l455SFourthAvenue.Sujtc4


Subcommittee EarlyChildhood, Elementajyand W~ftft’.gtnn, ~Qt aosis-nanz Phone: (928) 3434933


Fax: (928) 343-7949
CONGRESSIONAL PROGRESSIVE CAUCUS,


Co-Chair http’J/grijalva.house.gov


March 25, 2010


The Honorable Kenneth L. Salazar The Honorable Tom Vilsack
Secretary of the Interior Secretary of Agriculture
U.S. Department of the Interior U.S. Department of Agriculture
1849 C Street NW, Washington, DC 20240 1400 Independence Ave SW, Washington DC, 20250


Dear Secretary Salazar and Secretary Vilsack,


As you know, I am very Concerned about the proposed Rosemont nine in the beautiful Santa Rita mountains of southern
Arizona. Much of the ore body is on private land, but the company wants to use thousands of acres of the Coronado
National Forest and some Bureau of Land Management property for a dumpsite.


I believe that we all agree the mining law of 1872 badly needs to be reformed. However, the Department has an
opportunity right now to reverse a bad decision made in the George W. Bush administration in regards to hardrock mining
on federal lands. The Bush administration adopted a formal rule giving mining companies the right to use as much federal
land as dumpsites for waste rock and tailings piles from mines. This overturned an earlier determination made in the
Clinton administration that the companies needed federal permission for large-scale waste dumping on federal lands,


In October, 2009, various conservation groups sued Interior, seeking to overturn the Bush rule (Earthworks, a al v.
U.S. Department of the Interiorj The government’s response is due March 30.


It would be a huge mistake for the government to simply defend the Bush position in litigation. Conservation groups and
opponents of the proposed Rosemont mine are watching the administration closely on this and would likely characterize
such a position as just caving in to the mining industry and defending a Bush administration position.


The administration need not take a final position on this matter now. Instead, it could simply initiate rulemaking to re
examine the position taken under the last administration. A rulemaking that begins now would not need to be completed
until after the 2010 fall elections.


Initiating a rulemaking in this area would be consistent with Secretary Salazar’s support of mining reform when he
testified before the Senate Energy Committee in the summer of 2009. While he did not testify about this particular issue
then, this is an issue that, unlike a number of other mining law issues, is well within the purview of the executive branch
to address.


I urge you not to file an answer on March 30 that simply defends the Bush Administration position. I urge you, instead, to
announce that you are re-examining this issue in a formal rulemaking.


Sincerely,


Raül M. Grijalva
Member of Congress


cc: Tom Strickland, Chief of Staff, Department of Interior
Hilary Tompkins, Department of Interior Solicitor
Harris Sherman, Undersecretary for Natural Resources and Environment, USDA
Jay Jensen, Deputy Undersecretary of Agriculture







Mona M
Koerner/WO/USDAFS 

04/01/2010 07:51 AM

To Tony L Ferguson/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Cordts/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Joe
Reddan/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject ltr Rep G to Secy V re Rosemont Mine & Earthworks
et al v. U.S.

in case you have not seen = 

Mona M Koerner
NFS Lands' Program Manager for Litigation & Legislation
U.S. Forest Service
201 14th St., SW
Washington DC 20024
Desk  (202) 205-0880
Fax     (202) 205 -1604
Cell     (202) 253 - 1404
mkoerner@fs.fed.us



From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: FW: Maps and Groundwater Monitoring Plan
Date: 02/13/2008 01:25 PM

Bev,
 
I just wanted to let you know that we are experiencing some logistical challenges in getting all of the
figures plotted and prepped, so it looks like we’ll be hand-delivering this package first thing tomorrow
morning.  We’ll also try to get a digital (PDF) version of the groundwater package to Roger at the same
time.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Senior Project Manager
WestLand Resources, Inc.

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2008 10:20 AM
To: GMckay@fs.fed.us; RCongdon@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Brian Lindenlaub; 'Jim Davis'
Subject: Maps and Groundwater Monitoring Plan
 
All –
Bev asked me to update everyone on the status of submittals - looks like we are on-track to submit
the final map versions and the groundwater monitoring plan.  WestLand will deliver, or email or
mail as the case may be, copies to you tomorrow (Wednesday).  As I understand it this is the last of
the information that you had requested in your letter to Augusta Resource on October 19, 2007
and in the subsequent meetings.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com
 
Rosemont Copper Company  
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown; Beverley A Everson;
tfurgason@swca.com

Subject: Fw: March 2010 Cooperating Agency Meeting Draft Agenda
Date: 03/15/2010 01:00 PM
Attachments: 2010 03 18 DRAFT Agenda.pdf

fyi

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 03/15/2010 12:58 PM -----

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

03/15/2010 12:38 PM

To brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu, cbeck@azdot.gov,
Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov, daniel_moore@blm.gov,
dt1@azdeq.gov, David_Jacobs@azag.gov,
falco@cfa.harvard.edu, gfleming@asmi.az.gov,
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us, jmtannler@azwater.gov,
julia.fonseca@pima.gov, jwindes@azgfd.gov,
karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov,
lagrignano@azwater.gov, lee.allison@azgs.az.gov,
Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov,
LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov,
madan.singh@mines.az.gov,
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil,
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil, nicole.ewing-
gavin@tucsonaz.gov, nicole.fyffe@pima.gov,
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us,
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov, stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us,
TEmery@azdot.gov

cc MDemlong@azgfd.gov

Subject March 2010 Cooperating Agency Meeting Draft Agenda

Good Morning everyone - 
Attached is the draft agenda for the March 2010 Cooperating Agency Meeting for the
Rosemont Copper Project.  

Please note in the Welcome section of the agenda I will be collecting any
cooperating agency submittals of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) that your
agency may have developed per my request at the February meeting.  If your
agency intends to provide a response to this request (remember response was
optional) but has not yet done so, please bring a hardcopy of your agency's
submittal to the meeting on Thursday.  Remember also, that you were requested to
provide your agency's top 3 (at most 10) questions representing frequent questions
from your staffs or constituents regarding the Rosemont Copper Project proposal
and related agency regulatory processes.  If the questions deal with the proposal or

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
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mailto:hschewel@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
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mailto:cablair@fs.fed.us
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Rosemont Copper Project EIS 
Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting  03/18/2010 
DRAFT Agenda 


 


 
Location:   Federal Building, 300 West Congress, Tucson, Arizona, Room 4B 
Facilitator:   Teresa Ann Ciapusci, Cooperating Agency Liaison 
 
AGENDA 
09:30 – 09.45 Welcome      Ciapusci 


 FAQ homework responses 
 
09:45 – 10:15 Land Forming      Kriegel 
 
10:15 – 10:45 Plants and Animals     SWCA 


 Status designations 
 Overview of species under consideration 


 
10:45 – 11:00 BREAK 
 
11:00 – 11:30 Technical Report Review Process  Everson 


 Reports available on www.RosemontEIS.us 
 Documentation of CA Review of technical reports 


 
11:30 – 12:00 DEIS Content     Roth 
 
INVITED COOPERATING AGENCIES 
Tribes:    Tohono O’odham Nation 
Federal:    Air Force, Army COE, BLM, Smithsonian Whipple Observatory 
State of Arizona: AZDEQ, AZMMR, AZDWR, AZGF, AZGS, AZSMI, AZSLD, AZSP,  
   ADOT 
Local:   Pima County, City of Tucson, Town of Sahuarita 
 
INVITED GUESTS 
 
Consultants:   
Cheniae & Associates 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 







Forest Service NEPA analysis and process, the Forest Service will provide the answer
to the question; if they deal with regulatory processes under the jurisdiction of your
agency, we asked that the submitting agency also provide the answer to the
question. 

Looking forward to seeing everyone Thursday.  As always, its helpful if you let me
know in advance if you are unavailable to attend and are sending an alternate to the
meeting or if your agency is unable to participate this month due to scheduling or
other conflicts.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax



From: Heidi Schewel
To: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Marketwire news release
Date: 06/01/2010 03:52 PM

FYI this came to me just before ours went out.

Heidi Schewel
Media Officer
Coronado National Forest
Phone:  (520) 388-8343 

----- Forwarded by Heidi Schewel/R3/USDAFS on 06/01/2010 03:51 PM -----

Begin forwarded message:

From: bross_59701@yahoo.com
Date: June 1, 2010 2:45:45 PM MST
To: tdavis@azstarnet.com
Subject: Marketwire news release

Augusta Provides New DEIS Timeline for Rosemont Copper Project

Jun 01, 2010 17:09 ET

VANCOUVER, BRITISH COLUMBIA--(Marketwire - June 1, 2010) - Augusta
Resource Corporation (TSX:AZC)(NYSE
Amex:AZC)(FRANKFURT:A5R) ("Augusta" or "the Company") announces that its
wholly owned subsidiary, Rosemont Copper Company, has signed an amendment to
the Memorandum of Understanding with the Coronado National Forest which
anticipates the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Rosemont
Copper project will be released and public comment will commence in the fourth
quarter of 2010. Public hearings are anticipated to occur in the first quarter of 2011. 

This follows an April 30, 2010 statement from the Coronado National Forest that the
DEIS would be delayed in order to complete an additional plant study

Want to read more about it? http://www.marketwire.com/mw/release.do?id=1269426

mailto:CN=Heidi Schewel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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-----------------------------------------------
Please note: If you've received this email as a result of our 'email a friend' function
and you do not know the person who sent it to you, please accept our apologies.
Sometimes -- but not often -- someone will find a way to use this system to spam
others. Please know that we have not databased or kept your email address for any
reason. To learn more about our privacy policy please go to:
http://www.marketwire.com/mw/include.do?pageid=516

http://www.marketwire.com/mw/include.do?pageid=516


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Marshall Gulch Picnic and Trailhead Improvement Project
Date: 07/19/2010 09:13 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 07/19/2010 09:11 AM -----

Fran Prim
<franprim@rocketmail.com> 

07/19/2010 01:19 AM

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Marshall Gulch Picnic and Trailhead
Improvement Project

I think picnic site updates and bathroom updates would be wonderful, but my main objection
to the project plans is the expansion of the parking lot.  Please do not cut down ANY
existing trees (beautiful, old trees!) to enlarge the parking lot! Thank you for taking
comments - Fran Prim

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: meeting notes from today
Date: 06/29/2010 02:44 PM
Attachments: 20100517_Reclamation Mtg.pdf

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/29/2010 02:44 PM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

05/17/2010 04:18 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject meeting notes from today

 

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

 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



Attendees:


Reclamation Team Meeting
May 17, 2010


Approved by:
___  Bev Everson
___  Mindee Roth


File in:
___  Administrative Record


Before and After pictures at other mining facilities
Other sites procedures, slope details and reclamation successes
Forest Service regulations and requirements for reclamation and bonding
Needs in FEIS for later bonding calculations
Needs for post‐mine land use and measures of success 
Documents already submitted by RCC: Reclamation Plan, Reclamation Concept Report and 
supporting docs





Barrel Only and integration of landforming concepts and drainage possibilities


Topics Discussed:


Facility & features meeting‐ integrating into IDT meeting on May 24
Debby‐ Research and revegetation information that FS needs to Kathy by May 28
Melissa‐ Forward Holly's revegetation presentation made to Cooperators to Marcie
Melissa‐ Post mine land use determinations feedback from IDT to Debbyby Thursday to Melissa by 
Friday May 21st‐ for Monday's meeting





Bev‐ Regional commitment for land reclamation bonding
Melissa‐merge reclamation element grids from Debby and RCC


Action Items/Assignments:


Use the following phases and terminology: Construction, Operations & Reclamation, Closure
Decisions Made: 


Forest Service SWCA RCC


Debby Kriegel Jonathan Rigg Jamie Sturgess


Salek Shafiqullah Dale Ortman Kathy Arnold


Bev Everson Melissa Reichard Fermin Samarano


Reta Laford Marcie Bidwell David Krizek‐ TetraTech


Heidi Schewel


Bob Lefevre


Art Elek


Charles Blair


DRAFT‐ NOT FINAL UNTIL INITIALED BY BEV EVERSON OR MINDEE ROTH


Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 


      







From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan
Date: 08/10/2009 10:18 AM

Marcie and I would still like to see what Rosemont's reclamation team is working
on.  Marcie may be coming to Tucson in 2 weeks (to coordinate with Jimmie's site
visit), so that would be a good time to have this meeting.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 08/10/2009 10:14 AM -----

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/23/2009 02:53 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
"David.Krizek@tetratech.com"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>,
"Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>

Subject RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Bev – 
I forwarded Debby’s request to David for an update and haven’t heard back from him.  We are
going to have some internal meetings to discuss status and progress before the end of the month
and I would like to see how those go before I push him too much.  Let’s have an informal discussion

at the meeting on the 30
th

.

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Kathy, can you give Debby and I an update on what your thoughts are on the next
meeting and scheduling?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/17/2009 02:48 PM 
To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Hi Kathy, 

Just wondering whether your team (Sage & Tetra Tech) are planning to meet with us
sometime soon.   

Please keep me posted.  Thanks! 



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/17/2009 02:41 PM ----- 

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/03/2009 11:23
AM 

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, mbidwell@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Re: Meeting on Reclamation PlanLink

 

Kathy, 

If your team isn't ready to present their work yet, then Meeting after the 15th will be
fine. 

My availability that week: 
Monday, June 15:  available from 11 am until 3 pm.   
Tuesday, June 16:  available only before 9 am (note: I'm usually in the office by 7) 
Wednesday, June 17:  Bev can let you know if I will need to be at a core team
meeting this day.  If there's no meeting, I'd be available all day.   
Thursday and Friday, June 18 & 19:  available any time. 

At our meeting on May 7, Joy and David asked for evaluation criteria and affected
environment input from SWCA for tomorrow's meeting.  I'm reviewing Marcie Bidwell's
draft evaluation criteria today, and hopefully she can send this to you within a day or

notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/3B2EB141E568213D872575CA00618D8C


so.  The affected environment section is expected by the end of this month. 

Thanks. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/03/2009 10:45 AM 

To "dkriegel@fs.fed.us" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 
Subject Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Debbie – 
I spoke with David yesterday regarding a meeting on the Reclamation Plan items and based
on the work that has been completed I think that we would be better off not meeting this
week.  I have forwarded your shape files to David for consideration and will chat with him
either this afternoon or early next week.  I propose that we review the possibility of

meeting the week of the 15
th

 so that some forward momentum will be made prior to sitting
down for discussion as I understand you are unavailable next week. 
  
Regards, 
Kathy 



  
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately. 
  

 

  

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan
Date: 08/10/2009 10:18 AM

Marcie and I would still like to see what Rosemont's reclamation team is working
on.  Marcie may be coming to Tucson in 2 weeks (to coordinate with Jimmie's site
visit), so that would be a good time to have this meeting.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 08/10/2009 10:14 AM -----

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/23/2009 02:53 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
"David.Krizek@tetratech.com"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>,
"Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>

Subject RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Bev – 
I forwarded Debby’s request to David for an update and haven’t heard back from him.  We are
going to have some internal meetings to discuss status and progress before the end of the month
and I would like to see how those go before I push him too much.  Let’s have an informal discussion

at the meeting on the 30
th

.

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Kathy, can you give Debby and I an update on what your thoughts are on the next
meeting and scheduling?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/17/2009 02:48 PM 
To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Hi Kathy, 

Just wondering whether your team (Sage & Tetra Tech) are planning to meet with us
sometime soon.   

Please keep me posted.  Thanks! 



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/17/2009 02:41 PM ----- 

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/03/2009 11:23
AM 

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, mbidwell@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Re: Meeting on Reclamation PlanLink

 

Kathy, 

If your team isn't ready to present their work yet, then Meeting after the 15th will be
fine. 

My availability that week: 
Monday, June 15:  available from 11 am until 3 pm.   
Tuesday, June 16:  available only before 9 am (note: I'm usually in the office by 7) 
Wednesday, June 17:  Bev can let you know if I will need to be at a core team
meeting this day.  If there's no meeting, I'd be available all day.   
Thursday and Friday, June 18 & 19:  available any time. 

At our meeting on May 7, Joy and David asked for evaluation criteria and affected
environment input from SWCA for tomorrow's meeting.  I'm reviewing Marcie Bidwell's
draft evaluation criteria today, and hopefully she can send this to you within a day or

notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/3B2EB141E568213D872575CA00618D8C


so.  The affected environment section is expected by the end of this month. 

Thanks. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/03/2009 10:45 AM 

To "dkriegel@fs.fed.us" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 
Subject Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Debbie – 
I spoke with David yesterday regarding a meeting on the Reclamation Plan items and based
on the work that has been completed I think that we would be better off not meeting this
week.  I have forwarded your shape files to David for consideration and will chat with him
either this afternoon or early next week.  I propose that we review the possibility of

meeting the week of the 15
th

 so that some forward momentum will be made prior to sitting
down for discussion as I understand you are unavailable next week. 
  
Regards, 
Kathy 



  
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately. 
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan
Date: 06/17/2009 02:48 PM

Hi Kathy,

Just wondering whether your team (Sage & Tetra Tech) are planning to meet with
us sometime soon.  

Please keep me posted.  Thanks!

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/17/2009 02:41 PM -----

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

06/03/2009 11:23 AM

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek,
David" <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>,
mbidwell@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Kathy,

If your team isn't ready to present their work yet, then Meeting after the 15th will
be fine.

My availability that week:
Monday, June 15:  available from 11 am until 3 pm.  
Tuesday, June 16:  available only before 9 am (note: I'm usually in the office by 7)
Wednesday, June 17:  Bev can let you know if I will need to be at a core team
meeting this day.  If there's no meeting, I'd be available all day.  
Thursday and Friday, June 18 & 19:  available any time.

At our meeting on May 7, Joy and David asked for evaluation criteria and affected
environment input from SWCA for tomorrow's meeting.  I'm reviewing Marcie
Bidwell's draft evaluation criteria today, and hopefully she can send this to you
within a day or so.  The affected environment section is expected by the end of this

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/3B2EB141E568213D872575CA00618D8C


month.

Thanks. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

▼ Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/03/2009 10:45 AM

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

cc Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>

Subject Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Debbie – 
I spoke with David yesterday regarding a meeting on the Reclamation Plan items and based on the
work that has been completed I think that we would be better off not meeting this week.  I have
forwarded your shape files to David for consideration and will chat with him either this afternoon

or early next week.  I propose that we review the possibility of meeting the week of the 15
th

 so that
some forward momentum will be made prior to sitting down for discussion as I understand you are
unavailable next week.

 
Regards, 
Kathy

 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


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

 

 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Larry Jones
Subject: Fw: meeting on the 10th (bio/hydro) - Rosemont will be available at 9:30 to discuss the project for the

landforming group...
Date: 12/07/2009 01:13 PM

Larry's group plans to meet at MP 44 at 9:30.  When I spoke with him last week, he
said it'd be fine if the landforming group also met here.  That way Jeff can give the
whole group an overview of the project elements can be seen from here.

Do you think there's a safety issue with everyone meeting here?

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 12/07/2009 01:10 PM -----

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS

12/07/2009 07:06 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Julie A
Speegle/R10/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
tfurgason@swca.com

Subject Re: meeting on the 10th (bio/hydro) - Rosemont will
be available at 9:30 to discuss the project for the

landforming group...

no thanx...talked about this briefly with debbie.  we have  too big a group and too
busy an agenda, and want to focus on the bio-hydro aspects...

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

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

12/04/2009 04:27 PM

To Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Julie A
Speegle/R10/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

cc

Subject meeting on the 10th (bio/hydro) - Rosemont will be
available at 9:30 to discuss the project for the

landforming group...

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/EE6FCA862A6C7FA607257682007FA184
notes://entr3b/8825685D00481218/0/BF77475920EF2FDD07257682005F2A61


do you want to tie in with us for that discussion?  It will include Rosemont's
geologist and Jamie Sturgess.  The plan is to meet at the green water tank on the
4064 Rd. a short distance off of Hwy. 83.   RSVP requested.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Karl Sandwell-Weiss
To: Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Mike Pawlowski
Date: 11/24/2009 07:59 AM

FYI.  I don't know if you got any of the emails.

Karl

----- Forwarded by Karl Sandwell-Weiss/R3/USDAFS on 11/24/2009 07:58 AM -----

DavidFBriggs@aol.com 

11/23/2009 04:53 PM

To rahern@fs.fed.us, karnold@rosemontcopper.com,
sbaugh@teleport.com, jmcgeo@live.com,
Wjdaffron@aol.com, marydarling@darlingltd.com,
kfrost@glacier.reno.nv.us, huebschrp@cox.net,
Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com, Fleetrk@aol.com,
ken_krahulec@msn.com, srmcongeo@comcast.net,
ramgeo@cox.net, Syverwmore@aol.com,
dnicholas@cnitucson.com, njn22r@hotmail.com,
sparks33152@yahoo.com, annpattison@theriver.com,
zjrosta@sbcglobal.net, ksandwellweiss@fs.fed.us,
jsturgess@augustaresource.com,
william_wilkinson@fmi.com,
jerry_minemappers@yahoo.com, awright25@cox.net,
lzurcher@geo.arizona.edu

cc

Subject Fwd: Mike Pawlowski

----- Message from "Dan Laux" <dlaux@copperone.com> on Mon, 23 Nov 2009
16:46:37 -0700 -----

To: "'Dan Laux'" <dlaux@copperone.com>, <syverwmore@aol.com>, "'Nyal
Niemuth'" <njn22r@hotmail.com>, "'Graham M. Clark'"
<GClark@rcdmlaw.com>, "'Hoag, Cori'" <choag@srk.com>, "'Mary Pawlowski'"
<mf_pawlowski@yahoo.com>, <markosterberg@minemappers.com>

cc: "'C York'" <cyork@cactuslynx.com>, "'CLIVE BAILEY'"
<edgeconsulting49@msn.com>, "'Karen Schwab'" <kjschwabrg@aol.com>,
<SteveAlford@laynechristensen.com>, <JackSkokan@cs.com>, "'Leveille,
Richard'" <Richard_Leveille@FMI.com>, "'Valerie Knutsen'"
<raftingval@hotmail.com>, "'Willy Coughanour'" <wtcoughanour@yahoo.com>,
"'Herb Duerr'" <hduerr@sbcglobal.net>, "'Bud Polley'" <budpolley@gmail.com>,
<mcheme@aol.com>, <robhinchcliffe@hotmail.com>,
<tom.watkins@comcast.net>, <fbrost@cox.net>, <davewahl@cox.net>,
<awright25@cox.net>, <davidfbriggs@aol.com>, <ncaira@telusplanet.net>,
<geoarizona@gmail.com>, <kenkrahulec@utah.gov>,
<1stwesternresource@sbcglobal.net>

Subject: Mike Pawlowski
Please note that the dates are off – Visitation is tomorrow, November 24, and Funeral is on

mailto:CN=Karl Sandwell-Weiss/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Wednesday, November 25.

 
Sorry,

 
Dan

 
From: Dan Laux [mailto:dlaux@copperone.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2009 4:31 PM
To: 'syverwmore@aol.com'; 'Nyal Niemuth'; 'Graham M. Clark'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Mary
Pawlowski'; 'markosterberg@minemappers.com'
Cc: 'C York'; 'CLIVE BAILEY'; 'Karen Schwab'; 'SteveAlford@laynechristensen.com';
'JackSkokan@cs.com'; 'Leveille, Richard'; 'Valerie Knutsen'; 'Willy Coughanour'; 'Herb
Duerr'; 'Bud Polley'; 'mcheme@aol.com'; 'robhinchcliffe@hotmail.com';
'tom.watkins@comcast.net'; 'fbrost@cox.net'; 'davewahl@cox.net';
'awright25@cox.net'; 'davidfbriggs@aol.com'; 'ncaira@telusplanet.net';
'geoarizona@gmail.com'; 'kenkrahulec@utah.gov';
'1stwesternresource@sbcglobal.net'
Subject: 

 
With great sadness, I need to tell you that Mike Pawlowski passed away suddenly
yesterday morning at 7:00 am. Many of us who saw him in the last two weeks could
tell that he was having some health issues, although we did not know they were so
serious. Please keep the Pawlowski family in your thoughts and prayers.  

 
Please feel free to send this to anyone who knew Mike.

 
There will a visitation for Mike in Phoenix on Tuesday evening, and his funeral will be
in Gilbert on Wednesday morning.  Please see details below:

 

Itinerary:
Rosary/Wake
Tuesday, November 23, 2009 
Place: Whitney & Murphy Funeral Home 
            4800 E. Indian School Road, Phoenix, AZ 
Time:   5pm-6pm Family viewing 



            6pm-8pm Public viewing with 7pm Rosary 

Funeral
Wednesday, November 24, 2009 
Place: St. Anne's Catholic Church 
            440 E. Elliot, Gilbert, AZ 
Time:   10am   Catholic Mass 
                        Followed by procession to Queen of Heaven Cemetery 
                        1500 E. Baseline Road, Mesa, AZ 85204 

 

 
*Open House/Luncheon will be held afterwards at the Pawlowski residence, 1700 E.
Lakeside Drive, #57 Gilbert, AZ   (nearest crossroad at Val Vista and Baseline)  
                        

 

 
==========================
Daniel P. Laux
VP Exploration/Director
Copper One Inc.
580 South Prospectors Rd
Apache Junction, AZ  85219

 
480-671-9356 (office)
480-200-3516 (cell)

 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Mitigation Table
Date: 12/01/2009 08:35 AM

from Art...

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 12/01/2009 08:35 AM -----

Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS

11/30/2009 02:03 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Fw: Mitigation Table

I have reviewed the table, 11/30/09.

ART ELEK
Fire Prevention Officer
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales AZ. 85621
Office:  (520) 761-6010
Cell:      (520) 975-7814
Fax:      (520) 281-2396
e-mail    aelek@fs.fed.us
▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

11/17/2009 01:09 PM

To Robert Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Alan
Belauskas/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Mitigation Table

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3a/872568540050FE6F/0/1D0EBE834D4C0C3207257671006E8057


WebEx Link to mitigation product for review per Bev's Homework email yesterday...

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/17/2009 01:06 PM -----

Tom Furgason
<tfurgason@swca.com> 
Sent by: rosemonteis
<notify@weboffice.com>

11/16/2009 04:20 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Walt Keyes <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, Sarah Davis
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>, Larry Jones
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, Mindee Roth
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, Melissa Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>, Salek Shafiqullah
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason
<tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Mitigation Table

Bev,

 

Here is the table that I was reffering to earlier today: 
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=159164> 

 

Tom

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=159164


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: More Info: Rosemont Copper Project Articles in the newspaper re letter from Senator Burns and Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature.
Date: 02/08/2010 08:09 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 02/08/2010 08:08 AM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

02/07/2010 09:54 AM

To <rburns@azleg.gov>, <kadams@azleg.gov>

cc <jpaton@azleg.gov>, <llopez@azleg.gov>, <amelvin@azleg.gov>, "comments-
southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>,
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

Subject More Info: Rosemont Copper Project Articles in the newspaper re letter from Senator
Burns and Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature.

Senator Burns and Representative Adams,
 
I am not sure if you are aware that there has been testimony in Washington by Dr. Norris, TO Nation, 
Chuck Huckelberry, Pima County Administrator, Nan Walden, business owner Southern Arizona, Morris Farr,
Save the Scenic Santa Ritas re Rosemont Copper and HR2944. 
 
Testimony by BLM and Department of Agriculture and comments by Rep. Grijalva.
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7gkeQ81GC70
 
Chairman Norris Tohono O'odham Nation
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JTPk6hEerx0&feature=related
 
Chuck Huckelberry, Pima County Administrator
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YDVzZpFIKuc&feature=related
 
Nan Walden-Local Business Owner and Southern Arizona employer.
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MScIaQGNhBo&feature=related
 
Morris Farr, Save the Scenic Santa Ritas
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3C6B_wEP0xI&feature=related
 
There are other videos as well.
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 
Thank you.
 

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard
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DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have

received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed

without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: rburns@azleg.gov; kadams@azleg.gov
CC: jpaton@azleg.gov; llopez@azleg.gov; amelvin@azleg.gov; comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Rosemont Copper Project Articles in the newspaper re letter from Senator Burns and Rep. Adams-
Arizona State Legislature.
Date: Sun, 7 Feb 2010 09:14:37 -0700

President Burns and Representative Adams,
 
Just in case the Arizona Daily Star newspaper does not make it to Maricopa County, here are two recent
articles.
 
Additionally, KGUN 9 news (an ABC affiliate), ran interviews regarding this issue on last night's broadcasts.
(Saturday Feb 6th 2010)
 
 I do not think it would unreasonable to issue an apology over this debacle. Thank you.

________________________________________________________________________________________

 
Our view: Maricopa lawmakers' message supporting Rosemont mine was presumptuous

Burns, Adams step over line with letter 
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html
 

Story 
Comments 

| Posted: Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am | Comments 

Font Size: 
Default font size 
Larger font size 

The leaders of the state House and Senate committed a telling faux pas last week, sending a letter to the
U.S. Forest Service "on behalf of the Arizona Senate and the House of Representatives" in support of the
proposed Rosemont mine.
The letter was written Tuesday and most Southern Arizona lawmakers didn't learn of it until Thursday,
according to the Star's Tony Davis.
House Speaker Kirk Adams and Senate President Bob Burns are Maricopa County GOP legislators whose
constituents stand to enjoy economic benefits if the mine is built in the Santa Rita Mountains - but to suffer
none of the ecological and water-resource consequences the mine could bring to Southern Arizona.
 
Were Southern Arizona lawmakers invited to weigh in on the letter written on their "behalf" or to provide
information to Adams and Burns about why opposition to the mine is so virulent in this distant, apparently
alien part of the state? No.
To be fair, Burns backed down Thursday after state Sen. Jonathan Paton, a Tucson Republican who opposes
the mine and who plans to run for Congress this year, complained.
 
In their letter, Burns and Adams wrote that the proposed mine is a "tremendous economic opportunity for
the state of Arizona," and encouraged the Forest Service to "allow Arizona to continue to move forward
responsibly to utilize our rich and vital copper resources."
In a statement Thursday, Burns said he and Adams understand that "the Rosemont decision is a local issue,
in consultation with federal interests," and that they don't want the letter to be seen as an endorsement.
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But the arrogance exhibited by the Maricopa County-based legislative leaders in muscling in on a local issue
without even consulting local lawmakers is stunning.
 
Rep. Steve Farley, D-Tucson, told Davis the leaders were "treating Southern Arizona as a Third World
country over which they have hegemony." Farley, who opposes the mine, added, "to send this out on our
behalf without showing it to us is just hubris."
Rep. Frank Antenori, R-Tucson, whose district includes the mine site southeast of Tucson, told Davis he and
other lawmakers had "heartburn" over the letter.
 
"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been a resolution put forward,
requesting the Legislature's opinion," he said. Antenori told Davis he doesn't support or oppose the mine,
but wants to make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete the groundwater.
Rosemont Copper Co. wants to extract 225 million pounds of copper from the Santa Rita Mountains. To do
so, Rosemont must a dig a pit well below the area's groundwater table, and then it must pump out the
aquifer for nearly 2,000 more feet to reach the copper.
Burns' statement on Thursday said Paton had convinced him and Adams that "It is not as simple as we first
thought." They now understood concerns about the mine's impact on water resources, he wrote.
 
True, it's not simple.
 
But here's the deal: The people who would live with the mine should be consulted about their future, and
so should they have a say in the ecological future of Southern Arizona. They have representatives in the
Legislature whose job it is to help them speak out and be heard.
A couple of Maricopa County pols had no business blundering into an important local issue about which they
obviously knew very little. They should apologize and withdraw their letter.
Arizona Daily Star
Posted in Opinion, Editorial on Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am 
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Letter backing Rosemont stokes Capitol
'heartburn' 
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_029ab29f-7a15-587e-9e43-
d79e5ab1a254.html
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Benjie Sanders A shot of an area where a section of the pit is going to be located and some heavy
equipment operators are working to restore the area where they were drilling for the Rosemont Mine
Wednesday August 6, 2008, which is located about 30 miles southeast of Tucson, Arizona. This picture was
taken while on a tour of the mines. Photo by Benjie Sanders/Arizona Daily Star. 

 

Arizona's legislative chiefs frustrated a majority of Tucson-area legislators by writing the U.S. Forest
Service a letter friendly to the proposed Rosemont Mine without consulting them - yet saying they were
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writing "on behalf of the Arizona Senate and the House of Representatives."
Tuesday's letter from Senate President Bob Burns and House Speaker Kirk Adams praised Rosemont as a
"tremendous economic opportunity for the State of Arizona," cited Arizona's rich mining history, and
encouraged the Forest Service to "allow Arizona to continue to move forward responsibly to utilize our rich
and vital copper resources."
 
But late Thursday, Burns backed off, under criticism led by Jonathan Paton, a Tucson-area state senator
and mine opponent of his party who is running for Congress against another mine opponent.
 
The original letter said, "It is imperative that Arizona responsibly utilize our natural resources as part of our
long-term economic recovery and stabilization." In his statement Thursday, Burns said he and Adams, both
Republicans, want to make clear that "the Rosemont decision is a local issue, in consultation with federal
interests," and that they don't want the letter to be seen as an endorsement.
Their original letter urged the Forest Service to consider an economic impact study done by the Arizona
Department of Mines and Mineral Resources and Arizona State University. It predicted the mine will bring
$9.2 billion in economic benefits over its life by directly and indirectly creating more than 2,900 jobs.
Rosemont Copper Co. paid for the study, which the letter didn't mention.
 
Nine of 11 Tucson-area legislators reached Thursday for comment - six Democrats and three Republicans -
were critical of the leaders' letter, and most said they had only learned of it Thursday. Four other area
legislators - three Democrats and a Republican - didn't respond to the Star's questions about the letter.
 
Rep. Frank Antenori, a Tucson-area Republican whose district includes the mine site southeast of Tucson,
said he and other legislators had "heartburn" over the letter.
 
"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been a resolution put forward,
requesting the Legislature's opinion," said Antenori, who said he doesn't support or oppose the mine but
wants to make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete groundwater.
 
The letter is emblematic of the leaders' "treating Southern Arizona as a Third World country over which
they have hegemony," said Rep. Steve Farley, a Tucson Democrat and mine opponent. "For (Adams) to
send this out on our behalf without showing it to us is just hubris."
Burns' later statement said, "It is not as simple as we first thought. Senator Jonathan Paton has spoken to
us about his concerns with the use of CAP water for the project. We understand his consistent opposition to
the plan."
 
Adams didn't respond to requests for comment.
 
This flap comes less than three weeks after U.S. Sen. John McCain, also a Republican, made statements
favorable to the mine while meeting with Green Valley leaders. Under questioning from the Star three days
later, a McCain campaign aide and spokesman said he hasn't endorsed the mine.
Jamie Sturgess, vice president for sustainable development for Rosemont Copper Co., met with legislative
leaders in the past two weeks, "but exactly what he asked for, I'm not sure," Rosemont Copper CEO Rod
Pace said Thursday. 
 
Sturgess didn't return calls or an e-mail about the letter.
 
Speaking before Burns' retreat from the letter surfaced, Pace said he was very happy to see the original
letter. "I think it shows they are looking at the project and what economic impacts it brings the state. It
just said that as long as Rosemont follows its plan of operations that it submitted and goes through the
proper procedures, I think they would support it as being good for the state."
 
Of other legislators' concern about the letter, "that makes sense," Pace said. "I know that people always
like to know ahead of time."
Sen. Al Melvin, a northwest-side Republican, said he supports the mine and endorses the leaders' letter.
"My guess is if it was put to a vote in both chambers we would get a majority in favor of this letter, given
the current makeup of the two chambers. Even if we weren't in these dire economic times this would be
the right thing to do," Melvin said.
 
Sen. Linda Lopez, a Tucson Democrat, said she supports the mine, but doesn't support the letter making it
appear the Senate supports the mine when it hasn't.
 
Paton said he is considering drafting a resolution to determine how strong Rosemont's support is in the
Legislature.
"There are economics involved … but it comes to water rights for me. You are exchanging groundwater
there for CAP water," and he isn't confident the CAP will always have enough water.
 
His Democratic campaign opponent, incumbent U.S. Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, said in a prepared statement
that "the legislators' new-found interest in this open-pit mine neglects to address the serious and



intractable economic, quality-of-life and environmental problems that would result if it were to go into
operation."
Contact reporter Tony Davis at 806-7746 or tdavis@azstarnet.com
Posted in Environment, Local, Tony-davis on Friday, February 5, 2010 12:00 am Updated: 11:22 pm. |
Tags: 

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Deborah K Sebesta; Walter Keyes; Salek Shafiqullah; Arthur S Elek
Subject: Fw: More Tech Reports!
Date: 05/18/2009 12:22 PM

There have been a bunch of new reports lately, and most are very large and very
technical.  I'm not sure how the other IDT members are dealing with these, but if
they're like me, they're frustrated because there are not enough hours in the day to
review them much and/or there's so much information that it's overwhelming.

Do you or Tom (or anyone with the FS or SWCA) read every page of these reports? 
If so, is there a chance at an upcoming meeting someone could give the team an
overview of each report so we'd learn a little about them and also know whether it's
worth our time to delve into them?

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2009 10:56 AM -----

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

05/14/2009 04:19 PM

To sldavis@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
ehornung@swca.com, sgriset@swca.com,
tfurgason@swca.com, rbowers@swca.com,
mjfitch@fs.fed.us, tciapusci@fs.fed.us,
awcampbell@fs.fed.us, beverson@fs.fed.us,
jable@fs.fed.us, kbrown03@fs.fed.us,
jhesse@swca.com, klgraves@fs.fed.us,
aelek@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, ccoyle@swca.com,
jderby@fs.fed.us, mfarrell@fs.fed.us,
khouser@swca.com, wkeyes@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
jgrams@swca.com, temmett@fs.fed.us,
gsoroka@swca.com, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
kpohs@swca.com, hhall@swca.com,
mbidwell@swca.com, rellis@swca.com,
jconnell@swca.com, rmraley@fs.fed.us,
dkeane@swca.com, mroth@fs.fed.us,
daleortmanpe@live.com, kellett@fs.fed.us,
lcgarrett77@msn.com, devinquintana@fs.fed.us,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
abelauskas@fs.fed.us, kkertell@swca.com,
mreichard@swca.com, bgaddis@swca.com,
kserrato@swca.com, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
cbellavia@swca.com

cc

Subject More Tech Reports!

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see.
To go directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web
browser. Please note that some email clients require that all the letters
and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right
place.

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=3&id=10226
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Jennifer Ruyle
Subject: Fw: need to find out where these proposed new wilderness sites are in the ocoronado
Date: 08/27/2010 10:07 AM

Jennifer,

Can you tell me what wilderness areas might be recommended with the Forest Plan
revision?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/27/2010 10:06 AM -----

Sturgess Jamie
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

08/26/2010 08:21 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Katherine
Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc

Subject FW: need to find out where these
proposed new wilderness sites are in
the ocoronado

Bev can you help us with where the coronado wilderness areas are located as
per the note below?

Thanks

jamie
------ Forwarded Message
From: <jameister@aol.com>
Date: Thu, 26 Aug 2010 22:52:16 -0400
To: <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Subject: need to find out where these proposed new wilderness sites are in
the ocoronado

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Jennifer Ruyle/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
file:////c/jameister@aol.com
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Below is a list of areas that are being evaluated for wilderness designations in
Arizona's National Forests. The Tonto National Forest is the only one that does not
currently have any potential new designations currently under evaluation.  
  

819,455 Acres of New Wilderness Being Evaluated for Arizona's
National Forests

Coconino National Forest - ten new areas comprised of 77,136 acres 
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - up to 287,800 Acres 

Coronado National Forest - ten new areas comprised of 123,713 acres 
Kaibab National Forest - up to 54,830 acres of new or additions to

existing 
Prescott National Forest -  up to 275,976 acres 

------ End of Forwarded Message



From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; mkaplan@fs.fed.us;
baschneider@fs.fed.us; awcampbell@fs.fed.us; Roxane M Raley; beverson@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com;
jrigg@swca.com; daleortmanpe@live.com; Jamie Sturgess; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub
blindenlaub@westlandresources.com; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com

Subject: Fw: NEWS RELEASE: Schedule Adjustment Announced for Rosemont Copper Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

Date: 04/30/2010 03:34 PM
Attachments: Rosemont Timeline Adjustment  043010.docx

FYI 

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 04/30/2010 03:30 PM ----- 
Heidi Schewel/R3/USDAFS

04/30/2010 03:17 PM

To
cc

Subject NEWS RELEASE: Schedule Adjustment Announced for Rosemont
Copper Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Effective Immediately                             CONTACT:     Heidi Schewel (520) 388-8484 
                                                                For news media use only

SCHEDULE ADJUSTMENT ANNOUNCED FOR ROSEMONT COPPER
PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

TUCSON, AZ  (April 30, 2010) – Due to the complexity of the proposed Rosemont Copper
Project, the schedule for release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is being
adjusted. Coronado National Forest personnel are currently involved in ongoing discussions
with participants in the NEPA process to determine a schedule to facilitate a thorough
evaluation of the proposal and other alternatives. 

The additional time will allow the Forest to complete field surveys for a native plant (Hexa
revoluta) that is found coincident with alternative project sites on National Forest land.  The
time will also accommodate detailed groundwater hydrology studies which are being
conducted on potential impacts and mitigation measures for alternatives under evaluation. The
studies are expected to be completed during July. A revised schedule for the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement will be announced within the next two months. 
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Effective Immediately		             CONTACT:     Heidi Schewel (520) 388-8484

								For news media use only



SCHEDULE ADJUSTMENT ANNOUNCED FOR ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT







TUCSON, AZ  (April 30, 2010) – Due to the complexity of the proposed Rosemont Copper Project, the schedule for release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is being adjusted. Coronado National Forest personnel are currently involved in ongoing discussions with participants in the NEPA process to determine a schedule to facilitate a thorough evaluation of the proposal and other alternatives.



The additional time will allow the Forest to complete field surveys for a native plant (Hexa revoluta) that is found coincident with alternative project sites on National Forest land.  The time will also accommodate detailed groundwater hydrology studies which are being conducted on potential impacts and mitigation measures for alternatives under evaluation. The studies are expected to be completed during July. A revised schedule for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be announced within the next two months.
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Heidi Schewel
Communications Staff
Coronado National Forest
Phone:  (520) 388-8343 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; mkaplan@fs.fed.us;
baschneider@fs.fed.us; awcampbell@fs.fed.us; Roxane M Raley; beverson@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com;
jrigg@swca.com; daleortmanpe@live.com; Jamie Sturgess; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub
blindenlaub@westlandresources.com; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com

Subject: Fw: NEWS RELEASE: Schedule Adjustment Announced for Rosemont Copper Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

Date: 04/30/2010 03:34 PM
Attachments: Rosemont Timeline Adjustment  043010.docx

FYI 

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 04/30/2010 03:30 PM ----- 
Heidi Schewel/R3/USDAFS

04/30/2010 03:17 PM

To
cc

Subject NEWS RELEASE: Schedule Adjustment Announced for Rosemont
Copper Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Effective Immediately                             CONTACT:     Heidi Schewel (520) 388-8484 
                                                                For news media use only

SCHEDULE ADJUSTMENT ANNOUNCED FOR ROSEMONT COPPER
PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

TUCSON, AZ  (April 30, 2010) – Due to the complexity of the proposed Rosemont Copper
Project, the schedule for release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is being
adjusted. Coronado National Forest personnel are currently involved in ongoing discussions
with participants in the NEPA process to determine a schedule to facilitate a thorough
evaluation of the proposal and other alternatives. 

The additional time will allow the Forest to complete field surveys for a native plant (Hexa
revoluta) that is found coincident with alternative project sites on National Forest land.  The
time will also accommodate detailed groundwater hydrology studies which are being
conducted on potential impacts and mitigation measures for alternatives under evaluation. The
studies are expected to be completed during July. A revised schedule for the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement will be announced within the next two months. 
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Effective Immediately		             CONTACT:     Heidi Schewel (520) 388-8484

								For news media use only



SCHEDULE ADJUSTMENT ANNOUNCED FOR ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT







TUCSON, AZ  (April 30, 2010) – Due to the complexity of the proposed Rosemont Copper Project, the schedule for release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is being adjusted. Coronado National Forest personnel are currently involved in ongoing discussions with participants in the NEPA process to determine a schedule to facilitate a thorough evaluation of the proposal and other alternatives.



The additional time will allow the Forest to complete field surveys for a native plant (Hexa revoluta) that is found coincident with alternative project sites on National Forest land.  The time will also accommodate detailed groundwater hydrology studies which are being conducted on potential impacts and mitigation measures for alternatives under evaluation. The studies are expected to be completed during July. A revised schedule for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be announced within the next two months.
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Heidi Schewel
Communications Staff
Coronado National Forest
Phone:  (520) 388-8343 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: NFMA Consistency Check
Date: 09/23/2009 08:32 AM

...or SWCA could do the review, present results to the IDT.  The IDT would have to
understand/review the Forest Plan to easily and quickly validate that SWCA got it
right.  It may be more efficient for one FS person to do the job as Tom suggests. 
TA certainly knows the Plan better than I do and I would feel more comfortable if
she was involved in this step.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 09/23/2009 08:27 AM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

09/22/2009 03:26 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "John
MacIvor" <jmacivor@swca.com>

cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Melissa
Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject NFMA Consistency Check

Bev,

 
I was please to hear that the Alternatives are on “pretty solid ground” and that we can
proceed with the assumption that they are not likely to substantively change.  With
that assumption, I have asked John MacIvor to begin the NFMA Consistency check. 
In order to do a thorough job and ensure we don’t miss anything, it would be useful to
have somebody at the CNF do the same check (TA or Mindee?).  That way, the two
teams could confer at the end of the process and make certain that nothing was
missed.  

 
As you are aware, this is one of the milestones in the MOU.  It would be great to get
this started now that we are comfortable with the alternatives.  I don’t really see any
downside with starting this now.  We can still add alternatives or drop them from
further consideration if the Line Officer directs us.

 
Tom Furgason

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 



From: Sarah L Davis
To: mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Notes from Dec 9-11 site visit with Horst Schor
Date: 01/12/2010 01:49 PM
Attachments: RCC USFS LandForming Mtg_2009-12-11notes_FINAL.pdf

Tracked 'em down.  See attachment.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 01/12/2010 01:47 PM -----

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> 

01/12/2010 11:26 AM

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

cc "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Notes from Dec 9-11 site visit with Horst Schor

Hello Sarah,

 
Here are the notes. 

 
Thanks!

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2010 11:24 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell
Cc: Sarah L Davis
Subject: Notes from Dec 9-11 site visit with Horst Schor

Marcie:  Would you please email a copy of your notes from Horst's visit directly to
Sarah (see cc above)?  She will be putting them in the official project file. 

Sarah:  The document I pulled up on my screen was an agenda, not minutes. 
Marcie created the notes and should be able to furnish them to you. 

Thanks.

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



 


 


December 11, 2009 
Coconino National Forest 


  
 


 


 


Attendees: 
 
Debby Kriegel, USFS Landscape Architect 
Salek Shafiqullah, USFS Hydrologist 
Beverly Everson, USFS Geologist 
Horst Schor, Landforming Specialist 
Tom Furgason, SWCA Environmental Consultants  
Dale Ortman, SWCA Environmental Consultants subcontractor 
Marcie Bidwell, SWCA Environmental Consultants, Project Manager 
 


  


AGENDA ITEMS 
Topic 


Review Big Ideas Brainstorm, which affect many little decisions- 
Hydro tour discussed allowing the back of the waste rock and tailing pile to fail into the pit  
Forest Service to Develop Land Forming Alternative 


• How do we divide up the slopes? How do we redirect the drainage?  


• Focus on Barrel Only alternative as a staring footprint and analysis basis. 


• Use concave configurations, so not stark straight faces on the forms. 


• Redirect drainage so not following long benches as regular, engineered form 


• Have a continuous hillform with a “ridgeline” that replicates natural ridgelines in the areas. 


• Concentrate drainage to support natural vegetation 


• Utilize rock that the mine generates and place along the built form to replicate the presence of rock 
outcrops and exposed rock in the landscape. 


• Include access to form for (1) creation or maintenance, and (2) recreation use after mine closure. 


• Reduce the use of flat slopes and benches to use concave slopes  


• Coordinate with George Annandale to know the limits of the slope length, slopes, and material constraints 
in the Tucson monsoonal climate.  


• Plan for and embrace the monsoonal rain stress into the long-term generation of natural forms. How can 
we work with these processes to allow for erosion and maintenance of slope forms. 


 
Needed from Rosemont- 


•  Stormwater drainage report 


• AutoCad for  all alternatives (especially Barrel Only) 
 
Forest Service wants to - 


• Consider best land forming options for the project that avoids engineered drains and drop structures.  


• Avoid final design that remains engineered and does not support natural processes (sediment movement, 
hydrologic processes) 


• Incorporate functional recreation use of the area long term.  


LAND FORMING 
EXPLORATION MEETING 







 


• Address concerns that the current alternatives have only been designed to the level of capacity study level 
and have not been designed to meet the next level of objectives.  


  
Forest Service Questions for Land Forming: 


1. Can the alternatives be landformed in terms of footprint (space) and material available?  
 Height, footprint, ability to hit natural terrain 


2. Will land forming increase stability for each alternative considering slopes and drainage concerns? 
 
 
 


Immediate Action Items  


Owner Action Item- BOLD indicates updates or NEW actions Deadline 


Tom Furguson 
1. SWCA to send AutoCAD base layers- topography, boundaries, arch sites, 


highways, hydrological units, footprints and alternatives of Alternatives to 
Horst Schor. 


 


Horst 
2. Prepare a proposal and schedule to (1) critique of alternatives for ability to 


be land formed  and  (2) develop a Land Forming Alternative to include a 
conceptual design, model, and report, as a scope that links dollars to 
deliverables. 


 


Debby 3. Send Horst any pertinent background information for him to review.  


Bev/Debby/Salek 4. Comment on the ability to landform the Phased Tailings Alternative to 
District Ranger to report back to Rosemont. 


 


 
 
 







From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: FW: Notes from the Arch meeting
Date: 04/15/2008 10:47 AM
Attachments: Rosemont CNF Mtg Notes Apr 14 08.doc

FYI-

Attached are the meeting notes from Tom Euler and Suzanne Grist’s meeting with Mary and Bill
yesterday.

_____________________________________________
From: Tom Euler
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2008 10:40 AM
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Melissa Reichard (mreichard@swca.com)
Subject: FW: Notes from our meeting this morning

FYI.

TE

______________________________________________

From:   Suzanne Griset 

Sent:   Monday, April 14, 2008 3:10 PM

To:     Mary M Farrell; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Cc:     Tom Euler

Subject:        Notes from our meeting this morning

Hi - I've attached a draft - let me know if changes are needed.  I think Mary has already finished all her
action items!!! <<Rosemont CNF Mtg Notes Apr 14 08.doc>>

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.comCc
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.comCc
mailto:tfurgason@swca.comCc
mailto:mreichard@swca.com)Subject
mailto:mreichard@swca.com)Subject
mailto:mreichard@swca.com)Subject
mailto:mreichard@swca.com)Subject
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Rosemont Cultural Resources


Meeting Notes


Parties:

Tom Euler and Suzanne Griset, SWCA




Mary Farrell and Bill Gillespie, Coronado National Forest


Date:

April 14, 2008


Location:
CNF Headquarters


Re:
Rosemont Mine Geotech Borings, Tribal Consultation,  Ethnohistory, and Class III Inventory


1.
Borings:  Tom reported that SWCA cultural and natural resources personnel are at the project area this week, marking the locations of the 15 borings on CNF land, and will monitor the actual borings.  A memorandum documenting this process will be completed and submitted to the CNF at completion of the drilling process.

2.
Ethnohistory:  


· SWCA inquired as to the scope of the ethnohistory; whether it should concentrate on Native American to the exclusion of all other occupants of the area.  CNF staff wants it to include all.  

· Suzanne mentioned that some of the distant tribes (Hopi, Chiricahua Apache) will be in Sierra Vista for a May 1st meeting with Fort Huachuca.  She will contact the confirmed attendees to see if they are interested in meeting with her regarding the Rosemont project ethnohistory.


· Mary reported that CNF briefly discussed the Rosemont project in meetings they had concerning other issues with the tribes.  Hopi (are concerned about the human remains from the ANAMAX project) and Four Southern Tribes (similar concern).  Mary sent Suzanne this morning, electronic versions of letters/notes from White Mtn Apache and T.O. comments on the project.  


· Mary also noted that other ethnohistorians have run into problems when they repeatedly ask the same question in different guises – sets up mistrust on the interviewee’s part; and when they correct the informant on details.

· Bill mentioned Roger Anyon’s report on behalf of the Hopi for the CNF Plan.  Also that Peter Steere liked the studies done by CDA with tribes for the San Pedro River project.


· CNF has two existing tribal MOUs, with Hopi and Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), largely concerning grazing lands.


ACTION ITEMS: 


Suzanne will send Bill a copy of McDonald’s (2000) Overview of TCPs.


CNF will talk to Peter Steere of the Tohono O’dham Nation to set up a requested meeting at the San Xavier District.  SWCA


will provide graphics and other support as needed.


3.
Class III Inventory:  


· Tom has calculated a rough APE for the project using Sal’s map of facilities and adding a buffer; he estimates ca. 5000 acres for resurvey, mostly CNF land.


· SHPO consultation by CNF has already occurred.  The SHPO’s office wants 15 m transects wherever feasible (other than the steep slopes).  She also thinks CNF should begin working on a MOA with all interested parties (CNF, SHPO, Advisory Council, Tribes, Bureau of Reclamation, BLM, +?) to mitigate adverse effects during the data recovery phase, but suggests they begin now. 


· Discussed which site record system to use (CNF and/or ASM).  Concluded that both are needed, with ASM taking priority in the discussion of sites in the report; but including a concordance table, and citation of both site numbers at the first mention of a site..

· Discussed how best to mark sites in the field; CNF wants SWCA to follow FS guidance and mark sites with a site datum and aluminum tags.  


ACTION ITEMS:  


Mary will send SWCA an electronic copy of the CNF letter to SHPO.


Bill will send SWCA his revised data on site locations (he used SWCA’s Class I Records Search data and made some changes so that they fit CNF’s requirements).


Bill will send Tom the USFS site recording guidance.



Tom will confer with Neal Weintraub at the Kaibab Forest to see if SWCA can use the

FS mobile recording system and also formulate compatible data for ASM site records.




external folks on the 15th AND wants to stay close to the Rosemont
project.  

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



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: P.S. Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line Project - Alternative Route Comments
Date: 03/15/2010 09:10 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 03/15/2010 09:08 AM -----

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

03/12/2010 11:29 AM

To <ebelts@epgaz.com>, <husman@ag.arizona.edu>,
<chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov>,
<daniel_j_moore@blm.gov>, <emerald5@cox.net>,
<kabrahams@diamondven.com>,
<kellett@fs.fed.us>,
<nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com>,
<ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us>,
<tbolton@land.az.gov>,
<markkonharting@gmail.com>,
<mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil>,
"marshall@magruder.org" <marshall@magruder.org>,
"deadlass14@msn.com" <deadlass14@msn.com>,
<biannarino@diamondven.com>,
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "tciapusci@fs.fed.us"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, <cindy_alvarez@blm.gov>

cc <tubaclawyer@aol.com>, <lweinst@epgaz.com>,
<ebeck@tep.com>, <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,
TEP Stakeholder <ptrente@epgaz.com>,
<cjohnson@epgaz.com>, "comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>, <diana.durazo@pima.gov>,
<district4@pima.gov>

Subject P.S. Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line Project -
Alternative Route Comments

There was less of a visual contrast with the dull grey galvanized poles in
the simulations.

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
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“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

  

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: ebelts@epgaz.com; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; marshall@magruder.org;
deadlass14@msn.com; biannarino@diamondven.com;
beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov
CC: tubaclawyer@aol.com; lweinst@epgaz.com; ebeck@tep.com;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; ptrente@epgaz.com;
cjohnson@epgaz.com; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us;
diana.durazo@pima.gov; district4@pima.gov
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line Project - Alternative
Route Comments
Date: Fri, 12 Mar 2010 10:17:49 -0700

Emily,
 
I think it is important that all of the agencies/stakeholders realize they
can put forth the alternative to have one line without two phases
(temporary and construction) along Santa Rita Rd, thereby minimizing
many of the agency conflicts and additional environmental impacts.  This
is not to be construed as endorsement on my part of any particular
alternative but it is one that has not been explored fully.
 
Without appropriate public outreach, I vehemently oppose any



alternatives put forth that suggest a "back up line" that differs from what
was originally presented at the public Open Houses and on the TEP
website as possible temporary power. This is particularly important as
there was not appropriate outreach for the second round of Open Houses
for link development in the region that would be most impacted by this
possibly permanent "back up line".
 
Of the alternatives presented by EPG/TEP, the ones I support (in order of
preference) are:
 
Santa Rita Rd. Family 
 
Option 7 
 

12.91 miles permanent disturbance,  2.18 Temporary. 
It is one of the shortest routes that combine temporary and
permanent power.
It is one of the two shortest permanent routes.  
Uses existing roads and proposed co-locating with other
utilities. 
I would prefer to see the transmission line undergrounded in
appropriate places along links when the water line is installed. 
Although it is along a designated scenic highway the impacts
could be mitigated by appropriate pole color choices and and
minimized access road disturbance or undergrounding.   
Avoids additional degradation to the Forest  as the 46 kva
alternatives through Greaterville would require an upgrade to
the the existing Greaterville substation which is on a grassy
knoll below a ridgeline and adjacent to a drainage. (see
attached photos)
Less disturbance to wildlife
Avoids new visual disruption to recreational users in the Forest
and to drivers along Box Canyon.
Less disturbance from new and "upgraded" access roads in the
Forest. 
Provides more revenue to the State of Arizona which is in a
long term budgetary crisis. 
Although opposed by the SRER, the temporary line would span
sensitive portions of the 2.18 mile stretch and would be
removed at the the end of full construction.  (11510.4 feet
equals approximately 15 poles at spans of 750')
It does have new visual disruption to existing residents along
Santa Rita Rd but again this could be mitigated by appropriate
pole color choices and and minimized access road disturbance. 

Preferred by SRER with the exception of Link 120.    
Closer to Fire and Emergency support with multiple access
roads heavier duty fire suppression capabilities.



Shorter vegetation.
The Arizona State Land Department in 2001 produced a
suppression plan for the experimental range. 
Utilizes the most private property
Avoids springs 
Avoids paralleling Pima County designated Important Riparian
Areas with the exception of Link 140 which has no presented
alternative.
Less impact to the Oak and Grass ecotone on Public Lands. 
Avoids more areas of High Archeological Sensitivity on Public
Lands. 
Avoids installing a new transmission line and access roads
parallel to an existing wood H frame line. See attached photo
of how a typical "upgrade" along an existing transmission line
occurs. 
TEP has stated on the record that it cannot be responsible for
"wildcat" use of its existing access roads.
Less impact to public land view sheds.
Less probable impact to Lesser Long Nose Bat habitat.
I would prefer to see maps that reflect the proposed
corridors,  right of ways and access roads over an aerial map. 
I would prefer to see a possible description of the proposed
substations. 
I would prefer to see the transmission line undergrounded in
appropriate places along the main road when the water line is
installed. 
I would prefer to see the renewable energy components of the
project on the map as well. 
I would prefer to see future development plans in conjunction
with the routes on the maps as well.
Almost entirely within the Tucson AMA.

Option 9
 
See above. Close the same reasons. Not a big fan of link 130 and do not
consider this to be enough of change to be considered a "reasonable"
alternative route to present to the Committee.
 
Adajcent 46 kva Family
 
Option #1
 

One of the shortest disturbances. 
Uses an existing utility corridor with the exception of a 2.18 
miles. 
No obviously new visual disruption to existing residents.
(according to presentations at last meeting) Could mitigated
by appropriate pole color choice or undergrounding. 



No private land available for future development between
closest residences in Green Valley near existing line and what
was shown in the presentation. 
Avoids new visual disturbance to existing residents along the
first portion of Santa Rita Rd. 

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.
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From: Marcie Bidwell
To: Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Paint Color
Date: 05/25/2010 11:31 AM

Hello All,
 
This is the color information that I mentioned at the Alternatives Meeting from Kathy and I did a little e-
research to find a color chip, please share with anyone else that may find this information useful.
 
Marcie
 
from http://www.braemarbuildings.com/building-colors.php
 

   

Light Stone
SR .50 SRI 58

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2010 12:10 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell; Debby Kriegel
Cc: David Krizek
Subject: FW: Paint Color

Finally got a full answer on the paint color...

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

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

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

------ Forwarded Message
From: Clarissa Barraza <cbarraza@rosemontcopper.com>
Date: Mon, 22 Feb 2010 10:16:42 -0600
To: Patrick Glynn <pglynn@rosemontcopper.com>, Katherine Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Subject: RE: Paint Color

mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
http://www.braemarbuildings.com/building-colors.php
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file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


Kathy,
The color is Lightstone from Premier (SR.50 SRI 58)
 

Regards,
 
Clarissa Barraza
Project Engineer
 
Rosemont Copper Company
a subsidiary of Augusta Resource Corporation

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of
the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited.  If you are not the intended
recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately. 
 

From: Patrick Glynn 
Sent: Friday, February 19, 2010 3:53 PM
To: Clarissa Barraza
Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: FW: Paint Color
Importance: High

Please can you help Kathy with this asap Monday as I am out of the office next week.
 
Thanks
 

From: Kathy Arnold 
Sent: Friday, February 19, 2010 8:47 AM
To: Patrick Glynn
Cc: Lance Newman
Subject: Paint Color

Patrick 
The Forest Service needs actual paint colors for the buildings at the plant site.  Can you send me
either a website or the names of the paint with a specific brand so that I can tie them to a real
color – this is a 911 for help ASAP!

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

Rosemont Copper Company  

file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


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

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

------ End of Forwarded Message



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Pit Wall Safety Benches - Potential Visual Mitigation
Date: 02/26/2010 08:41 AM
Attachments: 20100219_ortman_kriegel-bidwell_pitbenchmit_memo.pdf

Bev,

FYI if you're interested.  At the bottom of this message is a brief report from Dale
describing possible treatment of uppermost benches in the pit.  

Debby

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 02/26/2010 08:38 AM -----

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

02/22/2010 09:29 AM

To "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "'Marcie
Bidwell'" <mbidwell@swca.com>, jrigg@swca.com

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Pit Wall Safety Benches - Potential Visual

Mitigation

Dale:  This is great.  I appreciate you providing these ideas/options.  Do you have a
recommendation for how to get a review and initial input from Rosemont?

Marcie:  I assume that you will be simulating the MPO's 50-foot lifts.  It would be very
helpful to have simulations (even rough ones), at least for double benching and randomized
benching, in order to help us compare these options and determine which would mitigate
visual impacts best.  Can you do this?

Jonathan:  Please add the following wording to the mitigation table item #15.3.3/238 as
follows:

Treat upper  portions of the pit wall that are visible from Highway 83, the Arizona
Trail, and other Concern Level 1 travelways and residential areas within 5 miles of
the pit by (1) reducing the visual impact of horizontal safety benches by reducing
the number of benches (double benching), placing benches in a randomized pattern,
or similar, and (2) applying Permeon or similar to darken rock to match weathered
rock on the ridge at the conclusion of operations.  Verify that selected treatment
will not create water quality problems.  Review treatment at least every 5 years and
adjust as needed to protect visual quality.  If possible, plant vegetation on broken
ledges on visible parts of pit wall.

Thanks.

▼ "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Debby Kriegel (CNF), Marcie Bidwell (SWCA) 


Copy to: Tom Furgason , Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 19 February 2010   


Subject: 
Safety Bench Alternatives for Rosemont Pit Wall on Face of Santa Rita 
Mountains 


 
Concern has been raised regarding the visual impact of continuous horizontal safety benches on 
the visible part of the Rosemont mine pit wall on the flank of the Santa Rita Mountains.  This 
memorandum presents several potential mitigations for preliminary consideration.  The sketch 
depictions of potential mitigations are schematic and not-to-scale; therefore their purpose is to 
convey the basic safety bench concepts, not to present a visual simulation. 
 
Safety benches are required by federal mine safety regulations and industry practice to mitigate 
the rockfall hazard to workers in open pit mines.  Generally, a safety bench is left as each 
horizontal slice of rock (lift) is mined to the pit limit; resulting in a terraced sequence of safety 
benches at the same vertical spacing as the height of the mined lift.  According to the MPO, 
Rosemont intends to mine in 50-foot lifts; therefore the minimum vertical spacing of safety 
benches is 50-feet (Figure 1) leaving a pit wall with evenly spaced safety benches (Figure 2).  It 
should be noted that although the intent is to leave intact safety benches it is almost certain that 
over time the benches deteriorate, becoming very hazardous places to enter if accessible at all. 
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Figure 1 – 50-Foot Lifts Mined to Pit Wall 
 
 
 
 


 
Figure 2 – 50-Foot Safety Bench Pattern on Upper Pit Wall Scarp 
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Suggested potential visual mitigation includes: 
 


• Double Benching (increasing the vertical bench spacing to 100-feet) 
• Post-Mine Bench Blasting (to enhance bench deterioration) 
• Randomized Benching (to break-up the bench pattern) 


 
Double Benching 
 
Double benching consists of eliminating every other 50-foot bench, resulting in a regularly 
spaced sequence of safety benches at 100-foot vertical spacing (Figure 3).  Double benching is a 
standard technique used in the industry. 


 
 


Figure 3 – Double Benching 
 
Post-Mine Bench Blasting 
 
Post-mine bench blasting would consist of accessing the safety benches at the end of mine life to 
drill and blast the safety benches to enhance the deterioration of the benches with the goal of 
reducing the visual impact.  This is not a standard practice in the mining industry as benches left 
high on a pit wall are inherently hazardous due to rockfall from above, potential bench collapse, 
lack of escape routes for personnel, and general lack of road access.  While not absolutely 
prohibited by federal mine safety regulations, working on completed benches on the pit wall is 
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only allowable under very strict considerations and would always be a dangerous undertaking.  
However, should post-mine bench blasting be considered there are several elements that need to 
be understood, they are: 
 


• Double Benching – To reduce the number of benches needing blasting double benching 
should be used (Figure 4). 


• Road Access – To access the benches a road system would need to be constructed on the 
flank of the Santa Rita Mountains to the height of the uppermost bench (Figure 4). 


• Bench Deterioration – The upper benches would be on the order of 20-years old before 
post-mine bench blasting would be undertaken; it is likely that some or all of the bench 
length would be inaccessible due to natural deterioration of the benches. 


 


 
Figure 4 – Post-Mine Bench Blasting 
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Randomized Benching 
 
Randomized benching would consist of developing a pattern of safety benches that were not 
horizontally continuous across the entire pit wall, but still provided a safety bench at no more 
than twice the 50-foot lift height as in the double bench option (Figure 5).  This is not a standard 
industry method; however it may be applicable in the upper part of the pit wall scarp. 


 
  


Figure 5 – Randomized Benching 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 







"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

02/19/2010 12:06 PM

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

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"'Melissa Reichard'" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Pit Wall Safety Benches - Potential Visual
Mitigation

Debby & Marcie,

 
Attached is a memo presenting several potential mitigation options for the safety benches on the
upper pit wall.

 
Cheers,

 
Dale
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Salek Shafiqullah; Robert Lefevre
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Sean Lockwood
Subject: Fw: Please read and investigate: FW: Rosemont water well video
Date: 11/10/2009 03:30 PM

FYI.  What are the implications of the claims in this video?

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/10/2009 03:28 PM -----

comments-
southwestern-
coronado 
Sent by: Roxane M Raley

11/09/2009 09:11 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com

cc

Subject Fw: Please read and investigate: FW: Rosemont water
well video

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 11/09/2009 09:08 AM -----

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

11/06/2009 09:10 AM

To <vailaz@hotmail.com>

cc

Subject Please read and investigate: FW: Rosemont water well
video

Hello All,
 
Is this legal? Is it ethical? Is it within Rosemont Copper's claims that they
will only be drawing water on the west side of the Santa Rita Mtns. How
does this mess with Rosemont Copper's claims that they are recharging
with CAP? (different aquifer entirely)
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cGJJNbrl1Qg

Prompt consideration and response is appreciated.

Elizabeth Webb

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Sean Lockwood/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cGJJNbrl1Qg


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

Quote for the Day: 

 

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

myself.” Britanny Renee

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

  

From: hiltonroad@msn.com
Subject: Rosemont water well video
Date: Thu, 5 Nov 2009 20:47:45 -0700

Bob H. has been doing a lot of work monitoring Rosemont.  We have
always suspected, but now have proven, that Rosemont is free to pump
as much water out of the Cienega Watershed as they want.  They claim
that they will not, but there are no restrictions or regulations to stop
them.  Watch the video Bob put on Youtube.  I think its time we lean on
the state legislature to protect Arizona's groundwater from unrestricted
use.

 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cGJJNbrl1Qg

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cGJJNbrl1Qg


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Please read and investigate: FW: Rosemont water well video
Date: 11/09/2009 09:11 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 11/09/2009 09:08 AM -----

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

11/06/2009 09:10 AM

To <vailaz@hotmail.com>

cc

Subject Please read and investigate: FW: Rosemont water well
video

Hello All,
 
Is this legal? Is it ethical? Is it within Rosemont Copper's claims that they
will only be drawing water on the west side of the Santa Rita Mtns. How
does this mess with Rosemont Copper's claims that they are recharging
with CAP? (different aquifer entirely)
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cGJJNbrl1Qg

Prompt consideration and response is appreciated.

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

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

myself.” Britanny Renee
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DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

  

From: hiltonroad@msn.com
Subject: Rosemont water well video
Date: Thu, 5 Nov 2009 20:47:45 -0700

Bob H. has been doing a lot of work monitoring Rosemont.  We have
always suspected, but now have proven, that Rosemont is free to pump
as much water out of the Cienega Watershed as they want.  They claim
that they will not, but there are no restrictions or regulations to stop
them.  Watch the video Bob put on Youtube.  I think its time we lean on
the state legislature to protect Arizona's groundwater from unrestricted
use.

 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cGJJNbrl1Qg

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cGJJNbrl1Qg


From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Pre-NEPA record
Date: 12/28/2009 03:52 PM

Looked for you today to discuss this.  I am glad you are off and hopefully having
some well deserved rest and fun too!  

This index was not sent to Melissa.  It appears that she wants the electronic project
record index that you kept prior to SWCA initiating their index.  Can you send this to
her?  And if you are able to, would you mind doing it?   

(I am going back thru her messages and checking to see that someone answered
each one.)  

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 12/28/2009 03:43 PM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

11/16/2009 01:59 PM

To <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

Subject Pre-NEPA record

Could you send me the electronic index? A note in the record states that it is filed at :
fsfiles/office/so/eng/geology/minerals/dz/augusta_research

 
Thanks!

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

 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Pre-NEPA record
Date: 12/28/2009 03:52 PM

Looked for you today to discuss this.  I am glad you are off and hopefully having
some well deserved rest and fun too!  

This index was not sent to Melissa.  It appears that she wants the electronic project
record index that you kept prior to SWCA initiating their index.  Can you send this to
her?  And if you are able to, would you mind doing it?   

(I am going back thru her messages and checking to see that someone answered
each one.)  

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 12/28/2009 03:43 PM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

11/16/2009 01:59 PM

To <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

Subject Pre-NEPA record

Could you send me the electronic index? A note in the record states that it is filed at :
fsfiles/office/so/eng/geology/minerals/dz/augusta_research

 
Thanks!

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

 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; Rochelle Desser; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Fw: printing/publishing guidelines
Date: 03/10/2010 03:17 PM
Attachments: TM Printing Publishing Guidelines.docx

fyi

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 03/10/2010 03:16 PM -----

Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS 

03/10/2010 03:03 PM

To pdl r3 coronado flt@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: printing/publishing guidelines

One pager on printing/publishing guidelines for travel management but applicable to
other documents, share as appropriate, thx.

Heidi Schewel
Communications Staff
Coronado National Forest
Phone:  (520) 388-8343 

----- Forwarded by Heidi Schewel/R3/USDAFS on 03/10/2010 03:02 PM -----

Karen M
Carter/R3/USDAFS 

03/09/2010 01:05 PM

To Ruth Doyle/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, pdl r3 all
paos@FSNOTES

cc Sandra L Roberts/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Polly
Lovato/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject printing/publishing guidelines

Ruth, Sandra has elaborated in a way that makes this a great one-pager for many
folks who have printing projects so I'm sharing with our paos as well.  It's ready for
sharing with your travel management counterparts on the forests.....karen

*****************************************

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Rochelle Desser/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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Printing and Publishing General Guidelines 
for Travel Management NEPA Documents



1. Complete and submit a publication proposal, FS-1600-6, electronically to Sandra Roberts for each travel management document planned. Upon receipt, Sandra creates a project folder, adds the document to her calendar, and then is able to track the project status with the forest contact. Quantities and job codes listed on the proposal can be adjusted as needed at the time of actual printing.



2. Create the document using the appropriate NEPA (EA/EIS) template found at the R3 Public Affairs Intranet site: http://fsweb.r3.fs.fed.us/pao/services/index.php


The template is a guide to margins, type size and general layout only. Be sure to use the style sheets that come with the specific template; do not create new styles or use “normal” for a type style. The templates were designed to meet the required USDA publications guidelines as well as to meet ADA requirements for Web publishing. 


Use the GPO Style Manual as your guide to writing style. It is the Federal Government’s guide to capitalization, hyphenation, compounding, use of numerals, etc., for all publications. Each PAO was given two hard copies of the guide last March; one for the planning staff and one for the PAO staff. 



Polly Lovato will be updating the instructions for using the templates to Microsoft Word 2007 by the end of March.


Questions about the templates and/or instructions can be addressed to either Polly Lovato, Regional Web Manager (505-842-3296) or Sandra Roberts, Printing Specialist (505-842-3295). 

 

3. Print off and proofread a hard copy of the document. Common errors found at this time are typos, use of the wrong word (not picked up with spell checker), incorrect or missing figure and table numbers, capitalization, hyphenation and spelling issues, missing copy, incomplete or confusing sentences, etc. Also be checking the document against the template instructions and styles. Be sure your headers and footers (which are best done last) are correct and your page numbers and headers rotate right and left (odd numbers on the right, even numbers on the left).  You may want to have someone who has not been closely involved in document preparation do the proofreading.



4. Please allow a minimum of 1 week for Sandra to review the document and check the file for the printer. Printing time actually depends on a number of factors. The number of pages and number of copies are key to determining the best and most cost-effective process for producing the document. Allow a minimum of 2 weeks for printing; some documents may take 4 weeks. Forests who are planning to produce oversize maps (anything over 17” x 11”, which would fit in the printed document) must plan on 4 weeks for printing time.





Karen M. Carter
Director, Public Affairs
Southwestern Region, Forest Service
333 Broadway Boulevard, SE
Albuquerque, NM 87102
505-842-3290 (office)
505-301-1290 (cell)
505-842-3106 (fax)
*****************************************



From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Rochelle Desser; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah; Robert Lefevre; Reta Laford; Jeanine

Derby
Subject: Fw: Proposed Rosemont EIS/ APP meeting between Coronado NF & ADEQ
Date: 04/09/2010 06:54 AM

All - 
Below is the information ADEQ has provided its staff regarding a meeting between
our agencies.  Rochelle is coordinating agenda with Dennis Turner at ADEQ.  If you
have any specific items you believe should be covered at this meeting, please
coordinate directly with Rochelle or me.  Also note, that the meeting will be held in
Phoenix (date to be determined).  When we know the time and place I'll work out
carpool arrangements and vehicles to get everyone to and from Phoenix.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
E-Mail:  tciapusci@fs.fed.us
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 04/09/2010 06:48 AM -----

"Dennis L. Turner"
<Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov> 

04/08/2010 12:55 PM

To "Michele I. Robertson"
<Robertson.Michele@azdeq.gov>, "Carrolette
Winstead" <Winstead.Carrolette@azdeq.gov>,
"Jeff L. Emde" <Emde.Jeff@azdeq.gov>,
"Kuldip Khunkhun"
<Khunkhun.Kuldip@azdeq.gov>, "Steven J.
Vevang" <Vevang.Steven2@azdeq.gov>,
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>,
"Denise L. McConaghy"
<McConaghy.Denise@azdeq.gov>, "Michael N.
Prigge" <Prigge.Michael@azdeq.gov>,
"Maribeth E. Greenslade"
<Greenslade.Maribeth@azdeq.gov>

cc

Subject Proposed Rosemont EIS/ APP meeting between
Coronado NF & ADEQ

Greetings:

 
This is just a preliminary announcement, or “heads-up” about a meeting that should
occur between staff and managers involved with the Rosemont APP (ADEQ) and the
EIS (Coronado NF). I have spoken at length with lead officials at the Coronado NF
who are writing the draft EIS and we believe it’s time for a face-to-face meeting. 

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Actually, two meetings. The total duration might be 2 or 3 hours. It would seem
advisable for ADEQ to meet with Coronado officials alone (pre-meeting; approx. 1 hr)
before meeting with the group that includes 3

rd
 party technical staff from Rosemont

(who are involved with the APP and EIS) (perhaps 1 to 2 hrs, depending on the
agenda). The location should be here in Phoenix and I have suggested to Coronado
folks that they provide a few dates during the last two weeks of April for scheduling
purposes.

 
Suggested items for a proposed agenda, subject to change as I get input from all
receiving this e-mail, follow:

 
·     Pre-meeting:  discuss APP permitting and program strategies; timing of permit
issuance as it relates to draft EIS issuance; problems that may result from a
permit being issued before the draft EIS (which grows more likely as time
passes) and potential resolutions; significance of the hydrologic sink (I’ve
discussed / explained this last point at length with Coronado folks, but something
may come up). Mike Fulton may attend this segment, so that he can be apprised
of issues involving ADEQ as a cooperating agency on the EIS. I discussed the
basics behind many of these points with Rochelle Desser (USFS) on the phone
this week; after she discusses these with her staff, there may be a need for
follow-up on one or more items at this pre-meeting.
·     Full meeting:  the partial or complete backfill option is being seriously
considered at least as an alternative for the draft EIS. Sycamore Canyon as an
alternate dry stack tailing and waste rock disposal site is also under serious
consideration. Coronado staff wish to elicit from us just what kind of data would
we need to issue an APP if the Coronado required, or as a viable alternative, a
complete or partial backfill of the mine pit. What, if anything, would make the
project unpermittable in APP’s context? Discuss significance of the hydrologic
sink in APP and EIS. Surface water issues (stormwater, Davidson Canyon,
Cienega Creek) may come up, too.
·     Outside staff to attend: Dale Ortman (independent consulting engineer) & Tom
Furgason (SWCA) + others?
·     Possible internal staff (ADEQ and Coronado NF) include all who are
addressed in this e-mail

 
I would appreciate comments from anyone about any portion of the suggested
agenda or attendees.

 
More later.

 
''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 
Dennis L. Turner, R.G.



Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Surface Water Section
1110 W. Washington St. MC 5415 A-1
Phoenix, AZ 85007

 

 

NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may contain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL information and
is intended only for the use of the specific individual(s) to whom it is addressed. It may contain
information that is privileged and confidential under state and federal law. This information may be used or
disclosed only in accordance with law, and you may be subject to penalties under law for improper use or
further disclosure of the information in this e-mail and its attachments. If you have received this e-mail in
error, please immediately notify the person named above by reply e-mail, and then delete the original e-
mail. Thank you.



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: PUBLIC COMMENTS FOR THE PROPOSED ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

STATEMENT
Date: 08/09/2010 04:02 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 08/09/2010 04:02 PM -----

JOANNE MEYER
<rsannie@msn.com> 

07/21/2010 07:42 PM

To <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject PUBLIC COMMENTS FOR THE PROPOSED ROSEMONT
COPPER PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

July 21, 2010

I ask the Forest Service to consider this new federally funded study being
conducted  by  more than 75 scientists from five colleges at the UA.  This
study  will center on the effects of arsenic dust from Arizona's desert on
the human body. Mine tailings contain arsenic as well as many metals. 
Some of the harmful effects may include heart disease, cancer, and
congenital heart malformations. There are 350,000 acres of mine tailings
in Arizona.  I urge the Forest Service to research this study as part of the
EIS process and not consider a new mine in Arizona without the results
of this five year, 14 million dollar study.  Obviously, the government feels
this is an important issue judging by the expense and the length of the
study.

Sincerely,
JoAnne Meyer

UA Scientists Study Contaminants in Arizona Air, Water

Todd Camenisch looks at the detection of proteins from heart cells
disrupted by arsenic.
Much of the federally funded work centers on when and how
arsenic in dust from Arizona's desert harms the human body.
By Ginny Geib, College of Pharmacy, June 23, 2010
Are Arizona's air and water affecting our health?  Are contaminants in the
desert environment changing our genomes in ways that encourage
disease, including cancer?
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These are two of the critical questions being investigated by
environmental researchers at the University of Arizona, thanks to recent
funding by the federal government through the Superfund Research
Program. Much of the work centers on when and how arsenic in dust from
Arizona's desert harms the human body.
 
"Here at the University of Arizona, we have assembled a focused team of
investigators to address environmental problems unique to our desert
environment," said A. Jay Gandolfi, director of the UA Superfund
Research Program.
"Mining brought many benefits to Arizona and the Southwest in decades
past, but we are learning more every year about the legacy of our mining
history," he said. "Mine tailings – the large piles of crushed rock left over
in the old mines after copper, silver, gold or zinc were extracted –
contain many other metals that may harm us in ways we don't fully
understand yet."
 
More than 350,000 acres of mine tailings exist in Arizona, said Gandolfi,
who also is associate dean for research and graduate studies at the UA
College of Pharmacy. 
 
"Since the 1990s, we've been especially concerned about the effects of
residual arsenic in these tailings," Gandolfi said. "Our newest research is
focused on finding out what happens when arsenic particles from the
tailings get into our air, are blown around and we breathe them in. We
are the first scientists in the country asking these questions."
 
More than 75 scientists from five colleges at the UA are working on
various aspects of the complex environmental pollution problems in the
arid Southwest.
Some researchers are trying to establish standards for "safe" levels of
arsenic exposure, as previous UA studies show harmful effects to human
cell cultures from low-level exposures. Others are honing in on how
arsenic exposure contributes to specific diseases.
 
A research team led by Todd D. Camenisch, associate professor at the UA
College of Pharmacy, is seeking to discover how exposure to arsenic
contributes both to congenital heart malformations and adult heart
disease. Heart malformations are the most common birth defects in the
U.S., and heart disease remains the No. 1 killer of American adults.
 
"Other studies have shown a link between arsenic exposure and the
incidence of heart disease," Camenisch said. "Through understanding
better how arsenic affects fetal development and cardiovascular disease,
we may be able to make a major improvement in the health of people
here in the desert Southwest."
 
Another UA pharmacy professor is investigating how environmental
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exposures to arsenic may lead to cancer. "Imprinted on our genomes is a
‘molecular memory' of our own unique exposures to the environment,
including toxicants," said Bernard Futscher, who also is a member of the
Arizona Cancer Center.
 
"This molecular memory includes changes to our genomes that are linked
to the cause and progression of human diseases, including cancer," he
said. "Sleuthing our genome to discover the critical changes that result
from arsenic exposure provides an opportunity for us to better
understand and treat the molecular origins of disease."
Gandolfi, Futscher and Camenisch are also members of the UA's BIO5
Institute.
Funding for these and seven other studies about the effects of
environmental contamination in Arizona comes to the UA Superfund
Research Program from the National Institute of Environmental Health
Sciences. The new research will total about $14 million in funding over
the next five years. 
Since 1989, superfund studies have addressed multiple health effects and
community clean-up issues associated with hazardous wastes, including
TCE (trichloroethylene), and have brought more than $62 million to the
UA and Arizona.
The UA Superfund Research Program investigates the hazardous
waste and public health issues confronting the Southwestern region of the
U.S., specifically arsenic, chlorinated hydrocarbon and mine tailings
contamination, and employs an interdisciplinary approach to
environmental research and education.
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From: tfurgason@swca.com
Reply To: tfurgason@swca.com
To: Bev Everson
Subject: Fw: Public Lands News: April 2
Date: 04/02/2010 06:43 AM
Attachments: P710April2.pdf

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

-----Original Message-----
From: Public Lands News <james@publiclandnewsletter.com>
Date: Fri, 02 Apr 2010 07:39:39 
To: Public Lands News<james@publiclandnewsletter.com>
Subject: Public Lands News: April 2

Dear Public Lands News Subscriber:
April 2, 2010: Attached is the current issue of the newsletter Public Lands
News (Volume 35 Number 7) in PDF format.  Below are the headlines.
We thank you for reading Public Lands News.
------------------------------------------------------------------
BREAKING NEWS: OBAMA DOI BACKS BUSH ON MILL-SITE ACREAGE
The Obama administration March 30 told a federal court that it supports a
Bush administration policy of allowing hard rock miners an unlimited number
of mill-site claims to store mining waste.  That supports a Bush
administration rule of 2003 but goes against a Clinton administration policy
of 1997.  The Clinton policy limited the holder of one 20-acre placer claim
to one five-acre mill-site claim.
Environmentalists are livid, claiming that Secretary of Interior Ken Salazar
has gone back on his promise to help reform the 1872 Mining Law.  "The
administration has claimed support for reforming one of the most outdated
laws on the books -- the 1872 Mining Law -- yet they choose to perpetuate
the gross giveaways to an already subsidized industry without regard for
other valuable uses of the public's land," said Lauren Pagel, policy
director for EARTHWORKS.
EARTHWORKS is one of the environmental groups that teamed with Indian tribes
to bring a lawsuit against the Bush administration policy of unlimited mill
site claims.  The Obama administration backed the Bush administration March
30 in a filing in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia.  In
that filing the Justice Department responded to the plaintiffs holdings in
165 paragraphs of arguments.  For the most part Justice either denied the
allegations or simply said that no response was necessary.
The case is styled, Earthworks v. Department of Interior, Case No.
1:09-cv-01972 (HHK.)
------------------------------------------------------------------
We thank you for reading Public Lands News.
------------------------------------------------------------------
In this issue:
* DOES MONTANA O&G PACT SIGNAL NEW CLIMATE POLICY?  BLM isn't sure yet, but
Salazar was signatory to agreement to do more climate analysis before 61
leases are issued.  Similar suit in New Mexico; different facts.
Page 1            
* OBAMA OUTDOORS INITIATIVE MAY INVOLVE MONUMENTS.  White House conference
on April 16.  Could provide route for monuments, omnibus etc.
Page 3
* FEINSTEIN ALSO WORRIES ABOUT FS RESTORATION.  Echoes fears of Senate
Energy Committee members, but she'll write the appropriations bill.
Page 4
* UTAH MOVING IN ON FEDERAL LANDS.  Governor signs law that gives state the
power to take federal land. Sponsors hope to set up court test.
Page 5
* HOUSE APPROPRIATORS' OBJECTIONS FAMILIAR.  Ranking subcommittee Republican
Simpson faults too much to buy land, too little for fixed costs.
Page 6
* SIMPSON COMPLAINS OF GRAZING PERMIT DELAYS.  Appropriator says inadequate
money in BLM budget to process.  FS will spend less on management.
Page 8
* MMS SEES END TO RIK SOON.  Phasing out royalty program loved by Bush
administration by end of September. GOP has different concern.
Page 9
* ARIZONA COPPER MINE GETS HOUSE BOOST.  Democrat Kirkpatrick introduces
bill like Republican senators' bill that would authorize exchange.
Page 10
* FWS MAKES SAGE-GROUSE FINDINGS OFFICIAL.  Issues three different findings,
but 
the bottom line is the same - no immediate listing.
Page 11
* BLM CHANGES NATIONAL CX POLICY.  In agreeing to dismiss Utah lawsuit, says
it won't use CXs when 'extraordinary circumstances' exist.
Page 12
* IBLA DECISIONS.
Page 13
NOTES.
* Page 14
* BOXSCORE OF LEGISLATION.
Page 16
-------------------------------------------------------------------
Public Lands News is published by Resources Publishing Co., P.O. BOX 41320,
Arlington, VA 22204.  EIN 52-1363538.  Phone (703) 553-0552.  FAX (703)
553-0558.  E-mail james.b.coffin@verizon.net.  Website:
http://www.plnfpr.com.
----------------------------------------------------------------
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Oil and gas agreement calls for more climate analysis


BLM will be closely watched to see if it makes a national precedent of an
agreement in Montana that calls for additional review of the impact of oil and gas
leasing on climate change.


At issue is an agreement between the Obama administration and conservation
groups that recommends additional climate change analysis by BLM on 61 leases that
have been bid on but not yet issued.  The agreement was announced March 18.
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At this point BLM is not saying the agreement represents a tough new national
policy.  But the Interior Department from Secretary of Interior Ken Salazar on down
has made no bones about its intention to emphasize climate change in every decision.


BLM spokesman Matt Spangler said this week that BLM has not decided yet if the
Montana agreement will set a precedent for other states.  “It’s premature to say
whether this case will impact our climate change and NEPA guidance,” he said.


In the Montana agreement the Obama administration said it would conduct
additional environmental review of the 61 leases, including the application of
Secretarial Order 3226 of Sept. 13, 2009.  That order directed all agencies to
follow a Clinton administration policy and analyze climate change impacts in
management plans.  The Bush administration had essentially vacated the Clinton
mandate.


In the agreement the parties first said BLM will suspend the 61 leases and
second conduct an environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act
that “will integrate other environmental review procedures to the extent required by
other federal statutes, regulations, and agency policies and procedures, including
(the Federal Land Policy and Management), the (Mineral Leasing Act), and Secretarial
Order 3226.”


The conservation groups that brought a test lawsuit against BLM view the
decision as a possible West-wide precedent.  “While our agreement with BLM is a
modest first step, we hope it signals a broader commitment by BLM across the
American West to reduce climate pollution from federally-authorized oil and gas
decisions,” said Jeremy Nichols of WildEarth Guardians.


An industry official with the Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain
States (IPAMS) said an analysis of climate change impacts before leases are issued
may be fruitless.  “However a larger issue is that analysis of GHG (green house gas)
emissions and climate change at the leasing stage is speculative, since it’s not
known whether a lease contains recoverable quantities of natural gas or oil, and how
many wells and associated infrastructure would be necessary to develop the
resources,” said Kathleen M. Sgamma, director of government affairs for IPAMS.


IPAMS is following a similar lawsuit in New Mexico where BLM has been
analyzing climate change impacts on sold but not yet issued leases, said Sgamma.
She said the NEPA analysis there is stronger than in Montana.


Indeed, for an April 22, 2009, sale the New Mexico BLM prepared an
environmental assessment (EA) that provides new analysis of the impact of oil and
gas development on green house gases.


Tony Herrell, deputy BLM state director for minerals in New Mexico, told us
the situation there differs from Montana.  Whereas Montana prepares just one NEPA
document prior to leasing as part of a resource management plan, New Mexico adds
another tier of environmental review.


“In New Mexico we take one step further once we get lease nominations,” he
said.  “We prepare an environmental review tiered to look at energy issues.  We did
do an analysis for green house gases and methane when we did an EA for these
leases.”  Herrell would not venture a guess on how well his EA would do in court.


The conservation groups filed the Montana lawsuit in December 2008 to object
to a final Bush administration oil and gas lease sale in Montana.  The groups said
that methane from oil and gas development releases pollutants that are 72 times more
harmful to the climate than carbon dioxide.  The groups argue that BLM should
require new technologies to reduce greenhouse gases, i.e. methane.
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“It may seem unlikely, but there are a host of proven, cost-effective
technologies and practices which reduce climate pollution, increase royalties to
federal and state governments, and keep oil and gas resources in the pipeline for
use by homes, schools, and businesses,” said Nichols.


The case is titled Montana Environmental Information Center, et al. v. BLM,
Case No. 08-178-M-DWM.  The agreement is between BLM and Salazar on one side and the
Montana Environmental Information Center and other conservation groups on the other.
Assistant Attorney General for the Environment Ignacia S. Moreno signed for the
government.


The agreement and the lawsuit are available at: http://westernlaw.org/news.


Obama team announces outdoors initiative; monuments?


The Obama administration announced March 26 the first step in its plans for an
America’s Great Outdoors initiative – a White House conference on April 16.


Instead of immediately laying out a set of concrete proposals the
administration said it would first listen to interest groups and the American
people.  Said Secretary of Interior Ken Salazar, “The conference is a great chance
to learn about these efforts, start a new dialogue about conservation in America,
and find ways to further the work that is already going on in cities and towns,
counties and states throughout the country.”


If and when the initiative is fleshed out, insiders believe it could include:


* the designation of a number of national monuments on BLM land,
* full funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund,
* revitalization of the National Park System in time for its 100th Anniversary


in 2016,
* an omnibus public lands and parks bill (as is in the works now in Congress),


or
* all of the above.


The Wilderness Society immediately recommended the administration move to
protect 10 landscape-scale areas.  The society did not identify the ten areas other
than to say they would consist of “connected landscapes.”


The source of the billions of dollars to carry out an ambitious initiative
will be most controversial and has not been identified publicly.  However, Salazar
has said in a dozen Congressional hearings that he has his eye on offshore oil and
gas royalties.  And, perhaps, on a sharp increase in onshore oil and gas royalties.


The Council on Environmental Quality told PLN it will invite “ranchers,
farmers, sportsmen, State and local government leaders, Tribal leaders, public lands
experts, conservationists, youth leaders, business representatives and others who
view the outdoors as integral to their communities” to the webcast event.


The Obama administration chose a Friday afternoon – the burial ground for
unpopular announcements – to reveal its plans for an America’s Great Outdoors
initiative.  And a Friday afternoon when Congress had left town for a two-week
Easter vacation.


Hosting the White House conference will be Salazar, Secretary of Agriculture
Tom Vilsack and the chair of the White House Council on Environmental Quality, Nancy
Sutley.


What the initiative produces remains to be seen.  “I think it is going in
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several different directions,” said Alan Rowsome, conservation advocacy associate
for The Wilderness Society.  “The initiative for now is providing a chance for
people to lay out ideas.  We hope ranchers and communities will participate and
provide leadership.”


Perhaps the administration wanted to downplay the announcement because of the
furor caused by an internal Interior Department review of possible BLM monument
designations.


The monuments controversy was touched off February 18 by the release by House
Republicans of an Interior Department document that suggested the administration was
evaluating 14 BLM-managed areas as possible national monuments.


Salazar immediately went to the Hill and promised to follow a public process
before the White House designates more national monuments.  But he also hinted to
Sen. Jon Tester (D-Mont.) at a March 9 Senate Appropriations Committee hearing that
something was in the works.


“There have been conversations, Mr. Tester, like the conversations I’ve had
with you over the last year, and that is it has been 102 years since President
(Theodore) Roosevelt called the leaders of the nation together to launch a
conservation agenda,” said Salazar.


One of Salazar’s toughest critics, Sen. Bob Bennett (R-Utah), said he is
working on a major San Juan County lands/wilderness bill and hopes to see it enacted
this year.  “I anticipate by the end of this Congress Mr. Chairman we will have a
San Juan land use bill ready to go and ready to be signed by the President in the
same way the Washington County one was,” he said.  His proposal could be a central
plank in an America’s Great Outdoors initiative.


The 14 possible monuments are located in Arizona (1), California (4), Colorado
(1), Montana (1), Nevada (1), New Mexico (2), Oregon (1), Utah (2) and Washington
(1).  The Interior document says 1,618,140 acres would be involved, including
397,210 acres of state and private land.  Acquisition of the land would cost more
than $2 billion.


Feinstein apprehensive about FS restoration program


Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.), the influential appropriator who oversees
the Forest Service budget, is expressing reservations about a proposal to group
numerous agency programs into one restoration program.


In a March 17 hearing on the Forest Service’s fiscal year 2011 budget request
Feinstein said, “The administration has proposed this initiative to provide
flexibility to fund restoration work it plans to do on the ground.  My concern is
this budget request leaves a lot of questions unanswered.”


Among other things she worries that timber sales will be forgotten in
restoration projects.  She asked Forest Service Chief Tom Tidwell, “I hope you can
provide some clarity on how much timber the Forest Service intends to produce in
fiscal year (2011) and how you intend to implement such a large increase through the
use of stewardship contracting.”


Feinstein’s questions reflect the uncertainty expressed by four senators on
the Senate Energy Committee in a February 24 hearing.  Sens. Lisa Murkowski (R-
Alaska), Blanche Lincoln (D-Ark.), Ron Wyden (D-Ore.) and Jeanne Shaheen (D-N.H.)
all worried about a decrease in timber sales if the sales were not singled out in
the budget.
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Feinstein is in a much stronger position to accept or reject the Forest
Service proposal than the Senate Energy Committee members.  As chairman of the
Senate subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies appropriations she will be
writing the bulk of a fiscal year 2011 money bill for the Forest Service


Tidwell told Feinstein, as he told the Senate Energy Committee, that
stewardship timber sales as part of restoration contracts would be a far more
reliable tool for delivering timber than traditional timber contracts.  That’s
because stewardship contracts are not bedeviled by a need to be above cost, he said.
The Obama administration has largely eliminated below-cost timber sales.


“The agency will integrate traditional timber activities predominately within
the context of larger restoration objectives, focusing on priority watersheds in
most need of stewardship and restoration work, pursuing forest products when they
support watershed, wildlife, and restoration goals,” Tidwell said in prepared
testimony.


But he acknowledged there were no guarantees, yet.  “While we have not worked
out the specifics for allocating these funds,” said Tidwell, “I am convinced that
this multi-pronged approach will improve our ability to achieve restoration and
watershed improvement at various scales – from landscape level work under the
nationally selected projects () and the Priority Watersheds initiatives to work
within individual () watersheds in need of critical restoration – while allowing the
Forest Service to place greater focus on improving watersheds without forgoing
critical ongoing restoration efforts.”


The Obama administration laid out a major change to the Forest Service fiscal
year 2011 budget February 1 that would delete timber sales as a discrete line item.


Instead the budget would combine timber sales with spending for vegetation and
watershed management and wildlife and fisheries management to forge a new forest
restoration line item.  When all is said and done the new Integrated Resource
Restoration line item would receive a raise of $26 million in fiscal 2011 over
allocations to the three previous line items in fiscal 2010.


The Obama budget projects a timber sale in fiscal 2011 of 2.4 billion board
feet (bbf), or 146 million board feet less than a fiscal 2010 target and about the
same as an actual sale of 2.415 bbf in fiscal 2009.


Tidwell has been confident the service would meet the 2.4 bbf sale level.  “We
estimate from this budget we will produce about 2.4 (bbf), a very slight decrease
from our 2010 budget,” he told the Senate Energy Committee.  “I think that is a very
conservative number.  I think by the end of the year with this approach we will be
able to build more support for the work that needs to be done.”


Utah enacts states rights challenge to federal lands


Utah Gov. Gary Herbert (R) signed into law March 27 legislation that gives the
state eminent domain authority over federal lands.


According to an Associated Press article, the immediate target of the Utah
legislators, who introduced the bill (HB 143), is the Grand Staircase-Escalante
National Monument managed by BLM and 77 controversial oil and gas leases that
Secretary of Interior Ken Salazar cancelled last year.


The governor also signed a separate bill (HB 324) set aside $3 million from
Utah’s school trust fund for a legal defense that supporters believe could carry
their case all the way to a sympathetic U.S. Supreme Court.
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Although some critics such as the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance hold that
the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution clearly authorizes the federal
government to hold and manage federal lands, the bill sponsors are willing to take
their chances in court.  As principal sponsor Rep. Chris Herrod (R-Utah) told FOX
News on March 2, “Basically what will happen is we’ll take it to court.  We’ll start
the eminent domain process and most likely get moved to a federal court and the
court will determine who is the sovereign.”


Herrod told FOX News one of the state’s targets is the Grand Staircase
monument, which former President Clinton designated in 2006.  According to Herrod
the 1.9 million-acre monument in south Utah contains $3 trillion worth of coal and,
if that were developed, Utah schools would receive $50 billion.


The Utah legislation is the most prominent example of growing restlessness
among western Republican legislators with the federal government.  The Republicans
see great potential in developing commodity resources on the public lands, but the
Obama administration often says it will protect those lands.


It didn’t help the Obama administration that House Republicans in February
obtained an internal Interior Department memo that analyzed 14 large areas managed
by BLM for possible national monument designation.  The Antiquities Act of 1906
gives the President the authority to designate monuments on his own without
Congressional action.


The western Republicans have a Democratic ally in Wyoming Gov. Dave
Freudenthal.  He told the Wyoming legislature in his State of the State speech in
February he is serious about seeking a U.S. Constitutional amendment that would
ensure that all powers reserved to the states really are reserved to the states.


An aide to Freudenthal said the governor was upset about federal policies
dealing with sage-grouse habitat protection and oil and gas development.  The
Freudenthal initiative takes on weight because he is of the same political party as
Obama; however, the governor has said he is not running for reelection this fall.


Freudenthal’s proposal is more modest than the Utah proposal in that he is
simply recommending a rephrasing of the Tenth Amendment to the Constitution to
emphasize to the courts that states should hold all powers not delegated to the
federal government.


The Utah law is at once broader and more precise.  It says, “This bill
authorizes the state to exercise eminent domain authority on property possessed by
the federal government unless the property was acquired by the federal government
with the consent of the Legislature and in accordance with the United States
Constitution Article I, Section 8, Clause 17.”  Article I Section 8 Clause 17 of the
Constitution authorizes Congress to make laws that are “necessary and proper.”


The new law and background information are available at: http://le.utah.gov/
~2010/htmdoc/hbillhtm/hb0143.htm.


House appropriators echo Senate DoI budget gripes


The ranking Republican on a key House appropriations subcommittee is
expressing many of the same concerns about the Obama administration’s fiscal year
2011 Interior Department budget request as the Democratic chairman of a counterpart
Senate subcommittee.


That is, too much money for land acquisition and not enough money to cover
fixed costs, such as pay raises, health benefits, rent, etc.
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The Republican, Rep. Mike Simpson (Idaho), said of an Obama administration
request for $619 million for the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), “I’m
concerned about the trade-off when it comes to increases in (LWCF) at the expense of
other critical base programs.”


He added, “The rapid increase in land acquisition coupled with a decrease in
the construction and maintenance budget tells me the administration put a higher
priority on acquiring land rather than responsibly managing what the government
already owns.”


Simpson made his observations at a hearing of the House subcommittee on
Interior appropriations March 18 on the Obama administration’s fiscal 2011 budget
request for the Interior Department, with Secretary of Interior Ken Salazar in the
hot seat.


Simpson’s comments matter even more this year because political gridlock in
the Senate may prevent the Senate Appropriations Committee from even preparing a
bill.  Under this scenario the House would pass a bill and then after the November
elections Congress would pass a huge omnibus bill, either based on the House bill or
on fiscal 2010 spending levels.


In general the rough schedule calls for the House and Senate to produce fiscal
2011 Congressional budgets in late April.  That would set the stage for
appropriations subcommittees to begin writing bills in mid- to late-May.


In that federal land managers at best break even under the Obama
administration’s fiscal 2011 request, a continuation of fiscal 2010 levels would not
be all that bad for them.  Of course, it could also undercut the President’s attempt
to reduce federal spending.


The Democratic chairman of the counterpart Senate subcommittee on Interior
appropriations, Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.), made similar observations to
Simpson’s at a March 9 hearing with Salazar.  After noting a 31 percent proposed
increase in spending for LWCF, among other proposed increases, Feinstein said, “Each
of these is an important priority, we understand that.  My concern is in order to
pay for these the administration is proposing cuts elsewhere that may well be
untenable.”


Among the reductions she worried about were $164 million in construction costs
at the BLM, the Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Bureau of Indian
Affairs.


Again, Simpson sounded like he was channeling Feinstein at the March 18
hearing.  “The department budget includes fixed costs that have to be absorbed
somewhere,” he said.  “There is going to be something that doesn’t get done.  There
will be fewer people to do activities.  How can you address (maintenance and other)
backlogs if we have reduced personnel?”


Salazar replied obliquely, “It’s a tough one.  It’s not the budget I would
have proposed if we were not dealing with the greater financial situation.  We have
cut $63 million from travel and information technology.”


The March 18 hearing provided new subcommittee chairman James Moran (D-Va.)
with his first run at Salazar.  He promised in a way to balance protection of the
nation’s natural resources with development by quoting extensively former President
Theodore Roosevelt.  Moran said:


“Conservation means development as much as it does protection.  I recognize
the duty of this generation to develop natural resources of our land.  But I do not
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recognize the right to waste them or to rob by wasteful use the generations that
come after them.”


Moran, Simpson and Feinstein, along with ranking Senate subcommittee
Republican Lamar Alexander (Tenn.), will write the details of a fiscal 2011
appropriations bill.  The concerns of Feinstein and Simpson about LWCF don’t augur
well for the program.  But their concerns about agencies being forced to eat fixed
costs suggest that Congress will put up at least some of that $106 million.


Delay in renewal of grazing permits irritates Simpson


A key House appropriator is pressuring the Interior Department and the Forest
Service to pursue more aggressively a growing backlog in the renewal of grazing
permits.


While permittees are somewhat protected by a law that keeps permits in effect
until the agencies complete environmental reviews, Rep. Mike Simpson (R-Idaho)
objects to the permits being in limbo.


So Simpson complained to Secretary of Interior Ken Salazar at a March 18
fiscal year 2011 budget hearing, “Last year we put in an extra $1 million for BLM,
but this year (the Office of Management and Budget) left it out,” he said at a March
18 hearing of the House subcommittee on Interior appropriations on the fiscal 2011
Interior Department budget.


To which Salazar said that BLM Director “Bob Abbey says we are going to be
smarter about it and BLM will prioritize the permit renewals.  We’ll move forward
where we’re not tied up in litigation.”


That didn’t cut it with Simpson, who is the ranking Republican on the
subcommittee.  “It reminds me of what we always say up here that we’re going to find
money from waste, fraud and abuse,” he said.  “Nobody knows what waste, fraud and
abuse is, but we always say we are going to get it from waste, fraud and abuse.”


BLM and the Forest Service are in a fix.  Environmental litigation has forced
the agencies to do intensive, time-consuming environmental reviews before renewing
grazing permits, sapping their range management budgets.


Congress has since fiscal 2004 ordered the agencies to keep expiring permits
in place until environmental reviews are completed, even if that takes years beyond
the permits’ expiration date.  And appropriators have kept the pressure on the
agencies to process as many permits as possible.


In fact the Forest Service proposes to spend more money in fiscal 2011 in
preparing environmental documentation on grazing permits ($25,823,000) than it does
on managing the public range ($24,685,000.)  And the Forest Service says that will
force it to manage less acreage up to standard.  The service projects a decline of
six percent in the amount of grazing land managed up to 100 percent of standard.  In
fiscal 2010 it is projecting management of 35 percent of its lands at 100 percent of
standard.  In fiscal 2011 it is projecting 29 percent.


Says the Forest Service budget request, “As additional grazing allotment NEPA
analyses are completed, permit administration complexity and cumulative workload
increases.  This, combined with the need to shift additional available resources to
the grazing NEPA activity, results in the projected decline in the number of
allotment acres administered to 100 percent of standard in FY 2011.”


The Forest Service says it intends to review and sign 466 grazing allotments
in fiscal 2011, compared to 670 in fiscal 2010.
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The administration requested a fiscal 2011 budget for BLM’s grazing program of
$72.8 million, or $1.4 million less than in fiscal 2010.  Of the decrease $700,000
would be removed from range health assessments.


A BLM spokesman said that in fiscal 2010 BLM began with a backlog of 4,300
grazing permits to process and that it intends to process 2,200 during this year.
At the end of the fiscal year the spokesman said the backlog would grow to 4,700
permits.


MMS says RIK program will be over by end of September


The Obama administration is moving swiftly to end a royalty-in-kind (RIK)
program that the Bush administration touted as a great way to make extra money from
oil and gas lease royalties.


Minerals Management Service (MMS) Director S. Elizabeth Birnbaum told the
House subcommittee on Energy and Minerals March 25 that the RIK program would be
wrapped up by the end of the fiscal year on September 30.


“We have stopped taking royalty-in-kind payments except to support existing
contracts,” she said.  “Those contracts are expiring through the course of the
fiscal year.  All gas contracts expire by the end of this month (March.)  The rest
of the oil contracts expire by the end of this fiscal year on September 30.  At that
point we will have eliminated the royalty-in-kind program.”


Under the RIK program MMS takes oil and gas itself for royalty payment rather
than money.  MMS then contracts for the sale of the oil and gas on the open market.


The Bush administration said in the fall of 2008 that the RIK program in
fiscal year 2007 alone had taken in $63 million more than conventional cash
royalties.


But that same fall former Interior Department Inspector General (IG) Earl
Devaney issued three devastating reports that charged the MMS RIK office staff with
misbehavior.  Among other things he said more than one-third of the staff had taken
gifts and gratuities from the oil and gas industry.


On Sept. 16, 2009, Secretary of Interior Ken Salazar announced that MMS would
phase in the termination of the program.


The transition to all royalty in value may not be cheap, Birnbaum told the
House subcommittee.  “As RIK operations are phased-out, ongoing direct and indirect
costs associated with expanding in-value workloads will need to be funded from
appropriated funds,” she said.  “As a result, in fiscal year 2011 MMS will require
additional appropriated funds of $10 million to transition 34 positions from in-kind
to in-value activities, as well as for associated indirect costs throughout MMS.”


Shortly before the RIK office staff scandal erupted, the IG Devaney in
September 2007 said in a report that MMS should conduct more formal audits and fewer
statistical analyses called compliance reviews.  For instance in 2006 MMS conducted
144 audits, compared to 540 per year from 1998 to 2001.


Birnbaum said that MMS in 2009 increased the number of audits slightly.
“During fiscal year 2009, MMS closed 218 audits and 987 compliance reviews covering
about 50 percent of all royalty revenues and ensuring compliance for about $5.3
billion in royalty revenues.  The MMS covered 96.4 percent of high-significant risk
companies and 32.9 percent of high-significant risk properties during fiscal year
2009.”
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At the March 25 House subcommittee hearing, Rep. Doc Hastings (R-Wash.) raked
the Obama administration over the coals for not pursuing conventional energy
development aggressively enough, charges that he has made numerous times.


“The Obama administration has done everything within its power to halt new
energy production,” said Hastings, ranking Republican on the House Natural Resources
Committee.  “It has canceled existing oil and gas leases, withdrawn oil shale
research and development leases, proposed billions of dollars of fees and taxes on
American production and delayed new offshore drilling.”


As part of the fiscal 2011 budget request Salazar has broadly hinted that he
will seek to administratively increase the onshore oil and gas royalty rate from
12.5 percent to 20 percent or more.


The budget also asks Congress to make permanent a $6,500 fee to cover the cost
of processing each application for permit to drill for oil and gas, to assess a $4
per acre rental fee on new nonproducing oil and gas leases and to impose an
inspection fee on onshore oil and gas leases that would produce $10 million per
year, or one-quarter of BLM’s $40 million annual inspection program.  The budget
says the administration would seek authority for the fees from a fiscal 2011
appropriations bill.


Resolution Copper mine exchange gets boost in the House


Rep. Ann Kirkpatrick (D-Ariz.) indicated March 22 that she will provide
Democratic support in the House for legislation that would open the way for a major
copper mine in her district.


The Senate Energy Committee Dec. 16, 2009, already approved a bill (S 409)
that would authorize a land exchange that would send 2,406 acres of federal land
that is blanketed with existing mining claims to Resolution Copper.  But the Senate
bill is spearheaded by Republican senators.


Now Kirkpatrick has introduced a House version of the Senate bill (HR 4880.)
Arizona Sens. Jon Kyl and John McCain, both Republicans, are backing the Senate
bill.  Another key Democrat, Senate Energy Committee Chairman Jeff Bingaman (D-
N.M.), has been involved with the negotiations.


A long impasse over the legislation was broken in December when the company
agreed to demands of the Obama administration and Bingaman that an EIS be written
before the exchange is executed, and not after.


So the measure may now be a candidate for an omnibus lands bill that Bingaman
is expected to introduce later this year.  Inclusion in the omnibus could provide
the legislation with a better chance of enactment than as a stand-alone bill.


Said Kirkpatrick on introducing HR 4880, “I am determined to continue fighting
for the legislation so that the Copper Region can start realizing the potential of
this plan.”  She had previously introduced a different version of the bill (HR 2509)
that wouldn’t have required an EIS before the exchange.


Kirkpatrick may face resistance from her fellow Arizona Democrat, Rep. Raúl
Grijalva (D-Ariz.)  He faulted the Senate committee for not investigating
Resolution’s parent company Rio Tinto more closely before approving the bill.
Grijalva is in position to block the legislation as chairman of the House
subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands.  Grijalva questions the
commitment of Rio Tinto to environmental protection, based on the company’s record
in other countries.
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The Resolution Copper land exchange would help the mine generate as much as $8
billion for the U.S. Treasury in the form of taxes, said Kyl, and would generate $50
billion of economic activity.


Six Indian tribes, including four Apache tribes, have opposed the exchange in
the past because the mine would lie in their ancestral lands.


In a June 17, 2009, Senate Energy Committee hearing the Forest Service
recommended that environmental documentation be prepared before the exchange was
executed, a recommendation that the committee adopted Dec. 16, 2009.  Kirkpatrick
has now adopted that recommendation.


FWS makes three sage-grouse findings for the record


The Obama administration made it official March 23 with a Federal Register
announcement: It will not list the sage-grouse as a threatened or endangered
species, even though it is warranted.


The administration announced March 5 that it was precluded from following
through with a listing of the sage-grouse because of the press of other endangered
species business.


The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) formalized the announcement March 23 with
slightly different findings on three kinds of sage-grouse.  FWS said that listing
was warranted but precluded for the greater sage-grouse and for the Mono Basin
(California) population of the sage-grouse.


But FWS said the listing of the western subspecies of the sage-grouse is not
warranted because the western subspecies is not a distinct group of organisms.
However, the western subspecies is covered by the greater sage-grouse finding.


That the Obama administration did not immediately move to list the sage-grouse
and designate critical habitat produced a temporary sigh of relief among commodity
groups in the West.  But there is still apprehension among livestock permittees and
their allies in Congress.


The Public Lands Council said that the decision that designation of the sage-
grouse is warranted is unnecessary, even if formal action is precluded right now.


Even though the administration is holding off on a listing BLM intends to
tighten restrictions on oil and gas development in core habitat.  In effect BLM is
telling its state offices to adopt a policy that “is consistent with” a Wyoming
standard that limits the number of oil and gas wells within core sagebrush habitat.
The Wyoming policy limits wells to one per 640 acres, over a broad landscape.


The Western Watersheds Project, whose litigation touched off the evaluation of
the sage-grouse for listing, disagreed with the administration’s decision.  It asked
the U.S. District Court in Idaho March 8 to order FWS to issue a rule designating
the sage-grouse as threatened or endangered “within a set deadline.”


Salazar laid out his goals for protecting the sage-grouse at a March 5 press
conference.  In response to a question on the impact to the energy industry, he
said, “This gives us a window of several years to make sure we insure we meet twin
goals.  The first is to make sure the sage-grouse doesn’t have to be put on the
endangered species list, that it does not go extinct.”


More than 20 conservation groups petitioned FWS in 2003 for a listing of the
sage-grouse under the ESA.  On Jan. 6, 2005, then FWS Director Steven Williams
issued a decision that a listing was not required because the efforts of federal and
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state agencies would protect the sage-grouse.  On Dec. 4, 2007, Idaho Chief Judge B.
Lynn Winmill ordered FWS to reconsider its decision.  Finally, on March 5 Salazar
said FWS will declare that listing of the bird is warranted but precluded.


A century ago more than 1 million sage-grouse populated the West.  The birds
are primarily dependent on sage-brush habitat.  Since then the population has shrunk
to 100,000 to 500,000 birds.


Lawsuit settlement limits BLM use of O&G CXs nationally


The Bush administration March 31 agreed to a sweeping new policy in the use of
categorical exclusions (CXs) that exempt oil and gas activities from environmental
review.


In settling a lawsuit brought by environmentalists against the approval of 30
applications for permits to drill (APDs) in Utah, the administration said it would:


* adopt a national policy of not using CXs when “extraordinary circumstances”
occur,


* not use CXs in the West Tavaputs natural gas field in Utah until a new
environmental assessment or EIS on the impact of gas development is completed, and


* after completing the West Tavaputs EIS, conduct a study of the impact of
dust and chemicals on cultural resources in the area.


The use of CXs by BLM has long been a flashpoint in the war over oil and gas
development in the Rockies.  The Bush administration, Congressional Republicans, and
the oil and gas industry maintain that the use of CXs as authorized by Section 390
of the 2005 Energy Policy Act (EPAct) expedites energy development while protecting
the environment.


They maintain that the act imposes no requirement that BLM not use CXs under
extraordinary circumstances. �Said ranking House Natural Resources Committee
Republican Doc Hastings (R-Wash.), “This Administration is not above the laws passed
by Congress and nowhere in (the 2005 law) does it mention an ‘extraordinary
circumstance’ caveat necessary in order for a ‘categorical exclusions’ to be used.�
This settlement flies directly in the face of the letter and spirit of one of the
most successful provisions of the 2005 energy bill.”�


But environmentalists including the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
maintained in an Aug. 7, 2008, lawsuit against the 30 Utah APDs that the Interior
Department’s National Environmental Policy Act guidance requires BLM to forego CXs
in extraordinary circumstances.


“This settlement tracks closely with Secretary Salazar’s announced oil and gas
reforms announced in January and is an important step to bring balance and common
sense back to public lands management,” said Stephen Bloch, conservation director
and attorney for the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance (SUWA.)


Indeed, in announcing his intention to revise BLM’s onshore energy policy
January 6 Secretary of Interior Ken Salazar said “BLM will not use categorical
exclusions in cases involving extraordinary circumstances.  Extraordinary
circumstances are those where there are impacts on protected species and cultural
resources or human health and safety.”


At issue in the instant lawsuit are 30 APDs that BLM approved for the Bill
Barrett Corp. in Utah’s Nine Mile Canyon.  In that the wells have already been
drilled the agreement does not affect ongoing development.  Bill Barrett has not
filed any additional APDs in the area for the last two years, reportedly because of
the low price of natural gas.
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IBLA decisions


(We now post current Interior Board of Land Appeals decisions at our website, http://www.plnfpr.com/ibla.htm.
IBLA may be contacted at: Interior Board of Land Appeals, 801 North Quincy St., MS 300-QC, Arlington, VA 22203.  Phone
(703) 235-3750.)


Subject: Oil and gas leases.
DoI decision: BLM will reject bids for leases in the Wyoming Range as required by a Congressional law.
Appellant claimant: BLM erred in relying on a Congressional withdrawal because these leases were exempted.
IBLA decision: Set aside and remanded because Congress did exempt the subject leases.
Case identification: Stanley Energy, Inc., 179 IBLA 8.  Decided: March 23 2010.  Ten pages.  Appeal from a decision of
the Wyoming State Office of BLM, which rejected competitive oil and gas bids.  WYW-0606-114 through WYW-0606-118, WYW-
0606-122, and WYW-0606-123.
IBLA argument: IBLA Administrative Judge James F. Roberts set aside a BLM decision rejecting competitive bids for seven
oil and gas leases in the Wyoming Range of the Bridger-Teton National Forest.  Roberts disagreed with the reasoning of
the Wyoming State Director of BLM that a Congressional withdrawal of 1.2 million acres of the range from future oil and
gas leasing required rejection of the bids.  Roberts said the law specifically exempted “any sold lease parcel that has
not been issued.”  Roberts also disagreed with BLM that two stays of leases in the area granted by IBLA in July and
September 2006 found that NEPA analysis was inadequate.  Roberts noted that BLM and the Forest Service had since
announced their intent to write a supplementary EIS.  At that point Roberts’s decision is not clear: He does not say the


Environmentalists, historic preservationists and Indian tribes have objected
to the development of oil and gas in Nine Mile Canyon because of possible adverse
impacts on cultural resources in the area.


While the agreement – signed by SUWA’s Bloch and Assistant United States
Attorney Jared C. Bennett – is directed immediately at the Nine Mile Canyon
situation, it also establishes a broad new policy for BLM.


The relevant paragraph says, “That they (the defendant BLM) will issue a new
Instruction Memorandum modifying (its) NEPA Handbook and stating that future EPAct
CXs will not be invoked absent a determination that there are no ‘extraordinary
circumstances.’ 40 C.F.R. § 1508.4.”


One of the architects of the EPAct, Senate Energy Committee Chairman Jeff
Bingaman (D-N.M.), has for the last two years recommended that BLM consider
extraordinary circumstances before using CXs.


His counterpart, House Resources Committee Chairman Nick Joe Rahall (D-W.Va.),
has introduced a comprehensive public lands energy bill (HR 3534) that would
eliminate Section 390 from the law altogether.  The bill says simply, “Section 390
of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Public Law 109-58; 42 U.S.C. 15942) is repealed.”


The five categories of CXs in the Energy Policy Act are:


“(1) Individual surface disturbances of less than 5 acres so long as the total
surface disturbance on the lease is not greater than 150 acres and site-specific
analysis in a document prepared pursuant to NEPA has been previously completed.


“(2) Drilling an oil or gas well at a location or well pad site at which
drilling has occurred previously within 5 years prior to the date of spudding the
well.


“(3) Drilling an oil or gas well within a developed field for which an
approved land use plan or any environmental document prepared pursuant to NEPA
analyzed such drilling as a reasonably foreseeable activity, so long as such plan or
document was approved within 5 years prior to the date of spudding the well.


“(4) Placement of a pipeline in an approved right-of-way corridor, so long as
the corridor was approved within 5 years prior to the date of placement of the
pipeline.


“(5) Maintenance of a minor activity, other than any construction or major
renovation or a building or facility.
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Notes


Small miner fee bill introduced.  Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-Alaska) and Rep. Don
Young (R-Alaska) introduced legislation (S 3175, HR 4991) March 25 that would
provide small miners with 60 days to cure defects in annual maintenance fee waiver
filings.  Existing law provides for a 60-day waiver from maintenance fees for
holders of 10 or fewer claims, but only if applications are received on time.
Murkowski and Young would also provide a 60-day period to cure defects if BLM did
not receive and process applications in time.  Murkowski said that small miners
believe that BLM officials lose or misplace applications for fee waivers and the
applicants have no recourse.  The bill may be a candidate for an omnibus lands bill
the Senate Energy Committee is expected to develop later this year.  Murkowski is
ranking committee Republican and will be in position to seek inclusion of her bill
in an omnibus.


Livestock industry asks ‘monuments’ change.  The livestock industry last week
adopted a new policy on national monuments that, among other things, would have
Congress reverse or repeal recent monument designations.  The policy would also
require Congressional review of all designations and Congressional action to exempt
western states from the underlying law that authorizes President’s to designate huge
national monuments without Congressional approval.  The underlying law is the
Antiquities Act of 1906.  Representatives of numerous western states have introduced
legislation this year to exempt their states from the Antiquities law, including
Arizona, California, Montana, Nevada and Utah.  Wyoming is already exempt.  The
interest in the Antiquities Act was spurred by the release February 18 of an
internal Interior Department document that said the administration is beginning to
review 14 BLM managed areas as possible new national monuments.


Enviros ask big jaguar habitat.  Environmentalists responded last month to a
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) invitation by recommending more than 53 million
acres of critical habitat for the jaguar.  Of that, 27 million acres are in Arizona
and 26 million acres are in New Mexico.  Although there are no known jaguars in the
United States at this time jaguars have occasionally been spotted in Arizona and New
Mexico over the last decade and a half.  If critical habitat were designated on
public lands in those areas, federal agencies would have to review any consumptive
projects for possible impacts on the jaguar.  FWS announced January 13 that it would
designate critical habitat for the jaguar.  The announcement reversed two previous
agency determinations that designation of critical habitat would not be prudent.
FWS changed its mind in response to a federal court order of March 30, 2009, in a
case brought by the Center for Biological Diversity.  In the first not-prudent
determination on July 22, 1997, the Clinton administration said that designation of
critical habitat would actually endanger the jaguar by providing maps of the
animal’s territory to poachers.  In the second not-prudent determination on July 12,


proposed EIS suffices.  He simply says that BLM did not provide a “rational and defensible basis for taking that
action.”


____


Subject: Hard rock mining fees.
DoI decision: BLM will forfeit claims because claimant held more than 10 claims required for exemption from fees.
Appellant claimant: BLM erred because excess claims were held by other members of her family.
IBLA decision: Affirmed BLM, Utah law requires a written disclaimer of interest in the extra claims, not just a notice
of transfer.
Case identification: Connie Bradshaw, 179 IBLA 1.  Decided: March 19 2010.  Seven pages.  Appeal from a decision of the
Utah State Office of BLM, which declared unpatented mining claims forfeited by operation of law for failure to pay the
$100 per claim maintenance fee on or before Sept. 1, 2000, for the 2001 assessment year.  UMB 260464, et al.
IBLA argument: IBLA Chief Administrative Judge H. Barry Holt affirmed a BLM decision declaring 10 mining claims
forfeited because the claimant did not qualify for a small miner exemption from a requirement to pay a $100 per claim
maintenance fee.  A competing company that is attempting to obtain the claims at issue here informed BLM that the
claimant (and appellant) had inherited 18 additional claims, to go along with the 10 she already held.  The maintenance
fee law exempts a miner from paying the annual $100 maintenance fee if they hold 10 or fewer claims.  The appellant
argued that she signed a notice of transfer of interest on the 18 claims that transferred them to her brothers and
sisters.  However, Holt said that Utah law requires a written disclaimer of interest in the claims in order to divest
them, not just a notice of transfer.
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2006 the Bush administration said no areas of the United States met the definition
of critical habitat because no jaguars had been observed.  But the Obama
administration’s FWS.  It said that jaguars may again appear in the United States.
FWS said it would propose a rule in fiscal year 2010, which ends September 30, and
designate final habitat in January 2011.


EPA moves on climate change.  EPA formalized its schedule to rein in climate
change March 29, saying it won’t require major plants that produce pollutants over
public lands to limit green house gases before January.  The administration is
acting administratively in the likely event Congress does not act on climate
legislation this year.  EPA Administrator Lisa P. Jackson outlined her schedule in a
memo.  She first announced it February 22 but now has refined the schedule.
Republicans, and some Democrats, say the administration should not issue Clean Air
Act regulations until Congress passes climate change legislation (HR 2454 as passed
by the House and S 1733 as passed by the Senate Environment and Public Works
Committee.)  However, those same Republicans and Democrats have pretty much stymied
any legislation in the Senate.  So if Congress doesn’t pass climate change
legislation and the Obama administration issues no regulations, existing policies
would continue.  Meanwhile, a bipartisan team of three senators says it is
attempting to produce a compromise bill that would scrap the nationwide cap-and-
trade approach.  In its place they would address in different ways three main
sources of carbon pollution – electric utilities, transportation and industry.
The bill, to be introduced this month, would place emission caps on utilities and
carbon taxes on other pollutants.  Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.), Lindsey Graham (R-
S.C.) and Joseph Lieberman (I-Conn.) are working on the bill.


DoI to celebrate NLCS birthday.  Interior Department officials from Secretary
of Interior Ken Salazar on down will celebrate over the next year the 10th


Anniversary of BLM’s National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS.)  The department
said more than 90 events around the country will be held to honor the system.  The
NLCS was first designated by former Secretary of Interior Bruce Babbitt during the
Clinton administration.  The 880-unit system has now grown to 27 million acres,
including wilderness, wilderness study areas, national monuments, conservation
areas, rivers, trails, etc.  Congress gave its blessing to the NLCS in March.


Stewart Udall dies at 90.  One need only list the legislation enacted on his
watch to understand the enormous influence that former Secretary of Interior Stewart
Udall had on the nation’s natural resources.  Udall died at 90 March 20 after a fall
at his home in Santa Fe, N.M.  The legislation includes the Wilderness Act, the Land
and Water Conservation Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act and the Endangered Species Act.  Udall served as secretary during
the Kennedy and Johnson administrations in the 1960s.  After leaving the department
he continued to champion protection of the nation’s wild lands.  Stewart Udall was
the older brother of former Rep. Morris Udall (D-Ariz.), who made a run at the
Presidency.  Stewart Udall was also the father of Sen. Tom Udall (D-Ariz.)  Morris
Udall’s son, Mark Udall, is a Democratic senator from Colorado.


Bison Range probe launched.  The Interior Department Inspector General’s
(IG’s) office said March 18 that it will investigate management of the National
Bison Range in Montana.  Acting IG Mary Kendall wrote the environmental group Public
Employees for Environmental Responsibility (PEER) it will review management of the
range by the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes (CSKT.)  The tribes manage the
refuge under an agreement with the Interior Department.  But PEER complained to the
IG earlier this year that the tribe may be violating the agreement by tolerating
poaching, repeatedly allowing bison to escape from pasture, and not completing a
plan of work.  PEER fought a previous agreement between Interior and the tribes,
successfully persuading Interior to cancel it. In January 2009 the Bush
administration struck a deal to allow CSKT to resume control.  PEER is also
concerned about the precedent set by an outside group managing federal land.
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Boxscore of Legislation


LEGISLATION STATUS COMMENT
Appropriations 2010
HR 2996 (Dicks) President Obama signed into Increases natural resources


law Oct. 30, 2009, as PL 111-88. Spending, for the most part.


Appropriations 2011
No bill yet President submitted budget Could lead to millions in new energy


request Feb. 1. fees.  Land managers lose ground.


Appropriations Stimulus
HR 1 (Obey) President Obama signed Feb. Allocates some $4 billion to


17, 2009, as PL 111-5. federal land management agencies to
help revive the economy.


Omnibus Bill
S 22 (Bingaman) President Obama signed March Includes 160+ individual bills, including


March 30, 2009, as PL 111-11. NLCS, new wilderness areas.


National Landscape Conservation System
HR 404 (Grijalva) Included in omnibus (above.) Gives NLCS official designation
S 22 (previous item) by Congress.


Energy bill
S 1462 (Bingaman) Senate committee approved June Senate bill includes modest onshore
HR 2454 (Waxman) 17, 2009.  House approved HR 2454 energy production provisions.  House bill
S 1333 (Barrasso) June 26, 2009.  Barrasso put in addresses climate, may be amended.
HR 2846 (Boehner) June 24, 2009.  Boehner put in Barrasso and Boehner would increase
HR 3534 (Rahall) June 10, 2009.  House hearings on energy production on public lands.  Rahall


Rahall bill September 2009. would rewrite most public lands policy.


Hard rock mining
HR 699 (Rahall) House hearing Feb. 26, 2009. All would establish royalties on
S 140 (Feinstein) Senate hearing July 14, 2009. existing and new mining.  Rahall,
S 796 (Bingaman) Lamborn put in July 14, 2009. Bingaman would add enviro rules.
HR 3201 (Lamborn) Lamborn bill favored by industry.


Antiquities Act exemption
S 3016 (Bennett) Bennett introduced Feb. 22. Would not allow designation of
S 3041 (Ensign) Ensign introduced Feb. 25. monuments administratively under the
HR 4675 (Heller) Heller introduced Feb. 24. Antiquities Act in Utah, Nevada,
HR 4703 (Herger) Herger introduced Feb. 25. and California.
HR 4651 (Bishop) Bishop introduced Feb. 23.


Fire suppression
HR 1404 (Rahall) Included in fiscal year 2010 Establishes an emergency fire-
S 561 (Bingaman) Interior spending bill. fighting fund to limit borrowing


from line programs.


Forest Service roadless areas
HR 3692 (Inslee) Bills introduced Oct. 1, 2009. Would reinstate Clinton roadless rule
S 1738 (Cantwell) of 2001 barring most new roads and timber.


ANWR Development
HR 49 (Young) Young introduced Jan. 6, 2009. Both would autwhorize oil and gas
S 503 (Murkowski) Murkowski put in Feb. 27, 2009. development in the 1.4 million-acre


coastal plain of ANWR, but Murkowski
would forbid surface occupancy.


ANWR Wilderness
HR 39 (Markey) Markey introduced Jan. 6, 2009. Both would designate 1.4 million-acre
S 231 (Lieberman) Lieberman put in Jan. 14, 2009. coastal plain as wilderness.


Northern Rockies Wilderness
HR 980 (Maloney) House panel hearing May 5, 2009. Would protect 24 million acres in


Idaho, Montana, Wyoming and Oregon.


Red Rock (Utah) Wilderness
HR 1925 (Hinchey) Both introduced April 2, 2009. Would protect more than 9 million acres
S 799 (Durbin) In southern Utah.


Central Idaho Wilderness
HR 192 (Simpson) Simpson introduced Jan. 6, 2009. Would designate more than 300,000 acres of


wilderness, release roadless areas
and transfer land.


Grand Canyon Withdrawal







From: Tom Furgason
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Andrea W Campbell
Subject: FW: Re: Rosemont Mine EIS
Date: 03/20/2008 01:10 PM

Reta,

A couple of days ago I mentioned that we had pulled some information together regarding cooperating
agencies.  I’ll forward some additional emails from Al Herson, a California NEPA attorney that works for
SWCA.

Tom

_____________________________________________
From: Al Herson
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2007 3:19 PM
To: Tom Euler
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Re: Rosemont Mine EIS

Tom, FYI, here is a CEQ checklist for determining cooperating agencies. Aside from  federal permitting
agencies, the lead agency has discretion to invite or not invite all other agencies to be cooperating
agencies.

Factors for Determining Whether to Invite,
Decline or End Cooperating Agency Status

1. Jurisdiction by law (40 C.F.R. § 1508.15) – for example, agencies with the authority to
grant permits for implementing the action [federal agencies shall be a cooperating agency

(1501.6); non-federal agencies may be invited (40 C.F.R. § 1508.5)]:
Does the agency have the authority to approve a proposal or a portion of a
proposal?
Does the agency have the authority to veto a proposal or a portion of a
proposal?
Does the agency have the authority to finance a proposal or a portion of a
proposal?

2. Special expertise (40 C.F.R. § 1508.26) – cooperating agency status for specific
purposes linked to special expertise requires more than an interest in a proposed action
[federal and non-federal agencies may be requested (40 C.F.R. §§ 1501.6 & 1508.5)]:

Does the cooperating agency have the expertise needed to help the lead
agency meet a statutory responsibility?
Does the cooperating agency have the expertise developed to carry out an
agency mission?
Does the cooperating agency have the related program expertise or
experience?
Does the cooperating agency have the expertise regarding the proposed
actions’ relationship to the objectives of regional, State and local land use
plans, policies and controls (1502.16(c))?

3. Do the agencies understand what cooperating agency status means and can they legally
enter into an agreement to be a cooperating agency?

4. Can the cooperating agency participate during scoping and/or throughout the preparation
of the analysis and documentation as necessary and meet milestones established for
completing the process?

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us


5. Can the cooperating agency, in a timely manner, aid in:
identifying significant environmental issues [including aspects of the human
environment (40 C.F.R. § 1508.14), including natural, social, economic,
energy, urban quality, historic and cultural issues (40 C.F.R. § 1502.16)]?
eliminating minor issues from further study?
identifying issues previously the subject of environmental review or study?
identifying the proposed actions’ relationship to the objectives of regional,
State and local land use plans, policies and controls (1502.16(c))?

1. (40 C.F.R. §§ 1501.1(d) and 1501.7)
6. Can the cooperating agency assist in preparing portions of the review and analysis and

resolving significant environmental issues to support scheduling and critical milestones?
7. Can the cooperating agency provide resources to support scheduling and critical

milestones such as:
personnel? Consider all forms of assistance (e.g., data gathering;
surveying; compilation; research.
expertise? This includes technical or subject matter expertise.
funding? Examples include funding for personnel, travel and studies.
Normally, the cooperating agency will provide the funding; to the extent
available funds permit, the lead agency shall fund or include in budget
requests funding for an analyses the lead agency requests from cooperating
agencies. Alternatives to travel, such as telephonic or video conferencing,
should be considered especially when funding constrains participation.
models and databases? Consider consistency and compatibility with lead
and other cooperating agencies’ methodologies.
facilities, equipment and other services? This type of support is especially
relevant for smaller governmental entities with limited budgets.

8. Does the agency provide adequate lead-time for review and do the other agencies
provide adequate time for review of documents, issues and analyses? For example, are
either the lead or cooperating agencies unable or unwilling to consistently participate in
meetings in a timely fashion after adequate time for review of documents, issues and
analyses?

9. Can the cooperating agency(s) accept the lead agency's final decisionmaking authority
regarding the scope of the analysis, including authority to define the purpose and need for
the proposed action? For example, is an agency unable or unwilling to develop
information/analysis of alternatives they favor and disfavor?

10. Are the agency(s) able and willing to provide data and rationale underlying the analyses
or assessment of alternatives?

11. Does the agency release predecisional information (including working drafts) in a manner
that undermines or circumvents the agreement to work cooperatively before publishing
draft or final analyses and documents? Disagreeing with the published draft or final
analysis should not be a ground for ending cooperating status. Agencies must be alert to
situations where state law requires release of information.

12. Does the agency consistently misrepresent the process or the findings presented in the
analysis and documentation?

______________

The factors provided for extending cooperating agency status are not intended to be all-inclusive.
Moreover, satisfying all the factors is not required and satisfying one may be sufficient. Each
determination should be made on a case-by-case basis considering all relevant information and
factors.

_____________________________________________



From:   Tom Euler 

Sent:   Wednesday, September 12, 2007 1:06 PM

To:     Al Herson (aherson@swca.com)

Subject:        Re: Rosemont Mine EIS

Al,

We are wondering if you would be available for a conference call tomorrow morning (Thursday, Sept.
13th).  We have a 9:00am (AZ Time) meeting with the Rosemont Mine project proponent (Jamie
Sturgess/Augusta Resources) and we have a couple of NEPA legal questions that we thought you
might be able to help us out with . . . . (?).

Regards,

Tom Euler

mailto:aherson@swca.com)
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:18 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:17 PM -----

"Steve Sacco" <president@bensonchamberaz.com> 

06/10/2010 11:38 AM

To "'Vail Arizona'" <vailaz@hotmail.com>, "'Benson'" <don@vermillionrealty.com>, "'Benson'" <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
"'Benson'" <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, "'Benson'" <jlodzinski@cox.net>, "'Benson'" <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, "'Benson'"
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc "'Willcox'" <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, "'Bisbee'" <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, "'Douglas'" <info@douglasazchamber.org>,
"'Tombstone'" <execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, "'Safford'" <info@grahamchamber.com>, "'Benson'" <b2caz@vtc.net>, "'Pearce'"
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, "'BensonNews'" <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, "'BensonNews'" <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
"'BensonNews'" <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <subscriptions@bensonnews-
sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, "'Benson'"
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>

Subject RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

My question is:

 
Why would you penalize small business owners by calling for a boycott of those who earn their livelihood in an environment that is difficult at best. I believe that you should have tried to resolve the problem by
approaching the City of Benson. If they did not listen to you then move to Benson and run for public office to resolve the problem from within the city council. I think that your are just focusing on a group that are just
innocent bystanders.

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:37 AM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious alternative through the San Pedro Valley
with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through a sensitive region? After all, we know that
constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.

 

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 
4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?
 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 
6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of
any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This

communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600
28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-located in Southern Vail.  This has
already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber
typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the
Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious alternative through the San Pedro Valley
with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through a sensitive region? After all, we know that
constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the
best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your
Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For areas whose economy depends on copper
mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources.
Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
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Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM
To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: 

 

 
Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit copper mine planned for the Santa Rita
Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very disheartening to see the City Council of
Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if
some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure
he will consider some appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of this resolution.  One can
only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the
exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green
Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have
been raised by concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.
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Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf


 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:12 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:11 PM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

06/10/2010 12:36 AM

To Benson <president@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <don@vermillionrealty.com>, Benson <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
Benson <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <jlodzinski@cox.net>, Benson <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, Benson
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc Willcox <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, Bisbee <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, Douglas <info@douglasazchamber.org>, Tombstone
<execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, Safford <info@grahamchamber.com>, Benson <b2caz@vtc.net>, Pearce
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, BensonNews <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, BensonNews <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Benson
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, "comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>

Subject Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious alternative through the San Pedro Valley
with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through a sensitive region? After all, we know that
constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.

 
""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 

4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?
 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth


6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of

any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600

28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-located in Southern Vail.  This has
already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber
typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the
Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious alternative through the San Pedro Valley
with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through a sensitive region? After all, we know that
constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the
best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your
Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For areas whose economy depends on copper
mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources.
Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 

Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM

To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com

http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


Cc: 
 

Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit copper mine planned for the Santa Rita
Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very disheartening to see the City Council of
Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if
some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure
he will consider some appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of this resolution.  One can
only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the
exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green
Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have
been raised by concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.
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Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
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shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of

any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:18 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:17 PM -----

"Steve Sacco" <president@bensonchamberaz.com> 

06/10/2010 11:38 AM

To "'Vail Arizona'" <vailaz@hotmail.com>, "'Benson'" <don@vermillionrealty.com>, "'Benson'" <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
"'Benson'" <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, "'Benson'" <jlodzinski@cox.net>, "'Benson'" <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, "'Benson'"
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc "'Willcox'" <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, "'Bisbee'" <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, "'Douglas'" <info@douglasazchamber.org>,
"'Tombstone'" <execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, "'Safford'" <info@grahamchamber.com>, "'Benson'" <b2caz@vtc.net>, "'Pearce'"
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, "'BensonNews'" <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, "'BensonNews'" <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
"'BensonNews'" <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'"
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <subscriptions@bensonnews-
sun.com>, "'BensonNews'" <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, "'Benson'"
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>

Subject RE: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

My question is:

 
Why would you penalize small business owners by calling for a boycott of those who earn their livelihood in an environment that is difficult at best. I believe that you should have tried to resolve the problem by
approaching the City of Benson. If they did not listen to you then move to Benson and run for public office to resolve the problem from within the city council. I think that your are just focusing on a group that are just
innocent bystanders.

 
Steve Sacco
Owner
PostalAnnex+ - Benson

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 12:37 AM
To: Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson; Benson
Cc: Willcox; Bisbee; Douglas; Tombstone; Safford; Benson; Pearce; BensonNews; BensonNews; scperry@qwestoffice.net; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews; BensonNews;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; BensonNews; BensonNews; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov; Benson; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov;
comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us; maxallen1@cox.net
Subject: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

 
Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious alternative through the San Pedro Valley
with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through a sensitive region? After all, we know that
constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.
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""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 
4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?
 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 
6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of
any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This

communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600
28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-located in Southern Vail.  This has
already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber
typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the
Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious alternative through the San Pedro Valley
with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through a sensitive region? After all, we know that
constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the
best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your
Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For areas whose economy depends on copper
mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources.
Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
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http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM
To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com
Cc: 

 

 
Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit copper mine planned for the Santa Rita
Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very disheartening to see the City Council of
Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if
some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure
he will consider some appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of this resolution.  One can
only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the
exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green
Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have
been raised by concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:ggomez@cityofbenson.com
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Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF
http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf


 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of
any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This

communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/23/2010 07:12 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/23/2010 07:11 PM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

06/10/2010 12:36 AM

To Benson <president@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <don@vermillionrealty.com>, Benson <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
Benson <secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, Benson <jlodzinski@cox.net>, Benson <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, Benson
<herrera@vtc.com>

cc Willcox <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, Bisbee <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, Douglas <info@douglasazchamber.org>, Tombstone
<execdir@tombstonechamber.com>, Safford <info@grahamchamber.com>, Benson <b2caz@vtc.net>, Pearce
<info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, BensonNews <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, BensonNews <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews
<composition@bensonnews-sun.com>, <production@bensonnews-sun.com>, BensonNews <subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com>,
BensonNews <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>, <sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Benson
<vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, "comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, <maxallen1@cox.net>

Subject Recent Benson Sun Article RE: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

Hello Benson Sun-
 
I do not mind being quoted in a newspaper article, after all I sent the original email below to expose the fairy tales being perpetuated by Rosemont Copper and
the resulting economic loss due to the Benson City Council vote.  However, it does say in my email disclaimer-"This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender. ". I did not give express written consent to use my
email.  I was not even contacted by the Benson Sun or anyone else I sent the email to. Ms. Vivian from the City of Benson is the only one who has spoken to
me about this.  In the overall scheme of things it not as important as the content of the article.
 
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/06/09/news/news01.txt
 
1. The title of the email I sent to the Benson Sun as well as the rest  was titled "Unfortunate Benson Boycott" not "Boycott Benson". 
 
This is not something I took lightly. I loved having a "small town" doctor, although I had been fortunate enough not to have visited in awhile. I will miss the
easy drive to and the personal touch of the San Pedro Valley Clinic. When I go to pick up my records tomorrow, I will print a copy of this to take along with me.

 
When I had to do physical therapy, the therapists were the best over at the Benson hospital. I have injured myself in the past and have preferred the small
town hospital ER setting versus going into Tucson. Additionally, another family member was served well at the Benson hospital. My husband, father son and I
have enjoyed many meals in Benson, at the Chinese restaurant next to Ace Hardware, the Horseshoe and stopping for a snack at Jack in the Box, Wendys and
Taco Bell. I used to purchase gas in Benson when I made trips to Kansas Settlement, Cochise, Dragoon, Douglas, Bisbee, Sunsites. Wilcox and other Southern
Arizona towns. My family and I loved the candy store in Benson. The Wal-Mart was a convenience I will miss as well. The realtor who helped us buy our home
was in Benson. The folks at the Historical Society in Benson are friendly and helpful and it is such a testament to what volunteers can do for a community. I will
miss that.  I have friends who live in Benson proper and I have purchased gourds from a home based grower in Benson proper. I will keep my friends-if they'll
still have me.
 
2. I did not write as the member of any group. I wrote, as it says  in my email, as a "concerned citizen". Other concerned citizens took the time to write as well.
I am not a member of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas and I sincerely hope that Mr. Mucci understands my intent was not to represent any group. As I said in my
email, I did not expect the Chamber of Commerce to take a stand but I did hope, as was quoted in the paper "I hope you, as a competent business person,
would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns,
asking for reconsideration."

I also think any citizen and resident of Southern Arizona should be very concerned about the Benson City Council vote and subsequent economic loss that has
happened as a result of rash actions by elected officials. I will continue to say it as I firmly believe the Benson City Council has sold out its town for something
that has not been permitted and may never be permitted. Aside from that, we all know how precious water is to small communities so why would one
community want to see the water resources of another impacted in such a negative way? Rosemont Copper's own technical documents show impacts to
Davidson Canyon-not too far west of Benson. 
 
I do have disagree with Mr. Mucci about this quote "Mucci said while he understands both sides of the issue, he hopes that a Benson business will not have to
suffer for a decision made by the City Council." The City Council is an elected body and as such is responsible for its actions and repercussions from its actions.
If Benson business is not happy with the result of its elected officials actions then Benson business should take action itself. Again, I do not expect a Chamber
to take a stand but its members certainly have the right to do so.  

3. My quote used in the article ""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will
carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business
person, would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your
concerns, asking for reconsideration." was preceded by comments about Sunzia, which who have made the printed statement relevant- but were left out of the
article.
 
"
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious alternative through the San Pedro Valley
with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through a sensitive region? After all, we know that
constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would.

 
""Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my back yard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all
alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the best interest of Southern Arizona. I hope you, as a competent business person, would see that the Benson
City Council vote was not in the best interests of the Benson/San Pedro Valley and contact your Council to express your concerns, asking for reconsideration." 

 

4. I gave the accurate distance to the project, as given by Google maps in my email "According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46
and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's presentation to the City Council on April 26th. 
 
It seems the newspaper has picked a distance somewhere in between the two.
 
5. I also gave you information that showed where Rod Pace intends to have the 19 million in revenues to the State of Arizona used:  "What you might not be
aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to bring SR 83 up to
standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the same 20 million
spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps Southern Arizona?
 
Mr. Pace's Green Valley talk can be seen on Youtube at 
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/azroberth
 

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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6. Lastly, and I did not comment about this in my previous email, Rosemont Copper is not planning to "re-open" the Rosemont Mine. It is sheer propaganda to
continue reporting that. The Rosemont area was a mining district with many small mine workings that had not been worked for many many years. 
 
http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
 
It's most recent history is that of a cattle ranch. Rosemont Copper has even filled in some of the old workings for safety reasons. The VR Ranch, owned by
Edward Vail, often called Rosemont Camp is still in existence-for now. Rosemont "Ranch" is the entire series of in-holdings. In 2004, the VR Ranch, established by
Edward Vail in 1883, was the headquarters of Rosemont "Ranch".
 
Now, if Rosemont Copper plans to mine on the west side of the Santa Ritas in the Helvetia District (and they continue to assure the public they will not) that
would be more of a "re-opening", particularly if they planned to mine underground as opposed to a 1/2 mile deep by mile wide open pit while using nearly 3500
acres of Forest Service land as a landfill. 
 
7. Again, I do not mind being quoted but please do so in a professional accurate way. As my disclaimer says, "This communication, along with any documents,
files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender". It happened once, but I do not give permission
for the Benson Sun to print this communication without first contacting me.
 
Thank you for your time,

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of

any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: president@bensonchamberaz.com; don@vermillionrealty.com; treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com; secretary@bensonchamberaz.com; jlodzinski@cox.net;
dipeso@dipesoreality.com; herrera@vtc.com
CC: willcoxchamber@vtc.net; chamber@bisbeearizona.com; info@douglasazchamber.org; execdir@tombstonechamber.com; info@grahamchamber.com;
b2caz@vtc.net; info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org; newssun@bensonnews-sun.com; jane.amari@wickcommunications.com; scperry@qwestoffice.net;
managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com; advertising@bensonnews-sun.com; reporter@bensonnews-sun.com; composition@bensonnews-sun.com;
production@bensonnews-sun.com; subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com; circulation@willcoxrangenews.com; sbuchan@cochise.az.gov; scott.egan@pima.gov;
vvivian@cityofbenson.com; office@greatervailchamber.com; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us
Subject: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 13:42:06 -0600

28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-located in Southern Vail.  This has
already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber
typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the
Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious alternative through the San Pedro Valley
with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through a sensitive region? After all, we know that
constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the
best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your
Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For areas whose economy depends on copper
mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources.
Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 

Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM

To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com

http://www.gvrhc.org/Library/Rosemont.htm
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf


Cc: 
 

Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit copper mine planned for the Santa Rita
Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very disheartening to see the City Council of
Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if
some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure
he will consider some appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of this resolution.  One can
only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the
exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green
Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have
been raised by concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb

 
_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.
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Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
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shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of

any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm
http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


From: Tom Furgason
To: tdavis789@yahoo.com
Cc: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: regs and third party contracting info
Date: 04/25/2008 04:44 PM

Tony,
Below are numbers 16 and 17 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA 40 FAQs, both of which
deal with third party contracting. I also pulled Section 1506.5(c) from the CEQ regs and 40 C.F.R.
6.604(g) as they are cited. Though EPA-centric, 40 C.F.R. 6.604(g) 3, makes it clear that it is OK for
the applicant to directly contract with the consultant (no funneling of money through the agency) as
does the first example just below for an NPDES permit EIS.
Tom Furgason
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants
 

Selected Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA 40 FAQs

16. Third Party Contracts. What is meant by the term "third party contracts" in connection
with the preparation of an EIS? See Section 1506.5(c). When can "third party contracts" be
used?

A. As used by EPA and other agencies, the term "third party contract" refers to the
preparation of EISs by contractors paid by the applicant. In the case of an EIS for a National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, the applicant, aware in the early
planning stages of the proposed project of the need for an EIS, contracts directly with a
consulting firm for its preparation. See 40 C.F.R. 6.604(g). The "third party" is EPA which,
under Section 1506.5(c), must select the consulting firm, even though the applicant pays for
the cost of preparing the EIS. The consulting firm is responsible to EPA for preparing an EIS
that meets the requirements of the NEPA regulations and EPA's NEPA procedures. It is in
the applicant's interest that the EIS comply with the law so that EPA can take prompt action
on the NPDES permit application. The "third party contract" method under EPA's NEPA
procedures is purely voluntary, though most applicants have found it helpful in expediting
compliance with NEPA.

If a federal agency uses "third party contracting," the applicant may undertake the necessary
paperwork for the solicitation of a field of candidates under the agency's direction, so long as
the agency complies with Section 1506.5(c). Federal procurement requirements do not apply
to the agency because it incurs no obligations or costs under the contract, nor does the agency
procure anything under the contract.

17a. Disclosure Statement to Avoid Conflict of Interest. If an EIS is prepared with the
assistance of a consulting firm, the firm must execute a disclosure statement. What criteria
must the firm follow in determining whether it has any "financial or other interest in the
outcome of the project" which would cause a conflict of interest?

A. Section 1506.5(c), which specifies that a consulting firm preparing an EIS must execute a
disclosure statement, does not define "financial or other interest in the outcome of the
project." The Council interprets this term broadly to cover any known benefits other than
general enhancement of professional reputation. This includes any financial benefit such as a
promise of future construction or design work on the project, as well as indirect benefits the
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consultant is aware of (e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by the firm's other
clients). For example, completion of a highway project may encourage construction of a
shopping center or industrial park from which the consultant stands to benefit. If a consulting
firm is aware that it has such an interest in the decision on the proposal, it should be
disqualified from preparing the EIS, to preserve the objectivity and integrity of the NEPA
process.

When a consulting firm has been involved in developing initial data and plans for the project,
but does not have any financial or other interest in the outcome of the decision, it need not be
disqualified from preparing the EIS. However, a disclosure statement in the draft EIS should
clearly state the scope and extent of the firm's prior involvement to expose any potential
conflicts of interest that may exist.

 

Section 1506.5 (c) is the following:

Environmental impact statements. Except as provided in Secs. 1506.2 and 1506.3 any environmental
impact statement prepared pursuant to the requirements of NEPA shall be prepared directly by or by a
contractor selected by the lead agency or where appropriate under Sec. 1501.6(b), a cooperating
agency. It is the intent of these regulations that the contractor be chosen solely by the lead agency, or
by the lead agency in cooperation with cooperating agencies, or where appropriate by a cooperating
agency to avoid any conflict of interest. Contractors shall execute a disclosure statement prepared by
the lead agency, or where appropriate the cooperating agency, specifying that they have no financial or
other interest in the outcome of the project. If the document is prepared by contract, the responsible
Federal official shall furnish guidance and participate in the preparation and shall independently
evaluate the statement prior to its approval and take responsibility for its scope and contents. Nothing
in this section is intended to prohibit any agency from requesting any person to submit information to it
or to prohibit any person from submitting information to any agency.

40 C.F.R. 6.604 (g) is the following:
(g) EIS method. EPA shall prepare EISs by one of the following means:
(1) Directly by its own staff;
(2) By contracting directly with a qualified consulting firm; or
(3) By utilizing a third party method, whereby the responsible official enters into a third party agreement
for the applicant to engage and pay for the services of a third party contractor to prepare the EIS. Such
an agreement shall not be initiated unless both the applicant and the responsible official agree to its
creation. A third party agreement will be established prior to the applicant's environmental information
document and eliminate the need for that document. In proceeding under the third party agreement,
the responsible official shall carry out the following practices:
(i) In consultation with the applicant, choose the third party contractor and manage that contract.
(ii) Select the consultant based on his ability and an absence of conflict of interest. Third party
contractors will be required to execute a disclosure statement prepared by the responsible official
signifying they have no financial or other conflicting interest in the outcome of the project.
(iii) Specify the information to be developed and supervise the gathering, analysis and presentation of
the information. The responsible official shall have sole authority for approval and modification of the
statements, analyses, and conclusions included in the third party EIS.

 

 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; Robert Lefevre; Sarah L Davis; Salek Shafiqullah; Walter Keyes; Larry Jones
Cc: Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Reminder - C.A. Tech review list
Date: 06/03/2010 07:34 AM
Attachments: 2010 05 14 Optional CA Review of Technical Reports.docx

Attached is a list of Cooperating Agency tech report review comments received.  Bev
shared this information several weeks ago.  You may have already seen these
comments.  This is just a quick summary and reminder if you haven't already
reviewed this input.  Work with Bev, Teresa Ann, or me if you need the full reports.  
Bev, Please follow up with others I may have missed.
Melissa, Email and attachment for the record.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 06/03/2010 07:28 AM -----

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS

05/28/2010 02:30 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Reminder - C.A. Tech review list

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
E-Mail:  tciapusci@fs.fed.us
▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS To Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc
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Cooperating Agencies

Optional Review of Technical Reports



		Cooperating Agency

		Technical Report



		

		Type

		Date

		Title

		Author



		Federal



		Smithsonian Institute

Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory

		Report

		2009 04 08

		Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Data

		Applied Environmental Consultants



		Smithsonian Institute

Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory

		County Ordinance

		2009 06 01

		Outdoor Lighting and Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code

		M3 Engineering and Technology



		Smithsonian Institute

Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory

		Report

		2009 10 30

		Modeling AERMOD Protocol to Assess Ambient Air Quality Impacts

		Applied Environmental Consultants



		Smithsonian Institute

Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory

		Report

		2009 10 30

		Modeling CALPUFF Protocol to Assess Impacts on Class I Areas

		Applied Environmental Consultants



		Smithsonian Institute

Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory

		Memorandum

		2009 12 30 

		Lighting Memorandum – Barrel and McCleary

		M3 



		Smithsonian Institute

Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory

		Memorandum

		2009 12 30

		Lighting Memorandum – Barrel Only

		M3



		Smithsonian Institute

Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory

		Memorandum

		2009 12 30 

		Lighting Memorandum – Scholefield and McCleary

		M3



		Smithsonian Institute

Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory

		Memorandum

		2009 12 30 

		Lighting Memorandum – Sycamore and Barrel

		M3



		State of Arizona



		Game and Fish Department

		Technical Memorandum

		2009 03 11

		Bat Survey

		Westland Resources



		Game and Fish Department

		Memorandum

		2009 03 11

		Agave Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity

		Westland Resources



		Game and Fish Department

		Report

		2009 04 24 

		2008 Rosemont Ranid Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity

		Westland Resources



		Game and Fish Department

		Report

		2009 04 27

		Migratory Bird Analysis, Rosemont Copper Drilling Project, Nogales Ranger District, Coronado National Forest

		SWCA 



		Game and Fish Department

		Report

		2009 12 31

		Management Indicator Species Report

		SWCA 



		



		Geological Survey

		Report

		2006 04 20 

		Geology and Seismotectonic Review for the Rosemont Mine Siting Study

		Vector Colorado LLC



		Geological Survey

		Report

		2007 06 01

		Geotechnical Study Assessment

		Tetra Tech



		Geological Survey

		Report

		2007 06 01

		Baseline Geochemical Characterization

		Tetra Tech



		Geological Survey

		Report

		2007 06 01

		Geologic Hazards Assessment

		Tetra Tech



		Geological Survey

		Report

		2009 02 01

		Geotechnical Addendum – Volume 1

		Tetra Tech



		Geological Survey

		Report

		2009 02 01

		Geotechnical Addendum – Volume 2

		Tetra Tech



		State of Arizona

Geological Survey

		Report

		2009 02 01

		Geotechnical Addendum – Volume 3

		Tetra Tech



		Local



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Report

		2007 06 xx

		Survey of Topsoil Resources

		Tetra Tech



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Report

		2007 06 xx

		Storage Area Soil Salvage Estimates

		Tetra Tech



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Report

		2007 06 xx

		Operational Area Soil Salvage Estimates

		Tetra Tech



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Report

		2007 07 xx

		Reclamation and Closure Plan

		Tetra Tech



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		?

		2008 xx xx

		Dry Stacks Review

		AMEC



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Report

		2009 03 xx

		Rosemont Tailings Geochemistry Report

		Tetra Tech



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Technical Memorandum

		2009 04 07

		Rosemont Copper Project Design Storm and Precipitation Data/Design Criteria

		Tetra Tech

From Joel Carrasco (Tetra Tech) to Daniel Roth (M3 Engineering)



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Report

		2009 04 15 

		Dry Stack Tailings Storage Facility Final Design Report

		AMEC



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Report

		2009 05 xx

		Rosemont Heap Leach Facility Permit Design Report

		Tetra Tech



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Report

		2009 xx xx

		Dry Stack Report

		AMEC



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Technical Memorandum

		2010 01 27

		Rosemont Hydrology Method Justification

		Tetra Tech

From Ronson Chee and Greg Hemmen (Tetra Tech) to Kathy Arnold (Rosemont Copper Company)



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Report

		2010 02 xx

		Rosemont Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model

		Tetra Tech



		Pima County Regional Flood Control District

		Application

		xxxx xx xx

		APP Application – Concurrent Reclamation Design

		



		



		Town of Sahuarita

		Report

		2009 04 01

		Roadway Assessment

		Tetra Tech



		Town of Sahuarita

		Report

		2009 04 01

		Traffic Analysis Report

		Tetra Tech



		Town of Sahuarita

		Report

		2009 04 30

		Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita, Arizona

		Errol L. Montgomery and Associates



		Town of Sahuarita

		County Ordinance

		2009 06 01

		Outdoor Lighting and Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code

		M3 Engineering and Technology



		Town of Sahaurita

		Report

		2010 01 10

		Traffic Report – Barrel and McCleary

		Tetra Tech



		Town of Sahuarita

		Report

		2010 01 10

		Traffic Report – Barrel Only

		Tetra Tech



		Town of Sahuarita

		Report

		2010 01 10

		Traffic Report – Partial Backfill

		Tetra Tech



		Town of Sahuarita

		Report

		2010 01 10 

		Traffic Report – Sycamore and Barrel

		Tetra Tech



		Town of Sahuarita

		Report

		2010 01 12

		Traffic Report – Scholefield and McCleary

		Tetra Tech



		Town of Sahuarita

		Report

		2010 02 23

		Rosemont Traffic Study – Additional Scenarios

		Tetra Tech









05/28/2010 09:00 AM Subject Reminder - C.A. Tech review list

Can you send me the list or table you developed regarding  Coop. agency input on
tech reports?  Thx.

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



From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Request to meet with biological staff
Date: 07/09/2009 08:41 AM

Bev - 
Pima County is still pressing for a meeting.  I understood from our discussion on
Monday that you and Debbie Sebesta are willing to meet, but the original proposed
date of July 16 does not work with your schedules.  The most practical alternative
from the cooperating agencies' standpoint would be to schedule this meeting on the
afternoon of Aug 20 because the cooperating agencies will already be in Tucson for
their morning meeting and those that wish to attend this discussion could plan to
stay for an afternoon session.  Please coordinate with Debbie Sebesta and let me
know if the Aug 20 date and time works with your schedules.  If Aug 20 does not fit
your schedules, please provide me with an alternative time and date that does. 
Several folks have suggested other participants from the Forest Service, SWCA, and
Rosemont teams be included in this discussion, but as team leader its your call as to
who you want invited from those entities - just send me a list so I can determine the
size of room needed to accommodate the group.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 07/09/2009 08:20 AM -----

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS

07/09/2009 07:53 AM

To "Julia Fonseca" <Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov>

cc

Subject RE: Request to meet with biological staff

Julia -
The cooperating agencies' request to meet with the biologists is not overlooked or
forgotten.  You haven't heard back because I'm still coordinating with the
interdisciplinary team leader and biologists to find a date and time that works for
their schedules.  I will provide information to the cooperating agencies when I have
information regarding a meeting agenda, time, and location.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/85256858005851BE/0/5ED042FA567C3D73872575EE0000F2E6


(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
▼ "Julia Fonseca" <Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov>

"Julia Fonseca"
<Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov> 

07/08/2009 05:10 PM

To "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc jwindes@azgfd.gov, "Karen Howe"
<karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov>,
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov, "Nicole Fyffe"
<Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov>,
Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov,
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil, "Karen
Simms" <Karen_simms@blm.gov>

Subject RE: Request to meet with biological staff

Hi, Terra, I haven't heard back about setting up a meeting on this
topic.  Can you let me know what's planned?

Julia Fonseca, Environmental Planning Manager
Pima County Office of Conservation Science and Environmental Policy

NEW ADDRESS:
201 N. Stone Ave.  6th floor
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 740-6460
FAX (520) 243-1610
Julia.Fonseca@pima.gov

http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford
Subject: Fw: Response: Arizona State Mining Inspectors Office. Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study
Date: 07/20/2009 01:55 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 07/20/2009 12:50 PM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

07/15/2009 10:34 AM

To <info@azhighway83.com>, <info@scenicsantaritas.org>, <grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org>,
<angie.quihuis@pima.gov>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, <kcafarelli@ccd-usa.com>, "ccook520@aol.com"
<ccook520@aol.com>, <vailaz@hotmail.com>, "andfar_975@msn.com" <andfar_975@msn.com>,
<scott.egan@pima.gov>, "nicole.fyffe@pima.gov" <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Q Lewton <qlewton@gmail.com>,
"rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org" <rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org>, "sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org"
<sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org>, <tfurgason@swca.com>, "trevor@skyislandalliance.org"
<trevor@skyislandalliance.org>, "ron.barber@mail.house.gov" <ron.barber@mail.house.gov>,
<r.a.calabro@att.net>, Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <rrobuck70@peoplepc.com>,
<sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov>, <sonoitagrasslands@gmail.com>, <sondes@theriver.com>,
<stan@vailaz.com>, <fantenori@azleg.gov>, <deadchief@hotmail.com>, "deadlass14@msn.com"
<deadlass14@msn.com>, "davidgowan1@cox.net" <davidgowan1@cox.net>, <jpaton@azleg.gov>,
<diana.durazo@pima.gov>, <district1@pima.gov>, <district2@pima.gov>, <district3@pima.gov>,
<district4@pima.gov>, <district5@pima.gov>, mike Carson <mike@empirefagan.org>, "marshall@magruder.org"
<marshall@magruder.org>, <marcia.adams@dsd.pima.gov>, <sue.perry@vailsun.com>,
<suzanne.shields@rfcd.pima.gov>, "wizzlizzy@aol.com" <wizzlizzy@aol.com>, <hiltonroad@msn.com>,
<lkempton@greenvalleypecan.com>, John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us"
<comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, "coyotes@cox.net" <coyotes@cox.net>

cc

Subject Response: Arizona State Mining Inspectors Office. Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of
Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

Hello all,
 
Please see response from Mr. Fleming at the Arizona State Mining Inspector's office to my query about a meeting for the potentially
impacted area by the Rosemont Copper STATE reclamation plan. 
 
"ASMI has decided a meeting is not needed as it pertains to the reclamation plan on file at this agency."
 
"There was no scheduled meeting by ASMI"

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.” Aldo Leopold

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its
attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed
without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: GFleming@asmi.az.gov
To: vailaz@hotmail.com
CC: LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov
Date: Wed, 15 Jul 2009 10:11:08 -0700
Subject: RE: Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

Ms. Webb
Thank you for your responses, as well as your concerned  groups, in the Vail and other neighboring areas. 

 
  I have received several responses from you and your associated groups and neighbors, and I have forwarded all comments to the State Mine Inspector. 

 
ASMI has responded to the County Administration Office, and will hopefully respond to the other letters as soon as practical (although it is not a requirement), we
feel the need to respond anyway. 

 
ASMI has decided a meeting is not needed as it pertains to the reclamation plan on file at this agency.

 
The Reclamation Plan for Rosemont Copper has been approved as submitted, per the statutes and the ‘Act’.  
It is my understanding that, all the other Permit processes at other agencies are being reviewed for the content as required per NEPA and Forest Service
permitting. 

 
ASMI has limited authority and is not a permit agency.   The plan is here for review any time. There was no scheduled meeting by ASMI.

 
Thanks again for your responses, and should you wish to discuss this further feel free to contact me.

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://thinkexist.com/quotation/a_thing_is_right_when_it_tends_to_preserve_the/222967.html
http://thinkexist.com/quotation/a_thing_is_right_when_it_tends_to_preserve_the/222967.html
http://thinkexist.com/quotation/a_thing_is_right_when_it_tends_to_preserve_the/222967.html


 
Garrett Fleming 
ASMI Reclamation Dept.
602 542-5971

 

 

From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 9:33 AM
To: info@azhighway83.com; info@scenicsantaritas.org; grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org; angie.quihuis@pima.gov; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; kcafarelli@ccd-
usa.com; ccook520@aol.com; vailaz@hotmail.com; andfar_975@msn.com; Joe Hart; Laurie Swartzbaugh; Garrett Fleming; scott.egan@pima.gov;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
Subject: Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

 
Mr. Fleming,
 
This is Elizabeth Webb from Vail, AZ. I am sending the email I referenced in a message just left on your voicemail.
 
Here are my followup questions:
 

Is this press release in regard to the previous acceptance of the State Mining Reclamation Plan or current acceptance? 
Was there a public meeting held in our area already?

Thank you for your time and assistance.

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

Quote for the Day: 

 
“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.” Aldo Leopold

________________

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally
privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error,
please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any

manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any
documents, files or attachements may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

 
From: Augusta Resource Corporation [mailto:info@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 8:17 AM
To: kcrego@msn.com
Subject: Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

 

PRESS RELEASE

  

 
Augusta Announces Receipt of State Approval for Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

VANCOUVER, B.C., July 15, 2009 - Augusta Resource Corporation (TSX/NYSE Amex: AZC) (“Augusta” or “the Company”) has received written notification from the Arizona State Mine Inspector that the Rosemont Copper Project
Mined Land Reclamation Plan has been approved.
The Rosemont reclamation plan calls for reclamation to begin after the first year of production and continue concurrently throughout the life of the project. Rosemont has contracted with the University of Arizona to study which native
plants will re-vegetate most quickly to support the habitat, and to date that work has been limited to greenhouse research. With the approval by the Mine Inspector of the reclamation plan, these studies can now include construction of
test plots on the site to evaluate the greenhouse re-vegetation results into the real setting in which they will be utilized.
Augusta President and CEO Gil Clausen said: “Receipt of the reclamation permit is an important milestone for our project. We can now look forward to providing all  of the financial information to assure the department and the

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/a_thing_is_right_when_it_tends_to_preserve_the/222967.html
mailto:kcrego@msn.com


community that reclamation at Rosemont will be done in the most environmentally responsible way possible.” He added that the permitting process remains on schedule. “This approval takes us one step closer to advancing the
Rosemont project into development.”
Augusta has already received the necessary permit for groundwater withdrawal from the Arizona Department of Water Resources. Rosemont is committed to replacing as much available water as possible in advance to replenish the
groundwater it will use. To date 45,000 acre-feet of water, or approximately eight years’ worth, has been purchased from the Central Arizona Project and by the end of 2009 all  will be recharged into the Tucson Active Management Area
aquifer. 
Augusta continues to advance the regulatory approval process, which is expected to be completed over the next 12 months with Record of Decision (ROD) scheduled for July 2010. The ROD will be issued by the Forest Service and
Bureau of Land Management for mining activities on public land and the Army Corps of Engineers for the impact of mining activities on U.S. waters. 
Economic Impact Study 
On July 7, 2009 Arizona State University published an economic impact study that concluded the Rosemont mine will generate more than US$745 million a year in economic benefits to Pima and Santa Cruz counties over its 20-year
mine life. According to the study, the Rosemont mine is also expected to add an average of $82 million per year during the construction phase as well as residual benefits of $75 million annually even five years after the mine shuts
down. The study was commissioned by the Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral Resources and was done by the Seidman Research Institute at Arizona State University’s W.P. Carey School of Business.

About Augusta 
Augusta is a base metals company focused on advancing the Rosemont Copper deposit near Tucson, Arizona. Rosemont currently hosts a large copper/molybdenum reserve that may account for about 10% of US copper output once in
production in late 2011 (for details refer to http://www.augustaresource.com/). The exceptional experience and strength of Augusta’s management team, combined with the developed infrastructure and robust economics of the Rosemont
project, will propel Augusta to become a solid mid-tier copper producer by 2012. The Company is traded on the Toronto Stock Exchange and the NYSE Amex under the symbol AZC, and on the Frankfurt Stock Exchange under the
symbol A5R. 

For additional information please visit http://www.augustaresource.com/or contact:
Meghan Brown, Investor Relations Manager

tel 604 638 2002
email mbrown@augustaresource.com

CAUTIONARY STATEMENTS REGARDING FORWARD LOOKING INFORMATION
Certain of the statements made and information contained herein and in the documents incorporated by reference may contain forward-looking statements or information within the meaning of the United States Private Securities
Litigation Reform Act of 1995 and forward looking statements or information within the meaning of the Securities Act (Ontario). Forward- looking statements or information include statements regarding the expectations and beliefs of
management. Forward looking statements or information include, but are not limited to, statements or information with respect to known or unknown risks, uncertainties and other factors which may cause the actual results, performance
or achievements of the Company, or industry results, to be materially different from any future results, performance or achievements expressed or implied by such forward-looking statements or information. Forward-looking statements or
information are subject to a variety of risks and uncertainties which could cause actual events or results to differ from those reflected in the forward-looking statements or information, including, without limitation, risks and uncertainties
relating to the Company’s plans at its Rosemont Property and other mineral properties, the interpretation of drill  results and the estimation of mineral resources and reserves, the geology, grade and continuity of mineral deposits, the
possibility that future exploration, development or mining results will not be consistent with the Company’s expectations, metal recoveries, accidents, equipment breakdowns, title matters, labor disputes or other unanticipated difficulties
with or interruptions in production and operations, the potential for delays in exploration or development activities or the completion of feasibility studies, the inherent uncertainty of production and cost estimates and the potential for
unexpected costs and expenses, commodity price fluctuations, currency fluctuations, failure to obtain adequate financing on a timely basis, the effect of hedging activities, including margin limits and margin calls, regulatory restrictions,
including environmental regulatory restrictions and liability, the speculative nature of mineral exploration, dilution, competition, loss of key employees, and other risks and uncertainties, including those described under “Risk Factors
Relating to the Company’s Business” in the Company’s Annual Information Form dated March 25, 2009. Should one or more of these risks and uncertainties materialize, or should underlying assumptions prove incorrect, actual results
may vary materially from those described in forward-looking statements. Accordingly, readers are advised not to place undue reliance on forward-looking statements or information. We do not expect to update forward-looking statements
or information continually as conditions change, and you are referred to the full  discussion of the Company’s business contained in the Company’s reports filed with the securities regulatory authorities in Canada and the United States.
 

Suite #400 - 837 West Hastings Street, Vancouver, BC, V6C 3N6 
Telephone: 604 687 1717 Facsimile: 604 687 1715 

info@augustaresource.com
Powered by Snap Technologies Content Management Systems

 

This e-mail was sent to kcrego@msn.com because you asked to receive updates and promotions from
Augusta Resource Corp..
Click Here to unsubscribe from this mailing list.

 

http://www.augustaresource.com/
http://www.augustaresource.com/
mailto:mbrown@augustaresource.com
mailto:info@augustaresource.com
http://www.snaptech.ca/
https://secure.snapcms.com/unsubscribe.asp?uid=ZXdMaXZGajM4Z2puNDA5c2xMSzNHMnIxMTg4MTQ=&sid=ZXdMaXZGajM4Z2puNDA5c2xMSzNHMnI3Nw==
http://www.snaptech.ca/partner.asp?sid=172


From: John Able
To: Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Response: Arizona State Mining Inspectors Office. Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study
Date: 07/16/2009 10:51 AM
Signed by: CN=John Able/OU=R3/O=USDAFS

I think Reta and I may be the only FS employees to receive Elizabeth's email below. (Also see Augusta's news release below.) 
I'm wondering if someone could call me to put this approval into perspective.  Does this reclamation plan have anything to do
with FS lands?  If so, don't we (and other agencies) also need to approve it?  Will we consider this reclamation plan within the
EIS?

Actually, if we have time, a brief FAQ could be useful for the website and could anticipate inquiries from the public and others,
including cooperating agencies.

Thanks in advance for your help.

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Voice or Text:  520.405.4256
----- Forwarded by John Able/R3/USDAFS on 07/16/2009 10:35 AM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

07/15/2009 10:34 AM

To <info@azhighway83.com>, <info@scenicsantaritas.org>,
<grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org>, <angie.quihuis@pima.gov>,
<keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, <kcafarelli@ccd-usa.com>, "ccook520@aol.com"
<ccook520@aol.com>, <vailaz@hotmail.com>, "andfar_975@msn.com"
<andfar_975@msn.com>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, "nicole.fyffe@pima.gov"
<nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Q Lewton <qlewton@gmail.com>,
"rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org" <rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org>,
"sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org" <sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org>, <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"trevor@skyislandalliance.org" <trevor@skyislandalliance.org>,
"ron.barber@mail.house.gov" <ron.barber@mail.house.gov>, <r.a.calabro@att.net>, Reta
Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <rrobuck70@peoplepc.com>,
<sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov>, <sonoitagrasslands@gmail.com>,
<sondes@theriver.com>, <stan@vailaz.com>, <fantenori@azleg.gov>,
<deadchief@hotmail.com>, "deadlass14@msn.com" <deadlass14@msn.com>,
"davidgowan1@cox.net" <davidgowan1@cox.net>, <jpaton@azleg.gov>,
<diana.durazo@pima.gov>, <district1@pima.gov>, <district2@pima.gov>,
<district3@pima.gov>, <district4@pima.gov>, <district5@pima.gov>, mike Carson
<mike@empirefagan.org>, "marshall@magruder.org" <marshall@magruder.org>,
<marcia.adams@dsd.pima.gov>, <sue.perry@vailsun.com>,
<suzanne.shields@rfcd.pima.gov>, "wizzlizzy@aol.com" <wizzlizzy@aol.com>,
<hiltonroad@msn.com>, <lkempton@greenvalleypecan.com>, John Able
<jable@fs.fed.us>, "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-
southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, "coyotes@cox.net" <coyotes@cox.net>

cc

Subject Response: Arizona State Mining Inspectors Office. Meeting held and missed? Augusta
Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

Hello all,
 
Please see response from Mr. Fleming at the Arizona State Mining Inspector's office to my query about a
meeting for the potentially impacted area by the Rosemont Copper STATE reclamation plan. 
 
"ASMI has decided a meeting is not needed as it pertains to the reclamation plan on file at this agency."
 
"There was no scheduled meeting by ASMI"

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.” Aldo Leopold

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any
contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: GFleming@asmi.az.gov
To: vailaz@hotmail.com
CC: LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov
Date: Wed, 15 Jul 2009 10:11:08 -0700
Subject: RE: Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and
Economic Impact Study

Ms. Webb
Thank you for your responses, as well as your concerned  groups, in the Vail and other neighboring areas. 

 
  I have received several responses from you and your associated groups and neighbors, and I have forwarded all comments to the
State Mine Inspector. 

 
ASMI has responded to the County Administration Office, and will hopefully respond to the other letters as soon as practical
(although it is not a requirement), we feel the need to respond anyway. 

 
ASMI has decided a meeting is not needed as it pertains to the reclamation plan on file at this agency.

 
The Reclamation Plan for Rosemont Copper has been approved as submitted, per the statutes and the ‘Act’.  
It is my understanding that, all the other Permit processes at other agencies are being reviewed for the content as required per
NEPA and Forest Service permitting. 

 
ASMI has limited authority and is not a permit agency.   The plan is here for review any time. There was no scheduled meeting by
ASMI.

 
Thanks again for your responses, and should you wish to discuss this further feel free to contact me.

 
Garrett Fleming 
ASMI Reclamation Dept.
602 542-5971

 

 

From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 9:33 AM
To: info@azhighway83.com; info@scenicsantaritas.org; grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org; angie.quihuis@pima.gov;
keith.bagwell@pima.gov; kcafarelli@ccd-usa.com; ccook520@aol.com; vailaz@hotmail.com; andfar_975@msn.com; Joe Hart;
Laurie Swartzbaugh; Garrett Fleming; scott.egan@pima.gov; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
Subject: Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact
Study

 
Mr. Fleming,
 
This is Elizabeth Webb from Vail, AZ. I am sending the email I referenced in a message just left on your
voicemail.
 
Here are my followup questions:
 

Is this press release in regard to the previous acceptance of the State Mining Reclamation Plan or
current acceptance? 
Was there a public meeting held in our area already?

Thank you for your time and assistance.

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona



(520) 247-3838
 

Quote for the Day: 

 
“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.”

Aldo Leopold
________________

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the

addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or

attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify
the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or

saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender .
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachements may not be reproduced or distributed

without the express written consent of the sender.

  

 
From: Augusta Resource Corporation [mailto:info@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 8:17 AM
To: kcrego@msn.com
Subject: Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

 

PRESS RELEASE

  

 
Augusta Announces Receipt of State Approval for Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

VANCOUVER, B.C., July 15, 2009 - Augusta Resource Corporation (TSX/NYSE Amex: AZC) (“Augusta” or “the Company”) has received written notification from the Arizona State Mine
Inspector that the Rosemont Copper Project Mined Land Reclamation Plan has been approved.
The Rosemont reclamation plan calls for reclamation to begin after the first year of production and continue concurrently throughout the life of the project. Rosemont has contracted with the
University of Arizona to study which native plants will re-vegetate most quickly to support the habitat, and to date that work has been limited to greenhouse research. With the approval by
the Mine Inspector of the reclamation plan, these studies can now include construction of test plots on the site to evaluate the greenhouse re-vegetation results into the real setting in which
they will be utilized.
Augusta President and CEO Gil Clausen said: “Receipt of the reclamation permit is an important milestone for our project. We can now look forward to providing all  of the financial
information to assure the department and the community that reclamation at Rosemont will be done in the most environmentally responsible way possible.” He added that the permitting
process remains on schedule. “This approval takes us one step closer to advancing the Rosemont project into development.”
Augusta has already received the necessary permit for groundwater withdrawal from the Arizona Department of Water Resources. Rosemont is committed to replacing as much available
water as possible in advance to replenish the groundwater it will use. To date 45,000 acre-feet of water, or approximately eight years’ worth, has been purchased from the Central Arizona
Project and by the end of 2009 all  will be recharged into the Tucson Active Management Area aquifer. 
Augusta continues to advance the regulatory approval process, which is expected to be completed over the next 12 months with Record of Decision (ROD) scheduled for July 2010. The
ROD will be issued by the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management for mining activities on public land and the Army Corps of Engineers for the impact of mining activities on U.S.
waters. 
Economic Impact Study 
On July 7, 2009 Arizona State University published an economic impact study that concluded the Rosemont mine will generate more than US$745 million a year in economic benefits to
Pima and Santa Cruz counties over its 20-year mine life. According to the study, the Rosemont mine is also expected to add an average of $82 million per year during the construction
phase as well as residual benefits of $75 million annually even five years after the mine shuts down. The study was commissioned by the Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral
Resources and was done by the Seidman Research Institute at Arizona State University’s W.P. Carey School of Business.

About Augusta 
Augusta is a base metals company focused on advancing the Rosemont Copper deposit near Tucson, Arizona. Rosemont currently hosts a large copper/molybdenum reserve that may
account for about 10% of US copper output once in production in late 2011 (for details refer to http://www.augustaresource.com/). The exceptional experience and strength of Augusta’s
management team, combined with the developed infrastructure and robust economics of the Rosemont project, will propel Augusta to become a solid mid-tier copper producer by 2012. The
Company is traded on the Toronto Stock Exchange and the NYSE Amex under the symbol AZC, and on the Frankfurt Stock Exchange under the symbol A5R. 

For additional information please visit http://www.augustaresource.com/or contact:

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/a_thing_is_right_when_it_tends_to_preserve_the/222967.html
mailto:kcrego@msn.com
http://www.augustaresource.com/
http://www.augustaresource.com/


Meghan Brown, Investor Relations Manager
tel 604 638 2002

email mbrown@augustaresource.com
CAUTIONARY STATEMENTS REGARDING FORWARD LOOKING INFORMATION
Certain of the statements made and information contained herein and in the documents incorporated by reference may contain forward-looking statements or information within the meaning
of the United States Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995 and forward looking statements or information within the meaning of the Securities Act (Ontario). Forward- looking
statements or information include statements regarding the expectations and beliefs of management. Forward looking statements or information include, but are not limited to, statements or
information with respect to known or unknown risks, uncertainties and other factors which may cause the actual results, performance or achievements of the Company, or industry results,
to be materially different from any future results, performance or achievements expressed or implied by such forward-looking statements or information. Forward-looking statements or
information are subject to a variety of risks and uncertainties which could cause actual events or results to differ from those reflected in the forward-looking statements or information,
including, without limitation, risks and uncertainties relating to the Company’s plans at its Rosemont Property and other mineral properties, the interpretation of drill  results and the
estimation of mineral resources and reserves, the geology, grade and continuity of mineral deposits, the possibility that future exploration, development or mining results will not be
consistent with the Company’s expectations, metal recoveries, accidents, equipment breakdowns, title matters, labor disputes or other unanticipated difficulties with or interruptions in
production and operations, the potential for delays in exploration or development activities or the completion of feasibility studies, the inherent uncertainty of production and cost estimates
and the potential for unexpected costs and expenses, commodity price fluctuations, currency fluctuations, failure to obtain adequate financing on a timely basis, the effect of hedging
activities, including margin limits and margin calls, regulatory restrictions, including environmental regulatory restrictions and liability, the speculative nature of mineral exploration, dilution,
competition, loss of key employees, and other risks and uncertainties, including those described under “Risk Factors Relating to the Company’s Business” in the Company’s Annual
Information Form dated March 25, 2009. Should one or more of these risks and uncertainties materialize, or should underlying assumptions prove incorrect, actual results may vary
materially from those described in forward-looking statements. Accordingly, readers are advised not to place undue reliance on forward-looking statements or information. We do not expect
to update forward-looking statements or information continually as conditions change, and you are referred to the full  discussion of the Company’s business contained in the Company’s
reports filed with the securities regulatory authorities in Canada and the United States.
 

Suite #400 - 837 West Hastings Street, Vancouver, BC, V6C 3N6 
Telephone: 604 687 1717 Facsimile: 604 687 1715 

info@augustaresource.com
Powered by Snap Technologies Content Management Systems

 

This e-mail was sent to kcrego@msn.com because you asked to receive updates and promotions from
Augusta Resource Corp..
Click Here to unsubscribe from this mailing list.
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford
Subject: Fw: Response: Arizona State Mining Inspectors Office. Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study
Date: 07/20/2009 01:55 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 07/20/2009 12:50 PM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

07/15/2009 10:34 AM

To <info@azhighway83.com>, <info@scenicsantaritas.org>, <grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org>,
<angie.quihuis@pima.gov>, <keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, <kcafarelli@ccd-usa.com>, "ccook520@aol.com"
<ccook520@aol.com>, <vailaz@hotmail.com>, "andfar_975@msn.com" <andfar_975@msn.com>,
<scott.egan@pima.gov>, "nicole.fyffe@pima.gov" <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Q Lewton <qlewton@gmail.com>,
"rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org" <rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org>, "sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org"
<sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org>, <tfurgason@swca.com>, "trevor@skyislandalliance.org"
<trevor@skyislandalliance.org>, "ron.barber@mail.house.gov" <ron.barber@mail.house.gov>,
<r.a.calabro@att.net>, Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <rrobuck70@peoplepc.com>,
<sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov>, <sonoitagrasslands@gmail.com>, <sondes@theriver.com>,
<stan@vailaz.com>, <fantenori@azleg.gov>, <deadchief@hotmail.com>, "deadlass14@msn.com"
<deadlass14@msn.com>, "davidgowan1@cox.net" <davidgowan1@cox.net>, <jpaton@azleg.gov>,
<diana.durazo@pima.gov>, <district1@pima.gov>, <district2@pima.gov>, <district3@pima.gov>,
<district4@pima.gov>, <district5@pima.gov>, mike Carson <mike@empirefagan.org>, "marshall@magruder.org"
<marshall@magruder.org>, <marcia.adams@dsd.pima.gov>, <sue.perry@vailsun.com>,
<suzanne.shields@rfcd.pima.gov>, "wizzlizzy@aol.com" <wizzlizzy@aol.com>, <hiltonroad@msn.com>,
<lkempton@greenvalleypecan.com>, John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us"
<comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, "coyotes@cox.net" <coyotes@cox.net>

cc

Subject Response: Arizona State Mining Inspectors Office. Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of
Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

Hello all,
 
Please see response from Mr. Fleming at the Arizona State Mining Inspector's office to my query about a meeting for the potentially
impacted area by the Rosemont Copper STATE reclamation plan. 
 
"ASMI has decided a meeting is not needed as it pertains to the reclamation plan on file at this agency."
 
"There was no scheduled meeting by ASMI"

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.” Aldo Leopold

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its
attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed
without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: GFleming@asmi.az.gov
To: vailaz@hotmail.com
CC: LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov
Date: Wed, 15 Jul 2009 10:11:08 -0700
Subject: RE: Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

Ms. Webb
Thank you for your responses, as well as your concerned  groups, in the Vail and other neighboring areas. 

 
  I have received several responses from you and your associated groups and neighbors, and I have forwarded all comments to the State Mine Inspector. 

 
ASMI has responded to the County Administration Office, and will hopefully respond to the other letters as soon as practical (although it is not a requirement), we
feel the need to respond anyway. 

 
ASMI has decided a meeting is not needed as it pertains to the reclamation plan on file at this agency.

 
The Reclamation Plan for Rosemont Copper has been approved as submitted, per the statutes and the ‘Act’.  
It is my understanding that, all the other Permit processes at other agencies are being reviewed for the content as required per NEPA and Forest Service
permitting. 

 
ASMI has limited authority and is not a permit agency.   The plan is here for review any time. There was no scheduled meeting by ASMI.

 
Thanks again for your responses, and should you wish to discuss this further feel free to contact me.

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://thinkexist.com/quotation/a_thing_is_right_when_it_tends_to_preserve_the/222967.html
http://thinkexist.com/quotation/a_thing_is_right_when_it_tends_to_preserve_the/222967.html
http://thinkexist.com/quotation/a_thing_is_right_when_it_tends_to_preserve_the/222967.html


 
Garrett Fleming 
ASMI Reclamation Dept.
602 542-5971

 

 

From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 9:33 AM
To: info@azhighway83.com; info@scenicsantaritas.org; grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org; angie.quihuis@pima.gov; keith.bagwell@pima.gov; kcafarelli@ccd-
usa.com; ccook520@aol.com; vailaz@hotmail.com; andfar_975@msn.com; Joe Hart; Laurie Swartzbaugh; Garrett Fleming; scott.egan@pima.gov;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
Subject: Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

 
Mr. Fleming,
 
This is Elizabeth Webb from Vail, AZ. I am sending the email I referenced in a message just left on your voicemail.
 
Here are my followup questions:
 

Is this press release in regard to the previous acceptance of the State Mining Reclamation Plan or current acceptance? 
Was there a public meeting held in our area already?

Thank you for your time and assistance.

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

Quote for the Day: 

 
“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.” Aldo Leopold

________________

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally
privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error,
please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any

manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any
documents, files or attachements may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

 
From: Augusta Resource Corporation [mailto:info@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 8:17 AM
To: kcrego@msn.com
Subject: Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

 

PRESS RELEASE

  

 
Augusta Announces Receipt of State Approval for Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

VANCOUVER, B.C., July 15, 2009 - Augusta Resource Corporation (TSX/NYSE Amex: AZC) (“Augusta” or “the Company”) has received written notification from the Arizona State Mine Inspector that the Rosemont Copper Project
Mined Land Reclamation Plan has been approved.
The Rosemont reclamation plan calls for reclamation to begin after the first year of production and continue concurrently throughout the life of the project. Rosemont has contracted with the University of Arizona to study which native
plants will re-vegetate most quickly to support the habitat, and to date that work has been limited to greenhouse research. With the approval by the Mine Inspector of the reclamation plan, these studies can now include construction of
test plots on the site to evaluate the greenhouse re-vegetation results into the real setting in which they will be utilized.
Augusta President and CEO Gil Clausen said: “Receipt of the reclamation permit is an important milestone for our project. We can now look forward to providing all  of the financial information to assure the department and the

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/a_thing_is_right_when_it_tends_to_preserve_the/222967.html
mailto:kcrego@msn.com


community that reclamation at Rosemont will be done in the most environmentally responsible way possible.” He added that the permitting process remains on schedule. “This approval takes us one step closer to advancing the
Rosemont project into development.”
Augusta has already received the necessary permit for groundwater withdrawal from the Arizona Department of Water Resources. Rosemont is committed to replacing as much available water as possible in advance to replenish the
groundwater it will use. To date 45,000 acre-feet of water, or approximately eight years’ worth, has been purchased from the Central Arizona Project and by the end of 2009 all  will be recharged into the Tucson Active Management Area
aquifer. 
Augusta continues to advance the regulatory approval process, which is expected to be completed over the next 12 months with Record of Decision (ROD) scheduled for July 2010. The ROD will be issued by the Forest Service and
Bureau of Land Management for mining activities on public land and the Army Corps of Engineers for the impact of mining activities on U.S. waters. 
Economic Impact Study 
On July 7, 2009 Arizona State University published an economic impact study that concluded the Rosemont mine will generate more than US$745 million a year in economic benefits to Pima and Santa Cruz counties over its 20-year
mine life. According to the study, the Rosemont mine is also expected to add an average of $82 million per year during the construction phase as well as residual benefits of $75 million annually even five years after the mine shuts
down. The study was commissioned by the Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral Resources and was done by the Seidman Research Institute at Arizona State University’s W.P. Carey School of Business.

About Augusta 
Augusta is a base metals company focused on advancing the Rosemont Copper deposit near Tucson, Arizona. Rosemont currently hosts a large copper/molybdenum reserve that may account for about 10% of US copper output once in
production in late 2011 (for details refer to http://www.augustaresource.com/). The exceptional experience and strength of Augusta’s management team, combined with the developed infrastructure and robust economics of the Rosemont
project, will propel Augusta to become a solid mid-tier copper producer by 2012. The Company is traded on the Toronto Stock Exchange and the NYSE Amex under the symbol AZC, and on the Frankfurt Stock Exchange under the
symbol A5R. 

For additional information please visit http://www.augustaresource.com/or contact:
Meghan Brown, Investor Relations Manager

tel 604 638 2002
email mbrown@augustaresource.com

CAUTIONARY STATEMENTS REGARDING FORWARD LOOKING INFORMATION
Certain of the statements made and information contained herein and in the documents incorporated by reference may contain forward-looking statements or information within the meaning of the United States Private Securities
Litigation Reform Act of 1995 and forward looking statements or information within the meaning of the Securities Act (Ontario). Forward- looking statements or information include statements regarding the expectations and beliefs of
management. Forward looking statements or information include, but are not limited to, statements or information with respect to known or unknown risks, uncertainties and other factors which may cause the actual results, performance
or achievements of the Company, or industry results, to be materially different from any future results, performance or achievements expressed or implied by such forward-looking statements or information. Forward-looking statements or
information are subject to a variety of risks and uncertainties which could cause actual events or results to differ from those reflected in the forward-looking statements or information, including, without limitation, risks and uncertainties
relating to the Company’s plans at its Rosemont Property and other mineral properties, the interpretation of drill  results and the estimation of mineral resources and reserves, the geology, grade and continuity of mineral deposits, the
possibility that future exploration, development or mining results will not be consistent with the Company’s expectations, metal recoveries, accidents, equipment breakdowns, title matters, labor disputes or other unanticipated difficulties
with or interruptions in production and operations, the potential for delays in exploration or development activities or the completion of feasibility studies, the inherent uncertainty of production and cost estimates and the potential for
unexpected costs and expenses, commodity price fluctuations, currency fluctuations, failure to obtain adequate financing on a timely basis, the effect of hedging activities, including margin limits and margin calls, regulatory restrictions,
including environmental regulatory restrictions and liability, the speculative nature of mineral exploration, dilution, competition, loss of key employees, and other risks and uncertainties, including those described under “Risk Factors
Relating to the Company’s Business” in the Company’s Annual Information Form dated March 25, 2009. Should one or more of these risks and uncertainties materialize, or should underlying assumptions prove incorrect, actual results
may vary materially from those described in forward-looking statements. Accordingly, readers are advised not to place undue reliance on forward-looking statements or information. We do not expect to update forward-looking statements
or information continually as conditions change, and you are referred to the full  discussion of the Company’s business contained in the Company’s reports filed with the securities regulatory authorities in Canada and the United States.
 

Suite #400 - 837 West Hastings Street, Vancouver, BC, V6C 3N6 
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info@augustaresource.com
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Augusta Resource Corp..
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From: John Able
To: Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Response: Arizona State Mining Inspectors Office. Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study
Date: 07/16/2009 10:51 AM
Signed by: CN=John Able/OU=R3/O=USDAFS

I think Reta and I may be the only FS employees to receive Elizabeth's email below. (Also see Augusta's news release below.) 
I'm wondering if someone could call me to put this approval into perspective.  Does this reclamation plan have anything to do
with FS lands?  If so, don't we (and other agencies) also need to approve it?  Will we consider this reclamation plan within the
EIS?

Actually, if we have time, a brief FAQ could be useful for the website and could anticipate inquiries from the public and others,
including cooperating agencies.

Thanks in advance for your help.

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Voice or Text:  520.405.4256
----- Forwarded by John Able/R3/USDAFS on 07/16/2009 10:35 AM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

07/15/2009 10:34 AM

To <info@azhighway83.com>, <info@scenicsantaritas.org>,
<grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org>, <angie.quihuis@pima.gov>,
<keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, <kcafarelli@ccd-usa.com>, "ccook520@aol.com"
<ccook520@aol.com>, <vailaz@hotmail.com>, "andfar_975@msn.com"
<andfar_975@msn.com>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, "nicole.fyffe@pima.gov"
<nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Q Lewton <qlewton@gmail.com>,
"rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org" <rserraglio@biologicaldiversity.org>,
"sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org" <sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org>, <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"trevor@skyislandalliance.org" <trevor@skyislandalliance.org>,
"ron.barber@mail.house.gov" <ron.barber@mail.house.gov>, <r.a.calabro@att.net>, Reta
Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <rrobuck70@peoplepc.com>,
<sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov>, <sonoitagrasslands@gmail.com>,
<sondes@theriver.com>, <stan@vailaz.com>, <fantenori@azleg.gov>,
<deadchief@hotmail.com>, "deadlass14@msn.com" <deadlass14@msn.com>,
"davidgowan1@cox.net" <davidgowan1@cox.net>, <jpaton@azleg.gov>,
<diana.durazo@pima.gov>, <district1@pima.gov>, <district2@pima.gov>,
<district3@pima.gov>, <district4@pima.gov>, <district5@pima.gov>, mike Carson
<mike@empirefagan.org>, "marshall@magruder.org" <marshall@magruder.org>,
<marcia.adams@dsd.pima.gov>, <sue.perry@vailsun.com>,
<suzanne.shields@rfcd.pima.gov>, "wizzlizzy@aol.com" <wizzlizzy@aol.com>,
<hiltonroad@msn.com>, <lkempton@greenvalleypecan.com>, John Able
<jable@fs.fed.us>, "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-
southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, "coyotes@cox.net" <coyotes@cox.net>

cc

Subject Response: Arizona State Mining Inspectors Office. Meeting held and missed? Augusta
Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

Hello all,
 
Please see response from Mr. Fleming at the Arizona State Mining Inspector's office to my query about a
meeting for the potentially impacted area by the Rosemont Copper STATE reclamation plan. 
 
"ASMI has decided a meeting is not needed as it pertains to the reclamation plan on file at this agency."
 
"There was no scheduled meeting by ASMI"

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.” Aldo Leopold

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any
contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: GFleming@asmi.az.gov
To: vailaz@hotmail.com
CC: LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov
Date: Wed, 15 Jul 2009 10:11:08 -0700
Subject: RE: Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and
Economic Impact Study

Ms. Webb
Thank you for your responses, as well as your concerned  groups, in the Vail and other neighboring areas. 

 
  I have received several responses from you and your associated groups and neighbors, and I have forwarded all comments to the
State Mine Inspector. 

 
ASMI has responded to the County Administration Office, and will hopefully respond to the other letters as soon as practical
(although it is not a requirement), we feel the need to respond anyway. 

 
ASMI has decided a meeting is not needed as it pertains to the reclamation plan on file at this agency.

 
The Reclamation Plan for Rosemont Copper has been approved as submitted, per the statutes and the ‘Act’.  
It is my understanding that, all the other Permit processes at other agencies are being reviewed for the content as required per
NEPA and Forest Service permitting. 

 
ASMI has limited authority and is not a permit agency.   The plan is here for review any time. There was no scheduled meeting by
ASMI.

 
Thanks again for your responses, and should you wish to discuss this further feel free to contact me.

 
Garrett Fleming 
ASMI Reclamation Dept.
602 542-5971

 

 

From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 9:33 AM
To: info@azhighway83.com; info@scenicsantaritas.org; grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org; angie.quihuis@pima.gov;
keith.bagwell@pima.gov; kcafarelli@ccd-usa.com; ccook520@aol.com; vailaz@hotmail.com; andfar_975@msn.com; Joe Hart;
Laurie Swartzbaugh; Garrett Fleming; scott.egan@pima.gov; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
Subject: Meeting held and missed? Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact
Study

 
Mr. Fleming,
 
This is Elizabeth Webb from Vail, AZ. I am sending the email I referenced in a message just left on your
voicemail.
 
Here are my followup questions:
 

Is this press release in regard to the previous acceptance of the State Mining Reclamation Plan or
current acceptance? 
Was there a public meeting held in our area already?

Thank you for your time and assistance.

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona



(520) 247-3838
 

Quote for the Day: 

 
“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.”

Aldo Leopold
________________

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the

addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or

attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify
the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or

saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender .
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachements may not be reproduced or distributed

without the express written consent of the sender.

  

 
From: Augusta Resource Corporation [mailto:info@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 8:17 AM
To: kcrego@msn.com
Subject: Augusta Announces State Approval of Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

 

PRESS RELEASE

  

 
Augusta Announces Receipt of State Approval for Rosemont Reclamation Plan and Economic Impact Study

VANCOUVER, B.C., July 15, 2009 - Augusta Resource Corporation (TSX/NYSE Amex: AZC) (“Augusta” or “the Company”) has received written notification from the Arizona State Mine
Inspector that the Rosemont Copper Project Mined Land Reclamation Plan has been approved.
The Rosemont reclamation plan calls for reclamation to begin after the first year of production and continue concurrently throughout the life of the project. Rosemont has contracted with the
University of Arizona to study which native plants will re-vegetate most quickly to support the habitat, and to date that work has been limited to greenhouse research. With the approval by
the Mine Inspector of the reclamation plan, these studies can now include construction of test plots on the site to evaluate the greenhouse re-vegetation results into the real setting in which
they will be utilized.
Augusta President and CEO Gil Clausen said: “Receipt of the reclamation permit is an important milestone for our project. We can now look forward to providing all  of the financial
information to assure the department and the community that reclamation at Rosemont will be done in the most environmentally responsible way possible.” He added that the permitting
process remains on schedule. “This approval takes us one step closer to advancing the Rosemont project into development.”
Augusta has already received the necessary permit for groundwater withdrawal from the Arizona Department of Water Resources. Rosemont is committed to replacing as much available
water as possible in advance to replenish the groundwater it will use. To date 45,000 acre-feet of water, or approximately eight years’ worth, has been purchased from the Central Arizona
Project and by the end of 2009 all  will be recharged into the Tucson Active Management Area aquifer. 
Augusta continues to advance the regulatory approval process, which is expected to be completed over the next 12 months with Record of Decision (ROD) scheduled for July 2010. The
ROD will be issued by the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management for mining activities on public land and the Army Corps of Engineers for the impact of mining activities on U.S.
waters. 
Economic Impact Study 
On July 7, 2009 Arizona State University published an economic impact study that concluded the Rosemont mine will generate more than US$745 million a year in economic benefits to
Pima and Santa Cruz counties over its 20-year mine life. According to the study, the Rosemont mine is also expected to add an average of $82 million per year during the construction
phase as well as residual benefits of $75 million annually even five years after the mine shuts down. The study was commissioned by the Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral
Resources and was done by the Seidman Research Institute at Arizona State University’s W.P. Carey School of Business.

About Augusta 
Augusta is a base metals company focused on advancing the Rosemont Copper deposit near Tucson, Arizona. Rosemont currently hosts a large copper/molybdenum reserve that may
account for about 10% of US copper output once in production in late 2011 (for details refer to http://www.augustaresource.com/). The exceptional experience and strength of Augusta’s
management team, combined with the developed infrastructure and robust economics of the Rosemont project, will propel Augusta to become a solid mid-tier copper producer by 2012. The
Company is traded on the Toronto Stock Exchange and the NYSE Amex under the symbol AZC, and on the Frankfurt Stock Exchange under the symbol A5R. 

For additional information please visit http://www.augustaresource.com/or contact:

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/a_thing_is_right_when_it_tends_to_preserve_the/222967.html
mailto:kcrego@msn.com
http://www.augustaresource.com/
http://www.augustaresource.com/


From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Reta Laford; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Subject: FW: Review Comments of Westside Numerical Groundwater Model Update
Date: 10/09/2009 09:14 AM

Mindee and Bev,
 
I typically don’t share these types of emails with my clients, but I feel that it is important for you to have
a look into our management of our subconsultants.  MWH submitted their review of Rosemont’s
Westside Groundwater report.  Dale has met my expectations in providing a critical review of MWH’s
work and, in my opinion, responded to MWH appropriately.  I believe that Dale’s attention to detail and
his efforts to keep MWH on task will assist your specialists in avoiding multiple reviews of our critiques
on Rosemont’s work.
 
Tom
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 9:06 AM
To: 'Richmond Leeson Jr.'
Cc: Tom Furgason; 'Stephen Taylor'
Subject: RE: Review Comments of Westside Numerical Groundwater Model Update
 
Thanks Toby………  I was pretty sure that was the situation, but I needed to be completely clear as
to my and SWCA’s expectations.  To be even more clear I need to reiterate what I told Rebecca that
may not have been passed along………..   I want any and all problems with the pumping analysis
pointed out in your review, but I only want those issues brought out that may actually cause a
significant change in a real-world environmental impact………  no quibbling over minor details or
typos.  The purpose is to clearly state whether or not there are, in the professional opinion of an
expert, substantive problems with the analysis that may result in missing a real environmental
impact; if not, then the analysis is acceptable and its conclusions are reasonable.
 
Thanks for getting back to me.
 
Dale
 

From: Richmond Leeson Jr. [mailto:Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 8:58 AM
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Tom Furgason - SWCA '; Stephen Taylor
Subject: RE: Review Comments of Westside Numerical Groundwater Model Update
 
Dale,
 
Your comments are completely appropriate.  I did send the memo to you as a draft meant for your
input, which you have provided.  We will make the changes you requested, as per our agreed
scope of work and guidelines.  I also have had every intention to prepare a cross-section as
requested, but want to discuss with you exactly what level of detail you would like on it, and the
exact location and extent of those cross-sections. 
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:jdmacivor@frontiernet.net


I am traveling today back to Colorado, and so it would be best if we (myself and Stephen Taylor)
could have a conference call with you Monday.  I am available Monday from about 8:30 am to 3:00
pm.  Would you be available  then for a call and if so what times work best for you.
 
Regards, Toby
 

 
 
 

Rocky Mountain Region

Toby Leeson, P.G., Supervising Hydrogeologist
 

1475 Pine Grove Road, Suite 109             Telephone:   970 879 6260
PO Box 774018                                           Facsimile:     970 879 9048
Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477       Mobile:          970 846 4068

 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2009 1:26 PM
To: Richmond Leeson Jr.
Cc: 'Tom Furgason - SWCA '; Stephen Taylor
Subject: Review Comments of Westside Numerical Groundwater Model Update
 
Toby,
 
I have reviewed the MWH memorandum of September 30, 2009 entitled Review Comments of
Westside Numerical Groundwater Model Update Rosemont EIS Support (attached) and am
concerned that the memorandum, if it is supposed to be a final draft document, does not appear
to conform to the guidelines and scope-of-work provided to Rebecca Miller (attached).
  Specifically, the guidelines request a clear statement as to whether or not in the professional
opinion of the responsible professional the data, assumptions, and methods used conform to
standard industry practice.  In addition, the guidelines request an itemized summary of the
conclusions reached in the report and whether or not they are, in the professional opinion of the
responsible professional, reasonable.  The MWH memorandum includes several general
statements such as the report is “well written”, but does not clearly render a professional opinion
regarding the data, assumptions, methods, or results.  Also, the guidelines clearly require that the
responsible professional attest that the document was prepared under their direct supervision and
provide a resume indicating they meet the experience requirements mandated by the Coronado
National Forest, neither or which was included in the memorandum.  In addition, the scope-of-
work specifically includes that MWH is to prepare a graphic depicting the predicted Rosemont
drawdown in section, but no such graphic was included with the memorandum.  The MWH
memorandum does document that the Rosemont pumping predictions are based on an existing
accepted model and presents a summary of the model results developed by Montgomery &
Associates, but stops short of declaring a professional opinion regarding the model or the results. 
Also, the MWH memorandum presents several comments in the form of questions but does not
include the potential impact of these questions on the model predictions or render an opinion as
to whether the answers to the questions could substantially change the predicted environmental



impact as requested in the guidelines.
 
If the memorandum of September 30 is not a final draft document, but intended to initiate a
dialogue, the above review may be premature; however I am concerned that with the staff
changes and layoffs at MWH the requirements of the Rosemont project as given in the guidelines
and scope-of-work may not have been passed along to the present MWH staff.  
 
Please feel free to give me a call to discuss these concerns.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Review Completed for Chapter 2 as Requested
Date: 10/28/2009 08:46 AM

fyi

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 10/28/2009 08:45 AM -----

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

10/27/2009 02:25 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Review Completed for Chapter 2 as Requested

I am leaving a hard copy of my comments on the version of Chapter 2 that you
requested Tom Furgason send me for review.  I will leave it to you to provide these
comments, in whole or in part, to SWCA once you've reviewed and/or modified or
concurred with them.

The file size is too large for our system to send via e-mail so I can only provide this
one in printed form for you.

In reviewing this chapter, I encountered several words and terms that should be
included in the Glossary with definitions for nontechnical readers, as follows:

scree
skarn
andesite
quartz monzonite porphyry
arkose
pit-run
raffinate
berm
non-putrescrible materials
phreatic build-up
Rosemont Ridge landform
flux
Rosemont property (this definition should include a map)
ground and vadose zones
freeboard
hydraulic head
agglomeration chemical

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax



From: Beverley A Everson
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Review of Rosemont Feb 2010 DEIS
Date: 04/12/2010 11:24 AM

Tom, I'm not sure if I shared this with you previously or not.  Sorry if it is a
duplicate.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/12/2010 11:23 AM -----

Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS 

04/05/2010 04:48 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Review of Rosemont Feb 2010 DEIS

Regarding your request for DEIS "glaring omission"s:

Economic and Social Analysis
Looks OK so far.

3.15.1  Affected Environment, p. 366.
Dark Skies is not complete enough to say.  After receiving information from Dark
Sky Partners I will review.  One thing that needs added in the introduction of this
section though is amateur astronomy; only Kitt Peak and Mt. Hopkins are referred to
at this time in the astronomy discussion. The Region of Influence also omits the
concerns of amateur astronomers, and neighborhoods that would view the site. 
Light pollution is measured in both a physical sense and in a social one.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Review of Rosemont Feb 2010 DEIS
Date: 04/09/2010 08:58 AM

fyi

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 04/09/2010 08:57 AM -----

Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS 

04/05/2010 04:48 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Review of Rosemont Feb 2010 DEIS

Regarding your request for DEIS "glaring omission"s:

Economic and Social Analysis
Looks OK so far.

3.15.1  Affected Environment, p. 366.
Dark Skies is not complete enough to say.  After receiving information from Dark
Sky Partners I will review.  One thing that needs added in the introduction of this
section though is amateur astronomy; only Kitt Peak and Mt. Hopkins are referred to
at this time in the astronomy discussion. The Region of Influence also omits the
concerns of amateur astronomers, and neighborhoods that would view the site. 
Light pollution is measured in both a physical sense and in a social one.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Salek Shafiqullah; Roger D Congdon
Subject: Fw: revision to last Thursday's bounds of analysis discussion
Date: 10/19/2009 03:00 PM

FYI

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 10/19/2009 03:00 PM -----

"Dennis L. Turner"
<Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov> 

10/19/2009 11:34 AM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject FW: revision to last Thursday's bounds of
analysis discussion

Hi Bev: I meant to include your name with this e-mail.

 
Thx.

 
--DT

 

From: Dennis L. Turner 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2009 11:31 AM
To: 'Teresa Ann Ciapusci'
Subject: revision to last Thursday's bounds of analysis discussion
Importance: High

 
Hi Teresa:

 
I write to request a revision to my comments offered on the “bounds of analysis”
discussion regarding the point I designated as A-4 on Map ”E”. My comment, “please
evaluate / identify duration of rinsing and draining heap leach pile” should be revised.

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Roger D Congdon/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


It is not common practice to rinse a copper heap leach pile upon closure. This
practice is typical of gold heap leach, where residual cyanide needs to be rinsed from
the pile. Instead, copper heap leach piles are allowed to drain. Unfortunately, this
drainage is asymptotic – it never truly reaches 0 GPM. Hence, my comment should
be revised to “evaluate long term effects from seepage of the heap leach pile after it
ceases operation. What long term accommodations, if any, should be made for
continued seepage of the pile after closure and capping?” There remains a long term
concern about impacts to surface and groundwater.

 
Please forward this message to Tom at SWCA.

 
Thanks.

 
''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 
Dennis L. Turner, R.G.
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Surface Water Section
1110 W. Washington St. MC 5415 A-1
Phoenix, AZ 85007

 

 

NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may contain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL information and
is intended only for the use of the specific individual(s) to whom it is addressed. It may contain
information that is privileged and confidential under state and federal law. This information may be used or
disclosed only in accordance with law, and you may be subject to penalties under law for improper use or
further disclosure of the information in this e-mail and its attachments. If you have received this e-mail in
error, please immediately notify the person named above by reply e-mail, and then delete the original e-
mail. Thank you.



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont - Action Items from May 7 meeting
Date: 11/23/2009 03:03 PM

We never received the oblique aerial photo mentioned in item 3.  Is it possible to
obtain this?

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 11/23/2009 03:01 PM -----

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

05/07/2009 02:27 PM

To jlyndes@sagelandscape.com,
kavid.krizek@tetratech.com, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
mbidwell@swca.com, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont - Action Items from May 7 meeting

Action items from the flipchart at today's meeting:

1.  Meeting in 3 weeks (tentative date = morning of June 4th)
Progress meeting
Sage & Tetra Tech to provide modified proposed action: stormwater,
reclamation plan, and visual work
USFS will provide Feedback 
Sage will provide examples of other simulation projects

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

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

4.  USFS will provide Tetra Tech and Sage with Concern Level 1 & 2 travelways by
May 15

5.  USFS will provide desired condition for project area by May 15

Thanks everyone!

Tom:  Please forward this to Dale...I don't have his email address. 

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

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


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



From: Tom Furgason
To: Mindee Roth
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: Rosemont - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed - SOW & Request for Cost Estimate
Date: 10/29/2009 11:33 AM
Attachments: 2009-10-29_Ortman_Stone_ AltConDisEvalSOW_memo.pdf

2009-10-30_Ortman_Everson et al_AltConButDisEval_memo text only_FINAL.pdf

Mindee,
 
Attached is the SOW for SRK to complete the Alts Dismissed review.  Please let me know if you feel
that this will be an adequate level of effort.
 
Tom
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2009 10:53 AM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed - SOW & Request for Cost Estimate
 
Claudia,
 
Attached is the promised SOW & request for cost estimate for the Alternatives Considered but
Dismissed evaluation we discussed on Tuesday.  I have attached the memorandum referenced in
the SOW memo, but have excluded the four documents referenced in the attachment.  The file
with the four documents is approaching 4 megs in size and not suitable for email; however you
have all four of the documents in the information I delivered on Tuesday.  If you have any
questions please get hold of me.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

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


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK) 


Copy to: Tom Furgason, Melissa Richard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 29 October 2009   


Subject: 
Alternative Considered but Dismissed Evaluation 
Scope-of-Work and Request for Cost Estimate  


 
This memorandum presents the scope of work for a two phase evaluation of Alternatives Considered but 
Dismissed (ACD) and requests a cost estimate for Phase 1 of the work.  As part of the Rosemont EIS project 
the Coronado National Forest (CNF) has developed a suite of potential alternatives for consideration in the 
EIS.  From that list of potential alternatives the CNF has preliminarily designated 16 as ACD’s.  The purpose 
of the work under this SOW is for the subcontractor to evaluate the ACD’s first for technical and practical 
feasibility (Phase 1) followed by a financial feasibility evaluation (Phase 2) for those ACD’s that are 
technically and practically feasible.   The list of 16 ACD’s for Phase 1evaluation, including pertinent 
documentation, is included as an attachment to this memorandum.  
 
SUBCONSULTANT RESPONSIBLE PERSON QUALIFICATIONS 
Each evaluation prepared by the subconsultant must be developed under the direct supervision of a staff 
member having professional experience meeting or exceeding that required in the most current version of the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the Coronado National Forest and Rosemont Copper.  In general, 
the minimum requirements are: 


• A bachelor’s degree in the specific technical field; 
• And at least 10-years experience in the technical field with an emphasis on hardrock mining 


applications.   
SWCA must approve the subconsultant’s responsible person prior to initiation of work.   The subconsultant 
will include a statement signed by the responsible person attesting that the evaluation was prepared under 
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their direct supervision.  In addition, a current resume confirming that the responsible person meets the 
necessary requirements will be attached to the evaluation. 
 
BASIS OF EVALUATION 
The subconsultant’s evaluation will be based on their expert professional judgment and knowledge of the 
specific scientific and engineering aspects that are elements of each ACD.  In the event the subconsultant 
determines they do not have the level of expert professional knowledge necessary to evaluate any element of 
an ACD they will notify SWCA and provide a concise summary of the knowledge area in question.  SWCA 
will, at their discretion, consult with the subconsultant to remedy the issue or withdraw the element of the 
ACD from the subconsultant’s scope of work. 
 
POINTS OF CONTACT 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 


• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation and report 


review  
 
SCOPE OF WORK 
Work Tasks 
Specific work tasks are listed below: 


1. Review pertinent documents attached to this memorandum and the current Mine Plan of Operations 
(MPO) submitted to the Coronado National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. 
Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 


2. Evaluate each ACD for the following elements: 
a. Description – Prepare a concise description of the ACD including at a minimum the following: 


i. Bullet list of the primary infrastructure and other elements, as applicable, of the ACD; 
ii. Plan map of the primary infrastructure, topographic and other elements, as applicable, 


of the ACD; 
iii. Concise text summary description of the ACD and its elements, including a text 


description of how the ACD fits within and modifies the overall project plan as 
described in the MPO. 


b. Technical Feasibility – Evaluate and prepare a concise text description of whether the ACD or 
any element of the ACD is technically feasible.  The technical feasibility evaluation will, at a 
minimum, describe the following: 
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i. Are the technology elements of the ACD currently in standard use in the mining or 
other industries? 


ii. If they are currently in standard use in the mining or other industries, are they in use at 
the scale required for application at the Rosemont Project? 


iii. If they are not in standard use in the mining or other industries, are they in any stage of 
development and if so, describe the current stage of research or development. 


c. Practicable Feasibility - Evaluate and prepare a concise text description of whether the ACD 
or any element of the ACD is practically feasible for application to the Rosemont Project.  The 
practical feasibility evaluation will, at a minimum, include the following: 


i. A concise text discussion presenting the subconsultant’s expert professional opinion as 
to the practical application of the ACD or any element of the ACD to the Rosemont 
Project. 


3. Draft and Final Report Preparation – Preparation of draft and final reports as per the schedule of 
deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, 
unless approved by SWCA. 


4. Consultation – Allow for up to 40 man-hours of consultation with SWCA during the work.  
Consultation will include: 


a. Project kick-off meeting at SWCA’s office to review project objectives and available 
documentation with an emphasis on available base maps (allow 2 hours of meeting time) 


b. Preliminary evaluation review meeting at subconsultant’s office to review initial ACD 
evaluation (meeting to be held no more than 10 days following start of work – allow two 
hours of meeting time) 


c. Consultation – As requested by subconsultant or SWCA 
5. Project Administration – Allow for project administration costs appropriate for the work. 


 
 
Schedule and Deliverables 
The work schedule and deliverables are: 


1. Start of Work – On receipt of written Notice to Proceed from SWCA; requires approval of the 
proposed cost estimate and approval of the subconsultant’s proposed responsible persons. 


2. Consultation – As requested 
3. Draft Report – 1-month from Notice to Proceed. 
4. SWCA and CNF Review of Draft Technical Review Memorandum – As required 
5. Final Report – 1 week from receipt of complete editorial comments from SWCA and CNF; assumes 


no additional evaluation is requested by SWCA and CNF. 
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COST ESTIMATE 
The subconsultant will provide a cost estimate for the indicated scope of work.  The cost estimate will be 
presented as time and materials for each work task with an overall not-to-exceed cost. 
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DALE ORTMAN PE       Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer        Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233         E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Bev Everson (CNF) 


Copy to: Mindee Roth (CNF); Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 30 October 2009   


Subject: Alternatives Considered but Dismissed for SRK Evaluation 
 
This memorandum presents a summary of the Alternatives Considered but Dismissed to be further evaluated 
by SRK to provide additional information to the Coronado National Forest (CNF).  The list was developed at 
the request of the CNF from the following documents provided by SWCA: 
 


A. Cooperating Agency Alt Comment Tracking spreadsheet (attached) 
B. Alternatives or alternative elements considered but determined to be technically or financially 


infeasible (attached) 
C. Pima County letter Re: Alternative Analysis for Proposed Rosemont Mine, August 28, 2009 


(attached) 
D. Pima County letter Re: Alternative Analysis for Proposed Rosemont Mine, July 28, 2009 (attached) 


  
The above documents were reviewed to determine which alternatives or alternative elements in the 
documents were within SRK’s areas of expertise to evaluate or were sufficiently defined to allow evaluation. 
In some cases alternatives or alternative elements were combined to form a single alternative for evaluation.  
In these cases the source is marked as a “consolidated alternative”.  For each alternative the source 
document(s) is given and a short description of the alternative is included.   
 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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Summary of Alternatives Considered but Dismissed for Additional Evaluation 
 


1. Alternative:  Dispose of Tailings and Waste Rock at Existing Mines on West Side of Green Valley 
a. Source: Document B; consolidated alternative 
b. Description:  Alternative includes the transportation of all waste rock and tailings to one or 


more of the existing mines on the west side of Green Valley (Twin Buttes, Sierrita, and 
Mission) for disposal; various methods of transportation and disposal for both waste rock and 
tailings will be evaluated. 


2. Alternative:  Dispose of Waste Rock and Process Ore at Existing Mines on West Side of Green 
Valley with Rail Transportation via Tunnel through Santa Rita Mountains 


a. Source: Document A & C 
b. Description: Alternative includes the transportation of all waste rock to existing mines on the 


west side of Green Valley (Twin Buttes, Sierrita, and Mission) for disposal, and the 
transportation of all ore to the existing operating mines on the west side of Green Valley 
(Sierrita and Mission) for processing; only rail transportation will be evaluated. 


3. Alternative: Dispose of  Tailings and Waste Rock on West Side of Santa Rita Mountains 
a. Source: Document B 
b. Description:  Alternative includes disposal of all tailings and waste rock at an undetermined 


location on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains.  Various methods of material 
transportation will be evaluated; tailings disposal method will be limited to dry stack tailings. 


4. Alternative:  Mechanical Conveyance of Ore to Rail Head 
a. Source: Document B 
b. Description:  Alternative includes use of mechanical conveyance technology to transport ore 


to Port of Tucson rail head. 
5. Alternative: Use In Situ Mining 


a. Source: Document B 
b. Description: Alternative includes use of in-situ mining methods in lieu of open pit mining 


method. 
6. Alternative:  Use High-Pressure/High-Temperature Leaching for Ore Processing 


a. Source: Document B 
b. Description:  Alternative includes use of high-pressure/high-temperature leaching for ore 


processing. 
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7. Alternative:  Use Underground Mining In Lieu of Open Pit Mining 
a. Source: Document b; consolidated alternative 
b. Description: Alternative includes use of underground mining methods in lieu of open pit 


mining methods. 
8. Alternative:  Backfill Open Pit 


a. Source: Document A, B & C 
b. Description: Alternative includes partial or complete backfill of the open pit with waste rock, 


tailings, or a combination of waste rock and tailings. 
9. Alternative:  Modify Mine Operating Life 


a. Source: Document B 
b. Description: Alternative includes modifying the operating mine life to either lengthen or 


reduce the time to mine and process the ore and waste rock in the existing mine plan. 
10. Alternative: Suspend Mining during Certain Environmental Conditions (high wind, drought, excellent 


visibility, or restrict to night or daytime only operations) 
a. Source: Document B 
b. Description: Alternative includes the potential to suspend mining operations during certain 


environmental conditions, or to restrict mining operations to either daytime or nighttime.  
11. Alternative:  Use Sea Water for Mining and Ore Processing Operations 


a. Source: Document B 
b. Description: Alternative includes the use of sea water for mining and ore processing 


operations. 
12. Alternative:  Use Reclaimed Water for Mining and Ore Processing Operations 


a. Source: Document B 
b. Description:  Alternative includes the use of reclaim water for mining and ore processing 


operations. 
13. Alternative: Use Waste Rock for Industrial Uses 


a. Source: Document B 
b. Description: Alternative includes using waste rock for industrial use. 


14. Alternative: Use Microbial Leaching for Ore Processing 
a. Source: Document A & D 
b. Description: Alternative includes the use of microbial leaching for ore processing. 
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15. Alternative: Replace Internal Combustion Engines on Tailings and Water Pumps and on Other 
Processing Equipment with Electric Motors 


a. Source: Document A & D 
b. Description:  Replace all internal combustion engines on tailings and water pumps and on 


other processing equipment with electric motors to reduce air quality impacts. 
16. Alternative: Reconstruct the McCleary Drainage Features as Part of Closure 


a. Source: Document D (proposed as mitigation measure) 
b. Description: “Reconstruct the McCleary drainage features as part of closure to assure that 


maximum flow-through function will endure thousands of years afterward, with little or no 
human intervention….” (Pima County) 







From: Beverley A Everson
To: tfurgason@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Rosemont - Feb 15 DEIS Review
Date: 04/01/2010 04:14 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/01/2010 04:12 PM -----

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

04/01/2010 12:06 PM

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

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont - Feb 15 DEIS Review

I reviewed the Recreation and Visual Resource sections currently posted on WebEx. 
You asked whether there are any "glaring omissions" in our resource areas.  The
short answer is yes, there continue to be enormous gaps in these sections.

Visual Resources (3.9.1):  
This section has not changed since I provided comments to SWCA on Oct.
5, 2009.  I mentioned this in my reviews of previous DEIS's on Oct. 29,
2009 and Jan. 22, 2010. 
There is much work needed on the affected environment sections, there are
no graphics (maps, photos, simulations, etc.), and the environmental
consequences section is only an outline.

Recreation (3.12.1)
SWCA has revised this section since my review of the Jan. 15 DEIS, but
much work is still needed, including (1) analysis for the proposed action is a
good start, but lacks graphics/maps and recommendations for mitigation,
(2) analysis for alternatives is very weak (granted, this will need to remain
draft until alternatives are fleshed out), and (3) there is no cumulative
effects analysis.

I will continue to work with SWCA (Marcie and Steve) as things proceed.  Marcie's
work is still not completely funded by Rosemont.

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont - Game and compensatory lands discussion meeting
Date: 11/13/2009 01:27 PM

...a possible mitigation measure...
The identification of some desirable parcels can develop into discussion with
Rosemont, then possible inclusion as mitigation.  If it would be helpful for you to
attend this meeting, please invite yourself and let Debby know.  Thx.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/13/2009 01:24 PM -----

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

11/09/2009 12:23 PM

To Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont - Game and compensatory lands discussion
meeting

Larry:  I spoke with John Windes and he recommends that we meet in the afternoon
on Nov 19, so please put this on your calendar.  Let's meet at 1:00 in room 4B. 
John will bring a map for us to begin discussion.

Teresa Ann:  
1.  Would you please formally invite AGF (John Windes) and Pima County (Julia
Fonseca) ASAP?  We'll meet on Nov 19 at 1:00 in room 4B.
2.  Do you have the documentation that Bev mentions below?  
3.  Can you let us know if it's ok if AGF invites USFWS and/or Arizona State Parks to
the meeting?  John thinks this would be helpful to the discussion.

Reta:  Have you had a chance to look for AGF's letter regarding the 3 ranches?

Thanks everyone.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 11/09/2009 12:11 PM -----

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


11/06/2009 07:22 AM
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Game and Fish compsenatory lands discussion

meeting

thanks...and be sure to keep us biologists in the loop also (e.g., I hadn't heard about
these compensatory land proposals)...compensatory lands are often done as
mitigation because of adverse effects to endangered species...and FWS should be in
the loop also.  can i invite Jason Douglas (our Rosemont lead contact for FWS)?

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

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

11/05/2009 05:57 PM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Game and Fish compsenatory lands discussion meeting

Hi Debby,

I got your voicemail message today concerning this meeting.  I would like you and
Larry to use your own discretion in deciding whether or not to meet with Game and
Fish to discuss this subject.  One thing to think about is that there was a previous
meeting with the agency on this (with Teresa Ann and Reta and I), and I believe
two parcels were mentioned then, one of which was on the San Pedro River not far
from San Manual.  This meeting was documented by T.A., and she can share that
information with you.  The agency's ideas from that meeting were also shared with
Rosemont  for their consideration.

I think that the same parcels will be the subject of discussion again if you and Larry
meet with the agency.  I'll leave it up to the two of you to determine whether or not
this is the case, and if it is, if it's worth further discussion.  Just keep Teresa Ann in
the loop so that she can document the meeting if it happens, or can document that
the meeting request was considered and it was determined that it wasn't necessary.

I'm okay with whatever you and Larry want to do.  Thanks for keeping me in the
loop.

notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/1978613A2E12F6F6072576660003A3DC


Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: FW: Rosemont - Mine Site Groundwater Model - Proposed Conf Calls and Meeting
Date: 03/16/2010 06:57 AM

Salek,
 

See email below; Rosemont wants to participate in the April 9th mine site groundwater model
update meeting.  I’ll give you a call to discuss.
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Sturgess Jamie [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2010 6:33 AM
To: Hale Barter; Dale Ortman PE
Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: Rosemont - Mine Site Groundwater Model - Proposed Conf Calls and Meeting
 
Hale and Dale:

Rosemont will be involved in the final agenda this time as well.
Rosemont will also participate fully in the April 9 meetings.

Jamie

On 3/12/10 4:15 PM, "Hale Barter" <hbarter@elmontgomery.com> wrote:

OK.
 
April 9th it is.

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
file:////c/hbarter@elmontgomery.com


 
Please make sure the agenda for the meeting is run by me before it goes to the larger
group.
 
Hale
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 3:07 PM
To: Hale Barter
Cc: 'Sturgess Jamie'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: RE: Rosemont - Mine Site Groundwater Model - Proposed Conf Calls and Meeting

Hale,
 
Vladimir Urgorets will be out of the country from April 12 to the 26th and his participation is crucial
to our progress.  I’ve spoken with Kathy and she wants us to meet on Friday April 9th, regardless of
Montgomery’s completion of all the tasks.  The SRK personnel, Vladimir, Larry, and Mike are
available on April 9th, so please schedule the meeting for that day.
 
Dale
 

From: Hale Barter [mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 2:15 PM
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: Sturgess Jamie
Subject: RE: Rosemont - Mine Site Groundwater Model - Proposed Conf Calls and Meeting

Dale,
 
I am good for the 17th and 31st. What time?
 
I may have to attend an ACC hearing 13th and 14th of April.
 
It would be best to push off the April meeting until the 19th so we have the weekend to
prepare.
 
Hale
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 8:02 AM
To: Hale Barter
Subject: FW: Rosemont - Mine Site Groundwater Model - Proposed Conf Calls and Meeting

Hale,
 
I presume you are in this loop. Let me know if this works for you.

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


 
Dale
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 8:01 AM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'
Cc: 'Hoag, Cori'; Vladimir Ugorets (vugorets@srk.com); Larry Cope (lcope@srk.com); Mike Sieber
(msieber@srk.com)
Subject: Rosemont - Mine Site Groundwater Model - Proposed Conf Calls and Meeting

Claudia,
 
Rosemont proposed and the CNF has authorized semi-weekly conference calls leading up to a
meeting on April 15 among the participants in the groundwater model resolution meeting.
Wednesday, either early or late in the day has been proposed for the conference calls.  This would
schedule two calls between now and the proposed April 15 meeting; one on March 17 and one on
March 31.  Would you please see if this can be arranged with the SRK staff and forward me a cost
estimate for both the conference calls and the meeting.  For budgeting purposes I suggest allowing
2 hours/person for the conference calls and one full work day plus travel for the meeting.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
file:////c/vugorets@srk.com
file:////c/lcope@srk.com
file:////c/msieber@srk.com
file:////c/daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Debby Kriegel
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Fw: Rosemont - Schedule for Recreation and Visual Quality Work
Date: 01/07/2010 10:03 AM

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

Thanks.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 01/07/2010 10:00 AM -----

"Stephen Leslie"
<sleslie@swca.com> 

12/18/2009 12:54 PM

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

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

Subject RE: Rosemont - Schedule for Recreation Work

Debby

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

 
Steve

 

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, December 18, 2009 11:52 AM
To: Stephen Leslie
Cc: Tom Furgason; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - Schedule for Recreation Work

 

Steve, 

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

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

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


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

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

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

Thanks. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com/O=, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com/
Cc: Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont - Simulations Needed for Proposed Action
Date: 08/04/2009 12:26 PM
Attachments: Simulation_Strategy_Proposed_Action.doc

Tom and Charles:

Reta just stopped by my office and mentioned that you had not seen this.  Please let
me know if you need more information or wish to discuss anything.

Thanks.

Debby

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 08/04/2009 12:19 PM -----

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> 

07/30/2009 07:07 PM

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Charles
Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Trent Reeder"
<treeder@swca.com>

cc

Subject RE: Rosemont - Simulations Needed for Proposed
Action

Debby,

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

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

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

 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Minimum Simulations Needed for Rosemont EIS – Proposed Action

July 30, 2009


Confirm that proposed action is not visible - No simulations needed

· Madera Canyon

· San Xavier


· Tucson


· Vail


· Corona de Tucson

· Sahuarita


· Green Valley


Project effects small and/or distant - Simulate year with most effects (2 simulations)

· Sonoita (KOP 8)

· Las Cienegas Conservation Area (KOP 11)

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

· Mt. Wrightson Wilderness (KOP 17)

· Hilton Rd. (KOP 16)

· Box Canyon (KOP 21)

Project effects large – Simulate as follows (7-8 simulations)

· Arizona Trail – 1 simulation of typical view along trail at the toe of the waste rock

· Hwy 83 pullout (KOP 12) - Simulate 2-3 phases (construction or early mine years, during active mine with most visible effects if it’s different than the construction or early mine simulation, and post reclamation)


· OHV staging area at KOP 4 - Simulate 3 phases (construction or early mine years, during active mine with most visible effects, and post reclamation)

TOTAL 12-16 SIMULATIONS




Thanks,
Marcie

 

 

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 9:34 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - Simulations Needed for Proposed Action

Marcie, 

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

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

Thanks. 

Debby 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Fw: Rosemont - SOW for SWCA Document to Edit
Date: 06/17/2010 10:52 AM

See Debby's message below, for the location of the document.  If you have emailed
your suggestions to me, please make sure that you put them in this document as
well.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/17/2010 10:51 AM -----

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/17/2010 10:32 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Rosemont - SOW for SWCA Document to Edit

I've filed the document in J/fsfiles/fstmp in a folder called
"Rosemont_SOW_for_SWCA_June_2010".  

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:abelauskas@fs.fed.us
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:cablair@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccleblanc@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:hschewel@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Kendall Brown/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group comments
Date: 11/16/2009 02:12 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 11/16/2009 02:09 PM -----

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

11/10/2009 12:00 PM

To <jwood@epgaz.com>,
<chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov>,
<daniel_j_moore@blm.gov>, <emerald5@cox.net>,
<kabrahams@diamondven.com>,
<kellett@fs.fed.us>, "marshall@magruder.org"
<marshall@magruder.org>,
<nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com>,
<ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us>,
<husman@ag.arizona.edu>, <tbolton@land.az.gov>,
<markkonharting@gmail.com>,
<mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil>,
"deadlass14@msn.com" <deadlass14@msn.com>

cc <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
<biannarino@diamondven.com>,
<cindy_alvarez@blm.gov>, John Able
<jable@fs.fed.us>, <tubaclawyer@aol.com>,
<labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com>,
<linda_hughes@blm.gov>,
<mweinberg@diamondven.com>,
"tciapusci@fs.fed.us" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>,
<cjohnson@epgaz.com>, <tfurgason@swca.com>,
<cpintor@tep.com>, <ebeck@tep.com>,
<ebelts@epgaz.com>, <gcheniae@cox.net>,
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,
<llucero@tep.com>, <lweinst@epgaz.com>,
<law@krsaline.com>, <laitken@tep.com>,
<sbreslin@tep.com>, "Eric (TEP) Bakken"
<ebakken@tep.com>, "comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder
group comments

Ms. Wood,
 
-As a note to the other stakeholders who may have missed the last Open
House in Sahuarita, there is going to be a community TEP/Rosemont
Copper meeting hosted by Sandy Whitehouse in Corona de Tucson
tonight (Nov. 10 th) at 7pm at the Corona de Tucson Firehouse (99
Tallahassee ). Just east of Houghton Rd and a little south of Sahuarita
Rd.
 
-Either date is fine with me-just let me know. It would be nice if we had
a field trip scheduled once all of the alternatives are decided. 
 

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


-May I please have the comments from the following agencies resent. I
cannot seem to locate them.
 
·         Attached comments from the Kent Ellett, Forest Service 
·         Attached letter from Town of Sahuarita
·         Correspondence letters between the Santa Rita Experimental Range, Arizona State Land
Department, and Rosemont Copper Company

 
Thanks!

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

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

myself.” Britanny Renee

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

  

Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group
comments

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


Date: Tue, 10 Nov 2009 10:55:47 -0700
From: jwood@epgaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov;
daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; deadlass14@msn.com
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-
smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
Cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
ebeck@tep.com; EBelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; Lweinst@epgaz.com;
law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com;
EBakken@Tep.com

HI Everyone-
A couple items for the group:

 
·         As requested by a member of the stakeholder group to share all comments provided to EPG
from the group, I have attached additional correspondence with Ms. Webb. TEP and EPG
responded to Ms. Webb’s comments submitted in September (see red text) and Ms. Webb
provided additional comments (see blue text).  

·         We would like to schedule the next stakeholder group meeting for either December 8
th

 or

10
th  

 from 11AM to 2PM at the TEP office (One South Church St). Please provide me your
availability for either of those days and I will send out a final date to place on your calendars by the
end of next week.

 
Thank you for your continued participation in the Rosemont Transmission Line Project.

 
Jaime Wood
Senior Environmental Planner 

 
EPG 
Environmental Planning Group
4141 North 32

nd
 Street, Suite 102, Phoenix, Arizona 85018

602-956-4370 office phone
602-324-0873 direct phone
602-881-0362 cell phone
602-956-4374 fax



http://www.epgaz.com

 
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It
may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise protected from
disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all affected databases. Thank you.

 
From: Jaime Wood 
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Jaime Wood; 'Vail Arizona'; 'chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov';
'daniel_j_moore@blm.gov'; 'emerald5@cox.net'; 'kabrahams@diamondven.com';
'kellett@fs.fed.us'; 'marshall@magruder.org'; 'nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com';
'ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us'; 'husman@ag.arizona.edu'; 'tbolton@land.az.gov';
'markkonharting@gmail.com'; 'mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil'
Cc: 'beverson@fs.fed.us'; 'biannarino@diamondven.com'; 'cindy_alvarez@blm.gov';
'John Able'; 'tubaclawyer@aol.com'; 'labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com';
'linda_hughes@blm.gov'; 'mweinberg@diamondven.com'; 'tciapusci@fs.fed.us';
Chelsa Johnson; 'tfurgason@swca.com'; 'cpintor@tep.com'; 'ebeck@tep.com'; Emily
Belts; 'gcheniae@cox.net'; 'karnold@rosemontcopper.com'; 'llucero@tep.com';
Lauren Weinstein; 'law@krsaline.com'; 'laitken@tep.com'; 'sbreslin@tep.com'
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group comments

 
I apologize for resending; however, several of you did not receive the first message due to file size.

 

 
Jaime Wood
Senior Environmental Planner 

 
EPG 
Environmental Planning Group
4141 North 32

nd
 Street, Suite 102, Phoenix, Arizona 85018

602-956-4370 office phone
602-324-0873 direct phone
602-881-0362 cell phone
602-956-4374 fax
http://www.epgaz.com

 
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It
may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise protected from
disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all affected databases. Thank you.

 
From: Jaime Wood 
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 2:05 PM

http://www.epgaz.com/
http://www.epgaz.com/


To: 'Vail Arizona'; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov;
markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov;
John Able; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com;
linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Chelsa
Johnson; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com; Emily Belts;
gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; Lauren
Weinstein; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group comments

 
At the request from a member of our stakeholder group, we are sharing all comments received
from the group. Included in this email are comments received to date from members of the
stakeholder group.

 
·         Below comments from Elizabeth Webb
·         Attached comments from the Kent Ellett, Forest Service 
·         Attached letter from Town of Sahuarita
·         Correspondence letters between the Santa Rita Experimental Range, Arizona State Land
Department, and Rosemont Copper Company

 

 
Jaime Wood
EPG 

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2009 11:29 AM
To: Jaime Wood; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov;
markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov;
John Able; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com;
linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Chelsa
Johnson; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com; Emily Belts;
gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; Lauren
Weinstein; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line -
Preliminary Link Alternative comments

 
1. What federally listed or propsoed species are modeled for each
alternative, if any?



 
2. It would be helpful to see all of the property owned by Rosemont
Copper/Augusta Resources or any subsidiaries in the project study area
so we can see if they present any opportunities.
 
3. I think it is important to point out that much of the land shown as
owned by Rosemont in the links 130-140 is not "privately owned land"
but rather patented mining claims. What affect would this have since the
transmission line project is not proposed on Rosemont's fee simple land? 
The company also has the following unpatented mining claims on BLM
land. What impacts would this project have on the BLM unpatented
mining claims?
 
All of said claims are located in Sections 1, 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22,
23, 24, 25, 26, 35 and
36, Township 18 South, Range 15 East; Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 28, 29,
30, 31, 32 and 33, Township 18 South, Range 16 East; Sections 4, 5, 6,
7, 8, and 9, Township 19
South, Range 16 East; and Sections 1 and 2, Township 19 South, Range
15 East; G&SRB&M
 
5. All of the routes appear to end up in the Helvetia area. What would be
done to mitigate impacts to this historic area?
 
6. Of neighborhood associations registered with the County, there are two
in the direct vicinity of the project through the mining claims where links
130 and 140 are located-  the Vail Preservation Society and Hilton Road
Community Association. (found using the Pima County GIS Mapping
systerm) What kind of targeted outreach have you made to them?
.
 
Thanks!

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


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

myself.” Britanny Renee

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the
addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information

contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in
error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments
without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual

obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments

may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov;
daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-
smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
ebeck@tep.com; ebelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; lweinst@epgaz.com;
law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
Date: Thu, 17 Sep 2009 11:44:51 -0600

Jamie,
 
Here are my comments. I would be interesteted to see comments from
the other stakeholders as well. Thanks!
 
________________________________________________________
 
Rosemont Electric Project Stakeholder Group Comments:



 
Elizabeth Webb

 
Community Volunteer

 
17 September 2009-09

 

 
1. Routes:

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

 
Reasonable meaning routes that could theoretically be used, not
alternatives given to achieve the end result of the client’s preferred
alignment.
            
b. Alternative One-My first choice. The Magruder Option of using the
following links: 30-110-120-130-140. Put substation at the node of
110 and 120.

 
Reasoning: 

 
1. An existing transmission line that is in TEP’s 2007 planning model to
be upgraded.
2. If the substation were to be located at the node of 110 and 120 it
could be used for construction and then later could also be used to
replace the existing Greaterville substation when the Fort Line is
upgraded. In the future, the transmission line could extend from the new
substation and to the Fort. 
3. This uses an existing corridor and existing access roads. 
4. When reclamation occurs and the transmission line and Rosemont
substation are removed, it would mean fewer disturbances.
5.  This route avoids Box Canyon which has significant historical
meaning, including roads built by the Civilian Conservation Corps. 
6. Avoids National Forest Lands. (Public use, vs. State Land which is not
widely available to the public and I am not sure of the allowed
recreational use on the Santa Rita Experimental Range.



7. Less long term maintenance for FERC requirements as it has more
lowland plants vs. large trees in the Forest.
8. At first glance, appears to impact the least number of residences.
(Comparatively speaking) as it is in an existing corridor and would
replace wood H frames, allowing for a single footprint.  Less visibility if
dull grey galvanized poles are used.  
9. From the maps I have, it appears to affect the least amount of “virgin”
private property as it is in an existing corridor.
10. TEP already holds a lease on this route and it is pre-payed with the
State of Arizona
11. Avoids most of the Important Riparian Areas until link 140. From the
Greaterville substation to the Rosemont substation there are several
IRA’s to avoid. 
12. If, TEP does construction using environmentally and culturally sound
practices, the long term affect on the SR Experimental Range would be
minimized. 
13. Avoids having two transmission lines paralleling each other through
the Santa Rita Experimental Range.
14. The community should not have to be dependent on Rosemont
Copper for electricity. The viability of decommissioning the southern fort
line to use Santa Rita Rd. through the project is not assured. 
Additionally, by using Santa Rita Rd, it would assure that the area south
from the project, to the existing Fort Line would bisect several Important
Riparian Areas. 
15. No impact on the Arizona Trail until link 140. Visual impact then but
much less than other construction alternative. 
16. Less disturbance of virginal visual impact to neighborhoods that have
been excluded from the project study area to the east of the project. 
17. Less impacts on two designated scenic highways.
18. Regardless of the route, much more study needs to be done involving
neighborhoods to the east of  the project, including field trips to site the
Rosemont substation location.

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

 
d. Alternative Three 20-60-100-130-140 –Same comments from



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

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

 
1. Hearing style or information presented on the half hours during the
Open Houses. 
2. Include all of the impacted communities in a central public location if
you are only going to have one meeting in Phase 3. 60 miles round trip
to a location where there the attendance was heavily weighed towards an
area much further from there is simply not equitable. 
3. Re-expand the Study Area to include the neighborhoods to the east of
the project. As you can see from the maps, there is a parcel owned by
Rosemont Copper that is directly adjacent to the Hilton Ranch Rd.
Community. There is another parcel that is only separated from the
Community by a small portion of State Land. This area would suffer the
most virginal visual impacts that any other community. 
4. Have signs so people who want to attend can find there way from a
distance.
5. Post flyers in locations where people will see them. IE on a stick near
the cluster mailboxes, on community bulletin boards in businesses and
clubs. 
5. Add Sandy Whitehouse as a stakeholder to the group. Her community
of Corona de Tucson is the closest one, aside from Sahuarita Heights
which does not have a representative either. 
6. Use aggressive outreach to the Environmental Justice neighborhoods
that would be impacted.  (ie Sahuarita Heights)
7. Start the Open Houses later so people who work can attend later. 6;00
or 6:30pm. Perhaps have a day time Open House for those who live in
retirement communities.  Call the meetings Town Halls instead of Open
Houses so people will feel more involved. 
8. The video was a good idea, but in a location where people did not
know about it and there was too much background noise. 
9. The court reporter was a good idea but a sign might be better so all
people would know he was there. Most did not read the paper speaking
of him and about 50/50 of the people I spoke with had been told about
him when they arrived. 
8. Use a less fancy newsletter but say something like “Transmission Line



Project Could Impact YOUR community”-Please Attend. And have a map
so people can find it
9. Contact all of the NGOs in the vicinity of the project and invite them to
a meeting or two where all of them are in attendance.

 
            f. Here is a list of some NGO’s in my community (non
inclusive)
            Vail Preservation Society
            Hilton Road Community Association
            Santa Rita Foothills Community Association
            Cienega Watershed Partnership
            Empire Ranch Foundation
            Rincon Institute
            Empire Fagan Coalition
            AZhighway83.com
            Mountain Empire Alliance
            Vailaz.com
            Southeast Business
Cienega Rotary
SEBA Southeast- (Business Association)
            
            g. Some environmental groups-non inclusive
            Center for Biological Diversity
            Sky Island Alliance
            Audubon Society
            Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection
Save the Scenic Santa Ritas

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

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

 
            h. Other Homeowners and Neighborhood Associations can be
found online at 
http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/

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

 
These groups could help spread the word about the project.

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


 

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

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

 
k. Public comments shared with the stakeholders group.      

 
__________________________________________________________
             

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

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

myself.” Britanny Renee

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the
addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information

contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in
error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments
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Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative
comments
Date: Fri, 11 Sep 2009 14:47:23 -0700
From: jwood@epgaz.com
To: chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; Daniel_J_Moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; vailaz@hotmail.com; kabrahams@diamondven.com;
kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org;
nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us;
husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov;
markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
Cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-
smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
Cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
EBeck@Tep.com; EBelts@epgaz.com; EBeck@Tep.com;
gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; LLucero@tep.com;
Lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com; LAitken@tep.com;
sbreslin@tep.com
Hi Everyone-
This is  a friendly reminder to provide any comments by Friday,
September 18 regarding the preliminary links discussed at the
Stakeholder Group meeting on July 22, displayed in Project Newsletter
#2, and at the public open house held on August 27.  Methods to provide
comments are:

 
·         Comment form included in the mailed newsletter
·         Comment form on the project web site (www.tep.com)
·         Written comments via letter either mailed or emailed to my attention 

EPG
Jaime Wood

                4141 North 32
nd

 Street, Suite 102
                Phoenix, Arizona 85018

 
If you have any questions please give me a call (602) 956-4370. Thank
you for your participation in the TEP planning process.
Jaime Wood
EPG 
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group comments
Date: 11/16/2009 02:12 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 11/16/2009 02:09 PM -----

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

11/10/2009 12:00 PM

To <jwood@epgaz.com>,
<chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov>,
<daniel_j_moore@blm.gov>, <emerald5@cox.net>,
<kabrahams@diamondven.com>,
<kellett@fs.fed.us>, "marshall@magruder.org"
<marshall@magruder.org>,
<nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com>,
<ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us>,
<husman@ag.arizona.edu>, <tbolton@land.az.gov>,
<markkonharting@gmail.com>,
<mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil>,
"deadlass14@msn.com" <deadlass14@msn.com>

cc <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
<biannarino@diamondven.com>,
<cindy_alvarez@blm.gov>, John Able
<jable@fs.fed.us>, <tubaclawyer@aol.com>,
<labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com>,
<linda_hughes@blm.gov>,
<mweinberg@diamondven.com>,
"tciapusci@fs.fed.us" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>,
<cjohnson@epgaz.com>, <tfurgason@swca.com>,
<cpintor@tep.com>, <ebeck@tep.com>,
<ebelts@epgaz.com>, <gcheniae@cox.net>,
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,
<llucero@tep.com>, <lweinst@epgaz.com>,
<law@krsaline.com>, <laitken@tep.com>,
<sbreslin@tep.com>, "Eric (TEP) Bakken"
<ebakken@tep.com>, "comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder
group comments

Ms. Wood,
 
-As a note to the other stakeholders who may have missed the last Open
House in Sahuarita, there is going to be a community TEP/Rosemont
Copper meeting hosted by Sandy Whitehouse in Corona de Tucson
tonight (Nov. 10 th) at 7pm at the Corona de Tucson Firehouse (99
Tallahassee ). Just east of Houghton Rd and a little south of Sahuarita
Rd.
 
-Either date is fine with me-just let me know. It would be nice if we had
a field trip scheduled once all of the alternatives are decided. 
 

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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-May I please have the comments from the following agencies resent. I
cannot seem to locate them.
 
·         Attached comments from the Kent Ellett, Forest Service 
·         Attached letter from Town of Sahuarita
·         Correspondence letters between the Santa Rita Experimental Range, Arizona State Land
Department, and Rosemont Copper Company

 
Thanks!

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

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

myself.” Britanny Renee

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

  

Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group
comments

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


Date: Tue, 10 Nov 2009 10:55:47 -0700
From: jwood@epgaz.com
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov;
daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; deadlass14@msn.com
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-
smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
Cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
ebeck@tep.com; EBelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; Lweinst@epgaz.com;
law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com;
EBakken@Tep.com

HI Everyone-
A couple items for the group:

 
·         As requested by a member of the stakeholder group to share all comments provided to EPG
from the group, I have attached additional correspondence with Ms. Webb. TEP and EPG
responded to Ms. Webb’s comments submitted in September (see red text) and Ms. Webb
provided additional comments (see blue text).  

·         We would like to schedule the next stakeholder group meeting for either December 8
th

 or

10
th  

 from 11AM to 2PM at the TEP office (One South Church St). Please provide me your
availability for either of those days and I will send out a final date to place on your calendars by the
end of next week.

 
Thank you for your continued participation in the Rosemont Transmission Line Project.

 
Jaime Wood
Senior Environmental Planner 

 
EPG 
Environmental Planning Group
4141 North 32

nd
 Street, Suite 102, Phoenix, Arizona 85018

602-956-4370 office phone
602-324-0873 direct phone
602-881-0362 cell phone
602-956-4374 fax



http://www.epgaz.com

 
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It
may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise protected from
disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all affected databases. Thank you.

 
From: Jaime Wood 
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Jaime Wood; 'Vail Arizona'; 'chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov';
'daniel_j_moore@blm.gov'; 'emerald5@cox.net'; 'kabrahams@diamondven.com';
'kellett@fs.fed.us'; 'marshall@magruder.org'; 'nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com';
'ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us'; 'husman@ag.arizona.edu'; 'tbolton@land.az.gov';
'markkonharting@gmail.com'; 'mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil'
Cc: 'beverson@fs.fed.us'; 'biannarino@diamondven.com'; 'cindy_alvarez@blm.gov';
'John Able'; 'tubaclawyer@aol.com'; 'labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com';
'linda_hughes@blm.gov'; 'mweinberg@diamondven.com'; 'tciapusci@fs.fed.us';
Chelsa Johnson; 'tfurgason@swca.com'; 'cpintor@tep.com'; 'ebeck@tep.com'; Emily
Belts; 'gcheniae@cox.net'; 'karnold@rosemontcopper.com'; 'llucero@tep.com';
Lauren Weinstein; 'law@krsaline.com'; 'laitken@tep.com'; 'sbreslin@tep.com'
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group comments

 
I apologize for resending; however, several of you did not receive the first message due to file size.

 

 
Jaime Wood
Senior Environmental Planner 

 
EPG 
Environmental Planning Group
4141 North 32

nd
 Street, Suite 102, Phoenix, Arizona 85018

602-956-4370 office phone
602-324-0873 direct phone
602-881-0362 cell phone
602-956-4374 fax
http://www.epgaz.com

 
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It
may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise protected from
disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all affected databases. Thank you.

 
From: Jaime Wood 
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 2:05 PM

http://www.epgaz.com/
http://www.epgaz.com/


To: 'Vail Arizona'; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov;
markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov;
John Able; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com;
linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Chelsa
Johnson; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com; Emily Belts;
gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; Lauren
Weinstein; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group comments

 
At the request from a member of our stakeholder group, we are sharing all comments received
from the group. Included in this email are comments received to date from members of the
stakeholder group.

 
·         Below comments from Elizabeth Webb
·         Attached comments from the Kent Ellett, Forest Service 
·         Attached letter from Town of Sahuarita
·         Correspondence letters between the Santa Rita Experimental Range, Arizona State Land
Department, and Rosemont Copper Company

 

 
Jaime Wood
EPG 

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2009 11:29 AM
To: Jaime Wood; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov;
markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov;
John Able; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com;
linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Chelsa
Johnson; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com; Emily Belts;
gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; Lauren
Weinstein; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line -
Preliminary Link Alternative comments

 
1. What federally listed or propsoed species are modeled for each
alternative, if any?



 
2. It would be helpful to see all of the property owned by Rosemont
Copper/Augusta Resources or any subsidiaries in the project study area
so we can see if they present any opportunities.
 
3. I think it is important to point out that much of the land shown as
owned by Rosemont in the links 130-140 is not "privately owned land"
but rather patented mining claims. What affect would this have since the
transmission line project is not proposed on Rosemont's fee simple land? 
The company also has the following unpatented mining claims on BLM
land. What impacts would this project have on the BLM unpatented
mining claims?
 
All of said claims are located in Sections 1, 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22,
23, 24, 25, 26, 35 and
36, Township 18 South, Range 15 East; Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 28, 29,
30, 31, 32 and 33, Township 18 South, Range 16 East; Sections 4, 5, 6,
7, 8, and 9, Township 19
South, Range 16 East; and Sections 1 and 2, Township 19 South, Range
15 East; G&SRB&M
 
5. All of the routes appear to end up in the Helvetia area. What would be
done to mitigate impacts to this historic area?
 
6. Of neighborhood associations registered with the County, there are two
in the direct vicinity of the project through the mining claims where links
130 and 140 are located-  the Vail Preservation Society and Hilton Road
Community Association. (found using the Pima County GIS Mapping
systerm) What kind of targeted outreach have you made to them?
.
 
Thanks!

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


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

myself.” Britanny Renee

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the
addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information

contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in
error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments
without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual

obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments

may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov;
daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-
smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
ebeck@tep.com; ebelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; lweinst@epgaz.com;
law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
Date: Thu, 17 Sep 2009 11:44:51 -0600

Jamie,
 
Here are my comments. I would be interesteted to see comments from
the other stakeholders as well. Thanks!
 
________________________________________________________
 
Rosemont Electric Project Stakeholder Group Comments:



 
Elizabeth Webb

 
Community Volunteer

 
17 September 2009-09

 

 
1. Routes:

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

 
Reasonable meaning routes that could theoretically be used, not
alternatives given to achieve the end result of the client’s preferred
alignment.
            
b. Alternative One-My first choice. The Magruder Option of using the
following links: 30-110-120-130-140. Put substation at the node of
110 and 120.

 
Reasoning: 

 
1. An existing transmission line that is in TEP’s 2007 planning model to
be upgraded.
2. If the substation were to be located at the node of 110 and 120 it
could be used for construction and then later could also be used to
replace the existing Greaterville substation when the Fort Line is
upgraded. In the future, the transmission line could extend from the new
substation and to the Fort. 
3. This uses an existing corridor and existing access roads. 
4. When reclamation occurs and the transmission line and Rosemont
substation are removed, it would mean fewer disturbances.
5.  This route avoids Box Canyon which has significant historical
meaning, including roads built by the Civilian Conservation Corps. 
6. Avoids National Forest Lands. (Public use, vs. State Land which is not
widely available to the public and I am not sure of the allowed
recreational use on the Santa Rita Experimental Range.



7. Less long term maintenance for FERC requirements as it has more
lowland plants vs. large trees in the Forest.
8. At first glance, appears to impact the least number of residences.
(Comparatively speaking) as it is in an existing corridor and would
replace wood H frames, allowing for a single footprint.  Less visibility if
dull grey galvanized poles are used.  
9. From the maps I have, it appears to affect the least amount of “virgin”
private property as it is in an existing corridor.
10. TEP already holds a lease on this route and it is pre-payed with the
State of Arizona
11. Avoids most of the Important Riparian Areas until link 140. From the
Greaterville substation to the Rosemont substation there are several
IRA’s to avoid. 
12. If, TEP does construction using environmentally and culturally sound
practices, the long term affect on the SR Experimental Range would be
minimized. 
13. Avoids having two transmission lines paralleling each other through
the Santa Rita Experimental Range.
14. The community should not have to be dependent on Rosemont
Copper for electricity. The viability of decommissioning the southern fort
line to use Santa Rita Rd. through the project is not assured. 
Additionally, by using Santa Rita Rd, it would assure that the area south
from the project, to the existing Fort Line would bisect several Important
Riparian Areas. 
15. No impact on the Arizona Trail until link 140. Visual impact then but
much less than other construction alternative. 
16. Less disturbance of virginal visual impact to neighborhoods that have
been excluded from the project study area to the east of the project. 
17. Less impacts on two designated scenic highways.
18. Regardless of the route, much more study needs to be done involving
neighborhoods to the east of  the project, including field trips to site the
Rosemont substation location.

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

 
d. Alternative Three 20-60-100-130-140 –Same comments from



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

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

 
1. Hearing style or information presented on the half hours during the
Open Houses. 
2. Include all of the impacted communities in a central public location if
you are only going to have one meeting in Phase 3. 60 miles round trip
to a location where there the attendance was heavily weighed towards an
area much further from there is simply not equitable. 
3. Re-expand the Study Area to include the neighborhoods to the east of
the project. As you can see from the maps, there is a parcel owned by
Rosemont Copper that is directly adjacent to the Hilton Ranch Rd.
Community. There is another parcel that is only separated from the
Community by a small portion of State Land. This area would suffer the
most virginal visual impacts that any other community. 
4. Have signs so people who want to attend can find there way from a
distance.
5. Post flyers in locations where people will see them. IE on a stick near
the cluster mailboxes, on community bulletin boards in businesses and
clubs. 
5. Add Sandy Whitehouse as a stakeholder to the group. Her community
of Corona de Tucson is the closest one, aside from Sahuarita Heights
which does not have a representative either. 
6. Use aggressive outreach to the Environmental Justice neighborhoods
that would be impacted.  (ie Sahuarita Heights)
7. Start the Open Houses later so people who work can attend later. 6;00
or 6:30pm. Perhaps have a day time Open House for those who live in
retirement communities.  Call the meetings Town Halls instead of Open
Houses so people will feel more involved. 
8. The video was a good idea, but in a location where people did not
know about it and there was too much background noise. 
9. The court reporter was a good idea but a sign might be better so all
people would know he was there. Most did not read the paper speaking
of him and about 50/50 of the people I spoke with had been told about
him when they arrived. 
8. Use a less fancy newsletter but say something like “Transmission Line



Project Could Impact YOUR community”-Please Attend. And have a map
so people can find it
9. Contact all of the NGOs in the vicinity of the project and invite them to
a meeting or two where all of them are in attendance.

 
            f. Here is a list of some NGO’s in my community (non
inclusive)
            Vail Preservation Society
            Hilton Road Community Association
            Santa Rita Foothills Community Association
            Cienega Watershed Partnership
            Empire Ranch Foundation
            Rincon Institute
            Empire Fagan Coalition
            AZhighway83.com
            Mountain Empire Alliance
            Vailaz.com
            Southeast Business
Cienega Rotary
SEBA Southeast- (Business Association)
            
            g. Some environmental groups-non inclusive
            Center for Biological Diversity
            Sky Island Alliance
            Audubon Society
            Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection
Save the Scenic Santa Ritas

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

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

 
            h. Other Homeowners and Neighborhood Associations can be
found online at 
http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/

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

 
These groups could help spread the word about the project.

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


 

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

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

 
k. Public comments shared with the stakeholders group.      

 
__________________________________________________________
             

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

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

myself.” Britanny Renee

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the
addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information

contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in
error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments
without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual

obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments

may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


  

Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative
comments
Date: Fri, 11 Sep 2009 14:47:23 -0700
From: jwood@epgaz.com
To: chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; Daniel_J_Moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; vailaz@hotmail.com; kabrahams@diamondven.com;
kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org;
nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us;
husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov;
markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
Cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-
smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
Cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
EBeck@Tep.com; EBelts@epgaz.com; EBeck@Tep.com;
gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; LLucero@tep.com;
Lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com; LAitken@tep.com;
sbreslin@tep.com
Hi Everyone-
This is  a friendly reminder to provide any comments by Friday,
September 18 regarding the preliminary links discussed at the
Stakeholder Group meeting on July 22, displayed in Project Newsletter
#2, and at the public open house held on August 27.  Methods to provide
comments are:

 
·         Comment form included in the mailed newsletter
·         Comment form on the project web site (www.tep.com)
·         Written comments via letter either mailed or emailed to my attention 

EPG
Jaime Wood

                4141 North 32
nd

 Street, Suite 102
                Phoenix, Arizona 85018

 
If you have any questions please give me a call (602) 956-4370. Thank
you for your participation in the TEP planning process.
Jaime Wood
EPG 
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: Rosemont Alternative scenarios
Date: 07/07/2009 12:37 PM

FYI
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 06, 2009 2:43 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; Trent Reeder
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Alternative scenarios
 
This is coming in very late on my part, but in regard to alternatives in McCleary Canyon there are
three different layouts:
 

1.       McCleary with Scholefield – This is the McCleary option that requires prior fill material in
Scholefield Canyon, places material on the fill already in Scholefield, and contains
approximately 900 million cy of storage attributable to McCleary, not including Scholefield;

2.       McCleary – This is the McCleary option that does not require prior fill in Scholefield, holds
the northern toe at the top of the ridge between McCleary and Scholefield, but does place
fill in the drainage bottom of McCleary; it holds approximately 520 million cy;

3.       McCleary (out of drainage) has the same northern boundary as Option 2, but does not
place material in the drainage bottom; it holds approximately 280 million cy

 
Hope this helps….
 
Dale
 

From: Melissa Reichard [mailto:mreichard@swca.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 02, 2009 2:52 PM
To: Trent Reeder
Cc: Tom Furgason; Dale Ortman 
Subject: RE: Rosemont Alternative scenarios
 
Dale I need you to chime in on question 2 below.
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Trent Reeder 
Sent: Thursday, July 02, 2009 2:12 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Tom Furgason; 'Dale Ortman '
Subject: RE: Rosemont Alternative scenarios
 
I will do my best to shoot for Monday afternoon, but that might be pushing it as I still need to digitize
Dale's updated alternatives.
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


Just to clarify on a couple of things:
 
1.  When refering to Upper Barrel, are you refering to the Upper Barrel 2 alternative and not the smaller
Upper Barrel 1 alt?Yes
2.  When referring to McCleary, Upper McCleary is Upper South McCleary? That’s a great question-
This depends on Dale’s volumes- Dale?
3.  Does #1 and #2 McCleary refer to either the new North McCleary alternative or the older McCleary
configuration?Anything with just “McCleary” refers to the separated McCleary section that was formerly
combined into one shape with Scholefield
4.  We flew to eight KOP's last wednesday, does Debby want each KOP to depict the five different
alternative combinates which would entails forty simulations total? I’m pretty sure that was her idea.
But if the timeframe is too tight we could limit this.
 
Please let me know if I need to clarify.  Thanks!
 
Trent
 

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Thursday, July 02, 2009 12:50 PM
To: Trent Reeder
Cc: Tom Furgason; 'Dale Ortman '
Subject: Rosemont Alternative scenarios

Trent-
Debby Kriegel wants everything asap-of course! I told her that although we couldn’t make a
commitment for you, I thought Monday afternoon would be reasonable. Is that doable for you?
Basically, we need all of these in layers with the combinations below in pdf (small enough to post
online) from the main KOPs that we viewed in the Wed call. How does that sound to you?

1. Tailings in Scholefield, Waste in McCleary
2. Tailings in Upper Barrel, Waste in McCleary
3. Tailings in Sycamore, Waste in Upper Barrel and Upper McCleary
4. Tailings in Sycamore, Waste wrapped on West Barrel and McCleary
5. Tailings in Upper Barrel, Waste wrapped on West Barrel and McCleary

 
Dale- Does #5 describe what they were speaking of yesterday? Just to be sure, these have the
adequate volumes, correct?
 
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
 



From: George McKay
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Copper Project - Bounds of Analysis:  Land Use Resources
Date: 06/26/2009 07:40 PM
Attachments: Land Use Bounds of Analysis 06232009_mt.doc

Reta: we really need a way to schedule due dates for all the forest ID team so they
all do not come due within a days or two of each other.  I have assignments for
Travel Analysis, Forest Plan Revision, all due in the next couple days and weeks.   In
addition, I have read the last paragraph at least 4 times and still do not understand
what it means.  If there was ever a case for "simpler English"  that paragraph
may be it (pun intended).  

Bev: although I do not disagree with the bounds of analysis for land use resources. 
However, there is absolutely nothing to back up statements like "Land use north of
this area would be more influenced by....than by the Rosemont Copper Project",
"Land use south of this area would be more influenced by....than by the Rosemont
Copper Project" etc., etc.  The old forest planner (John Turner) use to call those
"naked conclusions".   How do I quantify those statements if they are questioned? 
Do you have an example of a good bounds of analysis for land use resources I can
use for guidance.  

----- Forwarded by George McKay/R3/USDAFS on 06/26/2009 06:37 PM -----

"Molly Thrash"
<mthrash@swca.com> 

06/24/2009 09:05 AM

To <gmckay@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Rosemont Copper Project - Bounds of Analysis: Land
Use Resources

Good morning, George.

 
I’m Molly, with SWCA (which you could figure out from the email header) in the
Durango, CO office.  I’ve just joined the Rosemont team as of last week, and am
taking over for land use resources.  

 
Attached, please find the Bounds of Analysis for land use resources for your review
and input.  I’d like to get this submitted to the project file as final, but need your
approval first.  

 
If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to call me!  I look forward to
talking with you at your convenience.

 
Thanks!

mailto:CN=George McKay/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT

		To:

		Charles Coyle (SWCA)



		Copy to:

		Tom Furgason (SWCA); Marcie Bidwell (SWCA)



		From:

		Molly Thrash (SWCA)



		Date:

		23 June 2009

		

		



		Subject:

		Draft Bounds of Analysis – Land Use Resources





This memorandum presents a preliminary determination of Bounds of Analysis for Land Use.  Temporal bounds are described in terms of the four time periods being applied to the Rosemont Project as outlined in the memorandum on Impact Timeline dated 11 January 2009.  These are Construction, Operation, Closure, and Post-Closure.  Land Use resources are defined to include current land use activities, land ownership, and planned use as defined in applicable planning documents, within the potentially affected area.  Analysis of land use resources also includes the compatibility of the proposed use to the existing and planned uses in the surrounding area.  


Spatial bounds are described in this memorandum in terms of the general geographic area to be used for the analysis; however, once identified, the final spatial bounds will be depicted on a map prepared by SWCA.   The spatial Bounds of Analysis for Land Use Resources should also coordinate with the bounds established for hazardous materials transportation and visual resources. 


The spatial bounds of analysis for Land Use Resources can be mapped as follows:  

North – Interstate 10 at State Road 83 (Sonoita Highway) due west to the San Xavier Reservation.    Land use north of this area would be more influenced by the Air Force base and city of Tucson than by the Rosemont Copper Project.  

East – Eastern boundary of the Nogales Ranger District of the Coronado National Forest.  Land use east of the District  would be more influenced by the La Cienegas Natural Conservation Area and Kartchner Caverns State Park than by the Rosemont Copper Project.


South– Northeastern Santa Cruz County to include the town of Sonoita, on the primary haul route.  Land use south of the county line is managed by Santa Cruz County, distinct from Pima County, but the conversion of land to industrial use may have impacts, economically and otherwise, across county lines.

West – Interstate 19 from Tumacacori, AZ north to the southern extent of the San Xavier Reservation.  Land use north of the Reservation would be more influenced by Tucson, and west of the Reservation, more influenced by management of the state and federal lands west of I-19 than by the Rosemont Copper Project.

Temporally, the potential immediate impacts to Land Use Resources, both within and adjacent to the project area, would occur from initial project construction through and beyond post-closure, encompassing approximately 24 years.  The potential impacts of topographic modifications resulting in immediate and permanent alterations to the landscape would also impact future land use in the surrounding areas. Therefore, the temporal Bounds of Analysis for Land Use Resources exceed the identified 24 years of project activity, and reflect the indefinite to irreversible commitment of the change in land use to industrial utilization.  
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-molly

 

 

 
Molly Thrash
NEPA Coordinator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
Durango Office
130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A
Durango, CO 81301
office 970-385-8566
cell 970-769-5006
mthrash@swca.com

 



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Copper Project Articles in the newspaper re letter from Senator Burns and Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature.
Date: 02/08/2010 08:07 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 02/08/2010 08:06 AM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

02/07/2010 09:14 AM

To <rburns@azleg.gov>, <kadams@azleg.gov>

cc <jpaton@azleg.gov>, <llopez@azleg.gov>, <amelvin@azleg.gov>, "comments-
southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>,
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

Subject Rosemont Copper Project Articles in the newspaper re letter from Senator Burns and
Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature.

President Burns and Representative Adams,
 
Just in case the Arizona Daily Star newspaper does not make it to Maricopa County, here are two recent
articles.
 
Additionally, KGUN 9 news (an ABC affiliate), ran interviews regarding this issue on last night's broadcasts.
(Saturday Feb 6th 2010)
 
 I do not think it would unreasonable to issue an apology over this debacle. Thank you.

________________________________________________________________________________________

 
Our view: Maricopa lawmakers' message supporting Rosemont mine was presumptuous

Burns, Adams step over line with letter 
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html
 

Story 
Comments 

| Posted: Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am | Comments 

Font Size: 
Default font size 
Larger font size 

The leaders of the state House and Senate committed a telling faux pas last week, sending a letter to the
U.S. Forest Service "on behalf of the Arizona Senate and the House of Representatives" in support of the
proposed Rosemont mine.
The letter was written Tuesday and most Southern Arizona lawmakers didn't learn of it until Thursday,
according to the Star's Tony Davis.
House Speaker Kirk Adams and Senate President Bob Burns are Maricopa County GOP legislators whose
constituents stand to enjoy economic benefits if the mine is built in the Santa Rita Mountains - but to suffer
none of the ecological and water-resource consequences the mine could bring to Southern Arizona.
 
Were Southern Arizona lawmakers invited to weigh in on the letter written on their "behalf" or to provide
information to Adams and Burns about why opposition to the mine is so virulent in this distant, apparently
alien part of the state? No.
To be fair, Burns backed down Thursday after state Sen. Jonathan Paton, a Tucson Republican who opposes
the mine and who plans to run for Congress this year, complained.
 
In their letter, Burns and Adams wrote that the proposed mine is a "tremendous economic opportunity for
the state of Arizona," and encouraged the Forest Service to "allow Arizona to continue to move forward
responsibly to utilize our rich and vital copper resources."
In a statement Thursday, Burns said he and Adams understand that "the Rosemont decision is a local issue,
in consultation with federal interests," and that they don't want the letter to be seen as an endorsement.
 
But the arrogance exhibited by the Maricopa County-based legislative leaders in muscling in on a local issue
without even consulting local lawmakers is stunning.
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Rep. Steve Farley, D-Tucson, told Davis the leaders were "treating Southern Arizona as a Third World
country over which they have hegemony." Farley, who opposes the mine, added, "to send this out on our
behalf without showing it to us is just hubris."
Rep. Frank Antenori, R-Tucson, whose district includes the mine site southeast of Tucson, told Davis he and
other lawmakers had "heartburn" over the letter.
 
"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been a resolution put forward,
requesting the Legislature's opinion," he said. Antenori told Davis he doesn't support or oppose the mine,
but wants to make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete the groundwater.
Rosemont Copper Co. wants to extract 225 million pounds of copper from the Santa Rita Mountains. To do
so, Rosemont must a dig a pit well below the area's groundwater table, and then it must pump out the
aquifer for nearly 2,000 more feet to reach the copper.
Burns' statement on Thursday said Paton had convinced him and Adams that "It is not as simple as we first
thought." They now understood concerns about the mine's impact on water resources, he wrote.
 
True, it's not simple.
 
But here's the deal: The people who would live with the mine should be consulted about their future, and
so should they have a say in the ecological future of Southern Arizona. They have representatives in the
Legislature whose job it is to help them speak out and be heard.
A couple of Maricopa County pols had no business blundering into an important local issue about which they
obviously knew very little. They should apologize and withdraw their letter.
Arizona Daily Star
Posted in Opinion, Editorial on Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am 

 
_______________________________________
 

 

Letter backing Rosemont stokes Capitol
'heartburn' 
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_029ab29f-7a15-587e-9e43-
d79e5ab1a254.html
 

Story 
Tony Davis Arizona Daily Star | Posted: Friday, February 5, 2010 12:00 am 

Font Size: 
Default font size 
Larger font size 

Benjie Sanders A shot of an area where a section of the pit is going to be located and some heavy
equipment operators are working to restore the area where they were drilling for the Rosemont Mine
Wednesday August 6, 2008, which is located about 30 miles southeast of Tucson, Arizona. This picture was
taken while on a tour of the mines. Photo by Benjie Sanders/Arizona Daily Star. 

 

Arizona's legislative chiefs frustrated a majority of Tucson-area legislators by writing the U.S. Forest
Service a letter friendly to the proposed Rosemont Mine without consulting them - yet saying they were
writing "on behalf of the Arizona Senate and the House of Representatives."
Tuesday's letter from Senate President Bob Burns and House Speaker Kirk Adams praised Rosemont as a
"tremendous economic opportunity for the State of Arizona," cited Arizona's rich mining history, and
encouraged the Forest Service to "allow Arizona to continue to move forward responsibly to utilize our rich

http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion
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and vital copper resources."
 
But late Thursday, Burns backed off, under criticism led by Jonathan Paton, a Tucson-area state senator
and mine opponent of his party who is running for Congress against another mine opponent.
 
The original letter said, "It is imperative that Arizona responsibly utilize our natural resources as part of our
long-term economic recovery and stabilization." In his statement Thursday, Burns said he and Adams, both
Republicans, want to make clear that "the Rosemont decision is a local issue, in consultation with federal
interests," and that they don't want the letter to be seen as an endorsement.
Their original letter urged the Forest Service to consider an economic impact study done by the Arizona
Department of Mines and Mineral Resources and Arizona State University. It predicted the mine will bring
$9.2 billion in economic benefits over its life by directly and indirectly creating more than 2,900 jobs.
Rosemont Copper Co. paid for the study, which the letter didn't mention.
 
Nine of 11 Tucson-area legislators reached Thursday for comment - six Democrats and three Republicans -
were critical of the leaders' letter, and most said they had only learned of it Thursday. Four other area
legislators - three Democrats and a Republican - didn't respond to the Star's questions about the letter.
 
Rep. Frank Antenori, a Tucson-area Republican whose district includes the mine site southeast of Tucson,
said he and other legislators had "heartburn" over the letter.
 
"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been a resolution put forward,
requesting the Legislature's opinion," said Antenori, who said he doesn't support or oppose the mine but
wants to make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete groundwater.
 
The letter is emblematic of the leaders' "treating Southern Arizona as a Third World country over which
they have hegemony," said Rep. Steve Farley, a Tucson Democrat and mine opponent. "For (Adams) to
send this out on our behalf without showing it to us is just hubris."
Burns' later statement said, "It is not as simple as we first thought. Senator Jonathan Paton has spoken to
us about his concerns with the use of CAP water for the project. We understand his consistent opposition to
the plan."
 
Adams didn't respond to requests for comment.
 
This flap comes less than three weeks after U.S. Sen. John McCain, also a Republican, made statements
favorable to the mine while meeting with Green Valley leaders. Under questioning from the Star three days
later, a McCain campaign aide and spokesman said he hasn't endorsed the mine.
Jamie Sturgess, vice president for sustainable development for Rosemont Copper Co., met with legislative
leaders in the past two weeks, "but exactly what he asked for, I'm not sure," Rosemont Copper CEO Rod
Pace said Thursday. 
 
Sturgess didn't return calls or an e-mail about the letter.
 
Speaking before Burns' retreat from the letter surfaced, Pace said he was very happy to see the original
letter. "I think it shows they are looking at the project and what economic impacts it brings the state. It
just said that as long as Rosemont follows its plan of operations that it submitted and goes through the
proper procedures, I think they would support it as being good for the state."
 
Of other legislators' concern about the letter, "that makes sense," Pace said. "I know that people always
like to know ahead of time."
Sen. Al Melvin, a northwest-side Republican, said he supports the mine and endorses the leaders' letter.
"My guess is if it was put to a vote in both chambers we would get a majority in favor of this letter, given
the current makeup of the two chambers. Even if we weren't in these dire economic times this would be
the right thing to do," Melvin said.
 
Sen. Linda Lopez, a Tucson Democrat, said she supports the mine, but doesn't support the letter making it
appear the Senate supports the mine when it hasn't.
 
Paton said he is considering drafting a resolution to determine how strong Rosemont's support is in the
Legislature.
"There are economics involved … but it comes to water rights for me. You are exchanging groundwater
there for CAP water," and he isn't confident the CAP will always have enough water.
 
His Democratic campaign opponent, incumbent U.S. Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, said in a prepared statement
that "the legislators' new-found interest in this open-pit mine neglects to address the serious and
intractable economic, quality-of-life and environmental problems that would result if it were to go into
operation."
Contact reporter Tony Davis at 806-7746 or tdavis@azstarnet.com
Posted in Environment, Local, Tony-davis on Friday, February 5, 2010 12:00 am Updated: 11:22 pm. |
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Tags: 

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have

received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed

without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Cumulative Effects
Date: 08/26/2010 10:02 AM
Attachments: Rosemont_Cumulative_Effects_Mapping_Proposal.docx

more background on past, present... actions.  

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 08/26/2010 10:02 AM -----

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

08/11/2010 11:44 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
tjchute@msn.com, Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont Cumulative Effects

As I think about cumulative effects analysis needed for Rosemont (and consider the
bounds of analysis maps for various resources), I believe that some additional GIS
mapping would be helpful for the IDT, the public, and decisionmaker in order to fully
understand cumulative effects.

I've drafted a scope of work (just over 1 page) and would appreciate your thoughts. 
Tom Furgason told me that SWCA has several GIS specialists on staff.

Thanks.

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES







Scope of Work - GIS mapping for Rosemont EIS Cumulative Effects Analysis 

August 11, 2010, proposed by Debby Kriegel



Overview



Over the past century, landscapes and land uses in southeastern Arizona have changed dramatically.  In 1902, when the Coronado NF was established, Tucson’s population was under 10,000, open space was abundant, and natural and cultural resources were minimally impacted by human use.  Today, Tucson’s population is over 1 million, open space is increasingly scarce, and both natural and cultural resources in the area are threatened by urban sprawl, border impacts, and numerous human uses both off and on the Coronado National Forest (including mining, OHV use, and astrophysical developments).  In addition, fire suppression and long-term drought have resulted in widespread forest health problems and catastrophic wildfires.



Analysis of effects from the Rosemont Mine is currently underway.  Impacts from this major project must be added to past, present, and future projects to understand cumulative effects, and a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects is being developed.  Rosemont’s impacts to visual quality, water quality and quantity, wildlife movement corridors, and cultural resources are widespread and extend well beyond the Santa Ritas and/or Coronado National Forest boundaries.  A geographic understanding of land use trends and various project impacts through time would be very helpful.  This mapping work would also be useful during Forest Plan revision and for future NEPA analyses.



I recommend that a GIS specialist create two maps:  1902 and today.  This period of just over a century focuses the mapping on the history of Coronado National Forest (arguably the most significant provider of natural, public landscapes in the area), and would cover the majority of past and present effects in the area (which the Rosemont project would cumulatively be added to).  I recommend that the map extents cover the entire Coronado National Forest, including all of Santa Cruz and Cochise Counties, and portions of Pima, Pinal, Graham, and Hidalgo Counties.



Recommended Tasks



1.  Create base maps that show land ownership and trends in 1902 and 2010.

· Begin with the Coronado National Forest boundary maps from 1902 (see Bill Gillespie).  Add to this GIS data: other protected lands in 1902 (Santa Rita Experimental Range, etc.), extents of cities/towns/communities, major roadways, etc.

· Create a map of equivalent features and appropriate new features from 2010, including the current Coronado National Forest boundary, other protected lands (SRER, NPS, BLM, State Park, etc.), current human developments (cities/towns/communities/rural residential areas, major roadways, etc.) and potential future developments (e.g., other private lands).  Use current GIS data, aerial photos, etc.



2.  Add past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions to the map.

· Use the cumulative effects list and add each project to the map.  Small actions could be shown as points; larger projects should be shown as polygons.



3.  Add other appropriate resource features to the map.

· Visit with each Rosemont IDT member to determine if other elements would be helpful (e.g., catastrophic wildfires, wildlife movement corridors, Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan core areas, etc.) and add these to the map.



Note:  GIS specialist must utilize ArcGIS software compatible with the current Coronado National Forest’s version, work with the Rosemont IDT throughout the project (I can be the primary contact), and ensure that each element or group of elements are mapped on separate feature class layers.  The end product would be a GIS geodatabase.









From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont DEIS Chapter 1 Cooperative Agency Review Comments
Date: 08/02/2010 08:31 AM
Attachments: mr-rosemont.DEIS.chapter1.review.pdf

fyi

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 08/02/2010 08:30 AM -----

"Deseret Romero"
<deseret.romero@pima.gov> 

07/30/2010 11:10 AM

To mroth@fs.fed.us

cc "Julia Fonseca"
<Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov>, "Nicole Fyffe"
<Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov>, "Ann Day"
<ann.day@pima.gov>, "Cherry Rosenberg"
<Cherry.Rosenberg@pima.gov>, "Colby
Bowser" <Colby.Bowser@pima.gov>, "Deb
Miller" <Deb.Miller@pima.gov>, "District 4"
<District4@pima.gov>, "Hope E. Cramer"
<Hope.Cramer@pima.gov>, "Jacqui Andrade"
<Jacqui.Andrade@pima.gov>, "Jennifer
Cabrera" <Jennifer.Cabrera@pima.gov>,
"Jennifer Eckstrom"
<Jennifer.Eckstrom@pima.gov>, "Jennifer
Wong" <Jennifer.Wong@pima.gov>, "Keith
Bagwell" <Keith.Bagwell@pima.gov>, "Kiki
Navarro" <Kiki.navarro@pima.gov>, "Malena
Barajas" <Malena.Barajas@pima.gov>, "Patrick
Cavanaugh" <Patrick.Cavanaugh@pima.gov>,
"Richard Elias" <Richard.Elias@pima.gov>,
"Sharon Bronson"
<Sharon.Bronson@pima.gov>, "Tom Ward"
<Tom.Ward@pima.gov>, "Valerie Samoy-
Alvarado" <Valerie.Samoy@pima.gov>

Subject Rosemont DEIS Chapter 1 Cooperative Agency
Review Comments

Good Morning,

 
Please see the attached letter from Chuck Huckelberry, County Administrator for Pima
County regarding the above subject. 

 
  

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com



























Thank you, 
Deseret Romero 
County Administrator's Office 
130 West Congress, 10th Floor 
Tucson, Arizona  85701 
Phone: 740-8450 
  

 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont DEIS Chapter 1
Date: 07/27/2010 02:04 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/27/2010 02:04 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

07/27/2010 11:37 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, tjchute@msn.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tjchute@msn.com

Subject Rosemont DEIS Chapter 1

Hi Everyone,

Enclosed is the latest version of Chapter 1.  I'm sharing it with the team primarily as
information rather than as soliciation for editing suggestions (it's already been
through several rounds of editing).  However, if you see any truly fatal flaws in the
chapter, please give me your comments.

One another note, I mistakenly said in my last email, that our next meeting is
August 5.  I should have siad August 4.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/0/48C990F8EBC2498D07257769008066A8


Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Robert Lefevre
To: Beverley A Everson; Randall A Smith; Reta Laford
Subject: Fw: Rosemont DEIS Chapter 3 - Air section
Date: 07/16/2010 11:18 AM

Kathy Arnold replied to my email this morning.  See below.
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373
----- Forwarded by Robert Lefevre/R3/USDAFS on 07/16/2010 11:15 AM -----

Katherine Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

07/16/2010 10:49 AM

To Robert Lefevre <rlefevre@fs.fed.us>

cc Louis Thanukos
<lcthanukos@jbrenv.com>, Jamie
Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

Subject Re: Rosemont DEIS Chapter 3 - Air
section

Bob - 
I understand your concerns, we have had similar issues but we have been pinning down equipment
specifications and operating tonnages so the modeling best represents the process.  Louis has said
they are finalizing the runs this week (and early next) and should have reports available soon
afterward – I asked him for next week and he has said they would try.  You certainly will have them
by the end of the month and we will work to get them to you soonest.  

I am sorry for the delay but this is the last thing we could to do – and we are finishing it up.

Kathy

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

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

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

mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Randall A Smith/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


From: Robert Lefevre <rlefevre@fs.fed.us>
Date: Fri, 16 Jul 2010 10:44:07 -0700
To: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <lcthanukos@aecinc.org>, Randall A Smith
<randallsmith@fs.fed.us>, Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Subject: Rosemont DEIS Chapter 3 - Air section

Good morning, Bev.  I just spoke with Louis Thanukos, the air quality specialist for the Rosemont
Copper Mine analysis.  I called him because we are anticipating having a Draft EIS ready by August
1, and the environmental consequences for air quality section is still blank in the latest draft I
reviewed. 

Louis told me they are still working on the modeling, and that he has some questions that he wants
to ask me.  He did not ask those questions this morning, but intends to call me back.  

I'm concerned that we might get a first draft of the effects section with little or no time to review it
before we want the DEIS on the street. 
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the
sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged
information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
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file:////c/lcthanukos@aecinc.org
file:////c/randallsmith@fs.fed.us
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Walt Keyes - CNF
Cc: 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; Reta Laford - Coronado National Forest; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom

Furgason'
Subject: FW: Rosemont EIS - Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Geology & Minerals
Date: 03/11/2009 12:11 PM
Attachments: Draft Chapter 3 Geo-Min Headings_memo_3 11 2009.doc

Walt,
 
Both Bev and Salek are on vacation; earlier I forwarded this to Roger Congdon for review, but Tom
Furgason suggested that you may be a better person to act in Bev and Salek’s place.  Please work
this out with Roger.
 
Thanks,
 
Dale
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2009 8:02 AM
To: 'Roger D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; Kent C Ellett; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa
Reichard'; 'Keith Pohs'
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Geology & Minerals
 
Roger,
 
Again, with both Bev and Salek on vacation it looks like it falls to you to review the draft Chapter 3
headings for the Geology and Minerals section.  Your expertise is the best fit for this section of the
IDT available IDT members.
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT

		To:

		Roger Congdon (USFS)



		Copy to:

		Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah, Kent Ellett (CNF); Charles Coyle, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Keith Pohs (SWCA)



		From:

		Dale Ortman PE



		Date:

		11 March 2009

		

		



		Subject:

		Draft Chapter 3 Headings – Geology and Minerals 





Presented below are our draft headings for the Hydrology section of Chapter 3.  Please review and comment as per CNF direction.


3.2. Geology and Minerals

3.2.1. Regional Geology 

3.2.2. Mine Site Geology


3.2.2.1. Geology (basic geology and structure)


3.2.2.2. Mineral Exploration and Mining History


3.2.2.3. Rosemont Deposit (Rosemont Deposit geology with emphasis on difference between sulfide and oxide ore which is basic to potential ARD issues)


3.2.3. Geologic Hazards


3.2.3.1. Seismicity


3.2.3.2. Landslides (this may be just an “Other” category)

3.2.3.3. Subsidence (limited to the known subsidence issues in the Santa Cruz Valley due to groundwater withdrawal)


3.2.4. Other Geologic Resources


3.2.4.1. Fossils


3.2.4.2. Caves
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont EIS Outline
Date: 03/16/2010 08:49 AM
Attachments: desser Rosemont Outline.docx

Tom, Restructuring and filling in the DEIS around Rochelle's suggested outline would
be meaningful work for the 4/15 draft.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 03/16/2010 08:46 AM -----

Rochelle
Desser/WO/USDAFS 

03/16/2010 06:40 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Rosemont EIS Outline 

Hi Mindee:

This is as far as I can go on this today - need to move on to other stuff.  But this
will give you a good start to flesh this out with Tom.  
You can see the pattern in Chapter 3 - I did not finish all the detail (ie direct,
indirect, cumulative for each alternative for each 'sub' resource)
Please consider this a preliminary draft.

Also: please ask Tom about the usage of "Proposed Plan of Operations" vs. Proposed
Mining Plan of Operations (MPO).  
Chapter 1 uses the former, chapter 2 the latter.  I would like to edit my version of
chapter 1 to use Proposed MPO and is currently in Chapter 2, I just want to make
sure that is ok.

Also Also: Tom sent me an outline of the section on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed study.  I look forward to seeing a fuller draft.  
One thing in the outline I have a question about:
Tom said he was identifying: Alternatives Requiring Authorization Outside of the
Coronado’s Jurisdiction
it is clear in CEQ regs that this is NOT a reason we can dismiss an alternative.  So I
do not believe this should be one of the major categories.  
It can be part of the reasoning for dismissing an alternative (it is not practical AND

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com







Rosemont DEIS Outline

Desser Draft March 16, 2010



CHAPTER 1

Introduction	 

	Document Structure	 

Background	 

 	Purpose of and Need for Action	 

 	Proposed Action	 

 	Decision Framework	 

Forest Service	 

Bureau of Land Management 	 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 	 

 	Public Involvement	 

 	Issues	 

Issue 1: Impact on Land Stability And Soil Productivity	 

Issue 2: Impact on Water Resources	 

Issue 3: Impact on Springs, Seeps And Riparian Habitats	

Issue 4: Impact on Plants And Animals		

Issue 5: Impact on Air Quality	

Issue 6: Impact on Visual Resources	

Issue 7: Impact on Recreation	

Ssue 8: Impact on Public Safety	

Issue 9: Impact on Dark Skies And Astronomy	

Issue 10: Impact on Heritage Resources	

Issue 11: Socio-Economic Impacts	

	Other Related Efforts	

		Mineral Withdrawal Efforts

		Powerline

		Water Rights

		Other 	

CHAPTER 2

	Introduction

	Summary of Alternative Development Process/Alternatives Considered in Detail/Issues (table)

	Alternative 1 No Action Description

	Proposed Action and Action Alternatives  - Common Elements

		Overview of Mining Operations, Processing (oxide and sulfide ores) and Facility Needs

			Mine Life

Permits and Permitting Processes

	Assumptions from Permit Process

Pit

Water Supply and Control

Other Utilities and Support Facilities

Blasting and Drilling

Waste Rock and Tailings

Ore, Waste Rock and Tailings Transport 	

Solid, Hazardous and Sanitary Waste

Reclamation and Closure

Design Features, Resource Protection Plans and Mitigation

Monitoring 

Forest Plan Amendments 

	Proposed Action in Detail

		Specific Elements of the PMPO

			Mine Footprint

			Phasing of Activities

			Mitigation Specific to this Alternative

Additional Items Needed for Implementation

Monitoring

	Rationale, Effectiveness, Cost

Forest Plan Amendments

	Each Alternative in Detail

		Primary Issues Alternative Intended to Address (Why did we develop this alternative?)

Specific Elements of Each Alternative

			Mine Footprint

			Phasing of Activities

			Mitigation Specific to this Alternative

Additional Items Needed for Implementation

Monitoring

	Rationale, Effectiveness, Cost

Forest Plan Amendments

	Alternatives Considered but Dismissed with Rationale

Alternative Comparison Table (includes elements of each alternative and issue/purpose and need measures)

CHAPTER 3

	Introduction

How chapter is organized

Relevant information about Mining that will Inform all sections (referenced to avoid redundancy sections)

The Santa Rita Mountains, general geography, climate, topography, main place names and communities, land uses, overall management direction

	Basis for Cumulative Effects – Foreseeable Future Activities

	The Physical Environment

		Geology and Minerals

			Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

	Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

				Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

			Environmental Consequences

				Impacts Common to All Alternatives

					Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

					Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

				Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

					Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

					Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

		Landforms, Soils and Reclamation

			Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

	Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

				Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

			Environmental Consequences

				Impacts Common to All Alternatives

					Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

					Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

				Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

					Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

					Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

		Water Resources 

			Groundwater Quantity

				Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

	Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

					Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

				Environmental Consequences

					Impacts Common to All Alternatives

						Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

						Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

					Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

						Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

						Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

			Groundwater Quality   

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

	Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

					Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

				Environmental Consequences

					Impacts Common to All Alternatives

						Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

						Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

					Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

						Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

						Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

			Surface Water Quantity

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

	Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

					Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

				Environmental Consequences

					Impacts Common to All Alternatives

						Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

						Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

					Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

						Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

						Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

			Surface Water Quality

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

	Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

					Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

				Environmental Consequences

					Impacts Common to All Alternatives

						Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

						Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

					Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

						Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

						Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

The Biological Environment 

		Vegetation and Habitats

			Seeps and Springs and Riparian Habitats

				Relative Value

			Sky Islands

			Plant Communities

			Botanical Species of Concern

	Wildlife Species of Concern

Livestock Grazing

Air Quality

		Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

		Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

			Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

		Environmental Consequences

			Impacts Common to All Alternatives

			Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

			Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

		Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

			Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

			Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

The Social Environment

	Visual Quality

	Recreation

	Public Safety

		Hazardous Materials

		Fire and Fuels Mgt

		Transportation Safety

	Light, Noise and Vibrations

		Dark Skies and Astronomy 

	Heritage Resources	

		Archeological Resources

		Traditional Tribal Resources

	Socio-economics

	Environmental Justice	
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would require additional authorization).
But if it meets the purpose and need, resolves an issue, and is otherwise
reasonable, the fact that it is outside our jurisdiction would not in itself be a reason
to dismiss the alternative. Perhaps we can discuss this at 1pm pacific today if you
and Tom decide you would like to catch up with me then. 

Cheers! Have fun today!



From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Walter

Keyes; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us
Cc: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com; mreighard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Envir. Impact Statement
Date: 10/01/2009 08:30 AM
Attachments: jd-rosemont.eis.alternatives.analysis.pdf

Another Coop Agency (Pima County) letter...  Comments have relevent ideas
regarding our efforts to summarize input, alternatives,  and mitigation ideas. 
Remember the dismissal of several alt and mitigation ideas  will be verified by
SWCA's sub-contractor as the county suggests.  Attachment contains information
regarding Geochemical tailings report and concerns.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 10/01/2009 08:21 AM -----

Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS 

10/01/2009 08:11 AM

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

cc Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Rosemont Envir. Impact Statement

Input from County on Alternatives.  

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
----- Forwarded by Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS on 10/01/2009 08:10 AM -----

"Victoria Ames"
<Victoria.Ames@pima.gov> 

09/30/2009 02:31 PM

To jderby@fs.fed.us

cc "Maeveen Behan" <Maeveen.Behan@pima.gov>,
"Julia Fonseca" <Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov>,
"Andrea Altamirano (E-mail)"
<andrea.altamirano@pima.gov>, "Ann Day"
<ann.day@pima.gov>, "Anna Harper"
<Anna.Harper@pima.gov>, "Benny Gomez"
<Benny.Gomez@pima.gov>, "Cherry Rosenberg"
<Cherry.Rosenberg@pima.gov>, "Colby Bowser"
<Colby.Bowser@pima.gov>, "Deb Miller"
<Deb.Miller@pima.gov>, "District4"
<District4@pima.gov>, "Evangelina Quihuis"
<Evangelina.Quihuis@pima.gov>, "Jacqui Miller"
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<Jacqui.Andrade@pima.gov>, "Jennifer Cabrera"
<Jennifer.Cabrera@pima.gov>, "Jennifer
Eckstrom" <Jennifer.Eckstrom@pima.gov>,
"Keith Bagwell (E-mail)"
<Keith.Bagwell@pima.gov>, "Kiki Navarro"
<Kiki.navarro@pima.gov>, "Michael Lundin"
<Michael.Lundin@pima.gov>,
ndrs_cano@yahoo.com, "Patrick Cavanaugh"
<Patrick.Cavanaugh@pima.gov>, "Richard Elias"
<Richard.Elias@pima.gov>, "Sharon Bronson (E-
mail)" <Sharon.Bronson@pima.gov>, "Valerie
Samoy-Alvarado" <Valerie.Samoy@pima.gov>

Subject Rosemont Envir. Impact Statement

Good afternoon, please see attached from Mr. Huckelberry.

 

 

 
Thank You,
Victoria Ames

 
Chuck Huckelberry
County Administrator's Office
130 West Congress 10th Floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)740-8387

 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Geology and Minerals
Date: 06/16/2010 05:19 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 05:18 PM -----

"Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com> 

06/16/2010 04:26 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

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

Subject Rosemont Geology and Minerals

Hi Bev,

 
Attached is the latest version of the Geology and Minerals AE section per the new outline from
Dale.  I looked through it to make sure there are no references to lava tubes.  That said, we are
looking in to getting another geologist to take over this section ASAP.  Please direct comments to
this draft AE section to Tom and I and we will make sure that they are addressed by the geologist
who takes over the section.  If you have any questions, give me a call.

 
Thanks!

 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: Rosemont Groundwater Meeting - January 15
Date: 12/22/2008 08:34 AM
Attachments: Begay_Walter additional NEPA 121808.doc

 
FYI

From: Rebecca A Miller [mailto:Rebecca.A.Miller@us.mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 22, 2008 7:50 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE
Subject: Re: Rosemont Groundwater Meeting - January 15
 

Hi Tom, 
Let me know if this was sent to Bev. Thanks. 

Best regards,

Rebecca A. Miller, R.G.
Principal Geologist,  MWH Americas, Inc.
4820 South Mill Avenue, Suite 104, Tempe, Arizona  85282 - USA
direct 480-756-5302  cell 602-391-3015  fax 480-755-8203  

Rebecca A Miller/User/Americas/Montgomery
Watson

12/18/2008 05:26 PM

To "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>
cc "Tom Furgason''  <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Re: Rosemont Groundwater Meeting - January 15Link
 
  

Bev Everson call asking for a little more explanation of Walter Begay's NEPA
experience.  I asked Walter to emphasize said experience and here is what he
wrote. Let me know if this is okay to send to Bev.

Best regards,

Rebecca A. Miller, R.G.
Principal Geologist,  MWH Americas, Inc.
4820 South Mill Avenue, Suite 104, Tempe, Arizona  85282 - USA
direct 480-756-5302  cell 602-391-3015  fax 480-755-8203

-----"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com> wrote: -----

To: "'Rebecca A Miller'" <Rebecca.A.Miller@us.mwhglobal.com>, "'Hoag, Cori'"
<choag@srk.com>
From: "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>
Date: 12/18/2008 11:20AM
cc: "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Salek Shafiqullah'"
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
notes:/87257384006FFA10/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/6002581C8C206797862575230063B90F

Walter Begay

BS – Environmental Science Management 

Senior Compliance Specialist


As an environmental scientist, Mr. Begay has over 7 years of experience in various aspects of environmental projects throughout various states including Arizona. He has experience with environmental air quality management projects, Phase I assessments, NEPA assessment and management, and exposure to other environmental assessments for NPDES, SWPPP, Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting, Hazardous Waste, and EPCRA compliance. Mr. Begay has also considerable experience as a supervising regulatory inspector for soil sampling, testing, and monitoring; and not limited to permit review, compliance inspections, training and supervising inspectors, and developing procedures and policies.

Mr. Begay has worked with governmental agencies: the National Park Service, Arizona National Guard, Bureau of Land Management, U.S Forest Service, U.S. EPA, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Maricopa County Air Quality Department, Pinal Air Quality Department, Pima Department of Environmental Quality, and others. He has worked with companies like Asarco, BHP, Carlota, GE and Honeywell; and various Indian tribes including the Navajo Tribe, Gila River Indian Community and Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation locally and other Midwestern Tribes with regards to regional planning, permitting and interagency coordination. He has coordinated, with oversight from Ms. Rebecca Miller, the NEPA process for a major private company working with Tribal representatives and appropriate governmental agencies for leasing land on Tribal lands.

Walter has been part of various environmental assignments while working with or overlooking personnel with diverse backgrounds. His experience includes air permitting, air emissions inventory, TRI reporting, CAM plan development, water-vegetation-food-and-air sampling, Phase I reports, compliance audits, maintenance of and data gathering from on-site weather stations work that includes other personnel, equipment, and writing project proposals/SOQs, safety equipment and meetings, and resource/time management.

He is familiar with most permitting processes, environmental testing standards/ specifications, and environmental regulations within most western states. He has the following NEPA training: US EPA Environmental Assessment Training (NEPA) – 2000/EPA Region 7, and Writing the Perfect EA/FONSI or EIS (NEPA) – 2008/NW Training Center. He is also familiar with HAZMAT and HAZWOPER certifications and is currently certified for EPA Method 9, MSHA, and Maricopa County Air Quality Department Certifications for Third Party Trainer (instructor) for Basic Dust Training, Dust Coordinator, and Dust Technician.



Subject: Rosemont Groundwater Meeting - January 15

I have confirmed with Jim Davis (Errol L. Montgomery & Associates) that they
are prepared to meet on January 15 to present a detailed description of
their work for both the Santa Cruz Valley and the mine site.  The
groundwater modelers with Montgomery will be available for half a day and we
can use the remainder of the time for ongoing discussion with Jim Davis or
among ourselves.  I will be receiving a tentative agenda from Jim and likely
will meet with him in the near future to get a better idea of what they have
to present.  In the event it looks like we can make good use of more than
one day, or want to digest the initial presentation and return for a
question and answer session, I would like to know if your specialists might
be available to stay for Friday (heading home Friday afternoon or evening).

Regards,

Dale

_______________________

Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer

(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile

daleortmanpe@live.com

PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont HearingFw: Forest Service Congressional Hearing Schedule -  November 16, 2009
Date: 11/17/2009 08:31 AM
Attachments: Schedule_Table__111609.doc

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/17/2009 08:30 AM -----

Art
Morrison/R3/USDAFS 

11/17/2009 07:42 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Corbin Newman/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Faye L
Krueger/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Gilbert
Zepeda/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Cordts/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Michael A
Linden/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Cathie
Schmidlin/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont HearingFw: Forest Service Congressional
Hearing Schedule - November 16, 2009

Note Rosemont HR 2944 Hearing set for Dec. 8 before Chairman Grijalva's Subc. and
schedule below text. 
We'll get to do some rough draft testimony and can start working on Qs and As
now.   Draft Testimony should be pretty easy with just factual information about the
mining law and the process and progress the Coronado has made on NEPA, public
involvement,  etc.     Qs and As are basically any hard questions our witness, not yet
determined, may be asked along with our best answers.   Whomever the witness is,
we'll try to arrange a pre-Hearing conf. call including the Forest and RO so we can
best prepare witness. 

June 18, 2009

Mr. GRIJALVA (for himself and Ms. GIFFORDS) introduced the following bill; which was
referred to the Committee on Natural Resources

A BILL
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Last Updated: 11/16/2009 3:40 PM



Congressional Hearing Schedule


 US Forest Service


 Legislative Affairs

 Date, Time 
   
             Committee






 
                       USDA 

  LA     


 & Location      Type           Subcommittee
    
  
         Subject
  

                       Witness                    Manager  


		Nov. 17 2009


2:00pm


LHOB-1324

		Legislative Hearing

		House Natural Resources Committee;


National Parks, Forest, and Public Lands Subcommittee




		H.R. 2889, Oregon Caves Boundary Modification

H.R. 3538, Frank Church/Selway Wilderness Water Systems.

		Lenise Lago, Deputy Regional Forester,  Region 6

		Floyd Deloney



		Nov. 18, 2009


2:30 pm


SD-366

		Oversight 


Hearing

		Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee;


Public Lands and Forests Subcommittee




		Managing Forests in Response to Climate Change, including for Natural  Resource Adaptation & Carbon Sequestration



		Tom Tidwell, Chief, US Forest Service




		Neil Bosworth



		Nov. 23, 2009


TBD


Sacramento, CA

		Oversight 


Field


Hearing

		House Natural Resources Committee;


Energy & Mineral Resources Subcommittee

		Abandoned Mines & Mercury Poisoning in California

		Randy Moore, Regional Forester, Region 5 

		Floyd Deloney



		Dec. 8, 2009


10:00 am


LHOB-1334

		Legislative Hearing

		House Natural Resources Committee;


National Parks, Forest, and Public Lands Subcommittee




		H.R. 2944, Land Withdrawal in Southern Arizona (Rosemont Mine)

		Witness TBD

		Gary Schiff









To withdraw certain Federal lands and interests located in Pima and Santa Cruz counties,
Arizona, from the mining and mineral leasing laws of the United States, and for other
purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the `Southern Arizona Public Lands Protection Act of
2009'.

SEC. 2. WITHDRAWAL OF FEDERAL LANDS AND INTERESTS
LOCATED IN PIMA AND SANTA CRUZ COUNTIES, ARIZONA.

Subject to valid existing rights, after the date of enactment of this Act--

(1) all federally owned interests in National Forest lands in Santa Cruz
County and Pima County, Arizona, are withdrawn from--

(A) all forms of entry, appropriation, and disposal under the public
land laws;

(B) location, entry, and patent under the mining laws; and

(C) operation of the mineral leasing and geothermal leasing laws, and
the mineral materials laws;

(2) all federally owned subsurface interests under the administrative
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management in lands in Pima County,
Arizona, with respect to which the surface interests are owned by such
county, including in such lands located in Davidson Canyon, are withdrawn
from--

(A) all forms of entry, appropriation and disposal under the public
land laws;

(B) location, entry, and patent under the mining laws; and



(C) operation of the mineral leasing and geothermal leasing laws, and
the mineral materials laws; and

(3) all federally owned interests in Bureau of Land Management lands in
Pima County, Arizona, are withdrawn from entry, location, or patent under
the general mining laws.

     

Art Morrison
Public and Legislative Affairs, Southwestern Region, USDA Forest Service
Ph. 505-842-3298, Fax. 842-3106, e-mail. amorrison@fs.fed.us
----- Forwarded by Art Morrison/R3/USDAFS on 11/17/2009 07:20 AM -----

Doug
Crandall/WO/USDAFS 
Sent by: Joyce
Davis/WO/USDAFS

11/16/2009 03:14 PM

To Tom Tidwell/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Hank
Kashdan/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tim
DeCoster/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Leslie
Weldon/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Barbara
Cooper/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debbie
Pressman/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
fs.liasion@usda.gov, amanda.lockwood@usda.gov,
marye.mccormick@usda.gov,
lori.monfort@ogc.usda.gov,
elizabeth.becker@ogc.usda.gov, pdl wo chief Deputy
Chiefs & EAs@FSNOTES, pdl wo external aff la
staff@FSNOTES, pdl wo external aff la
coordinators@FSNOTES, Allison L
Stewart/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Joe
Walsh/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Donna
Drelick/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Stana
Federighi/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Doug
Crandall/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Thiery
Curtis/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, pdl wo chief Associate
Deputy Chiefs & EAs@FSNOTES, Ronald
Ketter/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Jessica_E._Gottlieb@omb.eop.gov, Daina
Apple/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Joyce
Davis/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tracy
Tophooven/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Marie-Louise
Smith/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Joyce
Davis/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Floyd
Deloney/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Julie.Allen@osec.usda.gov

cc

Subject Forest Service Congressional Hearing Schedule -
November 16, 2009

FYI...

--------------
Congressional 



Hearing Schedule
US Forest Service
--------------
----------------
Hearing 
November 17, 2009
2:00 pm
LHOB-1324
House Natural Resources Committee
Nation Parks, Forests and Public Lands Subcommittee
H.R. 2889, Oregon Caves
H.R.3538, Frank Church/Selway Wilderness Water Systems
Witness: Lenise Lago, Deputy Regional Forester, Region 6
LA contact: Floyd Deloney
----------------
Hearing 
November 18, 2009
2:30 pm
SD-366
Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee
Public Lands and Forests Subcommittee
Managing Forests in Response to Climate Change
Witness: Tom Tidwell, Chief, Forest Service
LA contact: Neil Bosworth
------------
Field Hearing
November 23, 2009
TBD
Sacramento, CA
House Natural Resources Committee;
Energy & Mineral Resources Subcommittee
Abandoned Mines and Mercury Poisoning in California
Witness: Randy Moore, Regional Forester, Region 5
LA contact: Floyd Deloney
----------------
Hearing 
December 8, 2009
2:30 pm
LHOB-1334
House Natural Resources Committee
Nation Parks, Forests and Public Lands Subcommittee
H.R. 2944, Land Withdrawal in Southern Arizona (Rosemont Mine)
Witness TBD
LA contact: Gary Schiff
----------------

 - Schedule_Table__111609.doc

Doug Crandall
Director, Legislative Affairs
USDA Forest Service
202-205-1637



From: Tom Furgason
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: FW: Rosemont Hydrology Meeting
Date: 12/15/2008 01:49 PM

Salek,
 
Jim Davis from Errol Montgomery would like to meet with the SWCA/Dale Ortman/SRK/MWH hydro
team to continue providing information regarding our hydrological investigation and groundwater flow
model development for both the mine area and for the groundwater supply pumping in the Sahuarita
Heights area.
 
Are you available during the first week of January, or even possibly next week?  The only dates other
than the legal holidays that I will be unavailable will be January 12-13.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; ccoyle@swca.com
Subject: FW: Rosemont Impact Analysis - Dry Stack Tailings Design Report Questions
Date: 06/21/2009 07:05 AM
Attachments: 2009-06-05_Ortman_Shaffiqullah et al_Dry Stack Tail Questions_memo.pdf

2009-06-05_Ortman_Shaffiqullah et al_Dry Stack Tail Questions_memo.pdf

Salek & Bev,
 
Forwarding a copy of my email of June 5 regarding questions to be addressed by Rosemont/AMEC
regarding the seepage study in the final design report for the dry stack tailings facility.  Please
acknowledge receipt of the memo and let me know the disposition of the questions.
 
Thanks,
 
Dale
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 05, 2009 11:08 AM
To: 'sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us'; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Charles Coyle'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Rosemont Impact Analysis - Dry Stack Tailings Design Report Questions
 
Salek & Bev,
 
Attached is a memo presenting draft questions I believe should be addressed by Rosemont
regarding the final design report for the dry stack tailings facility.  Please review, edit as you see fit,
and forward a final set of questions to Rosemont.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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DALE ORTMAN PE       Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer        Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233         E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson (CNF) 


Copy to: 
Charles Coyle, Melissa Reichard, Tom Furgason (SWCA); Claudia Stone, Clara Balasko, 
Mike Sieber (SRK) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 5 June 2009   


Subject: 
Questions for Rosemont 
Dry Stack Tailings Final Design Report  


 
Presented below are draft questions I believe should be addressed by Rosemont prior to the CNF, SWCA, 
and SWCA’s subcontractor SRK proceeding with impact analysis for the dry stack tailings facility described 
in the report titled Rosemont Copper Company Dry Stack Tailings Storage Facility Final Design Report, 
April 15, 2009 prepared by AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. of Englewood, Colorado.  Please review 
these questions, comment as you feel appropriate, and forward a final set of questions to Rosemont for their 
consideration. 
 


1. The design report sets a 15 day limit for evaporation of accumulated storm water on the top surface 
of the tailings but the BADCT demonstration included as an appendix sets a 5 day limit; please 
confirm which is correct and provide a corrected report. 


2. The tailings design is based on two tailings samples, Colina and MSRD-1 that, based on the submitted 
geotechnical test results, appear to have almost identical physical properties.  The report states that 
although there are several ore-bearing rock types the high degree of similarity between the two 
tailings samples indicates a uniformity of tailings properties throughout the deposit.  However, the 
report does not present any discussion of the origin of the samples, the rock types from which they 
were prepared, or the rationale as to why they are a reliable basis for design; please provide such a 
rationale.   


3. The text of the report indicates the tailings to have a USCS classification of SM when, in fact, the 
presented data indicates both samples to classify as ML; please correct the report. 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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4. The report states that tailings in excess of 18% moisture may be safely placed within the core of the 
facility at a distance of no more than 1100 feet from the inside crest of the rock buttress.  However, 
no analysis is presented to support this statement; please provide such an analysis including an upper 
bound limit on the allowable moisture content.  Additional related questions are: 


a. Is there a contingency plan for upset conditions at the tailings filtration plant other than the 
allowance to place tails at greater than 18% moisture in the core of the disposal facility? 


b. How will the conveyor and radial stacker system be aligned and operated to allow selective 
placement of tailings between the core and the outer portions of the tailings in the event of 
cyclical changes in tailings moisture content? 


5. The seepage prediction is based on a placed tailings moisture content of 18% however the plan allows 
for placement of tails at moisture contents exceeding 18% in the core of the facility.  Please provide 
an upper bound seepage analysis using the maximum allowable moisture content from Question #4 
for tailings placed in the core of the facility. 


6. The report does not contain a Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) to ensure long-term conformance of the 
tailings facility construction with the design; please provide a QAP. 


7. The report indicates the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 2, but omits the same for Diversion 
Channel No. 1; please provide the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 1. 


8.  The seepage analysis states that no ponding of storm water was included in the analytical boundary 
conditions.  However, the design includes a top surface drainage grade of only 0.25% and 
construction using a radial stacker placing 25-foot lifts, and it is doubtful that both the construction 
method will allow grading control to maintain the 0.25% slope or the 0.25% slope will effectively 
drain the tailings top surface except during extreme flooding.  Please provide additional rationale for 
the exclusion of ponding of storm water in the seepage analysis. 


9. Will the surface water control design report due for submission in July 2009 include engineering 
details for the storm water control facilities for the dry stack tailings?  Additional questions are: 


a. The Central Drain (chimney drain) has been removed from the design, however the rock 
buttress on the north side of the Phase I tailings, that will be buried by the Phase II tailings, 
may allow storm water from the surface of the tailings to be routed to the Flow-Through 
Drain and comingle with discharging storm water; what is the plan to prevent this occurrence? 


b. The seepage analysis does not include an analysis of potential infiltration through the rock 
buttress contacting the underlying tailings and subsequently exiting the toe of tailings facility 
to comingle with discharging storm water; what is to prevent this occurrence?   


 








From: Melinda D Roth
To: Rochelle Desser
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont information request
Date: 02/09/2010 02:22 PM

In my humble opinion, we have a couple of ID Team members requesting very
detailed information upon which to base the analysis.  Below is an example.  SWCA
is generally pushing back, saying the level of detail requested is unnecessary,
atypical, time consuming, costly, etc. Rosemont Copper Company doesn't fund
everything we request carte blanc - putting SWCA in a tough position of negotiation. 
For recreation, we know what the mine footprint will be, what area will be excluded,
what roads and trails will not be available, what uses will be impacted, etc.  It seems
we know enough to summarize the recreation impact.  The detail of where a
headwall will be, how it will be constructed, exactly where it will be visible from... is
extraneous detail.  As an ex-decision maker, I wouldn't need that level of detail to
make an informed decision.  On the other hand, I find it difficult to challenge the
assigned resource specialist about what they say is needed to complete an analysis. 
Hopefully, we can talk about this soon as assure we are all spending our time on the
most important tasks given our ambitious timeframes.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 02/09/2010 01:48 PM -----

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

02/04/2010 09:25 AM

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

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
bidwell@swca.com

Subject Rosemont information request

Bev and Mindee,

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

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

I would like to formally request information from Rosemont.  This information will be

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Rochelle Desser/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


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

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

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

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

Please forward this request to Rosemont.

Thanks.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us



From: Tom Furgason
To: Sarah L Davis
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Terry Chute
Subject: FW: Rosemont inputs
Date: 07/28/2010 11:06 AM

Sarah,

DSP has assigned the sixth observation point based on their experience in the region.  Also, they 
are struggling a bit with getting the appropriate level of information from Rosemont's engineers.  
I will contact Kathy today and let her know that there is an issue.

Tom

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Donald R. Davis" <drd@psi.edu>
To: "tfurgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Cc: "Chris Luginbuhl" <starlightCBL@msn.com>, "Donald R. Davis" <drd@psi.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2010 9:53:43 AM
Subject: Rosemont inputs

Tom, are you available to talk today? I am working with Chris today
nd we have some issues. Rosemont is supposed to get back to us
regarding leach lighting and trucks.

Also, we have a recommendation for the 6th observation point, namely
Empire Ranch, were the Tucson Amateur Astron. Assn has one of its
observing sites. This is east of 83, between the mine site and
Sonoita. What think ye?

The hardest part of these studies is converging on the inputs...

Any problems on getting our contract?

Thanks,

D.

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tjchute@msn.com


From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Issue Statements
Date: 07/14/2009 08:19 AM
Attachments: Issue_statement_101_wilderness.doc

Issue_statement_56_recreation.doc
Issue_statement_84_visual_impact_040209.doc
Cause and Effect Worksheet_56_Recreation_SLandDK.doc

Debby K. says issue worksheets were revised (attached below) and should be
reflected in the Issue Recommendations book.  Do you know of other edts?

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 07/14/2009 08:17 AM -----

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

07/13/2009 03:30 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Rosemont Issue Statements

These are the final versions that should be in the official project file.  They replace
the pages in the spiral bound issue statement document.  Thanks.

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES









Issue Statement – Wilderness (formerly Loss of Wilderness Characteristics)

Theme # 101

SWCA: Jill Grams, Harmony Hall

Removal of 4500+ acres of recreation opportunities from fencing off of, and construction-related alteration of land characteristics (e.g., bulldozing, infrastructure development, vegetation removal, mine pit construction, and waste rock storage) may directly result in: 


· Displacement of recreation users to nearby Wilderness Areas, Inventoried Roadless Areas and Special Designated Areas (i.e., some visitors will stop visiting this area and special areas due to mine), and


· 

and may indirectly result in:


· Potential increased visitors to nearby lands, including other Wilderness Areas, Inventoried Roadless Areas, Special Designated Areas (some of which are already overcrowded),

· Potential reduced Wilderness related recreation tourism.

Noise, blasting, increased airborne particulates and light pollution from operation of the mine may directly result in: 

· Potential disturbance to Wilderness Area and other Special Designated Area, characteristics of solitude and quiet.

and may indirectly result in:


· Potential reduced Wilderness related recreation tourism,

· Potential increase in use of other areas (some of which are already overcrowded).












Issue Statement – Recreation Disturbance, or Loss of Recreational Opportunities Theme # 56

SWCA: Harmony Hall, Jill Grams


Recreation access closures (e.g., roads, trails, campgrounds, hunting units) and direct removal of ca. 4500+ acres of potential recreation opportunity.  Closure and direct removal may include effects to: Gardner Trailhead, Oak Tree Canyon at FR 4072 Trailhead, Davidson Canyon Bridge Trailhead, Game Management Unit 34A, Dispersed camping sites, ORV routes through Gunsight Pass, Arizona Trail Passage 5 and 6, and SAMBA Gardner Canyonbike trail, which may directly result in:


· Loss of public access to approximately 4,500 acres of land in the project area during operation of the mine,


· Loss of public access to lands outside the project area as a result of road and trail closures,

· Restriction, disturbance, and/or loss of recreational opportunities (e.g., mountain biking, hiking, off-road vehicle driving (ATV, OTV), horseback riding, motor biking, bicycling, hunting (AGFD Unit 34A), birding, camping, caving, picnicking, photographing, star gazing, rock collecting, fishing, sight-seeing, hang gliding, geocaching, orienteering, scenic driving, and solitude),

· There may be a direct loss of portions of established/designated hiking and biking trails (i.e., Arizona Trail Passage 5 and 6, SAMBA trails),

· 

· Loss of access to Box Canyon hang gliding launch sites,

· Loss of recreational opportunities associated with Barrel Canyon, Gardner Canyon, Davidson Canyon, and Sonoita Creek,

· Reduction in public safety,

· Permanent alteration of the recreation setting/landscape of the area


· Cumulative loss and alteration of natural public lands for recreation in southeastern Arizona

and may indirectly result in:


· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area including Scenic route SR 83, 

· Inc

reased visitation to other locations resulting from displacement of use in and around the project area, 

· Increased conflicts among special use permittees, and

· Cumulative impact of loss of recreation opportunity from development may result in distribution to already overcrowded places elsewhere in region.

Operation-related modification of visual resources, recreation settings, air, noise, light, soil, and water resources (e.g., contamination, lighting, blasting, vehicles, human presence) that may result in impacts to the following areas: Dispersed recreation sites surrounding the project area, Campgrounds and Picnic Areas (Bog Springs, Madera Canyon, Mt. Wrightson, Whitehouse), USFS Scenic Roads (Box Canyon Road [FR 62], Madera Canyon/Madera Nature Trail #88, Mt. Hopkins Road [FR 184]), which may directly result in:


· Diminished or loss of recreational values and quality (e.g., remoteness, rural setting, quiet and solitude) in region, 

· Diminished or loss of recreational values associated with nearby hiking and biking trails,


· Permanent change in recreation setting (landscape) post-closure, 


· Reduction in public safety,

· Diminished or loss of recreational values associated with Madera Canyon, Florida Canyon, Santa Rita Lodge, Mt. Wrightson Wilderness Area, Patagonia-Sonoita Creek Preserve, Appleton-Whittell National Audubon Research Ranch, Las Cienegas National Conservation Area, Multiple Mirror and Whipple Observatories,


and may indirectly result in:


· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area and Scenic route SR 83,

· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with local wineries including Callaghan Vineyards, Sonoita Vineyards, and Village of Elgin Wine Companies,

· Cumulative impact of loss of recreation opportunity from development may result in displacement of use to already overcrowded places elsewhere in region.

· Cumulative impact of the continued loss/alteration of natural landscapes and outdoor recreation settings for recreation in southeastern Arizona.












Issue Statement – Visual Impacts (formerly VRM Direct and Indirect Effects)


Theme #s 84, 85, 88

SWCA: Harmony Hall, Jill Grams


Presence of mine-related facilities, equipment, and vehicles (e.g., ore processing plant, overhead utility lines, tailings, buildings and other structures, roads, fences, drills, loading units, trucks, bulldozers, graders, water pipeline, etc.) from visually sensitive travelways and viewpoints including Scenic Byway SR 83, USFS roads , and USFS trails may directly result in:


· Reduced scenic quality from visually sensitive travelways and viewpoints (e.g., SR 83, USFS roads, USFS trails, residential areas, etc.),

· Displacement of visitors to project site and surrounding area,

· Compromised Scenic Byway SR 83 designation,

· Alteration of valued landscape (form, line, texture, and color) in Rosemont Valley,

and may indirectly result in:


· Increase in visitor use at other locations


· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area and Scenic route SR 83, and

· Reduction in quality of life to local residents.

Ground disturbance, topography alteration, and landscape changes resulting from mining-related activities (clearing, grading, open pit, waste rock dumps, tailings) may directly result in:


· Reduced scenic quality from visually sensitive travelways and viewpoints (e.g., SR 83, USFS roads, USFS trails, residential areas, etc.),


· Displacement of visitors to project site and surrounding area, 

· Alteration of valued landscape (form, line, texture, and color) in Rosemont Valley

and may indirectly result in:


· Increase in visitor use at other locations,


· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area and Scenic route SR 83,

· Cumulatively contributing to the loss of natural landscapes (wild places) in the Santa Rita Mountains and across the Coronado National Forest from numerous other sources (other mines, development and urban sprawl, border impacts, utility lines and towers, astrophysical sites, etc.), and


· Reduction in quality of life to local residents.

Reclamation that includes infrastructure removal, land sculpting so waste rock and tailings pile blend with natural landforms, alteration of visible upper pit walls,  revegetation of waste rock facilities and site, and other project-related landscape disturbance may directly result in:


· Restored scenic quality from from visually sensitive travelways and viewpoints including Scenic Byway SR 83, USFS roads , and USFS trails, residential areas),

and may indirectly result in:


· Potential reversal of lost revenues associated with tourism, and

· Potential improvement in quality of life to local residents.













		Comment Disposition of Potential Issues


Worksheet 3


Significant Issue Elements


This worksheet is intended to consider all processed comments representing a particular Category and Theme that were determined to be Issues on Worksheet 1 and Significant on Worksheet 2. This worksheet is intended to document the elements of a complete issue statement.



		Date:


20 February 2009

		Comment # & Theme:


#56 Restriction, Disturbance, or Loss of Recreational Opportunities



		Team Member(s):

Grams, Hall



		Cause

		Magnitude/Extent/Duration

		Direct Impacts/Effects

		Indirect Impacts/Effects



		Recreation access closures (e.g., road, trail, campground, hunting units) and direct removal of 4500+ acres of potential recreation opportunity.  Closure and direct removal may include effects to:

· Gardner Trailhead


· Oak Tree Canyon at FR 4072 Trailhead

· Davidson Canyon Bridge Trailhead

· Game Management Unit 34A 

· Dispersed camping sites


· ORV routes through Gunsight Pass


· Arizona Trail Passage 5 and 6


· SAMBA Gardner Canyon bike Trail

		Magnitude: 

Loss of public access would occur in a larger area surrounding the project footprint.  Final magnitude would be determined as part of a more detailed analysis. There would be direct loss of access on the 4,500+ acres that comprise the project footprint, including all areas within safety fence and utility and access roads. 

Extent: 3% of Game Management Unit 34A lost; closed roads totaling 24.22 miles. The extent of route numbers that may be impacted include: 231, 231-5.72L-1, 4051A, 4058-1.1L-1, 4072-1.45R-1, 4261, 505, 4032, 4050, 4050-.36R-1, 4051, 4051-.09L-1, 4051-1.92R-1, 4051-1.96L-1, 4051-2.75R-1, 4051-2.87R-1, 4051-2.87R-2, 4051-2.87R-3, 4053, 4053-.75L-1, 4055, 4055-.63R-1, 4055-.70R-1, 4055-.74L-1, 4055-.74L-2, 4055-.74L-3, 4055-.98R-1, 4055-1.1R-1, 4058, 4058-.38R-1, 4058-.98R-1, 4059, 4059-.50L-1, 4059-.50L-2, 4063, 4064, 4064-1.36L-1, 4072, 4834, 4834-.86L-1, 4834-1.17L-1, 4834-1.17R-1. ca. 5 miles of Arizona Trail rerouted and undesignated trails within security fence.    


Duration: 


· Construction:  The project area perimeter would be fenced at the onset of construction. All roads would be removed from recreational use at this time. (+/- 2 years)


· Operation:  The project area would continue to be fenced and closed to recreational, motorized travel during the entire time of mine operation. (+/- 20 years).


· Closure: The project area would continue to be fenced and closed to any recreational, motorized travel during the entire time of mine operation. (+/- 2 years)


· Post-closure: Upon completion of reclamation phase of the project, area will be opened up to recreation. Approximately 3,625 reclaimed acres with recreation potential.




		· Loss of public access to approximately 4,500 acres of land in the project area during operation of the mine.


· Loss of public access to lands outside the project area as a result of road and trail closures.


· Restriction, disturbance, and/or loss of recreational opportunities (e.g., mountain biking, hiking, off-road vehicle driving (ATV, OTV), horseback riding, motor biking, bicycling, hunting (AGFD Unit 34A), birding, camping, caving, picnicking, photographing, star gazing, rock collecting, fishing, sight-seeing, hang gliding, geocaching, orienteering, scenic driving, and solitude).

· There may be direct loss of portions of established/designated hiking and biking trails (i.e., Arizona Trail Passage 5 and 6, SAMBA trails)


· Loss of access to Box Canyon hang gliding launch sites


· Loss of recreational opportunities associated with Barrel Canyon, Gardner Canyon, Davidson Canyon, and Sonoita Creek


· Reduction in public safety


· Permanent alteration of the recreation setting/landscape of the area.

· Cumulative loss and alteration of natural public lands for recreation in southeastern Arizona.

		· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area including Scenic route SR 83

· Increased visitation to other locations resulting from displacement of use in and around the project area.

· Increased conflicts among special use permittees.

· Cumulative impact of loss of recreation opportunity from development may result in distribution to already overcrowded places elsewhere in region.





		Operation-related modification of visual resources, recreation settings, air, noise, light, soil, and water resources (e.g., contamination, lighting, blasting, vehicles, human presence) that may result in impacts to the following areas:

· Dispersed recreation sites surrounding the project area


· Campgrounds and Picnic Areas: Bog Springs, Madera Canyon, Mt. Wrightson, Whitehouse


· USFS Scenic Roads (Box Canyon Road [FR 62], Madera Canyon/Madera Nature Trail #88, Mt. Hopkins Road [FR 184])

		Magnitude:  Information on magnitude (amount) of each element (noise, blasting, water use, airborne particulates) to reach surrounding areas will be determined; awaiting further studies.


Extent: Extent of disturbance from air quality and noise will largely be dependent on wind strength and direction.  Extent of light, soil and water resources will be determined awaiting further studies.  Trails within Nogales Ranger District with potential to be impacted include the Arizona Trail, FS Trails 219, 221, 222, 223, 223A, 224, 225, 228, 233, 235, 237A, 243, 246A, 247, 248, 251, 252, 258B, and any other undesignated trails in area surrounding the project.

Duration: 


· Construction:  Project construction will initiate disturbance with disturbance continuing throughout operations. Approximately 2 years.


· Operation:  Disturbance from operations activities will be heaviest and remain constant throughout the operation phase. Approximately 20 years


· Closure: Reduced regional and local disturbance; continuing disturbance from reclamation implementation activities.


 Approximately 2 years.


· Post-closure:  Upon completion of reclamation, efforts to restore the pre-existing conditions of air, noise, light, soil, and water resources would be implemented.

		· Diminished or loss of recreational values and quality (e.g., remoteness, rural setting, quiet and solitude) in region 

· Diminished or loss of recreational values associated with nearby hiking and biking trails


· Permanent change in recreation setting (landscape) post-closure

· Reduction in public safety

· Diminished or loss of recreational values associated with Madera Canyon, Florida Canyon, Santa Rita Lodge, Mt. Wrightson Wilderness Area, Patagonia-Sonoita Creek Preserve, Appleton-Whittell National Audubon Research Ranch, Las Cienegas National Conservation Area, Multiple Mirror and Whipple Observatories



		· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area and Scenic route SR 83

· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with local wineries including Callaghan Vineyards, Sonoita Vineyards, and Village of Elgin Wine Companies


· Cumulative impact of loss of recreation opportunity from development may result in displacement of use to already overcrowded places elsewhere in region

· Cumulative impact of the continued loss/alteration of natural landscapes and outdoor recreation settings for recreation in southeastern Arizona



		Units to Measure Change: 


(measures here will be used to quantify effects and applicable thresholds of concern, if they exist, during analysis)

· Acres of recreation opportunity lost and/or effected

· Acres of change in ROS settings

· Miles and number of designated trails lost or rerouted (e.g., Arizona Trail)


· Miles and number of recreation access roads closed


· Number of trailheads lost or modified


· Estimated revenue lost from reduced tourism


· Hunting permits/opportunities modified or lost 

· Number and type of hazardous sites accessible by recreation users











From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; mbidwell@swca.com; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine - Add'l info on Land Sculpting
Date: 09/25/2009 06:52 AM

Some examples from Francisco, the new R3 Director of Recreation.

Salek:  Bev gave me a copy of the book that is referenced below ("Landforming"). 
I've thumbed through all of it and read many sections.  It focuses on hydrology and
visual quality.  You might want to read it too.  Stop by if you'd like to borrow it.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 09/25/2009 06:47 AM -----

Francisco
Valenzuela/WO/USDAFS

09/24/2009 04:14 PM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Rosemont Mine - Add'l info on Land Sculpting

I did talk to him and we are on the same page but maybe I'm a bit more out
there.    below are some items that may interest you.  We are still working on some
simulations

SAN JUAN COAL COMPANY RECEIVES “BEST OF THE BEST"
NATIONAL AWARD FOR RECLAMATION AT SAN JUAN MINE 

Aerial view of completed reclamation grading at San Juan mine.
Source: MMD

San Juan Coal Company, a subsidiary of BHP Billiton, received a national
award from the Office of Surface Mining for their outstanding reclamation
efforts at the San Juan Mine outside Farmington. The award was presented by
Secretary of the Interior Gale Norton at the MINExpo International mining
trade show held in Las Vegas in late September. San Juan was recognized for
its outstanding work in implementing innovative regrading techniques and
channel design in the Cottonwood Pit reclamation at the San Juan Mine. 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/7DE7B658BF5AE5890725763A0065FDCC
http://www.emnrd.state.nm.us/MMD/MMDNotes/fullsize/SanJuanregrade.jpg


The Office of Surface Mining presented eight National Awards this year
and the San Juan Mine was identified as the best of those award winners. OSM
recognized the team responsible for the innovative regrading for their
“foresight, initiative, and creative implementation, attributes that make them a
model in both the coal industry and government regulatory environment.”
Team members include Larry Tsosie, Equipment Operator; Collette Brown,
Environmental Specialist; Nicholas Bugosh, Senior Hydrologist; Tim Ramsey,
Senior Reclamation Specialist; Jim Luther, Environmental Coordinator; and
Gary Lindsdale, Mine Manager. 

In the awards presentation, OSM noted that the “grading techniques and
channel design used at the San Juan Mine have represented the most
innovative reclamation technology that has been developed for western coal
mining during the past 25 years. Slopes have been created with the same
characteristics as the undisturbed lands. San Juan used a design process based
on fluvial geomorphic principles, so the reclaimed topography is more stable,
diverse and resistant to damage from flash flooding than traditional reclaimed
land in this arid environment.”

Trapper Mine Reclamation Attracts Wildlife, wins praise
October 3, 2002 - 9:42 AM
Nature's comeback

Trapper Mine reclamation attracts wildlife, wins praise 
By Steve Raabe, Denver Post Business Writer

Tuesday, November 12, 2002 
CRAIG - A threatened bird species has found a comfortable home at a northwest Colorado coal mine, leading

to a prestigious reclamation award.

http://www.osmre.gov/


AFTER: The Trapper Mine project after grasses and shrubs were established.
The Trapper Mine near Craig recently was named the nation's third-best mine reclamation in the past 25
years by the Department of Interior.
Not only has the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse thrived on Trapper's reclaimed land, but large herds of elk,
deer and antelope graze on grassy hillsides where coal once was strip mined.
Even environmentalists, often foes of the coal industry, have expressed admiration.
"We have been watching their operation and I must say we're impressed," said Steve Smith, a Colorado-
based Sierra Club official. "They have been very creative and very responsive to the regulations in place."
The Trapper Mine employs a meticulous process of saving excavated rock and top soil, using it to refill
valleys and pits left by coal mining, and then seeding the reclaimed swaths with a variety of plants and
grasses.
Mining and reclamation operate on a continuous cycle, with reclamation specialists moving in after each
section of coal is mined.
About 3,000 acres of the 10,000-
acre mine have been reclaimed. The mine has enough coal to operate at least until  2014.
Areas that were first mined when operations began in 1977 are now mature reclaimed landscapes that
support elk, deer, antelope, birds and numerous other species.
The reclaimed sections are so rife with wildlife that Trapper's environmental manager, Forrest Luke, recently
drove his pickup truck less than a half-mile from his office before encountering a herd of about 100 elk and a
handful of pronghorn antelope.
"We're kind of proud of the fact that a lot of wildlife managers were concerned there would be no wildlife
(after mining), and now we've proved pretty conclusively that didn't happen," Luke said.
A series of studies undertaken by the mine and the Colorado Division of Wildlife give credence to Luke's
claim.
Winter surveys of elk population on 35,300 acres that include the mine and surrounding properties show



more than a tenfold increase from the mid-1970s, before mining started, to a recent count completed last
year.
Mule deer populations have remained steady before and during mining. No antelope were discovered in a
pre-mining survey; the recent count showed 43 antelope.
Perhaps the mine's most notable wildlife recovery effort is the return of the sharp-tailed grouse.
Once one of the most abundant game birds in North America, the sharp-tailed grouse in recent decades has
lost more than 80 percent of its Western habitat to encroachment from farming, livestock overgrazing and
non-native vegetation.
But the grouse has found reclaimed mine land to be a choice location.
A survey last year showed grouse on reclaimed property had higher annual survival rates and better fertility
rates than grouse on native habitat outside the mine property.
"That's been a real success story," Luke said. "They're flourishing on our reclaimed mine lands."
The award from the Interior Department's Office of Surface Mining was open to mines that previously had
won an annual national reclamation award during the past 25 years. Trapper won the award in 1991.
Stuart Sanderson, president of the Colorado Mining Association, noted that several other Colorado coal mine
operators have won state or federal reclamation awards, including Colorado Yampa Coal Co., Kennecott
Energy, Western Fuels and Seneca Coal.
Trapper produces about 2 million tons of coal per year, all of which is sold to an adjacent power plant
operated by Tri-State Generation. The mine's coal generates power for about 500,000 homes in Colorado
and several other Western states.
Jim Evans, executive director of the Associated Governments of Northwest Colorado, said his agency
became involved in the mine's reclamation several years ago when the Office of Surface Mining directed the
mine to replant more of the native sagebrush that dominates the high plateaus of northwest Colorado.
Evans' group and the mine preferred fewer shrubs, and more grasslands that would feed wildlife. A
compromise resulted in the mine planting "islands" of shrubs to provide shelter for animals, with the
remaining land planted with grasses.
"It's like a smorgasbord of better grass varieties there," Evans said. "It's better than the native grass. They
have made that land more productive for wildlife than it ever was before."

www.denverpost.com 

  

While the field of landscape architecture in general, and several
individual designers in particular, have been positively influenced
by environmental artists such as Herbert Bayer, no other
individual’s work stands out more than that of George Hargreaves
and his firm, Hargreaves Associates. While Hargreaves
acknowledges the tremendous influence of Robert Smithson and
others on his work, he is also familiar with Bayer’s work in Aspen
and Mill Creek Canyon. Hargreaves’ early work such as
Candlestick Park in San Francisco, Fiddler’s Green Amphitheater
in Denver, and Guadalupe River Park in San Jose, California
exemplify his propensity to push the boundaries of topographic
manipulation unlike any other landscape architect. His belief that
simple, bold geometries are much more legible in the landscape
led to his prolific use of landform to produce a large body of work
in the past 25 years.

http://www.denverpost.com/


5
Hargreaves’ Guadalupe River Park is similar to Mill Creek Canyon
Earthworks in many ways. Both were created as a reaction to an
engineered stormwater facility, both sought to provide the same
function as the original design but in a more creative way, both
designers hoped to engage the user with ecological processes,
and both Hargreaves and Bayer embraced the public process as a
means to bring the future users along on a journey of
understanding that would result in their long term support. The
one major difference was Hargreaves’ desire for his design to
accommodate ecological process over time as a way to
continually modify the landscape; his open composition began
with static forms that would eventually evolve into something
perhaps completely different. It is not as clear, however, if Bayer
expected or desired the evolution of the Mill Creek Canyon
landforms over time by the movement of stormwater through
them.

The issue at hand was not whether reclamation should be done, but how it was to be
done. The standard requirements for this process, although "ecologically" sound, are
often accomplished in visually substandard ways: mining companies may fulfill
reclamation regulations, yet the end results are often unsightly, awkward, and
underutilized. These "reclaimed landscapes" often remain isolated from their adjacent
landscapes and are visual eyesores. The continued visual poverty of these landscapes
also discourages reuse or reintegration of the land for social uses. 

The legal requirements and guidelines for the reclamation process are quantitative in
nature. They spell out a specific number of trees per square foot, angle of slope,
minimum areas of ground cover, water treatment standards, etc. Because of the
difficulty in setting visual standards or a general lack of expectation for reclaimed sites



by the public, almost all reclamation is done through engineering forms where there are
relatively few professionals who focus on visual or qualitative issues. The reclamation
process is focused on the quantitative issues of repair or the technical aspects of
rebalancing a natural ecology, but holds no requirements that these repairs be done so
that the result is a visually attractive or sympathetic landscape. 

The results of most reclamation efforts, whether it be the capping of landfills or
regrading and planting of abandoned mines, is mundane and perfunctory. Most often,
these sites remain strange and awkward lumps, veneered with a thick skin of grass.
Transformed to a degree, they remain visual and cultural wastelands. 

Landforming: An Environmental Approach
To Hillside Development, Mine Reclamation
And Watershed Restoration
(Hardcover - 2007/08/03)
by 
Horst J. Schor
 (Author), 
Donald H. Gray
 (Author)Write a Review 

Francisco P. Valenzuela
Southwest Regional Office
Director of Recreation, Heritage & Wilderness
Office Phone: 505 842-3442, Cell Phone: 505 238-3722,  Fax: 505 842-3165, Email:
fvalenzuela@fs.fed.us
         "Our ability to reach unity in diversity will be the beauty and test of our
civilization."  -  Mahatma Gandhi

▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

09/23/2009 12:45 PM

To mbidwell@swca.com, Francisco
Valenzuela/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont Mine - Add'l info on Land Sculpting

This is what we've been talking about for months, but it's great to have some
reference materials.

Marcie:  Can you check out these websites?

http://www.flipkart.com/horst-j-schor/
http://www.flipkart.com/donald-h-gray/
http://www.flipkart.com/landforming-horst-schor-donald-gray/0471721794-1xw3fyt6ab#writereview


Francisco:  Would you like to visit with Roger?

Thanks!!

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 09/23/2009 11:34 AM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

09/23/2009 11:30 AM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Roger D Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Reclamation Issues

Debbie, FYI for visuals.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 09/23/2009 11:29 AM -----

Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS 

09/23/2009 11:14 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Reclamation Issues

FYI. I'm still plying my BLM cronies for more information. Stay tuned.

Water will NOT stay in lateral drainages for long. It want to and will eventually go
directly down gradient, leaving the drop structures without input.

Roger D. Congdon, PhD
Hydrogeologist
USDA Forest Service
333 Broadway Blvd SE
Albuquerque, NM 87102
(505)842-3835
FAX: (505)842-3152
----- Forwarded by Roger D Congdon/R3/USDAFS on 09/23/2009 12:11 PM -----

David R



Williams/MTSO/MT/BLM/DOI@BLM 

09/23/2009 11:36 AM

To Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Matt Shumaker/NTC/BLM/DOI@BLM

Subject Reclamation Issues

Here's what is in the Draft Reclamation Handbook:

9.2.1 NATURAL REGRADE

A developing alternative to the terraces, lifts and diversion discussed above is
called geomorphic design or “natural regrade”.  This process uses a computer
program to design an artificial topography based on fluvial geomorphic
principles appropriate for the specific site conditions and materials.  The use of
GPS instrumented earthmoving equipment linked to the reclamation landform
design helps to maximize the efficiency of handling materials and limit
“double handling” to the extent practical.  This reclamation technique can
provide a much more natural appearing and functioning reclaimed landscape. 
This can help to provide diverse habitats and plant communities which aid in
establishing sustainable reclamation.  In some cases the use of this technology
has resulted in significant cost savings when compared with traditional
reclamation techniques. Another potential advantage is a savings in long term
maintenance costs.  Mines utilizing this technology have experienced
significant rainfall events with limited repair costs compared to the traditional
reclamation techniques.

And the newest reference...I thought I could send you the entire pdf,
but I can't...

Priyashantha, S.,Ayres, B.,O'Kane, M.,Fawcett,M. 2009 Assessment of
Concave and Linear Hillslopes for Post-Mining Landscapes. 8th ICARD,
Skelleftea, Sweden

I've put a hard copy in the mail...

and a relevant contact and websites...
http://www.geofluv.com/home.html  and 
http://www.carlsonsw.com/20041004.htm   Nick Bugosh is the contact
and he comes up as the contact on the Geofluve website...

As I mentioned, in Montana the position of the BLM and Montana DEQ is this
technology is sufficiently advanced that it constitutes Best Management Practice and
would be required absent a good reason why not to do it....

Dave

R. David Williams  Geologist 
Bureau of Land Management
106 North Parkmont
Butte, MT 59701



Phone 406 533 7655, Cell 406 498 9615
Fax 406 533 7660



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine - Information Needs
Date: 11/18/2009 12:11 PM

Bev:  I just spoke with Tom Furgason about a couple of things, and I mentioned
that Horst will need these 3 items (see next message).  Tom thought that you might
have this data, and if not, he thinks Rosemont should be able to provide it.  Do you
have this stuff?  Or can you ask Kathy to provide it?  We will need it before Dec 9. 
Thanks.  Debby

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 11/18/2009 12:07 PM -----

"Horst"
<hjschor@jps.net> 

11/16/2009 07:17 PM

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

cc

Subject RE: Rosemont Mine - Information Needs

Debby,

 
At this point in time I have all the information I need prior to our upcoming meetings.  Whatever
Deb can find I will look at when I am there on my fact finding mission.

 
The most important documents I will need at that time is in large scale:

 
1.      The topographic map (or maps) of the area to be mined and some of the surrounding
topo – in particular downstream
2.      An aerial photo to the same scale as the topo map
3.      The grading plan for the proposed mine tailings/overburden structure (same scale)

 
The first two I need to familiarize myself with the geomorphology of the area in question to
understand what is there now, the third one to better understand how the current mine plans impact
that geomorphology.

 
I am sure that Rosemont has had the entire area flown and has detailed, large scale
(1:100/1:200/1:400 scale?) topographic maps and photos prepared in order to do their exploration
and mine plans.  So they should all be available from them. We should not have to buy any maps
or photos.

 
The hydrology impacts I would like to discuss with your hydrologist and the geotechnical data I
should be able to find out from Tetra Tech if I can meet with these folks.  I would prefer to meet

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


with each specialty group separately rather than in one mass meeting where one cannot focus in
depth on a given issue and it just ties up everybody else’s time.

 
The first such meeting should be with your agency and probably SWCA.

 
Horst

 
From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2009 7:57 AM
To: hjschor@jps.net
Subject: Rosemont Mine - Information Needs

 

Horst, 

We want to ensure that you have all the materials you requested to get familiar with
the site and the proposed mine.  As you know, many items are available on the web
at http://www.rosemonteis.us/ 

Please read Bev's message below, and let me know what else you need before your
first visit.  Bev will hopefully provide additional information about aerial photos. 

The vast majority of public comments have been against the mine.  We have reports
of public comments for each resource/issue if you'd like to review them.  There is a
report for visual quality. 

Of course, we will provide an overview of the project on your first day here. 

Thanks! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 11/16/2009 08:38 AM ----- 

http://www.rosemonteis.us/


Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 

11/13/2009 01:28 PM 
To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject information for Horst

 

Hi Deb, 

Per our discussion just now, I understand that there are several things that Horst has
asked for relative to his visit to Tucson and understanding of the project and you're
not sure how to respond to the request.  Here are some suggestions, in italics. 

Information requested includes the following: 

Maps of the existing topography and hydrology, aerial photos, mine grading and
drainage plans and proposals, available geologic and soils maps and any
geotechnical reports and findings, EIS documents and anything else that would help
him formulate a picture of the situation and to arrive at possible alternative approach
concepts to it.  Refer him to MPO and technical reports available at Rosemont's
website and on ours for most of this information.  You can give him a list of quads that
cover the project area, and let him purchase what he needs.  As for aerial photos,
there is an R.O. specialist who knows where these can be purchased, and which
ones he will need...I'll see if I can find this information for you, as I helped one of
Rosemont's consultants find the info several months ago. 

Also: 

1.        A brief  history of events that led to the current stage (project area has a long
history of mineral exploration and small scale mining, with interest in the Rosemont or
deposit by large mining companies beginning in the 1960s; Rosmont's MPO was
submitted in July 2007, and EIS analysis begun in March 2008. 

2.        The mine proponent’s position regarding his proposal (what does he mean by
this? Do we need to ask him to contact the company?) 



3.        A summary of the various inputs both pro and con that have been received so
far - summarize for him and refer him to public comments on the website 

4.        The local, regional, state and federal agency positions and politics of this
proposed project -  refer him to public comments on the websit and to the list of
cooperating agencies that are involved.  May want to explain our lack of discretion on
the No Action alternative. 

I'll get you a list of the cooperating agencies. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert
Date: 10/21/2009 12:18 PM
Attachments: Biography-Resume for Rosemont Copper Project in Arizona.doc

Draft proposal for Rosemont Copper Project in Arizona.doc

Can you provide an answer to this question?

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 10/21/2009 12:18 PM -----

Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS

10/13/2009 11:10 AM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Francisco
Valenzuela/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Cordts/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert

 An assessment (costing $7500), could provide a  useful comparison with what the
company proposes for landform shaping as part of reclamation in their mitigated
POA.   That seems like a reasonable expenditure, does our MOU allow spending
Rosemont $ for that?.   We might want a follow-up cost estimate that addresses all
alternatives.  Then the challenge becomes, who pays for that.  
(I added Bob Cordts to the mailing list, representing minerals.)    

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

10/13/2009 07:35 AM

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Francisco
Valenzuela/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/875BF93BCB3A05AA072578420002938B



       



    HORST J. SCHOR
      


      RESUME/BIOGRAPHY

Mr. Schor’s professional career spans more than 30 years and has included civil engineering and land planning for, and the management of the development of large scale hillside mixed use Planned Communities in southern California, i.e. Anaheim Hills  4,300 acres and Talega, 3,000 acres both in the County of Orange.  During this time he developed his Landform Grading and Revegetation Concept to replicate natural slope and landforms as a means to mitigate for natural topography and landscape destroyed by human activities or natural processes.

Since 1991 he has been an independent consultant to private and public entities specializing in Land Development Projects and in Landform/Geomorphic Creation or Restoration Projects for various private clients and public entities, such as The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, The United States Environmental Protection Agency, Syncrude Oil of Alberta, Canada, the State of Kentucky EPA, the Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy, the State of New Mexico Land Office, Chevron Mining Corporation and the Navajo EPA Water Quality Division.

In 1999 he was appointed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency to a six member panel of experts as a landform/geomorphic restoration specialist to develop improvements in the mining reclamation process in the mountain top removal/valley fill of coal mining in the Appalachian Mountains. He also participated in numerous forums conducted by OSM (Office of Surface Mining), EPA, Mining Engineers Panels, and others.

He has provided mine reclamation consulting in diverse locations including the oil sands operations at Fort McMurray in Northern Alberta, Canada, coal mining in the Appalachian Mountains and on the Navajo Reservation, and most recently, in northern New Mexico on a large molybdenum mine.


He holds degrees in Civil Engineering and Land Surveying and in Geography with a specialization in Urban Planning.  He is a member of the American Society of Civil Engineers.

Articles on his “Landform Grading and Revegetation” concept have been published by the American Society of Civil Engineers Geotechnical Journal, the Urban Land Institute, Landscape Architect and Specifier News, the Los Angeles Times and others.  He has also received an Award of Merit from the American Planning Association for his concepts.


Mr. Schor has regularly presented his concepts as a guest lecturer at the University of Wisconsin College of Engineering, the University of California at Irvine and also, at the invitation of the University of Dresden’s, (Germany) School of Landscape Architecture.

In 2007 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. published his book entitled “Landforming; an Environmental Approach to Hillside Development, Mine Reclamation and Watershed Restoration.”



       H.J. SCHOR CONSULTING  (  626 N. PIONEER DR. (  ANAHEIM, CA. 92805  ( (714)778-3767  (  FAX: (714) 778-1656  ( E-mail:  hjschor@jps.net




HORST J. SCHOR
DRAFT PROPOSAL FOR INITIAL CONSULTING ASSIGNMENT
ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT

October 12, 2009

Three day trip to Tucson and the project site consisting of:

1. First day – am flight in - pm introductory meeting and initial review of plans and documents.


2. Second day – all day office meetings and field trip to site.


3. Third day – am follow up meetings and discussions, pm return flight

While there, I would like to review any full size plans available including maps of the existing topography and hydrology, aerial photos, mine grading and drainage plans and proposals, available geologic and soils maps and any geotechnical reports and findings, EIS documents as well as anything else that would help me formulate a picture of the situation and to arrive at possible alternative approach concepts to it.

I would to also like to be informed of the following:

1. A brief  history of events that led to the current stage 

2. The mine proponent’s position regarding his proposal


3. A summary of the various inputs both pro and con that have been received so far

4. The local, regional, state and federal agency positions and politics of this proposed project

I am estimating the cost to be as follows:

Three days consulting: 3 days x 8 hours x $250/hr = $6,000


Travel expenses …………………………. ……… =$1,500

Total estimated proposal…………………………..=$7,500

The travel expense estimate is based upon a round trip flight from Orange County to Tucson, two nights accommodation in Tucson, three days car rental and gas, three days meals.


       626 N. PIONEER DR. (  ANAHEIM, CA. 92805  (  (714)778-3767  (  FAX: (714) 778-1656  (  E-mail:  hjschor@jps.net






I learned of Horst Schor after reading his book "Landforming", which describes how
to re-contour man-made landscapes to restore natural hydrology and mimic the
surrounding landscape.

Last week I called him to discuss whether he might be able to help with the
Rosemont project.  He has a consulting business which specializes in geomorphic
restoration and revegetation, and he told me that his personal mission in life is to
"scar up less of the earth's surface."  He has 30 years experience in this work, his
background includes civil engineering, environmental studies, geotech, and urban
planning.  He's worked on hard rock mines, including a molybdenum mine in New
Mexico with 1000' high tailings dumps.  He's worked with numerous government
agencies, the EPA, the public, and others.

He has a truly unique set of skills, and I recommend that we get him involved in
Rosemont immediately.  The land forms associated with Rosemont are an integral
part of the alternatives that will be fleshed out soon, so his input would be timely. 
Landform shaping is not mitigation; it effect the footprints of alternatives, hydrology,
how tailings would be placed, etc. 

It is clear that the Forest Service, SWCA, and Rosemont do not have the skills
necessary to do this type of work.  We need help.

I asked Horst to provide a resume and a proposal for an initial visit to Tucson and
the project site.  See his message and attachments below.

How can we make this happen?

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 10/13/2009 06:57 AM -----

"Horst"
<hjschor@jps.net> 

10/12/2009 08:34 AM

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

cc

Subject Rosemont Copper Project

Dear Debby,

 
I have reviewed some of the essential components of the data concerning the above referenced
project you submitted to me and have the following general observations to make:

 
It is obvious that the proposal as outlined will represent a radical and permanent alteration of the
of the entire gemorphology, hydrology and vegetative cover of the area – all of which  will of
course have a direct impact on the visual quality.  Not only will the site that is directly impacted by
the massive, proposed fill structure be effected, but also the surrounding landscape, in particular
the land downstream.



 
Diversions and concentration of flows in large (hardened?) channels will destroy the surrounding
downstream runoff patterns thereby damaging the plant life it once supported.  This is particularly
critical in sparse rainfall regimes such as yours.

 
The proposed monolithic dump structure is clearly devoid of any natural topographic features or
natural analogs characteristic of the local landscape and purely designed for efficient excavation,
hauling and placement.  The design plan developed appears fairly refined and advanced and
probably in the mind of the future operator meets his ultimate business plan.

 
Because of the magnitude of this proposal the challenge will clearly be how to develop a more
environmentally responsible and responsive reclamation and restoration plan that will also meet the
operational needs of the mine proponent.

 
However – if there is the will - there is also a way.  An “engineered” fill structure with all the
characteristics of the conventional, traditional approach to reclamation design is neither the best
nor the only alternative available in today’s world.  Short term efficiency must be weighed against
long term impact and performance.

 
I am of the belief that future generations deserve better from us and that we have a responsibility
to leave a more environmentally concerned legacy behind after we extract the “valuables” from the
earth.

 
Debby, attached you will find my Resume/Biography and the Draft Proposal.

 
Please do call me after you have reviewed this and let me know if there are any questions.

 
Best regards,

 
Horst

 



Thank you!!! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Larry Jones
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine ? Compensatory Lands
Date: 12/15/2009 11:07 AM

Yikes.  I guess I don't know enough about this issue.  All we're currently doing is
brainstorming ideas, and Rosemont was invited to our first meeting and is welcome
at future meetings. 

Perhaps I am not the right person to be involved in this.  I'll gladly help with creating
the initial map of ideas, and will attend the January 12 meeting, but after that, I'd
like advice on who should take the reins.  I have plenty of other things to focus on.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 12/15/2009 11:01 AM -----

jsturgess@augustaresource.com 

12/15/2009 10:11 AM
Please respond to

jsturgess@augustaresource.com

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>,
"Kathy Arnold ROSEMONT"
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Mindee
D Roth em" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Beverley A Everson email"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "SARAH STRUNK"
<SSTRUNK@FCLAW.com>, "gordon
Chenae" <gcheniae@cox.net>

Subject Re: Rosemont Mine ? Compensatory Lands

Dec 15 2009All:This issue is far too complex and sensititve to "discuss" on informal
emails.From the comments below, it appears predecisional at worst, presumptive at least, and
premature at best.There will be several million dollars of mitigation concepts, one of which
may include mitigation lands or conservation easements.The term "compensatory lands"is a
legal term with several connotations and precedents.Applicability of this term to mine plan
operations review and NEPA is somewhat troubling to me.As of dec 15 2009, we are not
there.Please include me on all communications related to impact mitigation and impact
"Compensation".Jamie Sturgess

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: Debby Kriegel <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
Date: Tue, 15 Dec 2009 09:37:26 -0700
To: Kathy Arnold<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>; Melinda D Roth<mroth@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Beverley Everson<beverson@fs.fed.us>; Jamie
Sturgess<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>; Debby Kriegel<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine ? Compensatory Lands

I agree with Kathy that I may not be the appropriate person to make this
presentation.  It would be great if Rosemont would make a brief presentation at the

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


January 12 meeting. 

I don't quite understand why it isn't a good time to discuss this.  We are starting to
generate lists of mitigation, and this is one possible mitigation measure.  It's going
to take some time and effort to gather all the ideas for compensatory lands, and
since this EIS process is moving along quickly, this process needs to move forward
at a similar pace.  If we know what all the options for compensatory lands are, we'll
be ready to make some recommendations once alternatives are finalized and
analysis is farther along. 

However, if this is a problem, we can wait.  As long as Rosemont is ready with this
information when it's needed, they can present it then. 

Thanks! 

Debby 

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

12/15/2009 08:33 AM 
To Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, Jamie Sturgess

<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 
cc Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel

<dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
Subject Re: Rosemont Mine ? Compensatory Lands

Mindee - 
This is part of what we will discuss on Monday but I am not certain that Debby is the
appropriate person to be making a presentation regarding this information (and to be
honest, I question if it is even appropriate to discuss at this time with the cooperators
when we don’t know what all of the alternatives are and the impacts have not been
analyzed by the forest.)  It is going to be complex and involve a number of competing
interests and agencies and I believe that Rosemont should probably make that presentation
when a determination is made regarding what lands are necessary.  As to the specific land
and the details of such an agreement, we need to work that out.
Cheers!
Kathy
Katherine Ann Arnold, P.E. | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


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

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

From: Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>
Date: Tue, 15 Dec 2009 09:18:55 -0600
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Cc: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, Mindee
Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine ? Compensatory Lands

Kathy, Can you answer the questions below? Acreage figures would be nice too.  Thanks. 

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 12/15/2009 08:17 AM ----- 
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 12/15/2009 07:54 AM 

To 

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

cc 

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject 

file:////c/mroth@fs.fed.us
file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com
file:////c/beverson@fs.fed.us
file:////c/dkriegel@fs.fed.us
file:////c/mroth@fs.fed.us


Rosemont Mine – Compensatory Lands 

The Forest Service recently hosted a meeting with Cooperating Agencies to
begin discussion and brainstorming for possible off-forest lands to
compensate for the loss of resource values (wildlife habitat, recreation
opportunities, protected cultural sites, etc.)  from the Rosemont Mine.  We are
currently mapping and collecting information about possible land parcels. 

On the December 10 field trip, Jamie mentioned that RCC is proposing
conservation easements for some of their private parcels to offset lands taken
by the pit.  This could tie in nicely with other compensatory land ideas. 

I request additional information about what RCC proposes, including: 

1.  Which parcels?  A GIS shapefile would be ideal. 
2.  Who would manage the lands?  Would the parcels continue to be private? 
Or would the land be donated to the Forest Service? 

3.  Specifically what conservation easement language would is proposed? 

If this information can be provided by January 4, I will be able to present it at
the next Cooperating Agency meeting. 

Thanks. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Richard A Gerhart
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting (Aug 5)
Date: 07/14/2009 11:41 AM

It was suggested today that BLM and Corp of Engineers could be involved in this
and future meetings, as their related Rosemont decisions will also require FWS
consultation.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 07/14/2009 11:39 AM -----

Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov 

07/14/2009 11:03 AM

To Richard A Gerhart <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>

cc beverson@fs.fed.us,
blindenlaub@westlandresources.com, "Debbie
Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas"
<Jason_douglas@fws.gov>,
jsturgess@augustaresource.com,
JWindes@azgfd.gov, "Ken Kertell"
<kkertell@swca.com>, "Larry Jones"
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, mroth@fs.fed.us, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting (Aug
5)

Aug 5 works for Jason and me.  Our conference room is available.  What time
should we meet? 

Sherry Barrett
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
201 N. Bonita, Suite 141
Tucson, AZ 85745
Phone: 520.670.6150 ext 223
Fax:  520.670.6155 

Richard A Gerhart
<rgerhart@fs.fed.us> 

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 
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07/13/2009 03:09 PM cc beverson@fs.fed.us, blindenlaub@westlandresources.com, "Debbie Sebesta"
<dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas" <Jason_douglas@fws.gov>,
jsturgess@augustaresource.com, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>, "Larry Jones"
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, mroth@fs.fed.us, Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, JWindes@azgfd.gov 

Subject RE: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

Having now returned from out of town, I see the email string ended with a
suggestion for August 5th. Do we have consensus on that? 

Sherry, Jason: Is your conference room available for either the 4th or 5th? 

Rick 

Richard A. Gerhart
Wildlife, Fish and Rare Plants Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress
Tucson AZ  85701
(520) 388-8374
rgerhart@fs.fed.us

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

07/08/2009 08:25 PM 
To <Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov> 
cc "Debbie Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas"

<Jason_douglas@fws.gov>, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>, "Larry Jones"
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>, <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, <tciapusci@fs.fed.us> 

Subject RE: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

Sherry, 
 
August 5th would also work for Rosemont Copper Company if that works for the rest



of the group. 
 
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
(520) 325-9194 office 
(520) 820-5178 cell 

From: Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov [mailto:Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov]
Sent: Wed 7/8/2009 3:53 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Debbie Sebesta; Jason M. Douglas; Ken Kertell; Larry Jones; rgerhart@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

I'll be in Belgium (from Aug 6-Aug 18). 

Sherry Barrett
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
201 N. Bonita, Suite 141
Tucson, AZ 85745
Phone: 520.670.6150 ext 223
Fax:  520.670.6155 
tfurgason@swca.com 

07/08/2009 03:43 PM 

Please respond to
tfurgason@swca.com

To Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com> 
cc "Debbie Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas"

<Jason_douglas@fws.gov>, "Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, rgerhart@fs.fed.us 
Subject Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

Sherry,

Rosemont Copper has requested to be present at this meeting. The best date for them would
be August 6. Could we look at this date instead of the 4th?

Tom Furgason
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants 



Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry 

From: Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov
Date: Wed, 8 Jul 2009 11:45:17 -0700
To: Ken Kertell<kkertell@swca.com>
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting 

How about if we shoot for Aug 4?

Sherry Barrett
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
201 N. Bonita, Suite 141
Tucson, AZ 85745
Phone: 520.670.6150 ext 223
Fax:  520.670.6155 
"Ken Kertell"
<kkertell@swca.com> 

07/08/2009 08:53 AM 
To "Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>,

<rgerhart@fs.fed.us> 
cc <Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov>, <Jason_Douglas@fws.gov>, "Tom Furgason"

<tfurgason@swca.com> 
Subject Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

I am available on August 3, 4, or 5. Also, I am finishing a revised draft BA based on
my initial attempt to define the action area for the project. Included are aquatic and
riparian-obligate species along lower Cienega Creek from the confluence of
Davidison Canyon to the Pantano Bridge.

Ken Kertell
Senior Scientist/Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 W. Franklin Street



Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 phone
(520) 325-2033 fax 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Richard A Gerhart
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting (Aug 5)
Date: 07/14/2009 11:41 AM

It was suggested today that BLM and Corp of Engineers could be involved in this
and future meetings, as their related Rosemont decisions will also require FWS
consultation.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 07/14/2009 11:39 AM -----

Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov 

07/14/2009 11:03 AM

To Richard A Gerhart <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>

cc beverson@fs.fed.us,
blindenlaub@westlandresources.com, "Debbie
Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas"
<Jason_douglas@fws.gov>,
jsturgess@augustaresource.com,
JWindes@azgfd.gov, "Ken Kertell"
<kkertell@swca.com>, "Larry Jones"
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, mroth@fs.fed.us, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting (Aug
5)

Aug 5 works for Jason and me.  Our conference room is available.  What time
should we meet? 

Sherry Barrett
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
201 N. Bonita, Suite 141
Tucson, AZ 85745
Phone: 520.670.6150 ext 223
Fax:  520.670.6155 

Richard A Gerhart
<rgerhart@fs.fed.us> 

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 
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07/13/2009 03:09 PM cc beverson@fs.fed.us, blindenlaub@westlandresources.com, "Debbie Sebesta"
<dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas" <Jason_douglas@fws.gov>,
jsturgess@augustaresource.com, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>, "Larry Jones"
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, mroth@fs.fed.us, Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, JWindes@azgfd.gov 

Subject RE: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

Having now returned from out of town, I see the email string ended with a
suggestion for August 5th. Do we have consensus on that? 

Sherry, Jason: Is your conference room available for either the 4th or 5th? 

Rick 

Richard A. Gerhart
Wildlife, Fish and Rare Plants Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress
Tucson AZ  85701
(520) 388-8374
rgerhart@fs.fed.us

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

07/08/2009 08:25 PM 
To <Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov> 
cc "Debbie Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas"

<Jason_douglas@fws.gov>, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>, "Larry Jones"
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>, <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, <tciapusci@fs.fed.us> 

Subject RE: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

Sherry, 
 
August 5th would also work for Rosemont Copper Company if that works for the rest



of the group. 
 
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
(520) 325-9194 office 
(520) 820-5178 cell 

From: Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov [mailto:Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov]
Sent: Wed 7/8/2009 3:53 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Debbie Sebesta; Jason M. Douglas; Ken Kertell; Larry Jones; rgerhart@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

I'll be in Belgium (from Aug 6-Aug 18). 

Sherry Barrett
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
201 N. Bonita, Suite 141
Tucson, AZ 85745
Phone: 520.670.6150 ext 223
Fax:  520.670.6155 
tfurgason@swca.com 

07/08/2009 03:43 PM 

Please respond to
tfurgason@swca.com

To Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com> 
cc "Debbie Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas"

<Jason_douglas@fws.gov>, "Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, rgerhart@fs.fed.us 
Subject Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

Sherry,

Rosemont Copper has requested to be present at this meeting. The best date for them would
be August 6. Could we look at this date instead of the 4th?

Tom Furgason
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants 



Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry 

From: Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov
Date: Wed, 8 Jul 2009 11:45:17 -0700
To: Ken Kertell<kkertell@swca.com>
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting 

How about if we shoot for Aug 4?

Sherry Barrett
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
201 N. Bonita, Suite 141
Tucson, AZ 85745
Phone: 520.670.6150 ext 223
Fax:  520.670.6155 
"Ken Kertell"
<kkertell@swca.com> 

07/08/2009 08:53 AM 
To "Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>,

<rgerhart@fs.fed.us> 
cc <Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov>, <Jason_Douglas@fws.gov>, "Tom Furgason"

<tfurgason@swca.com> 
Subject Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

I am available on August 3, 4, or 5. Also, I am finishing a revised draft BA based on
my initial attempt to define the action area for the project. Included are aquatic and
riparian-obligate species along lower Cienega Creek from the confluence of
Davidison Canyon to the Pantano Bridge.

Ken Kertell
Senior Scientist/Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 W. Franklin Street



Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 phone
(520) 325-2033 fax 



From: Jeanine Derby
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont mine concerns
Date: 05/06/2010 02:22 PM

info for the record.

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
----- Forwarded by Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS on 05/06/2010 02:22 PM -----

William Maki
<billmaki@mac.com> 

05/06/2010 01:56 PM

To jderby@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Rosemont mine concerns

Coronado National Forest
Supervisor's Office
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
300 W. Congress St.
Tucson, AZ 85701

Dear Ms. Derby,

I am writing to express my concern about the "Rosemont" mine proposed by a Canadian
company, Augusta Resource Corporation, to be located on 700 acres on the eastern slope of
the Santa Rita mountains.  In short, the claims made by Augusta favorable to the proposed
mine, when considered in the larger economic, social, and environmental contexts, are at best
misleading.  

Company is not credible.  Augusta has never produced copper or earned income from
mining.  Their sole property, other than their Canadian office in Vancouver, B. C., is the
Rosemont site.  Given no track record, their claim that they will run a better mining operation
than other companies must be viewed critically.

No contribution to the economy.  The mine is not a boon for our state.  Rosemont promises
400 new jobs, but that number is trivial in the Arizona economy.  Tourism and outdoor
recreation account for 25 times as many jobs already in place in southern Arizona.  Because
of the social and environmental disruptions noted below, even a small loss in tourism
revenue will more than offset any revenue to southern Arizona businesses and communities
resulting from the mine.  Moreover, the infrastructure to support the mine -- power and water
lines -- will invade the Santa Rita Experimental Range and thus threaten values of adjacent
residential property.
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Negative impact on quality of life.  The mine will not be good for the quality of life in
southern Arizona.  The only way that Rosemont can operate is if they use thousands of acres
of public forest land to dump the waste that results from the mine.  The Arizona Fish and
Game Department has concluded that the mine would be a detriment to outdoor recreation
and wildlife in the area.  The plan for the mine is to run blasting and trucking operations
round-the-clock.  Normal traffic on scenic Highway 83 will be disrupted.  The amount of
water to service the mine that is pumped from the aquifer that supplies towns like Sahuarita is
enough to supply 12,000 households.  The Rosemont promise to replace that water from the
Central Arizona Project is suspect; CAP water is itself in short supply.  

After having weighed the claimed short-term benefits against the projected long-term costs of
the mine, I join with the many southern Arizona government bodies, citizen groups, and
businesses in opposing the Rosemont mine.  

I hope that the Coronado National Forest will reject Rosemont's claims to use of public land
and issue "no action."

Sincerely,

William S. Maki, Ph. D.
2785 East Posse Court
Green Valley, AZ 85614



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine Modeling_AERMOD_Protocol-Final
Date: 11/17/2009 09:07 AM

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/17/2009 09:06 AM -----

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

11/16/2009 12:14 PM

To Charles Coyle <ccoyle@swca.com>, Robert LeFevre
<rlefevre@fs.fed.us>

cc Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>

Subject Rosemont Mine Modeling_AERMOD_Protocol-Final

We received the AERMOD protocol as well as the Calpuff report. You can find it here:

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=159137> 

 

Thanks!
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine Plan of Operation, USFS Action Comment
Date: 11/16/2009 02:20 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 11/16/2009 02:15 PM -----

<miner5701@yahoo.com> 

11/15/2009 01:44 PM

To "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us"
<comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Rosemont Mine Plan of Operation, USFS Action
Comment

  
To whom it may concern, 
  
I have reviewed the Rosemont Mine Plan of Operations as well as historical documents and
books written about the ranching, mining and logging that took place in the area beginning
with the Native Americans and continuing through the present. In addition, I had two great
uncles and other forbearers who at one time lived and ranched in the area  as well as owned
and worked several of the mines within the tract Augusta is proposing to mine and store
waste materials. My family has a long history of ranching and mining from Tombstone and
Charleston through Sonoita, Crittenden, Patagonia, Rosemont Camp, Josephine Canyon and
Helvetia. 
  
I worked for almost twenty years in native plant salvage and relocation, including
reclamation for the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and several mining corporations. 
  
I believe the reclamation plan for the Rosemont Mine is well designed and will at the end of
the mine’s life mitigate most of the disturbances located on USFS land. 
  
I have read nothing within the Plan of Operation and accompanying reports and studies,
including the latest water aquifer report that supports a no-action decision by the USFS. 
I have also read many opposition opinions and find that there is little understanding of the
proposed methods to be used to protect the environment and perform reclamation. 
Most anti-mine comments are based on strong emotions brought about due to
misconceptions about the environmental laws and methods that will play a role in governing
the mine operations and closure. 
  
I will make a recommendation about the traffic on highway 83 and concerned that the mine
traffic will 
cause congestion and dangerous conditions. This potential could be easily solved by simply
using two buses and/or car pooling to transport employees to and from the mine site over
Hwy 83. A pick up area at the junction of Hwy 83 and I-10 could be easily built. As the
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plan stand the increase in mine related traffic will be less than the increased volume of
vehicles that enter the same area during seasonal hunts, especially for Deer and Javalina. 
  
When it comes to water usage, I fully support the mine in pumping and piping CAP water to
recharge near the mine site. The Santa Cruz valley is not stressed for water and the FICO
Pecan Farm pumps over 30,000 acre feet per year for usage in supplying water for the trees.
They use the ponding method to provide water to different tracts that allows of up to 20 %
evaporation. In addition the transpiration from the trees amounts to as much as 60% of the
water. Rosemont Mine’s projected usage of 5,000 acre ft per year should not be an issue as
long as mine area recharge is occurring. 
  
With the new aquifer report it is now confirmed that the proposed mine pit will act as a sink
and draw any accidental pollutants into it and preclude their penetration of the aquifer. The
determinations in the report should alleviate most fears about any mine related dangers to
the local aquifer and to Davidson Canyon. 
  
The Rosemont area, contrary to some statements is not pristine, at one time all oak and
juniper had been cut out and used for timber and rail supports in various local mines,
smelting of the ore, ranch and mine fences as well as buildings, railroad ties and firewood.
Other trees were also mostly cut out and used where they could be. 
  
 Ranching was a large industry in the area beginning in the mid 1800s; however during the
late 1800s the residents noted that the annual precipitation was in decline and both surface
water flows and well water were drying up. Subsequently many ranches had to reduce their
herds as the land could no longer support the numbers of cattle it could previously. Prior to
the herd reductions, massive overgrazing occurred and many plant species have never
recovered or disappeared. When this overgrazing occurred lowland plant species began to
invade and multiply as we see within the area today. 
  
As we all know, the area of the proposed mine, mill and waste dumps is peppered with old
mines, prospect shafts, pits and adits. It is within an area known to have a high potential for
the discovery of ore deposits containing copper, gold, lead, molybdenum, silver, zinc, etc.
The existence of the Rosemont copper, silver and molybdenum ore deposit has been
recognized for over 40 years. 
  
The Pima County Board of Supervisors in the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP)
recognized the Rosemont ore deposit as well as others and designated the area for mining
within the plan. It should be noted that Pima County had the option of purchasing the
Rosemont tract several years ago and turned to opportunity down. Their current opposition
is not representative of most voters and is driven by support and campaign contributions
promised them by hard core environmental groups. 
These groups are very limited in number but very vocal. 
  
In recent years the Rosemont area has been over-run by ATVs and other off road vehicles.
A large number of unauthorized roads have been created by quads and motorcycles and the
watercourses are considered highways for these same vehicles. During hunting season the
area is required to support hundreds of additional users that have abused the land in their
quest for game. 
  
The Rosemont Mine area though somewhat scenic is not pristine and is not a rare tract as the



same ecology occurs over thousands of square miles in and around numerous mountain
ranges in southern Arizona. When last I visited the area several moths ago I realized that
there is truly nothing left to save and it continued to be ravaged by recreationalists. 
  
This land will be better used in supplying materials and jobs to southern Arizona and the
United States of America. 
  
I strongly support and recommend a USFS action that approves the current Mining Plan of
Operations for the Rosemont Mine operations. 
  
Sincerely, 
Glynn A. Burkhardt 
9100 E. Indian Hills Rd. 
Tucson, Az 85749



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine Plan of Operation, USFS Action Comment
Date: 11/16/2009 02:20 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 11/16/2009 02:15 PM -----

<miner5701@yahoo.com> 

11/15/2009 01:44 PM

To "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us"
<comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Rosemont Mine Plan of Operation, USFS Action
Comment

  
To whom it may concern, 
  
I have reviewed the Rosemont Mine Plan of Operations as well as historical documents and
books written about the ranching, mining and logging that took place in the area beginning
with the Native Americans and continuing through the present. In addition, I had two great
uncles and other forbearers who at one time lived and ranched in the area  as well as owned
and worked several of the mines within the tract Augusta is proposing to mine and store
waste materials. My family has a long history of ranching and mining from Tombstone and
Charleston through Sonoita, Crittenden, Patagonia, Rosemont Camp, Josephine Canyon and
Helvetia. 
  
I worked for almost twenty years in native plant salvage and relocation, including
reclamation for the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and several mining corporations. 
  
I believe the reclamation plan for the Rosemont Mine is well designed and will at the end of
the mine’s life mitigate most of the disturbances located on USFS land. 
  
I have read nothing within the Plan of Operation and accompanying reports and studies,
including the latest water aquifer report that supports a no-action decision by the USFS. 
I have also read many opposition opinions and find that there is little understanding of the
proposed methods to be used to protect the environment and perform reclamation. 
Most anti-mine comments are based on strong emotions brought about due to
misconceptions about the environmental laws and methods that will play a role in governing
the mine operations and closure. 
  
I will make a recommendation about the traffic on highway 83 and concerned that the mine
traffic will 
cause congestion and dangerous conditions. This potential could be easily solved by simply
using two buses and/or car pooling to transport employees to and from the mine site over
Hwy 83. A pick up area at the junction of Hwy 83 and I-10 could be easily built. As the
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plan stand the increase in mine related traffic will be less than the increased volume of
vehicles that enter the same area during seasonal hunts, especially for Deer and Javalina. 
  
When it comes to water usage, I fully support the mine in pumping and piping CAP water to
recharge near the mine site. The Santa Cruz valley is not stressed for water and the FICO
Pecan Farm pumps over 30,000 acre feet per year for usage in supplying water for the trees.
They use the ponding method to provide water to different tracts that allows of up to 20 %
evaporation. In addition the transpiration from the trees amounts to as much as 60% of the
water. Rosemont Mine’s projected usage of 5,000 acre ft per year should not be an issue as
long as mine area recharge is occurring. 
  
With the new aquifer report it is now confirmed that the proposed mine pit will act as a sink
and draw any accidental pollutants into it and preclude their penetration of the aquifer. The
determinations in the report should alleviate most fears about any mine related dangers to
the local aquifer and to Davidson Canyon. 
  
The Rosemont area, contrary to some statements is not pristine, at one time all oak and
juniper had been cut out and used for timber and rail supports in various local mines,
smelting of the ore, ranch and mine fences as well as buildings, railroad ties and firewood.
Other trees were also mostly cut out and used where they could be. 
  
 Ranching was a large industry in the area beginning in the mid 1800s; however during the
late 1800s the residents noted that the annual precipitation was in decline and both surface
water flows and well water were drying up. Subsequently many ranches had to reduce their
herds as the land could no longer support the numbers of cattle it could previously. Prior to
the herd reductions, massive overgrazing occurred and many plant species have never
recovered or disappeared. When this overgrazing occurred lowland plant species began to
invade and multiply as we see within the area today. 
  
As we all know, the area of the proposed mine, mill and waste dumps is peppered with old
mines, prospect shafts, pits and adits. It is within an area known to have a high potential for
the discovery of ore deposits containing copper, gold, lead, molybdenum, silver, zinc, etc.
The existence of the Rosemont copper, silver and molybdenum ore deposit has been
recognized for over 40 years. 
  
The Pima County Board of Supervisors in the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP)
recognized the Rosemont ore deposit as well as others and designated the area for mining
within the plan. It should be noted that Pima County had the option of purchasing the
Rosemont tract several years ago and turned to opportunity down. Their current opposition
is not representative of most voters and is driven by support and campaign contributions
promised them by hard core environmental groups. 
These groups are very limited in number but very vocal. 
  
In recent years the Rosemont area has been over-run by ATVs and other off road vehicles.
A large number of unauthorized roads have been created by quads and motorcycles and the
watercourses are considered highways for these same vehicles. During hunting season the
area is required to support hundreds of additional users that have abused the land in their
quest for game. 
  
The Rosemont Mine area though somewhat scenic is not pristine and is not a rare tract as the



same ecology occurs over thousands of square miles in and around numerous mountain
ranges in southern Arizona. When last I visited the area several moths ago I realized that
there is truly nothing left to save and it continued to be ravaged by recreationalists. 
  
This land will be better used in supplying materials and jobs to southern Arizona and the
United States of America. 
  
I strongly support and recommend a USFS action that approves the current Mining Plan of
Operations for the Rosemont Mine operations. 
  
Sincerely, 
Glynn A. Burkhardt 
9100 E. Indian Hills Rd. 
Tucson, Az 85749



From: Mailroom R3 Coronado
Sent By: Dustin J Hicks
To: mreichard@swca.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont mine
Date: 05/07/2010 07:49 AM

----- Forwarded by Dustin J Hicks/R3/USDAFS on 05/07/2010 07:48 AM -----

William Maki
<billmaki@mac.com> 

05/06/2010 01:48 PM

To mailroom_r3_coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Rosemont mine

I am writing to express my concern about the "Rosemont" mine proposed  
by a Canadian company, Augusta Resource Corporation, to be located on  
700 acres on the eastern slope of the Santa Rita mountains.  In short,  
the claims made by Augusta favorable to the proposed mine, when  
considered in the larger economic, social, and environmental contexts,  
are at best misleading.

Company is not credible.  Augusta has never produced copper or earned  
income from mining.  Their sole property, other than their Canadian  
office in Vancouver, B. C., is the Rosemont site.  Given no track  
record, their claim that they will run a better mining operation than  
other companies must be viewed critically.

No contribution to the economy.  The mine is not a boon for our  
state.  Rosemont promises 400 new jobs, but that number is trivial in  
the Arizona economy.  Tourism and outdoor recreation account for 25  
times as many jobs already in place in southern Arizona.  Because of  
the social and environmental disruptions noted below, even a small  
loss in tourism revenue will more than offset any revenue to southern  
Arizona businesses and communities resulting from the mine.  Moreover,  
the infrastructure to support the mine -- power and water lines --  
will invade the Santa Rita Experimental Range and thus threaten values  
of adjacent residential property.

Negative impact on quality of life.  The mine will not be good for the  
quality of life in southern Arizona.  The only way that Rosemont can  
operate is if they use thousands of acres of public forest land to  
dump the waste that results from the mine.  The Arizona Fish and Game  
Department has concluded that the mine would be a detriment to outdoor  
recreation and wildlife in the area.  The plan for the mine is to run  
blasting and trucking operations round-the-clock.  Normal traffic on  
scenic Highway 83 will be disrupted.  The amount of water to service  
the mine that is pumped from the aquifer that supplies towns like  
Sahuarita is enough to supply 12,000 households.  The Rosemont promise  
to replace that water from the Central Arizona Project is suspect; CAP  
water is itself in short supply.

After having weighed the claimed short-term benefits against the  
projected long-term costs of the mine, I join with the many southern  
Arizona government bodies, citizen groups, and businesses in opposing  
the Rosemont mine.

I very much hope for, and encourage the Coronado National Forest to  
reject the use of public land by Rosemont and issue a "no action".

Sincerely,

William S. Maki, Ph. D.
2785 East Posse Court
Green Valley, AZ 85614

mailto:Mailroom R3 Coronado
mailto:CN=Dustin J Hicks/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: mreichard@swca.com; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine
Date: 10/21/2009 03:32 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 10/21/2009 03:30 PM -----

"John Weiss"
<jweiss25@cox.net> 

10/19/2009 10:37 PM

To <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc "John Weiss" <jweiss25@cox.net>

Subject Rosemont Mine

Re: Proposed Mine at Rosemont Ranch

 
The Rosemont Mine is being pursued by Rosemont Copper I believe, because the
ore there is valuable to them ONLY because the water, road, electrical, labor-pool
infrastructure is already available for ensuring a profitable mining operation.

 
I'm sure there are more higher grade copper ore deposits available in other parts of
the world, but they lack the infrastructure, and would not be cost effective for the
company. In short, the Rosemont Mine is a financial no-brainer for the Canada
company.  

 
A Nova TV show last year said that copper was the most abundant metal ore on the
planet. Why pick the low hanging fruit in the Rosemont Valley?

 
This is a horrible compromise for the region. I drive SR83 monthly and am saddened
to think this will become a nightmare shortly. There are already several large bladed
scars that have showed up in the past two months. Please, please do all you can to
avoid this tragedy in such a noble, pristine area. The small amount of jobs is not
worth the unalterable disruption and desecration of this beautiful area. 

 
Add in the water situation and it's obvious that this mine should not be here, so near
many population centers who need the water more. 

 
It's just not worth it; to create a toxic hole in the Sonora Desert just for a few years of
employment. There is not one part of this I can agree with. 
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Sincerely,

John Weiss
4259 E Paseo Grande
Tucson AZ 85711



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine
Date: 04/14/2010 08:45 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 04/14/2010 08:45 AM -----

Linda Dills
<ldills@earthlink.net> 

04/09/2010 05:41 PM
Please respond to

Linda Dills <ldills@earthlink.net>

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Rosemont Mine

Please accept our letter in opposition to the proposed Rosemont Copper Mine
in the Santa Rita Mountains.  This area is critical for wildlife, including
corridors for possible Jaguar migration, and for the water supply for people
living in the area.  The supposed "jobs, jobs, jobs" do not outweigh the
detrimental affects if such a mine was built.  

Thank you,
Linda and Walter Dills
Tucson, AZ
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine
Date: 06/30/2010 08:07 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/30/2010 08:06 AM -----

Gabriel Robinson
<gabe.robinson@gmail.com> 

06/29/2010 03:27 PM

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Rosemont Mine

I am writing because I am in opposition to the proposed Rosemont Mine. The economy of the
area relies on tourism related to the unspoiled forest and protected areas.I expect this mine to
cause economic harm far greater than the proposed temporary jobs created by the mine. I
expect the water and air to be irreversibly polluted. I expect the water to be reduced in
addition to the pollution, which will destroy the nearby riparian areas and harm nearby
communites. This economic harm will last forever. Please do not allow our national forest to
be used as a toxic dump.

Gabriel Robinson
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From: Mailroom R3 Coronado
Sent By: Dustin J Hicks
To: mreichard@swca.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont mine
Date: 05/07/2010 07:49 AM

----- Forwarded by Dustin J Hicks/R3/USDAFS on 05/07/2010 07:48 AM -----

William Maki
<billmaki@mac.com> 

05/06/2010 01:48 PM

To mailroom_r3_coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Rosemont mine

I am writing to express my concern about the "Rosemont" mine proposed  
by a Canadian company, Augusta Resource Corporation, to be located on  
700 acres on the eastern slope of the Santa Rita mountains.  In short,  
the claims made by Augusta favorable to the proposed mine, when  
considered in the larger economic, social, and environmental contexts,  
are at best misleading.

Company is not credible.  Augusta has never produced copper or earned  
income from mining.  Their sole property, other than their Canadian  
office in Vancouver, B. C., is the Rosemont site.  Given no track  
record, their claim that they will run a better mining operation than  
other companies must be viewed critically.

No contribution to the economy.  The mine is not a boon for our  
state.  Rosemont promises 400 new jobs, but that number is trivial in  
the Arizona economy.  Tourism and outdoor recreation account for 25  
times as many jobs already in place in southern Arizona.  Because of  
the social and environmental disruptions noted below, even a small  
loss in tourism revenue will more than offset any revenue to southern  
Arizona businesses and communities resulting from the mine.  Moreover,  
the infrastructure to support the mine -- power and water lines --  
will invade the Santa Rita Experimental Range and thus threaten values  
of adjacent residential property.

Negative impact on quality of life.  The mine will not be good for the  
quality of life in southern Arizona.  The only way that Rosemont can  
operate is if they use thousands of acres of public forest land to  
dump the waste that results from the mine.  The Arizona Fish and Game  
Department has concluded that the mine would be a detriment to outdoor  
recreation and wildlife in the area.  The plan for the mine is to run  
blasting and trucking operations round-the-clock.  Normal traffic on  
scenic Highway 83 will be disrupted.  The amount of water to service  
the mine that is pumped from the aquifer that supplies towns like  
Sahuarita is enough to supply 12,000 households.  The Rosemont promise  
to replace that water from the Central Arizona Project is suspect; CAP  
water is itself in short supply.

After having weighed the claimed short-term benefits against the  
projected long-term costs of the mine, I join with the many southern  
Arizona government bodies, citizen groups, and businesses in opposing  
the Rosemont mine.

I very much hope for, and encourage the Coronado National Forest to  
reject the use of public land by Rosemont and issue a "no action".

Sincerely,

William S. Maki, Ph. D.
2785 East Posse Court
Green Valley, AZ 85614
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine
Date: 06/30/2009 03:29 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/30/2009 03:28 PM -----

"CAROL T."
<carol_tepper@yahoo.com> 

06/26/2009 12:05 PM

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc pgreen@tucsonaudubon.org

Subject Rosemont Mine

USFS:
I just sent this message to U.S. Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords:

"Thank you for asking the Secretary of Agriculture to intervene in the US Forest Service's
Rosemont Copper Mine EIS. The Forest Service should consider a "No Action" alternative
when it makes a decision on the Mine Plan of Operation for the proposed Rosemont mine." 

Carol Tepper
Tucson, AZ
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: Rosemont PA questions
Date: 01/07/2009 02:57 PM

Bev,
 
Can you please respond to Ben’s first question?  Thanks.
 
Tom
 

From: Ben Gaddis 
Sent: Monday, January 05, 2009 7:01 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: Rosemont PA questions
 
Tom and Charles,
 
In my work so far on revising the Rosemont PA I have come up with a few brief questions that it would
be nice to clear up right out of the gate. I’ll provide them to you here but it may be easier to talk briefly
about them over the phone than for one of you to email responses.
 
1. The MPO executive summary refers to 132 patented claims totaling 1,968 acres. It also refers to 850
unpatented claims with an aggregate area of approximately 12,000 acres. Then there are 911 acres of
fee land. The total of patented, unpatented, and fee lands is 14,880 acres. However, the project will
impact only 530 acres of private land and 3,670 acres of CNF land. This is spilt by Plant site (355),
tailings/waste rock/leach (2,895), and pit (950). What's what (private vs. CNF) in the breakdown of
disturbance? Also, I think the MPO is misleading when it lists 1,968 acres of lode claims as the "core
of the Property" (body of MPO) or "core of the Project" (executive summary of the MPO). From the pit
number provided (950 acres) they won't even be utilizing half of the patented claims they have access
to but I have yet to find a section that notes the number of claims that would actually have ore
extracted from them during the course of this project. Maybe I’m just looking in the wrong place?
 
2. I have been using Rosemont Copper (or Rosemont Copper Company) when referring to the
proponent as this is what I've seen elsewhere (a June draft of Chapters 1 and 2, for example). But, the
MPO states Augusta Resource Corporation as the owner and operator. I realize this is relatively
inconsequential but which is technically correct/preferable?
 
3. Is there an author’s guide for writing that includes things like whether the proposed action should be
referred to as “proposed action” or “Proposed Action”? These things are minor and easily edited but if
there is a guide already set up I may as well us it.
 
On a side note, I’ve been looking at BLM (Elko) and FS (Salmon-Challis and Kootenai) examples of
EISs for locatable mineral developments. These have been very useful in gauging appropriate level of
detail as expected by FS. I know that the PA needs to be pared down but, interestingly, the examples
range from 34 to 50 pages in length to describe the PA. The current draft of the Rosemont PA is 40
pages. I suppose it’s neither here nor there given the direction to pare down, but interesting.
 
Thanks and Happy New Year!
 
Ben
 
Benjamin Gaddis
SWCA Environmental Consultants
257 E 200 S, Suite 200

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
(801) 322-4307 x 209 office
(801) 259-3257 cell
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
www.swca.com
 

http://www.swca.com/


From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Rosemont paleontology section
Date: 08/25/2010 09:42 AM

Hi Bev,
 
I got your message and followed up with Jess.  The paleo section is with the senior paleontologist
Paul Murphey for his review right now and just needs final GIS calculations of acreages for the
fossil yield potentials (email forwarded below).  I will continue to check in with him and send the
section to you as soon as possible.
 
Thanks!
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com
From: Paul Murphey 
Sent: Wednesday, August 25, 2010 9:34 AM
To: Jonathan Rigg
Cc: Jess DeBusk
Subject: RE: Rosemont paleontology section
 
Hi Jon,
 
Yesterday I sent Chris Query the information needed to produce the acreage calculations and
maps. I’ll need those before I can make much more progress. I am updating other parts of the
paleo section today. I’m also juggling other projects with due dates this week so will get this
done as rapidly as I can in the context of everything else.
 
Thanks, Paul
 
 
From: Jonathan Rigg 
Sent: Wednesday, August 25, 2010 9:29 AM
To: Paul Murphey
Cc: Jess DeBusk
Subject: RE: Rosemont paleontology section
 
Hi Paul,
 
I got a call from Bev at the FS requesting an update on when she can expect the paleo section to
review.  Please let me know if we can get this to her soon.
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Thanks,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com
 



From: Sarah L Davis
To: mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford
Subject: Fw: ROSEMONT PROJECT RECORD SCHEMA -  New DEIS outline vs. Project Record outline
Date: 05/04/2010 09:42 AM

Reta reviewed your recommendations and the note from Mindee and I. Thanks for
your insight.   Reta agrees, with one exception,  keep Soils and Geology separate.  

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 05/04/2010 09:36 AM -----

Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS 

04/19/2010 04:52 PM

To Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: ROSEMONT PROJECT RECORD SCHEMA - New
DEIS outline vs. Project Record outline

May I assume that all this is OK with you?  Melissa will probably ask tomorrow
morning at the meeting.  Thanks.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 04/19/2010 04:51 PM -----

Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS 

03/29/2010 01:57 PM

To Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Rochelle Desser/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
tfurgason@swca.com, mreichard@swca.com, Melinda
D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject ROSEMONT PROJECT RECORD SCHEMA - New DEIS
outline vs. Project Record outline

I evaluated Melissa's recommendations (see below) and conferred with Mindee; she
and I both agree with all of the recommendations for the following reasons:
1) in this situation it is better to be "splitters" rather than "lumpers" because that is
the most useful way to find a document   
2) we don't know which topic area may be challenged so even those that don't stand
out now, e.g., Wilderness or Livestock Grazing would be good to have separate
(there could also be an internal need to track an area, e.g., Climate Change, if FS
Climate Change direction changes in the future.
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3) personnel will be changing over time so having the topics more finely split would
help future folks locate documents  

Melissa - unless Reta has other preferences - keep Riparian separate, Livestock
Grazing separate, as well as Climate Change, Wilderness, and Land Use.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 03/29/2010 12:44 PM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

03/24/2010 12:31 PM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Mindee
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Rochelle
Desser" <rdesser@fs.fed.us>, "Sarah Davis"
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject New DEIS outline vs. Project Record outline

 
All-

 
Knowing that the direction from Reta was to mimic the DEIS in the Record (and vice versa), I
compared the new DEIS outline to review the possible implication it could make on the Record
schema. This is a list of what the differences are as well as my thoughts:

 
Soils & Geology is combined in the record, not in the outline. I think it is useful to keep these
together because the Record has Reclamation completely out of the “Resource” area- because it
really is not a Resource. I think leaving them combined still enables quick record retrieval because
Soils & Geology is the actual name of the section.

 
Riparian is separate in the Record but combined into Biology in the outline. Honestly, combining
these does make sense because they have a lot of the same documents that feed into both areas
combined. However, we did discuss the need for a separate section because there is a separate
Issue for Riparian. 

 
Livestock Grazing is separate in Record, not in outline. This section of the record would be
incredibly small anyway, so it wouldn’t take much to combine, if you choose.



 
Public Health & Safety is separate in the Record from HazMat, Fire & Fuels and Transportation, and
combined in the outline. It makes sense to combine the HazMat and Fire & Fuels, because these
really are a part of Safety and I’m not sure what would be documented in the Health & Safety
section as a stand-alone. Transportation, on the other hand, does have an Issue and a number of
documents. The outline states Transportation Safety but in this project Transportation includes
more than just safety. It would be worth keeping separate for the time involved to integrate it.

 
Light, Noise & Vibrations is separated in the Record as “Dark Skies” and “Noise & Vibration”,
combined in the outline. Again, combining would go against the separate section for issues
guideline we were using before. They will also be decent sized sections on their own. Knowing that
and the fact that the sections are named appropriately, I suggest keeping them separate. 

 
These resources are called out in the Record but omitted from the outline- not sure what you want
done with these:
Climate Change (Currently combined with Air in Record)
Wilderness (Currently combined with Recreation in Record)
Land Use

 

 
Note: any change in the resource sections would require relabeling of tabs, sections, forms, and
locator sheets dispersed throughout the record now. This would require about 1-3 days work,
depending on how many changes there are. However, it is important to have the record best
reflect our NEPA process and hard work, so I suggest looking at it from this point of vie:. By
combining sections, does it create less documentation and work in the long run (Riparian comes to
mind)? Does it still reflect the work that went toward that resource? Will the Region/lawyers still
be able to locate documentation they look for? By keeping sections separate, does it create
what looks like a gap in work, effort or analysis?

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

 



From: Jonathan Rigg
To: tjchutes@msn.com; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Rosemont questions...
Date: 07/13/2010 12:31 PM

Terry,
 
Following up on your request for an update on the Dark Skies section- Coincidentally, Tom just sent
another update request to Kathy regarding the engineering required for our Dark Skies consultant
to start their work (email chain forwarded below).  Looks like this is another area where we are still
waiting for stuff on Rosemont’s side.  I will keep you posted as to her reply. 
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com
From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 12:18 PM
To: Kathy Arnold (karnold@rosemontcopper.com)
Cc: drd@psi.edu; starlightCBL@msn.com; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Rosemont questions...
 
Kathy,
 
I'm anxious to get Dark Skies Partners going on their analysis.  Can you provide the contact information
for the person at M3 Engineering that is working on the lighting?  Thank you.
 
Tom
 

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

 

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

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

Also, a contract.

I am back in town on Wed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Kathy,

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

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



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

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

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

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

From: Tom Furgason < tfurgason@swca.com >
Date: Wed, 30 Jun 2010 18:03:42 -0500
To: Katherine Arnold < karnold@rosemontcopper.com >
Cc: Sarah L Davis < sldavis@fs.fed.us >, Jonathan Rigg < jrigg@swca.com
>
Subject: FW: rosemont questions...

Kathy,

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

Tom

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

mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:drd@psi.edu


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

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

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

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

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

Description Lamp lumens/lmp Number Total lums Fraction Up

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

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

Thanks, Don and Chris

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

Don and Chris,

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

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

Tom

From: Melissa Reichard
Sent: Tue 6/29/2010 2:41 PM



To: Tom Furgason
Subject: maps of alts

Melissa Reichard

Project Administrator

SWCA Environmental Consultants

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

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



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Record need clarification
Date: 03/29/2010 09:10 AM

from Melissa...  email system didn't recognize you for some reason...

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 03/29/2010 09:09 AM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

03/26/2010 10:56 AM

To "Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>,
<abelauskas@fs.fed.us>, <aelek@fs.fed.us>,
"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, <gmckay@fs.fed.us>,
<kbrown03@fs.fed.us>, <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>,
"Mindee Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>,
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Sarah Davis"
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>, <temmett@fs.fed.us>,
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, "DEBBIE SEBESTA"
<dksebesta@msn.com>, <wgillespie@fs.fed.us>,
"Richard A Gerhart" <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>, "Robert
Lefevre" <rlefevre@fs.fed.us>, <ecuriel@fs.fed.us>

cc "Geoff Soroka" <gsoroka@swca.com>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Reta Laford"
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Rochelle Desser"
<rdesser@fs.fed.us>, <sgriset@swca.com>, "Marcie
Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>, "Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject Rosemont Record need clarification

Larry et al-
First, let me express my appreciation for your considering the record!! Geoff can submit anything
into the record that you want. It is the Forest record, so as long as the Forest wants something
submitted, it really doesn’t matter who gets it to me. 

 
As far as email goes, Reta was specific that we should not be including email strings. Instead, she
suggested a quick note to the file with a quick synopsis of the email string and
decisions/conclusions made. So, if the Forest specialists are crunched on time and there are
communications that need to be filed, you could delegate the synopsis to our specialists. 

 
We cannot read every document that comes to us in order to complete the many fields of the
record index. A complete cover page is absolutely necessary for any documents other than these

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


synopses. However, if you guys are getting me a quick communication synopsis, you could just
note on the cover page what resource section it goes in without completing the other parts. In fact,
if there is a collection of communications, you could clip them all together and state that they go
in Bio. Also, note the Agency Consultation section of the record that would include
communications that are part of that particular consultation. I am not the one actually indexing all
of these documents and the rest of our staff is not as familiar with this project as I am. Although
things might seem obvious to you or me, I don’t want to take for granted that it is obvious to
everyone. It is crucial to have the index be accurate in order to be useful during the appeal process.

 
I hope that helps!
Mel

 
From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, March 26, 2010 9:41 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: DEBBIE SEBESTA; Geoff Soroka; Richard A Gerhart; Robert Lefevre; Melissa
Reichard
Subject: RE: april 6 and 7 to rosemont

 

Tom-- ……

Melissa-- we have been discussing these sorts of electronic transmissions and
getting them into the project record.  This is an example of an email that needs to go
into the record (as I have been led to believe), but I find the process of a cover sheet
for each of the hundreds of communiques overly tedious.  Can I just have Geoff (or
other SWCA lead) give you these for inclusion under the heading "biological
resources" and call it good (especially for past emails)?  Alternatively, especially in
the future, I can cc you whenever I think a communication needs to go into the project
record, and you can slap it into the biological resources filing area.  That would sure
make life easier for us and hopefully even you, and probably save Rosemont
hundreds of dollars. Bev said if we can work something out more streamlined with
SWCA for getting our bio communiques into the record, that would be great. 

Thanks! 

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

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



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Rock Types and Tonnages
Date: 08/03/2010 05:24 PM
Attachments: RCC CNF Rock Tonnage Summary_03Aug2010.pdf

Let's discuss.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/03/2010 05:23 PM -----

"Krizek, David"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 

08/03/2010 03:41 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>,
'Kathy Arnold'
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Larsen,
Eric" <Eric.Larsen@tetratech.com>

Subject Rosemont Rock Types and Tonnages

 

 
Bev,

 
Good Afternoon!

 
Please find attached the rock types and tonnages for waste rock, sulfide ore, and
oxide ore associated with the P673 Rosemont pit configuration.

 
Also included in the attached tech memo are general geochem testing summaries.

 
Sincerely,

 

 
David Krizek | Principal 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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Tucson Office 
  3031 West Ina Road 


Tucson, AZ  85741 
Tel 520.297.7723   Fax 520.297.7724  


www.tetratech.com 


 


Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Beverly Everson From: David Krizek 


Company: Coronado National Forest Date: August 3, 2010 


Re: Rosemont Rock Types and Tonnages Doc #: 203/10-320878-5.3 


CC: Tom Furgason (SWCA); Kathy Arnold (RCC)  


1.0 Introduction 


This Technical Memorandum provides information regarding the percentages of rock types 
(waste rock, sulfide ore, and oxide ore) associated with the planned Rosemont Copper Project 
(Project). 


2.0 Waste Rock Types and Tonnages 


Table 1 provides a summary of the waste rock types and associated tonnages. The number of 
acid base accounting (ABA) tests performed on the various rock types are also shown as well 
as short term leaching tests such as Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) and 
Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (MWMP). 


 


Table 1      Summary of Rosemont Waste Rock Types and Tonnages 


Rock Type Tons of Material 
Percent of 
Material 


(by weight) 


No. of 
ABA 
Tests 


No. 
SPLP 
Tests 


No. 
MWMP 
Tests 


Arkose  546,336,000 44.38% 55 8 8 


Tertiary Gravel  141,227,000 11.47% 5 0 0 


Abrigo  113,815,000 9.24% 6 5 0 


Horquilla  87,141000 7.08% 26 8 2 


Glance  80,841,000 6.57% 4 0 0 


Andesite  49,118,000 3.99% 38 4 6 


Concha  34,107,000 2.77% 6 1 1 


Martin  32,304,000 2.62% 7 4 0 


Earp  29,577,000 2.40% 14 6 0 


Epitaph  27,150,000 2.21% 16 6 0 


Escabrosa  22,859,000 1.86% 10 4 0 


Bolsa  23,447,000 1.90% 13 6 0 


Colina  16,145,000 1.31% 11 4 0 


Quartz Monzonite 
Porphyry  


13,047,000 1.06% 9 2 1 


Scherrer  8,524,000 0.69% 0 0 0 
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Table 1      Summary of Rosemont Waste Rock Types and Tonnages 


Rock Type Tons of Material 
Percent of 
Material 


(by weight) 


No. of 
ABA 
Tests 


No. 
SPLP 
Tests 


No. 
MWMP 
Tests 


Pre-Cambrian 
Granodiorite 


4,203,000 0.34% 0 0 0 


Undefined  941,000 0.08% 0 0 0 


Overburden  391,000 0.03% 6 2 2 


Total Amounts 1,231,173,000 100% 226 60 20 


 


The rock tonnage information provided in Table 1 shows updated information based on the 
current P673 pit configuration. The testing information provided in Table 1 was derived from 
Tables 2.01 and 2.02 of Technical Memorandum titled Evaluation of Rosemont Geochemical 
Testing Results and Local Water Quality dated May 5, 2009 by Tetra Tech. Other tests have 
been performed on the waste rock materials such as whole rock analysis and humidity cell 
testing. Humidity cell testing was performed on the following samples:  


 Two (2) Earp samples. 


 Eight (8) Andesite samples.  


 Four (4) Arkose samples. 


 Two (2) Bolsa samples. 


 One (1) Epitaph sample. 


3.0 Tailings Rock Types and Tonnages 


Table 2 provides a summary of the rock types comprising the sulfide ore rock types and 
associated tonnages. The composition of the tailings samples generated in 2006 and 2007 are 
also shown on Table 2. 


 


Table 2      Summary of Rosemont Sulfide Ore Rock Types and Tonnages 
(2006 and 2007 Samples) 


Sulfide 
Rock Type 


Tons of Material 
Percent of 


Material 
(by weight) 


May 2006 
Sample 


February 
2007 


Sample 


June 
2007 


Sample 


July 2008 
Sample 


(Year 0 to 3 
Composite) 


Horquilla 259,251,000 47.45% 100% 100% 100% 72.9% 


Earp  91,218,000 16.70% - - - 21.3% 


Colina  79,220,000 14.50% - - - - 


Epitaph  47,993,000 8.78% - - - - 


Escrabrosa  19,812,000 3.63% - - - 5.8% 


Andesite 12,836,000 2.35% - - - - 
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Table 2      Summary of Rosemont Sulfide Ore Rock Types and Tonnages 
(2006 and 2007 Samples) 


Sulfide 
Rock Type 


Tons of Material 
Percent of 


Material 
(by weight) 


May 2006 
Sample 


February 
2007 


Sample 


June 
2007 


Sample 


July 2008 
Sample 


(Year 0 to 3 
Composite) 


Quartz 
Monzonite 
Porphyry  


10,407,000 1.90% - - - - 


Arkose  10,363,000 1.90% - - - - 


Abrigo 7,321,000 1.34% - - - - 


Martin 2,606,000 0.48% - - - - 


Concha 2,308,000 0.42% - - - - 


Glance 1,614,000 0.30% - - - - 


Bolsa 1,109,000 0.20% - - - - 


Pre-
Cambrian 


Granodiorite 
268,000 0.05%  - - - 


Scherrer 11,000 0.00%  - - - 


Total 
Amounts 


546,337,000 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


 


Table 3 shows the testing performed on the tailings samples generated in 2006 and 2007. 


 


Table 3      Tailings Test Protocols (2006 and 2007 Samples) 


Sample Date ABA NAG Whole Rock SPLP MWMP Kinetic 


May 2006 X X X X   


February 2007 X X X   X 


June 2007 X X X X X  


July 2008 X  X X X X 


 


The sulfide rock type tonnages were derived from the current P673 configuration. Tailings 
testing information was derived from the Technical Memorandum titled Tailings Geochemistry 
dated March 24, 2009 by Tetra Tech. 


4.0 Oxide Rock Types and Tonnages 


Table 4 provides a summary of the rock types comprising the oxide ore and associated 
tonnages. 
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Table 4      Summary of Rosemont Oxide Ore Rock Types and 
Tonnages 


Oxide Rock Type Tons of Material Percent of Material (by weight) 


Arkose 44,269,000 63.26% 


Quartz Latite Porphyry  14,436,000 20.63% 


Andesite 11,270,000 16.11% 


Total Amounts 69,975,000 100% 


 


The oxide rock type tonnages were derived from the current P673 pit configuration 
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Main: 520-297-7723 | Mobile: 520-260-3490 | Fax: 520-297-7724
Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road  |  Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged,
confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use of this communication by
anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If
you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this
message and then delete it from your 

 

 

 

http://www.tetratech.com/


From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis
Date: 05/29/2009 03:55 PM

I replied to her that I am on vacation next week but will call her on June 8, Monday.

I will run this request by my contact in the RO, Richard Periman, before I call her. 
Do you have any other information that I need to know about before I respond? 
Thanks.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 05/29/2009 03:52 PM -----

"Cara Bellavia"
<cbellavia@swca.com> 

05/28/2009 09:23 AM

To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Hi Sarah,

 
Can we set up a time to chat regarding what the FS would like the bounds of analysis
(both spatial and temporal) to be for socioeconomics for the Rosemont Copper mine
project? I am hoping we can connect some time next week (the week of June 1)?

 
In our our draft cause and effect statements, which I understand are not finalized yet,
we proposed a 100-mile buffer from the mine to analyze in terms of the spatial
bounds. 

 
Let me know when you are available.
Thanks,
Cara

 

Cara Bellavia
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 N. Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ 85012
P 602.274.3831 | F 602.274.3958

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


www.swca.com
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
Please consider the environment before printing this email 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont surface water affected environment section
Date: 07/12/2010 04:23 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/12/2010 04:22 PM -----

"DeAnne Rietz"
<drietz@swca.com> 

07/12/2010 03:43 PM

To <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Rosemont surface water affected environment section

Hello Mr. Shafiquallah,

 
Attached are the draft surface water affected environment sections for the Rosemont project and
they are ready for your review and comment.  
Note this is the affected environment only and there is one document for surface water quality and
one for surface water quantity.   Also included for your reference is a draft map of the bounds of
analysis.  

 
In the interest of time, perhaps we may be able to set up time for a call to discuss your
comments/concerns - once you have had a chance to review these sections.  I know you are busy,
so let me know what would work best for you.  In the mean time,  I will work on the environmental
consequences sections for both the sw quality and quantity.

 
Thank you for your time – look forward to speaking with you soon.
DeAnne  

 
DeAnne Rietz, MS
Hydrologist

 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 N. Central Ave, Suite 145 
Phoenix, AZ 85012
drietz@swca.com
Tel 602.274.3831, ext. 1141
Fax 602.274.3958

 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Fw: Rosemont visual simulations scope of work
Date: 08/06/2009 06:59 AM
Attachments: Visual Simulations Scope of Work 8-05-09.pdf

Reta:

This is the scope of work for simulations that I recommend for the proposed action,
and I approve moving forward with this.  Please review this and contact SWCA as
soon as possible. 

One note of caution...
Charles mentions the words "definitive scope".  Although the proposed work includes
much thought and discussion and is relatively "definitive", until SWCA delves into
this process, we can't be completely certain that there won't be an unexpected
bump in the road.  I assume that Marcie's cost estimate for this work includes a
modest amount of contingency for these uncertainties.  Her assumptions here clearly
mention some of the tasks that may need additional work/funds.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 08/06/2009 06:46 AM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/05/2009 04:24 PM

To Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Rosemont visual simulations scope of work

I defer to the two of you in approving this scope of work, as you discussed it in
detail prior to submitting it to SWCA.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



Visual Simulations Change Order (Aug. 5, 2009)
Visual Simulations: Highly Visible, Moderately Visible and Not Visible Diagrams


Task 1. Consultation with USFS and Rosemont to Select Simulations and Phases
Review all KOPs established by the USFS and select key observation points (KOPs) to propose to 
USFS for simulations and level of detail for simulations to show areas where the project is highly 
visible, distantly visible, and not visible (i.e., blocked or out of view). 


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


Meet with USFS and RCC to review data, KOP selection and "photo-realistic" process. 


Task 2. 3D Surface and Scene Construction
Collect necessary data and generate 3D digital surfaces for the MPO at each construction phase 
selected for simulations. 


Create one set of 3D GIS Arc Globe working maps and diagrams. Construct 3D working diagrams 
for RCC and USFS to review potential scenes from each KOP to be selected. 


Review with USFS and RCC for proposed simulations (i.e., does the KOP portray a scene which is 
representative of desired viewshed and phase of construction for visual analysis?)  


Task 3. Visual Simulations Construction and Review with USFS/RCC
Create photo-realistic computer simulations of MPO  for selected KOPs for highly visible and 
distantly visible locations. For highly visible and moderately visible KOPs, prepare simulations to 
show two phases of the MPO for each KOP (e.g., during construction and at final reclamation). 
Each simulation will show waste rock and tailing pile forms, roads, and infrastructure. 


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


Prepare photorealistic simulation images for KOPs. 


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


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


Task 4. Photo Simulation Finalization
Complete changes to simulations and submit to USFS and RCC for final approval. 







Assumptions


1 Costs are based upon up to 14 KOPs for up to 14 panoramas, 6 labeled diagrams showing 
landform screening for non-visible KOPs, and up to 16 simulations of highly visible and moderately 
visible KOPs for the Proposed Action. Additional KOPs, simulations, phases, or alternatives may be 
requested for an additional fee. 


2 RCC to provide all data and elevations required for simulations, including a 3D model of any 
facilities, structures, or transmission infrastructure. 


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


4 Should KOPs require extensive visualization of mining facilities, conveyors, equipment, 
transmission lines, etc, the work for these layers will be performed on a time-and-materials basis, 
due to the unpredictable level of detail and effort required for these structures. 


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


6 RCC will provide example photographs of existing reclamation, mining structures, vegetation mixes, 
soil types and colors, and other data to SWCA prior to the initiation of the simulations. Necessary 
imagery will be discussed at simulation initiation meeting in Task 1.  


7 Changes in data, proposed action, and resolution of imagery after project initiation will require 
adjustments based upon time and materials. 


8 Cost estimate includes two in-person meetings as two trips to Tucson for Marcie Bidwell to work 
with USFS and RCC on simulations, per direction of USFS staff. Additional trips may be required by 
USFS or RCC, and these will be arranged through an additional change order. 


9 This scope of work includes one round of draft review and one round of final review. Additional 
changes, reviews, or updates would require an approved change order. 







Minimum Simulations Needed for Rosemont EIS – Proposed Action 
July 30, 2009 
 
Confirm that proposed action is not visible - No simulations needed 


• Madera Canyon 
• San Xavier 
• Tucson 
• Vail 
• Corona de Tucson 
• Sahuarita 
• Green Valley 


 
Project effects small and/or distant - Simulate year with most effects (2 simulations) 


• Sonoita (KOP 8) 
• Las Cienegas Conservation Area (KOP 11) 


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


• Mt. Wrightson Wilderness (KOP 17) 
• Hilton Rd. (KOP 16) 
• Box Canyon (KOP 21) 


 
Project effects large – Simulate as follows (7-8 simulations) 


• Arizona Trail – 1 simulation of typical view along trail at the toe of the waste rock 
• Hwy 83 pullout (KOP 12) - Simulate 2-3 phases (construction or early mine 


years, during active mine with most visible effects if it’s different than the 
construction or early mine simulation, and post reclamation) 


• OHV staging area at KOP 4 - Simulate 3 phases (construction or early mine years, 
during active mine with most visible effects, and post reclamation) 


 
 







TOTAL 12-16 SIMULATIONS 
 
Simulation Type Simulation Description  Number of 


Panoramas 
Number of 
Simulations 


Not Visible 
• Madera Canyon 
• San Xavier 
• Tucson 
• Vail 
• Corona de Tucson 
• Sahuarita 
• Green Valley 


 


o Six existing panoramas of 
conditions  


o Six diagrams to document project 
is not visible 


6 0 


Minimal- Distant Visibility 
• Sonoita (KOP 8) 
• Las Cienegas Conservation Area 


(KOP 11) 
 


o Three existing panoramas of 
current conditions 


o Three general simulations with 
generalized colors and textures 


2 2 


Moderate Visibility 
• Mt. Wrightson Wilderness (KOP 


17) 
• Hilton Rd. (KOP 16) 
• Box Canyon (KOP 21) 


 


o Three existing panoramas of 
current conditions 


o Three post-reclamation with detail 
in color and texture that fades with 
distance from viewer  


o Two to six simulations at phases 
during construction with detail in 
color and texture that fades.  


3 6 


Highly Visible 
• Arizona Trail  
• Hwy 83 pullout (KOP 12)  
• OHV staging (KOP 4)  


 


o Three existing panorama of current 
conditions 


o Three post-reclamation simulations 
with high level of detail in 
vegetation, color, texture and land 
form that fades with distance from 
the viewer during different phases 


o Two to six simulations at phases 
during construction  


3 8 


Totals  14 
Panoramas 


16 
Simulations 


 







Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/05/2009 04:23 PM -----

"Charles Coyle"
<ccoyle@swca.com> 

08/05/2009 03:56 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Reta
Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Debby Kriegel"
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Rosemont visual simulations scope of work

 
Hi Bev, Reta, Debby:

 
Please review the attached, which is Marcie Bidwell’s revised scope of work and
assumptions to complete visual simulations for the Proposed Action.  As I understand
it, this newest version was coordinated with Debby yesterday and this morning.

 
As we discussed, it would be best if we can get approval from each of the three of you
prior to submittal of the scope and associated costs to Rosemont Copper—change
orders tend to be quite time-consuming, so I’d like to be able to assure RCC this is
the definitive scope and we can then hopefully get the dollars in place sooner rather
than later. 

 
Thanks!

 
Charles Coyle
Senior Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 North Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ  85012

 
Phone: 602-274-3831 ext 1108
Fax: 602-274-3958
www.swca.com 

 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

 

http://www.swca.com/


 

 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; david.krizek@tetratech.com; mbidwell@swca.com; karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont West Access Road, Water Line, and Power Line
Date: 07/22/2010 07:16 AM

Here's most of the answer...

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 07/22/2010 07:14 AM -----

"Lara Mitchell"
<lmitchell@swca.com> 

07/21/2010 01:55 PM

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

cc "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Melissa
Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont West Access Road, Water Line, and
Power Line

Hi Debby
For the MPO and the 3 alternatives the west access road goes through Lopez Pass.
For the MPO the power line goes through Lopez Pass. For all three alternatives, 4 of the power line
alternative routes (Preferred Route, Alternative 1, Preferred sub alternative and sub alternative 1)
all go through Lopez Pass, one (Alternative 2) comes through farther south, near Box Canyon Road.
For the MPO the water line looks like it comes through Lopez Pass. We are still waiting on water
line data. I was told by Melissa that we would receive it on Friday.  I don’t have any info for the
Alternatives water lines until we get that data.

 
So from what I looked at today, no access road or power line goes though Gunsight Pass. I’ll have
to get back to you on the water line info.
-Lara

 
From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 1:41 PM
To: Lara Mitchell
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont West Access Road, Water Line, and Power Line

 

Lara, 

On Friday, we took a hard drive to Tetra Tech and collected GIS data for the MPO
and alternatives.  When you're back in the office and have time to review this data,
please look at the following files for the MPO and each alternative: 

West access road 
Power line 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:david.krizek@tetratech.com
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com


Water line

Which are over Gunsight Pass?  Which are over Lopez Pass? 

Thanks!! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Rosemont
Date: 06/30/2009 03:28 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/30/2009 03:27 PM -----

deb bartolazzi
<debtucson@earthlink.net> 

06/26/2009 06:40 AM

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Rosemont

I support Congressman Grijalva's and Congresswoman Giffords' stand
"The proposed Rosemont mine would have far reaching negative impacts
on the forest and surrounding areas, and it is hard to imagine how these
could be mitigated effectively," the congress members' letter said. "We
believe the Forest Service is ill-advised to take the 'no action' alternative
off the table before it has completed a comprehensive and robust
examination of this alternative."
Deborah Bartolazzi

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont
Date: 11/03/2009 04:21 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 11/03/2009 04:18 PM -----

joyce.james@micorp.com 

11/03/2009 01:35 PM

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Rosemont

I wonder if your counsel who prepared your June 2009 comment  really had an
opportunity to analyze that the Augusta Resources is not a U.S. citizen and so may
not have all the rights afforded under the 1872 law -  it is highly unlikely that
Congress in 1872 intended to allow  foreign companies to develop the mines on
public lands.  What if Augusta Resources was from Russia during the cold war -  or
Japan during WWII?   I think that the forest service should seek additional legal
clarification from the Depart ment of Justice on what group is afforded rights under
the 1872 law.   

I am concerned that the Mining operations will create both an environmental disaster
and an economic one for the people who live in the Santa Cruz Valley.  Our
economy is dependent on clean water, air, wildlife and the tourism that brings here. 

Sincerely,

Joyce M. James, JD, CFP®
Vice President 
M&I Wealth Management
4380 N. Campbell Ave., Suite 102
Tucson, AZ 85718
(520) 232-6260 Direct
(800) 248-3791 Toll Free
(520) 232-6266 Fax
joyce.james@micorp.com

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Rosemont
Date: 11/03/2009 04:21 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 11/03/2009 04:18 PM -----

joyce.james@micorp.com 

11/03/2009 01:35 PM

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Rosemont

I wonder if your counsel who prepared your June 2009 comment  really had an
opportunity to analyze that the Augusta Resources is not a U.S. citizen and so may
not have all the rights afforded under the 1872 law -  it is highly unlikely that
Congress in 1872 intended to allow  foreign companies to develop the mines on
public lands.  What if Augusta Resources was from Russia during the cold war -  or
Japan during WWII?   I think that the forest service should seek additional legal
clarification from the Depart ment of Justice on what group is afforded rights under
the 1872 law.   

I am concerned that the Mining operations will create both an environmental disaster
and an economic one for the people who live in the Santa Cruz Valley.  Our
economy is dependent on clean water, air, wildlife and the tourism that brings here. 

Sincerely,

Joyce M. James, JD, CFP®
Vice President 
M&I Wealth Management
4380 N. Campbell Ave., Suite 102
Tucson, AZ 85718
(520) 232-6260 Direct
(800) 248-3791 Toll Free
(520) 232-6266 Fax
joyce.james@micorp.com
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From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: rosemont
Date: 05/05/2010 07:37 AM

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

Mailroom R3
Coronado 
Sent by: Dustin J
Hicks/R3/USDAFS

05/03/2010 08:35 AM

To Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: rosemont

Good Morning Teresa Ann-

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

Thanks!
Dustin Hicks

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

cindy bugg
<cbugg@hotmail.com> 

05/02/2010 09:49 PM

To <mailroom_r3_coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject rosemont

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

I am strongly against this mine, as are most people here.  Taking our
well water and replacing it with CAP water is just unsatisfactory, not to

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


mention the scar on the land, the extra utilities we would have to pay for,
the negative impact in every area that this would bring is just
unbelievably irresponsible of us.  The profits go to Canada, and the
copper goes to Asia........ How is that helping us?  This also leaves us
with the bad runoff silt, as everyone knows is caustic.  My friend works at
the other mine in Sahuarita, and says he constantly sees animals drinking
from standing water holes around the mine, and the animals start
screaming in pain and then die.   Why would you let this happen to our
beautiful mountains and the people surrounding?

Thank you for your time
Cindy Bugg
Sahuarita, AZ

The New Busy think 9 to 5 is a cute idea. Combine multiple calendars
with Hotmail. Get busy.

http://www.windowslive.com/campaign/thenewbusy?tile=multicalendar&ocid=PID28326::T:WLMTAGL:ON:WL:en-US:WM_HMP:042010_5


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Rosemont
Date: 06/30/2009 02:58 PM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/30/2009 02:55 PM -----

"Ellen Imbody"
<emi1942@msn.com> 

06/24/2009 09:13 PM

To <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Rosemont

To The Forest Service,

 
It's difficult for me to understand your feelings about a mine in our area.
I totally agree with our Representatives and hope that you will reevaluate
your feelings when you decide the future of our area.

 
Ellen M. Imbody
Oro Valley, AZ

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Rosemont's proposed alternative
Date: 07/02/2009 02:05 PM

This is what we'll be seeing on Wednesday afternoon, right?  I probably won't have
time to review it prior to then.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 07/02/2009 02:03 PM -----

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

07/02/2009 12:39 PM

To kbrown03@fs.fed.us, beverson@fs.fed.us,
kellett@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, mfarrell@fs.fed.us,
abelauskas@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
tciapusci@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, rlaford@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
teresa@ciapusci.com, klgraves@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us

cc Charles Coyle <ccoyle@swca.com>,
mpetersen@swca.com, Melissa Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Rosemont's proposed alternative

Hello All-

Rosemont has submitted their proposed alternative. I have uploaded it here:
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=149379> 

It is a fairly large file, so you will need to allow some time to download. If you have any
issues with the file or need any help, please let me know.

 

Thanks!

Mel

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Save the Scenic Santa Ritas.
Date: 03/18/2009 02:51 PM
Attachments: Letter From Freddie C.doc

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 03/18/2009 02:50 PM -----

"Richard Calabro"
<r.a.calabro@att.net> 

03/16/2009 04:10 PM
Please respond to

"Richard Calabro" <r.a.calabro@att.net>

To <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Save the Scenic Santa Ritas.

    I am forwarding this letter from Freddie Carter, and a bio. Freddie does not have a
computer. You may contact Freddie directly at 520 648-1959.

 
Sincerely yours,

 
Richard A. Calabro
3055 S. Placita Del Avestruz
Green Valley, AZ 85622-3200
Tel. 520 648-0624
Fax 520 648-0647
e-mail: r.a.calabro@att.net

 

 
Frances Carter

1801 S. Abrego Drive
Green Valley, AZ 85614-1401

March 7, 2009

 

 
Save the Scenic Santa Ritas

 

 
                        The proposed Rosemont open pit mine in an especially beautiful part of the
Santa
                        Rita Mountains would be a tragedy that would destroy forever much needed
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Frances Carter 


1801 S. Abrego Drive 


Green Valley, AZ 85614-1401 


March 7, 2009


 





Save the Scenic Santa Ritas





 


The proposed Rosemont open pit mine in an especially beautiful part of the Santa 


Rita Mountains would be a tragedy that would destroy forever much needed open 


space near rapidly growing population centers.


 


Mines use quantities of precious water and pollute the runoff. The falling water table 


here was discussed in the 1940's when I was a student at the University of Arizona. 


The water shortage is much more serious now and should prevent further mines now.


 


The Japanese-backed Augusta company has never actually done mining but makes 


promises. Another company would do the actual digging with no promises, I was 


told by a man I met up there.


 


They would likely take out our skyline. I have hiked all over both sides of these 


mountains and climbed the peaks where I have seen traces of copper on their tops. 


Augusta has been working high up on both sides of these peaks.


 


The huge, ever rising tailings and the open pits that cover many miles of once valuable 


land west and north of Green Valley, that pollute our drinking water and create dust on 


windy days, demonstrate what mines do -- ruin forever beautiful land.


 


Also consider: Wildlife habitat, heavy mine traffic on winding, hilly Route 83, light 


pollution affecting world-class telescopes on Mt. Hopkins, and a fine recreation area 


for hikers, birders and others, a scenic tourist attraction, and the whole future of this 


area, which would be gone forever.


 


A large area of the National Forest would be needed for tailings and perhaps other 


structures. The Forest Service should outlaw this devastation and environmental 


disaster and STOP this atrocity right NOW.


 


Look elsewhere for copper. Mexico has copper and needs industry and jobs. 





The obsolete 1872 Mining Law should have been repealed long ago.


 


Copper mining has been important in Arizona's past history, but the future presents a 


different situation, at least here, near Tucson. 








Frances C. ("Freddie") Carter


 


Tel. 52
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                        Look elsewhere for copper. Mexico has copper and needs industry and jobs.



 
                        The obsolete 1872 Mining Law should have been repealed long ago.

 
                        Copper mining has been important in Arizona's past history, but the future
presents a
                        different situation, at least here, near Tucson.

 

 
                                                                                                Frances C. ("Freddie") Carter        

                                                                                                
                                                                                                Tel. 520 648-1959

 

 
 Bio:

 
Freddie Carter has the distinction of being the first woman who has walked, hiked, or
climbed to the highest point in all of the fifty states of the United States. Freddie has given
memorable slide presentations many times in Green Valley and Tucson, and has two plaques
in her home certifying this amazing feat. Freddie is a former member of the Green Valley
Recreation Hiking Club, and was active in Save the Scenic Santa Ritas some twelve years
ago when the organization was founded. They successfully stopped the Asarco company from
mining this very same site now threatened by Augusta Resource. For more information please

see www.scenicsantaritas.org. 

http://www.scenicsantaritas.org/


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Save the Scenic Santa Ritas.
Date: 03/18/2009 02:51 PM
Attachments: Letter From Freddie C.doc

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 03/18/2009 02:50 PM -----

"Richard Calabro"
<r.a.calabro@att.net> 

03/16/2009 04:10 PM
Please respond to

"Richard Calabro" <r.a.calabro@att.net>

To <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Save the Scenic Santa Ritas.

    I am forwarding this letter from Freddie Carter, and a bio. Freddie does not have a
computer. You may contact Freddie directly at 520 648-1959.

 
Sincerely yours,

 
Richard A. Calabro
3055 S. Placita Del Avestruz
Green Valley, AZ 85622-3200
Tel. 520 648-0624
Fax 520 648-0647
e-mail: r.a.calabro@att.net

 

 
Frances Carter

1801 S. Abrego Drive
Green Valley, AZ 85614-1401

March 7, 2009

 

 
Save the Scenic Santa Ritas

 

 
                        The proposed Rosemont open pit mine in an especially beautiful part of the
Santa
                        Rita Mountains would be a tragedy that would destroy forever much needed
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Rita Mountains would be a tragedy that would destroy forever much needed open 


space near rapidly growing population centers.


 


Mines use quantities of precious water and pollute the runoff. The falling water table 
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The water shortage is much more serious now and should prevent further mines now.
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They would likely take out our skyline. I have hiked all over both sides of these 


mountains and climbed the peaks where I have seen traces of copper on their tops. 


Augusta has been working high up on both sides of these peaks.


 


The huge, ever rising tailings and the open pits that cover many miles of once valuable 


land west and north of Green Valley, that pollute our drinking water and create dust on 


windy days, demonstrate what mines do -- ruin forever beautiful land.


 


Also consider: Wildlife habitat, heavy mine traffic on winding, hilly Route 83, light 


pollution affecting world-class telescopes on Mt. Hopkins, and a fine recreation area 


for hikers, birders and others, a scenic tourist attraction, and the whole future of this 


area, which would be gone forever.


 


A large area of the National Forest would be needed for tailings and perhaps other 


structures. The Forest Service should outlaw this devastation and environmental 


disaster and STOP this atrocity right NOW.


 


Look elsewhere for copper. Mexico has copper and needs industry and jobs. 





The obsolete 1872 Mining Law should have been repealed long ago.


 


Copper mining has been important in Arizona's past history, but the future presents a 


different situation, at least here, near Tucson. 








Frances C. ("Freddie") Carter


 


Tel. 52



open
                        space near rapidly growing population centers.

 
                        Mines use quantities of precious water and pollute the runoff. The falling
water table
                        here was discussed in the 1940's when I was a student at the University of
Arizona.
                        The water shortage is much more serious now and should prevent further
mines now.

 
                        The Japanese-backed Augusta company has never actually done mining but
makes
                        promises. Another company would do the actual digging with no promises, I
was
                        told by a man I met up there.

 
                        They would likely take out our skyline. I have hiked all over both sides of
these
                        mountains and climbed the peaks where I have seen traces of copper on their
tops.
                        Augusta has been working high up on both sides of these peaks.

 
                        The huge, ever rising tailings and the open pits that cover many miles of once
valuable
                        land west and north of Green Valley, that pollute our drinking water and
create dust on
                        windy days, demonstrate what mines do -- ruin forever beautiful land.

 
                        Also consider: Wildlife habitat, heavy mine traffic on winding, hilly Route 83,
light
                        pollution affecting world-class telescopes on Mt. Hopkins, and a fine
recreation area
                        for hikers, birders and others, a scenic tourist attraction, and the whole future
of this
                        area, which would be gone forever.

 
                        A large area of the National Forest would be needed for tailings and perhaps
other
                        structures. The Forest Service should outlaw this devastation and
environmental
                        disaster and STOP this atrocity right NOW.

 
                        Look elsewhere for copper. Mexico has copper and needs industry and jobs.



 
                        The obsolete 1872 Mining Law should have been repealed long ago.

 
                        Copper mining has been important in Arizona's past history, but the future
presents a
                        different situation, at least here, near Tucson.

 

 
                                                                                                Frances C. ("Freddie") Carter        

                                                                                                
                                                                                                Tel. 520 648-1959

 

 
 Bio:

 
Freddie Carter has the distinction of being the first woman who has walked, hiked, or
climbed to the highest point in all of the fifty states of the United States. Freddie has given
memorable slide presentations many times in Green Valley and Tucson, and has two plaques
in her home certifying this amazing feat. Freddie is a former member of the Green Valley
Recreation Hiking Club, and was active in Save the Scenic Santa Ritas some twelve years
ago when the organization was founded. They successfully stopped the Asarco company from
mining this very same site now threatened by Augusta Resource. For more information please

see www.scenicsantaritas.org. 

http://www.scenicsantaritas.org/


From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: mreichard@swca.com; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Scoping comments on proposed Rosemont Copper Project
Date: 08/31/2009 07:44 AM
Attachments: DustVibrationcmnt.pdf

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 08/31/2009 07:34 AM -----

"Dan Brocious"
<dbrocious@cfa.harvard.edu> 

08/30/2009 03:18 PM
Please respond to

<dbrocious@cfa.harvard.edu>

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc tciapusci@fs.fed.us, efalco@cfa.harvard.edu

Subject Scoping comments on proposed Rosemont
Copper Project

Dear Team Leader:

Please see the attachment.

Thank you.

Dan Brocious

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Dan Brocious
Smithsonian Institution
Whipple Observatory
P.O. Box 6369
Amado, AZ  85645  USA

520-670-5706  Voicemail
520-670-5714  Fax
===================================================================

From:          Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>
Date:          Thu, 27 Aug 2009 07:49:09 -0700
X-pstn-addresses:          from <tciapusci@fs.fed.us> [563/23]

Dr. Falco -

Your agency is welcome to update its earlier comment submission if you 
have additional information to share regarding the preliminary 
alternatives for waste rock and tailings locations that were presented 
at the August 20 coordination meeting.  We are aware the MOU for your 
agency is still in routing for signature and have every expectation from 
our discussions with your agency that it will be executed, but that 
process should not forestall submitting pertinent comments that inform 
the interdisciplinary team's work.  Looking forward to receiving your 
comment submission and signed MOU.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular

(520) 388-8305 fax

mailto:comments-southwestern-coronado
mailto:CN=Roxane M Raley/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory


Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory


August 28, 2009.


Team Leader, Rosemont Copper Project,
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress St.
Tucson, AZ 85701


Dear Team Leader, 


We would like to add to our previous submissions regarding lighting with this information of 
possible adverse affects of dust, gas and vibration from the proposed Rosemont Mine on the 
operations of the Observatories on Mt. Hopkins.


Dust and gas emissions from mining operations may well degrade the quality of the atmosphere 
through which we conduct our research.


Small particles can reduce the amount of visible light reaching the telescopes and at the same 
time make the sky brighter in infrared wavelengths.   Such particles may stay aloft for extended 
periods of time.  The impact of small particles would have to be determined by direct 
measurement of atmospheric extinction at the observatory sites.  At the least, this would require a 
small telescope making dedicated measurements over time.


Large particles, at least several microns in size, can alight on observatory equipment and degrade 
mirror coatings and optical surfaces.  A monitoring device, together with a meteorological station 
could assess the flux of large particles.  If the mine starts operating, the same device could be used 
to compare pre-operative and operative fluxes of large particles.  An important question to be 
addressed in these studies is any correlation between large particle emission and observed 
extinction.  The simultaneous increase in large particle flux and extinction at the Mt. Hopkins 
sites will be a clear indication of environmental damage by the operation of the mine.


Gases from mining operations such as exhaust fumes or chemical use can contribute to air 
pollution.   Sulfur compounds in particular directly attack the aluminum coatings on telescope 
mirrors.


For all of their size, telescopes are extremely sensitive to vibration.  We suggest the proponent 
model the seismic effect of typical mining operations, including blasting, as they might affect the 
telescope piers, optical benches and other sensitive equipment at the Observatory.  Settling or 
cracking of foundations or piers from vibration would be a serious matter.


The adverse affects described here have the common feature that the full extent of the problem 
would not be known until it occurs.  This brings back the question we have asked before:  Who 
has the authority to direct mitigation if mining operations begin?


P O  Box 6369
670 Mount Hopkins Road
Amado  AZ  85645-6369  U S A 
520.670.5701 Telephone
520.670.5714 Fax







Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory


Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory
Scoping comments on Rosemont Copper Plan of Operation


Please contact us with any questions.


Regards,


Dan Brocious
Public Information Office


-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
General background:


Report and Recommendations of International Astronomical Union Commission 50 -- 
“The Vanishing Universe: Adverse Environmental Impacts on Astronomy: Proceedings of the 
Conference sponsored by UNESCO ... [et al.] held at UNESCO, Paris, 30 June-2 July 1992, 
Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, |c1994, edited by Derek McNally.


“Preserving The Astronomical Windows.”  Proceedings of Joint Discussion number 5 of the 23rd 
General Assembly of the International Astronomical Union held in Kyoto, Japan 22-23 August 
1997.  ASP Conference Series, Vol. 139, 1998, ed. Syuzo Isobe and Tomohiro Hirayama.


dkb:hp
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670 Mount Hopkins Road
Amado  AZ  85645-6369  U S A 
520.670.5701 Telephone
520.670.5714 Fax
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Seed Mix
Date: 08/22/2008 12:12 PM
Importance: High

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/22/2008 12:12 PM -----

karnold@augustaresource.com 

07/31/2008 03:47 PM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To "Beverley A. Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Re: Seed Mix

Thank you
Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Date: Thu, 31 Jul 2008 14:55:17 
To: <karnold@augustaresource.com>
Subject: Fw: Seed Mix

FYI

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 02:54 PM
-----
                                                                           
             Kendall                                                       
             Brown/R3/USDAFS                                               
                                                                        To 
             07/31/2008 02:42          Beverley A                          
             PM                        Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES           
                                                                        cc 
                                                                           
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Re: Fw: Seed Mix(Document link:     
                                       Beverley A Everson)                 
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

Bev,
On your attachment it shows two seed mixes, I believe. Either one is a
great choice.

D. Kendall Brown
Acting Range Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
(520) 237-3702
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

                                                                           
             Beverley A                                                    
             Everson/R3/USDAFS                                             
                                                                        To 
             07/31/2008 02:14          Kendall Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES     
             PM                                                         cc 
                                                                           
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Fw: Seed Mix                        
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

Kendall,

This is the mix that Kathy said they have started using in the drilling
reclamation.  Does it look okay to you, or do you want to change it?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 02:04 PM
-----
                                                                           
             Kathy Arnold                                                  
             <karnold@augustar                                             
             esource.com>                                               To 
                                       'Beverley A Everson'                
             07/25/2008 04:20          <beverson@fs.fed.us>                
             PM                                                         cc 
                                                                           
                                                                   Subject 
             Please respond to         Seed Mix                            
             karnold@augustare                                             
                source.com                                                 
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           



Bev –
Attached is the seed mix that we have been using at the exploration drill
sites at Rosemont.  Please let me know if this will be okay for use on the
Forest Service or if there is another mix you would prefer.

Thank you –
Kathy

Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

(Embedded image moved to file: pic20998.jpg)
Rosemont Copper Company
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

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

 (See attached file: Native Southeastern Arizona Grass Seed Mix 8
Species.doc)



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Seed Mix
Date: 08/22/2008 12:05 PM
Importance: High

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/22/2008 12:05 PM -----

Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS

07/31/2008 02:42 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Fw: Seed Mix

Bev,
On your attachment it shows two seed mixes, I believe. Either one is a great choice.

D. Kendall Brown
Acting Range Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
(520) 237-3702
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

07/31/2008 02:14 PM

To Kendall Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Seed Mix

Kendall,

This is the mix that Kathy said they have started using in the drilling reclamation. 
Does it look okay to you, or do you want to change it?

Bev

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://localhost/872568590056BE15/0/5B7AACDB92152397072574970073CF23


Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 02:04 PM -----

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@augustaresource.com> 

07/25/2008 04:20 PM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Beverley A Everson'
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Seed Mix

Bev – 
Attached is the seed mix that we have been using at the exploration drill sites at
Rosemont.  Please let me know if this will be okay for use on the Forest Service or if
there is another mix you would prefer.

 
Thank you – 
Kathy

 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 

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

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

 

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Smithsonian comments on alts
Date: 08/31/2009 02:01 PM
Attachments: DustVibrationcmnt.pdf

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 08/31/2009 02:01 PM -----

comments-
southwestern-
coronado 
Sent by: Roxane M Raley

08/31/2009 07:44 AM

To mreichard@swca.com, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Scoping comments on proposed Rosemont Copper
Project

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 08/31/2009 07:34 AM -----

"Dan Brocious"
<dbrocious@cfa.harvard.edu> 

08/30/2009 03:18 PM
Please respond to

<dbrocious@cfa.harvard.edu>

To comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us

cc tciapusci@fs.fed.us, efalco@cfa.harvard.edu

Subject Scoping comments on proposed Rosemont
Copper Project

Dear Team Leader:

Please see the attachment.

Thank you.

Dan Brocious

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Dan Brocious
Smithsonian Institution
Whipple Observatory
P.O. Box 6369
Amado, AZ  85645  USA

520-670-5706  Voicemail
520-670-5714  Fax

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory


Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory


August 28, 2009.


Team Leader, Rosemont Copper Project,
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress St.
Tucson, AZ 85701


Dear Team Leader, 


We would like to add to our previous submissions regarding lighting with this information of 
possible adverse affects of dust, gas and vibration from the proposed Rosemont Mine on the 
operations of the Observatories on Mt. Hopkins.


Dust and gas emissions from mining operations may well degrade the quality of the atmosphere 
through which we conduct our research.


Small particles can reduce the amount of visible light reaching the telescopes and at the same 
time make the sky brighter in infrared wavelengths.   Such particles may stay aloft for extended 
periods of time.  The impact of small particles would have to be determined by direct 
measurement of atmospheric extinction at the observatory sites.  At the least, this would require a 
small telescope making dedicated measurements over time.


Large particles, at least several microns in size, can alight on observatory equipment and degrade 
mirror coatings and optical surfaces.  A monitoring device, together with a meteorological station 
could assess the flux of large particles.  If the mine starts operating, the same device could be used 
to compare pre-operative and operative fluxes of large particles.  An important question to be 
addressed in these studies is any correlation between large particle emission and observed 
extinction.  The simultaneous increase in large particle flux and extinction at the Mt. Hopkins 
sites will be a clear indication of environmental damage by the operation of the mine.


Gases from mining operations such as exhaust fumes or chemical use can contribute to air 
pollution.   Sulfur compounds in particular directly attack the aluminum coatings on telescope 
mirrors.


For all of their size, telescopes are extremely sensitive to vibration.  We suggest the proponent 
model the seismic effect of typical mining operations, including blasting, as they might affect the 
telescope piers, optical benches and other sensitive equipment at the Observatory.  Settling or 
cracking of foundations or piers from vibration would be a serious matter.


The adverse affects described here have the common feature that the full extent of the problem 
would not be known until it occurs.  This brings back the question we have asked before:  Who 
has the authority to direct mitigation if mining operations begin?


P O  Box 6369
670 Mount Hopkins Road
Amado  AZ  85645-6369  U S A 
520.670.5701 Telephone
520.670.5714 Fax







Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory


Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory
Scoping comments on Rosemont Copper Plan of Operation


Please contact us with any questions.


Regards,


Dan Brocious
Public Information Office


-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
General background:


Report and Recommendations of International Astronomical Union Commission 50 -- 
“The Vanishing Universe: Adverse Environmental Impacts on Astronomy: Proceedings of the 
Conference sponsored by UNESCO ... [et al.] held at UNESCO, Paris, 30 June-2 July 1992, 
Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, |c1994, edited by Derek McNally.


“Preserving The Astronomical Windows.”  Proceedings of Joint Discussion number 5 of the 23rd 
General Assembly of the International Astronomical Union held in Kyoto, Japan 22-23 August 
1997.  ASP Conference Series, Vol. 139, 1998, ed. Syuzo Isobe and Tomohiro Hirayama.


dkb:hp
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===================================================================

From:          Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>
Date:          Thu, 27 Aug 2009 07:49:09 -0700
X-pstn-addresses:          from <tciapusci@fs.fed.us> [563/23]

Dr. Falco -

Your agency is welcome to update its earlier comment submission if you 
have additional information to share regarding the preliminary 
alternatives for waste rock and tailings locations that were presented 
at the August 20 coordination meeting.  We are aware the MOU for your 
agency is still in routing for signature and have every expectation from 
our discussions with your agency that it will be executed, but that 
process should not forestall submitting pertinent comments that inform 
the interdisciplinary team's work.  Looking forward to receiving your 
comment submission and signed MOU.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular

(520) 388-8305 fax



From: Tom Furgason
To: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri; Camille Ensle; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Some style q's for Rosemont
Date: 06/30/2009 12:15 PM

Reta, Bev, and Mindee,
 
Our editor has raised some questions regarding formatting and editing standards.  Can you please
provide further direction on these?  Thanks.
 
Tom
 
 

1) CNF is requesting that we insert the entire name of a figure and a table when we call them out
in the text, e.g., (Figure 1. Project location). Would the CNF be willing to reconsider this? In the EIS,
it may get out of control in terms of length and clunkiness, and whatever we do for the scoping
reports that is the style we should keep for the EIS.
 
2) Regarding lowercasing the table titles, and I do not recall seeing anything in their style guide
with that requirement—I might be wrong about that, but capping the titles is standard for the field
and for every EIS I have ever seen, including for multiple national forests. Please advise.
 
3) CNF is suggesting that we consider changing our appendix title page style so that we do not
have a title page and instead we just put Appendix A as a header. I wouldn’t recommend it because
having the appendix title page helps the reader to better identify the beginning and end of each
appendix.
 
4) There seems to be confusion about footnotes. In the edited draft, the footnotes are all correctly
placed in the text and footer. I fixed them, but if CNF has any further questions about footnotes, let
me know before we change anything because they are a mess to sort out once the in-text
reference has been deleted. I have to go back to an old version then to figure out where it was
originally.
 
5) For the table of contents, CNF asked us to use leaders (dots) for the Appendix page numbers so
that that section matches the figure and table section. The first page of an appendix is always the
appendix letter and then 1, so we never put page numbers for appendices. No one does, actually.
Would the CNF consider striking this request?
 
6) I have verified that CNF’s own template uses title case for tables, not sentence style, so I am
changing all title headings back to title case. I can show you the document if needed. Also, there is
nothing in their documents about having to put the entire figure or table name in the callout, so I
see no reason to do this—it is just introducing a substantial amount of work into the document,
especially when we get to a document the size of the EIS.
 

7) Some colon stuff: CNF wants colons after ‘to,’ and ‘will, but we can’t put a colon after to (or will
for the other bullets) because it has to have ‘as follows’ or ‘the following’ in order to use a colon. If
they want colons, then they need to let me add ‘do the following’ to all of these sets, and then we

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:hgachiri@swca.com
mailto:censle@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


can use a colon. I will go ahead and add that in, but they will probably want to remove it and we
can’t.
 

This first report is intended to

·         explain the framework for scoping;
·         detail Coronado’s outreach for public participation;
·         identify and quantify the types of responses;
·         quantify the geographic origin of submittals; and
·         summarize the response submittals collected at meetings.

The second scoping report, Scoping Summary Report #2, Theme of Comments, will explain the content analysis
process and provide an overview of the prominent themes identified in the public comments. 
The report will

·         describe the methodology used to process response submissions;
·         categorize the comments received during scoping into thematic groupings; and
·         list comments grouped by category and subcategory.

 
 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10
Date: 06/22/2010 06:02 PM

Hi again,

Please see the email below.  Did you have any suggestions for the SOW?

Thanks,

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/22/2010 06:00 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/17/2010 10:40 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Okay, more on the SOW suggestions document.  I have received quite a bit of input
via email, and to make sure that all suggestions are captured, and accurately, I
would still like for everyone to record their ideas in a single document.  Because
several people are having trouble with the WebEx link (and I can't access the
internet this morning to try to figure out what's going on in WebEx), you will soon
be getting info on where to find the document on the J Drive.  Stay tuned.

Please be sure to put your comments in the one document, and don't create new
ones of your own.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/694A50B8EF69AAB607257842000295EF


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

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/16/2010 06:20 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Rosemont IDT members,

Thanks for a productive, well-attended meeting today.  For those of you who were
not in the meeting, Mindee and I asked today for suggestions for needs with a new
scope of work that SWCA is putting together for funding (by Rosemont) for work on
the project.

Please see the link below for a place to add your suggestions for work needed, to be
included in the scope of work.  Your suggestions will be forwarded for review
internally, and then by SWCA starting on Monday.  If you would like your ideas to be
considered, you will need to add them to the document in WebEx (link below) by
COB on Friday.

Call me if you need help accessing the document, or editing, though I think it's
pretty straightforward...

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701



Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 06:09 PM -----

Beverly Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 
Sent by: rosemonteis
<notify@weboffice.com>

06/16/2010 06:07 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go directly to
the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please note that some email
clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't
go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008


From: Beverley A Everson
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10
Date: 06/16/2010 06:20 PM

Rosemont IDT members,

Thanks for a productive, well-attended meeting today.  For those of you who were
not in the meeting, Mindee and I asked today for suggestions for needs with a new
scope of work that SWCA is putting together for funding (by Rosemont) for work on
the project.

Please see the link below for a place to add your suggestions for work needed, to be
included in the scope of work.  Your suggestions will be forwarded for review
internally, and then by SWCA starting on Monday.  If you would like your ideas to be
considered, you will need to add them to the document in WebEx (link below) by
COB on Friday.

Call me if you need help accessing the document, or editing, though I think it's
pretty straightforward...

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 06:09 PM -----

Beverly Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 
Sent by: rosemonteis
<notify@weboffice.com>

06/16/2010 06:07 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go directly to
the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please note that some email
clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't
go to the right place.

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:abelauskas@fs.fed.us
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:cablair@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccleblanc@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:hschewel@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Kendall Brown/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:seanlockwood@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us


<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Walter Keyes
Subject: Fw: SOW work needs and other needs from SWCA
Date: 06/28/2010 04:55 PM

Disregard...I found my notes.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/28/2010 04:54 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/28/2010 04:53 PM

To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS

cc

Subject SOW work needs and other needs from SWCA

Hi Walt,

This is a follow-up to the phone message I left just now for you.  What information
needs do you have from SWCA?  One you mentioned to me last week was
information on what things Rosemont might have to pay ADOT for relative to the
project, above and beyond what's paid for with taxes.  There were one or two other
things you mentioned to me when I asked you if you had anything you would like to
see added to the SOW work that SWCA is developing for the next few months for
the project for Rosemont.  Can you refresh my memory?

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Melissa Reichard
To: tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: spreadsheet of Coronado NF corporate data
Date: 05/18/2009 10:24 AM

TA-
Should I contact them directly for this? Or how can I get this data for our GIS specialist?
Thanks!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Terry L Austin [mailto:tlaustin@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 10:18 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: spreadsheet of Coronado NF corporate data
 

I'll burn the CD now & call you when ready.  I can't provide data from other agencies.  Arizona Game &
Fish here in Tucson sent me the TES data.  A contct name would be Joan Scott-388-4447 
^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^
Terry L. Austin
GIS/Data Specialist
Ecosystem Management Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8356
fax:  (520) 388-8332

email:  tlaustin@fs.fed.us
^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^* 

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

05/18/2009 09:59 AM

To "Terry L Austin" <tlaustin@fs.fed.us>
cc <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: spreadsheet of Coronado NF corporate data

 
  

Terry- 
These look great! Please burn all of these layers to a DVD for me. 
  
TA- 
Terry has layers that were provided by other agencies (i.e. AZFWS- T&E areas). Can you provide those layers to
us as well considering that this is your project that you are asking us to work on? 
  
Please let me know when I can pick up this DVD. Thanks for your time! 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


  
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes

 

From: Terry L Austin [mailto:tlaustin@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 9:27 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: spreadsheet of Coronado NF corporate data 
  

^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^
Terry L. Austin
GIS/Data Specialist
Ecosystem Management Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8356
fax:  (520) 388-8332

email:  tlaustin@fs.fed.us
^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information
Date: 08/04/2010 12:19 PM
Attachments: Rosemont_Geochem_Review_183101_ckh-rb_20100210_Draft_Issued.pdf

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/04/2010 12:18 PM -----

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

05/02/2010 10:39 AM

To "Salek Shafiqullah - USFS "
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Beverley A Everson'"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"'Melissa Reichard'" <mreichard@swca.com>,
"'Jonathan Rigg'" <jrigg@swca.com>

Subject RE: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry
Information

All,

 
To date SWCA has not received a response to the included 16 March email (reiterated in a 29
March email)  regarding the SRK review of baseline geochemistry information for the Rosemont
project.  Please review the attached Technical Memorandum and let us know how the CNF wants
to proceed.  As we are now receiving predictive evaluations based in part on information contained
in the geochemical baseline report (e.g. Pit Lake Geochemistry & Infiltration Fate & Transport
reports) I recommend that it is not relevant to resolve all the issues raised by SRK in the attached
memo, but leave critical geochemical data evaluation to only the data used in making
environmental impact predictions.  Therefore, I recommend that the attached draft Technical
Memorandum be entered into the file as reference material, but not become the focus of a work
task to resolve all issues raised by SRK, and that any issues regarding geochemical data be resolved
as part of the review of the predictive modeling reports and be targeted on the data used for each
predictive effort.

 
Regards,

 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



 
 


SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. 
3275 West Ina Road, Suite 240 
Tucson, Arizona 
USA 85741 
 
choag@srk.com 
www.srk.com 
 


Tel:   520.544.3688 
Fax:  520.544.9853 
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Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Tom Furgason, SWCA Date: February 10, 2010 


cc: Dale Ortman, P.E. From: Rob Bowell, Eur.Geol, C.Chem MR
S, C.Geol. FGS 


Corolla Hoag, R.G. 


Subject: Preliminary Geochemistry Review – 
Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 


Project #: 183101 


 
The following comments are related to three documents provided by SWCA concerning geochemical test 
work performed on rock and tailings materials at the Augusta Resource Rosemont Copper Project. These 
documents include the:  


 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan (Vector, 2006) 
 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Rosemont Copper (main text, Appendix A, and Appendix 


B) (Tetra Tech, 2007a), and 
 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Rosemont Copper, (Tetra Tech, 2007b). 


 
SWCA requested that SRK review these documents and provide a professional opinion as to whether the test 
assumptions, test procedures, analytical methods used, types of data collected, and results presented in each 
document are reasonable and in conformance with standard industry accepted practice. The review was 
limited to reading the documents provided although references to other documents, such as the APP 
application (Tetra Tech, 2009a) are made. A review of the laboratory analytical reports included in Tetra 
Tech (2007) was not performed. SRK has not undertaken an extensive literature search outside of documents 
provided so cannot comment on the full adequacy of information available in the public domain to 
supplement those documents submitted through SWCA. It was necessary, however, to refer to selected 
public technical reports as discussed and cited below to find information defining Rosemont waste and ore. 
Additionally, it is difficult for the senior author (Bowell) to confirm complete applicability of the test work 
as he has not been to the site and is not being personally familiar with the site conditions.  
 
SRK was not provided with a formal Sampling and Analysis Plan with sampling and test work protocols; 
industry test protocols are referred to in the documents. General comments on the test program (methods 
used) and specific comments about the suitability of the methods are provided below.  


1 Assessment of Investigation Methods and Protocols 


A brief assessment is provided below of the methods used in the geochemical characterization 
investigation. Documentation was not provided to answer all questions; for example the source of the 
tailings test materials and what stage of tailings deposition the samples represent is not adequately 
provided. The assumptions, sampling collection methods, tests, and analytical methods where 
referenced in these reports are in general conformance with industry standard practice. The results 
presented are reasonable given the background data available based on these reports. The scopes of 
the geochemical programs detailed in these documents, however, do have some deficiencies related 
to the characterization the materials present at the mine site and their long-term geochemical 
behavior. 
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A work plan for geochemical characterization should identify test work appropriate to characterize 
the potential discharging facility under the proposed operational method and address the physical and 
chemical characterization per regulatory guidelines. Rosemont Copper Company submitted an 
application for an Aquifer Protection Permit in February 2009 to the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality (ADEQ). The process recommended by ADEQ to characterize ore and waste 
materials is described in Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT (ADEQ, 2005). ADEQ recommends a tiered approach to 
characterize solid materials and potential leachates derived from the solids.  Static test work and 
studies performed under the Tier #1 stage include: 


 Description of mineralogy and lithology (rock, color, angularity, induration, grain-size 
distribution, mineral types and proportions to assess acid rock drainage and metal 
leachability, sulfide percentages, etc.); 


 Leaching Tests 
o Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP by EPA Method 1212), 
o Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (MWMP), and 
o Leachable Sulfates and Soluble Solids tests, 
o Bottle Roll Tests. 


 Acid-Base Accounting (ABA) Analysis 
o Acid generation potential (AGP), 
o Net neutralization potential (NNP), and 
o Net acid generating (NAG) pH. 


 Physical Characteristics 
o Grain size, density, shear strength, moisture content, permeability.       


 
Kinetic test work may be required under a Tier #2 stage to assess the rates of acid-generation, acid-
neutralization, sulfide oxidation, and metal release. Typical tests performed under Tier #2 include: 


 Humidity cells, column tests, barrel leach tests, and test plots; 
 Total metals analysis; 
 Radiochemical analysis; 
 Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP); and  
 Waste Extraction Test (WET). 


 
The approximate number of static tests by rock type planned to characterize waste rock materials and 
the remaining pit wall materials are listed in Table 1 of Vector (2006). To date, only very brief 
lithology descriptions of the tested samples have been prepared and submitted to ADEQ; no 
information is provided on the mineralogy of the samples tested. ABA and NAG pH  have been 
performed on all or nearly all of the tailings and waste rock samples. SPLP, MWMP, and total 
metals analyses have been performed on more than half the waste rock and tailings samples. 
Humidity cell tests have been performed on two of the four tailings samples and on four waste rock 
types (14 samples) that indicated a potential to generate acid. On-site columns were performed on 
three samples of andesite (potentially acid generating) and three mixed composites of uncertain 
potential. Physical testing of tailings materials include sieve and hydrometer testing, specific gravity, 
Atterberg Limits, Standard Proctor, Consolidation testing, Shear strength, Triaxial permeability, 
Capillary moisture retention, and Laboratory torque vane shear testing.   


1.1 Sample Collection Methods and Representativeness 


Summary – The methods used to collect representative geologic materials for geochemical testing 
follow standard industry practices. Waste rock samples collected for the geochemical investigation 
do appear to represent the rock types to be encountered during the mine life in appropriate 
percentages. Representative life-of-mine or early life-of-mine tailings has not yet been completed. 
Documentation was not provided to assess whether the sample materials actually tested are 
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representative of potential sulfide mill ore (subsequent tailings), oxide ore, or waste rock dump 
(WRD) material based on total copper cutoff grades and contained ore and gangue mineralogy. 
 
The goal of the geochemical investigation program was to perform test work that would characterize 
the geochemistry of potential leachates related to mine waste rock materials, heap leach materials, 
tailings, cover and construction materials, and the rock remaining in the pit walls and then assess 
risks related to the leachates. The geochemical sampling program was intended to represent the range 
of geologic materials including lateral and vertical variation that would influence the types and 
percentages of rocks and minerals to be encountered during the life-of-mine. In order to assess 
whether the sampling program sufficiently represents the materials expected in the waste rock and 
tailings storage facilities, it is necessary to understand the site-specific definition of waste rock, how 
the rock materials were classified in the geology model, what percentages of rocks (including 
mineralization, oxidization) are generally expected life-of-mine, and if the proportion of samples 
selected for analysis match the expected proportions of rock materials.  As mentioned above, 
geochemical programs generally follow a two-tiered approach where a selection of Tier I static tests 
are performed on a large number of samples to classify materials as potentially acid generating, of 
uncertain potential, and/or not acid generating.  Tier II test work such as humidity cells are 
performed on selected Tier 1 materials that were identified to be potentially acid generating or of 
uncertain acid generating potential.     
 
How is “Waste Rock” Defined at Rosemont?  – Waste rock is typically defined as rock material 
overlying an ore deposit or within a mine plan that is below the cutoff grade required for economic 
extraction and processing. The waste rock is removed to access the ore materials and requires 
subsequent disposal in an overburden pile or WRD. Cutoff grades may decrease or increase 
throughout the mine life owing to fluctuations in capital and operating costs, processing recovery 
effectiveness and efficiencies, or other reasons. No definition of the cutoff grade or mineralogical 
description of Rosemont waste rock is provided in the reviewed reports. Based on the description of 
measured and indicated resources reported in the 2007 NI 43-101 Technical Report for the Rosemont 
Copper Project, Updated Feasibility Study (M3 Engineering & Technology Corporation), sulfide 
waste at Rosemont was classified as material that falls below a grade of 0.20 percent total copper 
(%TCu). The current technical reports continue to use this sulfide cutoff grade (M3, 2009). Oxide 
waste is reported to be material with a grade below a 0.10 %TCu (M3, 2009, p. 5).      
 
Percentages of Reported Rock Types Representing Waste, Ore, Tailings  – The percentages of rock 
types comprising potential waste materials at Rosemont are tabulated in all of the reports (i.e. Tetra 
Tech, 2007b, Table 3.1; Tetra Tech, 2009 v. 1, Table 7.28). The percentage of tabulated waste 
relative to ore has decreased over time as additional mineralized material has been delineated. 
Greater than half of the waste materials consist of oxidized and unoxidized arkose and other oxidized 
basin-fill overburden formations; andesite and a variety of Paleozoic formations comprise the 
remaining waste rock materials. Much less documentation is available on the rock types expected to 
be present in sulfide ore (and by extension in tailings) and oxide ore. A tabulation is found in Table 2 
of Vector (2006). The copper sulfide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations 
consist primarily of Horquilla Limestone (50%), Colina Limestone (40%), quartz monzonite 
porphyry (QMP) (5%), and the Earp Formation (5%). Chalcopyrite, chalcocite, bornite,  and 
molybdenite are the dominant sulfide minerals. The sulfide ore will be processed through milling, 
flotation, and concentration processes and the residual material will be subsequently disposed of as 
dry-stack tailings. The copper oxide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations consist 
primarily of arkose (50%), QMP (15%), quartz latite porphyry, and andesite (35%). Copper oxide 
mineralization primarily includes copper-bearing limonite, chrysocolla, tenorite, malachite, and 
azurite; oxide ore will be processed by leaching with dilute sulfuric acid on a heap leach facility.  
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Method to Classify Material Types and Select Samples – Although the approximate percentages of 
waste rock and ore materials are tabulated in the reviewed reports1, the process of classifying the 
tested material as “ore” or “waste” was not described in detail in the reports reviewed. The general 
procedures for classifying ore and waste rock are described in more detail in the technical reports 
publically available to potential investors (i.e. WLR Consulting, 2006; M3 Engineering & 
Technology Corporation, 2009). Industry standard mine evaluation and design software was used by 
Rosemont personnel to interpolate the compiled drillhole data within boundaries established by the 
limits of topography, surface geology, and estimated subsurface geologic contacts. Rosemont’s 
three-dimensional geologic and resource block model assigned a rock type, mineralization type (i.e. 
oxide, sulfide), grade, and material type (i.e., waste, leach ore, sulfide mill ore) to each model block 
(50’ x 50’ x 50’) based on the geologic model including the laboratory analyses from surface 
samples, test pits, and diamond drill core. The block model was then used to estimate the percentages 
of various rock types that are potential ore and waste materials within the potential pit area.  The 
model and pit shell was used to identify specific drill core intervals that contain the rock types 
necessary to ensure representative geochemical analyses. Composite samples representing 50-foot 
mine benches at various depths were collected for geochemical analysis from coarse rejects using 
appropriate drilling intervals selected by Rosemont geologists familiar with the site-specific geology 
and mineralogy. 
 
The plan maps shown in Tetra Tech reports2 document the rock types sampled and the depth of the 
bench composite samples; sample depths range between 0 and 1,820 feet below ground surface. The 
sample data are clustered primarily in the center portion of the pit area but do appear to represent the 
major and minor rock types to be encountered within the pit area. The samples also appear to 
represent various bench elevations based the available figures and table. A plan map with labeled 
elevation contours for the proposed pit and the sample depths listed in feet above sea level or a 
profile section with the drillhole sample locations would have been helpful to verify the vertical 
distribution of the samples collected. No copper grades, however, are listed with the sample intervals 
to verify whether the samples are waste, leach ore, or sulfide ore (future tailings).   
 
The Tetra Tech sample location maps appear to provide sufficient lateral and vertical 
representativeness to provide a reasonable indication of the geochemical characteristics of the 
various waste rock types at this stage in the process. Tetra Tech (2007a) summarizes the rock types 
sampled and provides the borehole identification, depth of the sample, and the static test work 
performed. Detailed sample descriptions, however, were not provided that document what specific 
minerals were present in the samples, the proportions of potentially acid generating or acid 
neutralizing minerals that were present, and the oxidation type present.  
 
Only a brief description was found to describe the nature of the ore materials processed to simulate 
the four samples of tailings materials (Tetra Tech, 2009b).  Three tailings samples were evidently 
generated from Horquilla Limestone (May 2006, February 2007, and June 2007) although the rock 
type of the two earliest samples is not confirmed (see Table 1 in Tetra Tech, 2009b).  The last sample 
from July 2008 was generated from mixed rock types (72.9% Horquilla, 21.3% Earp, and 5.8% 
Escabrosa Limestone) that represent sulfide mill tailings in Year 0 to 3. The tailings samples were 
likely generated from coarse rejects from drillhole sample intervals or composites with total copper 
grades that matched the grades and mineralization types expected in the first few years of operation. 
This is an assumption as no sample documentation is provided with the drillhole name and depth 
interval, rock type, oxidation type, and approximate grade. SRK is therefore unable to verify whether 


                                                      
1 The percentage of waste rock types is listed in the all reports including the February 2009 APP application and has 
been updated through time.  The only tabulation listing the relative proportions of various rock types in sulfide mill ore 
(and by extension tailings) appears to be in Vector (2006). 
2Table A.1, Figures 2 and 3 and Table A.1 in Tetra Tech 2007a; Figures 2 and 3 in Tetra Tech 2007b 
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the generated tailings materials are representative of the future processed ore material based on the 
information compiled in the reports.   
 
Presumably, descriptions of the geology, mineralogy, and oxidation type are available in the surface 
sample data and drill logs for the waste, tailings, and other geochemical samples; this information 
was compiled from the drillhole logs in order to select the sample intervals to be tested. The rock 
type, type of copper sulfide/oxide minerals and associated rock-forming, gangue minerals present in 
each sample (and in what proportions), total copper grade, and other relevant characterization 
information should be recorded for each sample analyzed. The three reviewed reports as well as the 
geochemical data compiled in the APP (Tetra Tech 2009a), however, lack this basic information. 
Verification of representativeness is possible based only on the spatial location of the sampled 
intervals within the pit area. No verification was possible during this review for the materials that 
generated the four tailings samples. 
 
Was the Geochemical Sampling Program Representative Given the Stated Proportions of Rock 
Types in the Waste and Tailings? – The documentation for the waste rock sampling program is more 
comprehensive than that for the tailings or other sampling programs. The waste rock samples are 
considerably more numerous than other materials tested. SRK is satisfied that the geochemical 
program did sample and analyze samples representative of the waste rock that will be generated 
during the life-of-mine.  
 
Ore samples are initially drilled and analyzed to define the extent of the ore body; a portion of the 
drill core is kept as a physical record, which reduces the material available for metallurgical, 
geotechnical, or geochemical testing. Material representing mineralized sulfide drill core rejects/core 
of various rock types (or composite mixes) at various grade ranges is limited at this stage of the 
project. The Horquilla Limestone represents 50% of the potential sulfide mill tailings during the life 
of mine, but more than 90% of the tailings material generated and tested to date is this material. This 
may be appropriate based on the dominant sulfide mill tailings expected during the first years of 
operations. Tailings materials generated from rock types in proportions expected during the life-of-
mine (or in the dominant mixes by 5-year increments) have not yet been produced.   
 


1.2 Laboratories, Analytical Methods, and QA/QC Protocols 


The primary and sub-contracted laboratories used during this investigation are certified by the 
Arizona Department of Health Services to perform these types of environmental geochemical 
analyses in Arizona. The methods used for chemical analyses were standard test methods developed 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), ASTM, or by recognized academic experts. In 
addition, the static and kinetic (humidity cell) test work performed is approved by ADEQ for the 
classification of discharges related to mined materials as described in Arizona Mining Guidance 
Manual – BADCT, Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization by ADEQ (2005). 
 
The analytical method detection limits reported by the laboratories were appropriate with two 
exceptions – the Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (EPA Method 1312) test work 
performed in May 2006 by Turner Labs (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table 6.1) and the thallium results 
reported for the 2007 humidity cells test analyses by SVL Analytical (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A-6). 
The method detection limits for all 7 of the leachate parameters analyzed for the May 2006 event 
were above the Arizona Aquifer Water Quality Standards (AWQS). Generally, a method detection 
limit that is below the AWQS (or other water quality relevant standard) is preferred. The method 
detection limit for the 2007 thallium analyses was equal to the 0.002 mg/L AWQS for thallium; the 
majority of the results are reported as <0.002 mg/L. The Turner Labs results for May 2006 and the 
2007 SVL humidity cell thallium results should therefore not be used to assess compliance with 
AWQS.  
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The consulting reports reviewed did not list any duplicate samples that may have been sent for 
analysis to the primary laboratory or to a secondary laboratory. Although not required for test work, 
duplicates are typically a standard protocol with a minimum of at least one duplicate per every 20 
samples. SRK was not provided with companion documents that address protocols for QA/QC or 
field instrument calibration but assume they exist. 


1.3 Leaching Tests – Laboratory and Field Procedures 


Two types of kinetic tests were performed on waste materials – 35-week humidity cells under 
laboratory conditions and 21-week on-site column tests under field conditions. The humidity cells 
tests were conducted on 14 samples using an industry standard method published by American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM). The laboratory tests were performed by a qualified 
laboratory - SVL Analytical, Inc. of Kellogg, Idaho. Humidity cell tests are standard kinetic tests 
applicable to mine and waste materials found in a wide variety of climatic conditions including 
southern Arizona. Humidity cell tests are applicable to test work performed on conventional and dry 
stack tailings.  The purpose of humidity cells is to provide a determination of rates of accelerated 
leaching under controlled laboratory conditions. They are not intended as a demonstration of 
weathering rates but as calibration data for further predictive calculations to determine weathering 
rates. As such they are applicable to any form of tailings disposal as baseline or calibration data for 
numerical predictions. 
 
Tetra Tech (2007) provides only a limited description of the construction of the 6 on-site column 
tests and operational protocols, but SRK accepts the general test approach. Details on the column 
dimensions, the size fractions and volumes of materials loaded into the columns, and protocols for 
manual irrigation and leachate sample collection were not provided. Three tests were performed on 
splits of andesitic waste and on leach ore material tested by the humidity cell tests. The materials 
were selected for additional study from those samples that showed the potential (or uncertain 
potential) to generate acid using standard static tests. The field columns were to be subjected to 
ambient rainfall, sun, and temperature conditions. Owing to abnormally low rainfall conditions 
encountered during the test period, the columns were manually irrigated weekly using one liter of 
distilled water over a period of several hours; no details were provided on this field procedure. SRK 
assumes that field personnel performing the work received training to ensure consistency in 
irrigation methods, application rates, and that field instrument calibration was performed and 
documented.  


2 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan, Vector 
Arizona, June 2006 


The 2006 Vector memorandum is essentially a trip report and general work plan for Phase I of 
geochemical characterization. A general work approach and outline of the sampling and analysis 
plan is presented; a formal sampling and analysis plan is not attached. A detailed work plan for the 
later phases, if prepared, was not provided for review. Specific comments and concerns are provided 
below. The geochemical investigation, however, has already been executed. 
 


1. No mineralogical study is proposed during the program to assess which acid-generating and acid-
consuming minerals are present (and in what proportion) and how sulfide minerals occur in physical 
contact with the gangue minerals. This is an oversight because without it the results can only be 
interpreted as generalities, and will not be site-specific.   
 


2. SPLP and Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (ASTM E2242-02) analyses are proposed for 
approximately 20 percent of the waste rock samples. These methods are industry standard tests. 
Application of the SPLP test, however, will likely give a dilute result that is not really representative 
given the fresh nature and low pyrite content of the waste rock material described. A more 
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aggressive static leach test is recommended, such as analysis of Net Acid Generation (NAG) metals 
and/or MWMP-type extraction. 
 


3. The high buffering nature of the material described will also likely give a positive (alkaline) bias to 
the results, especially with the low predicted sulfur. SRK recommends that NAG tests should be run 
to confirm the predicted acid generation behavior. Given the likely alkaline nature of the material, 
the generation of alkaline rock drainage (potentially still with water quality exceedances) may occur, 
and that salinity in the final pit lake may also be an issue. These questions need to be addressed.  
 


4. Sobek and NAG pH, total metals, and SPLP analysis are proposed for tailings samples created 
during the metallurgical test program. As noted above, application of the SPLP method to tailings is 
unsuitable, and SRK advocates using a more appropriate method for prediction of tailings leachate 
chemistry such as NAG metals and MWMP extraction. 
 


5. A review of the heap leach characterization program was not within SRK scope, but comments are 
provided based on the very brief description provided in the memorandum. The method for selecting 
the test materials based on copper grade and the expected leach ore rock types within the pit is a 
reasonable approach. The proposed program based on this work plan consists of analyzing the 
residues from three column leach tests performed by Mountain States R & D International for Sobek 
and NAG pH, whole rock analysis, and SPLP and MWMP extraction. One humidity cell test is also 
proposed. The proposed program will likely present a better impression of the resulting leachate 
chemistry than will actually occur. The high ore alkalinity will have a high acid consumption factor, 
which will cause the precipitation of gypsum – thus the heap may be a source of high sulfate 
concentrations. 


3 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Tetra Tech, June 2007 


This report is a compilation of geochemical test work completed on 94 waste rock, leach ore, and 
mill ore samples and 2 tailings samples through April 27, 2007.  
 
The report includes a number of compilation tables, illustrations, figures, and two appendices. 
Appendix A contains a compilation of test results. Appendix B provides copies of the analytical 
reports prepared by SVL Analytical, Inc. and Transwest Geochem in 2006 and 2007; no laboratory 
reports were noted for analyses by Turner Lab in 2006. Specific comments are provided below.  
 


1. The number of samples and geologic representativeness appears reasonable for the size and stage of 
the project. 
 


2. The section on mineralogy is poor and is based solely on published works, and thus is not site-
specific and is not directly applicable to the tested samples. 
 


3. The presentation of data is confusing. For example, the bar-chart approach shown in Illustration 5.3 
to represent sulfur speciation is not a standard method. The compiled analytical found in the main 
text and in Appendix A lack basic information such as the laboratory name, lab identifiers to match 
the compiled data to specific laboratory reports, and consistent reporting of analytical units.  
 


4. The data show a strong bias toward neutralizing conditions, but sample-specific mineralogy would 
have helped to confirm if the neutralizing conditions are directly related to carbonate-neutralizing 
potential (NP) or if some of the NP is an artifact of the test itself, as is common. The NAG pH data 
helps and reveals two samples that are clearly acid-generating (not potentially acid-generating, as 
stated in the report). The majority of the waste rock samples are neutralizing, although less strongly 
than predicted by the ABA results. 
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5. Whole rock chemistry indicates that elements mobile in alkaline environments (such as oxyanions, 
e.g. arsenic, antimony, molybdenum, and selenium) are strongly enriched in the deposit (see 
Illustration 5.6, p. 20). As expected, SPLP extraction tests at such high dilution on unweathered 
rocks show low solute leaching. Seven samples were analyzed after both SPLP and MWMP 
extractions were performed. The inclusion of MWMP tests is useful, and the results for selected 
constituents are compared in Illustration 5.8. The MWMP results reveal higher arsenic, selenium, 
and fluoride leaching than do the SPLP tests, although results for many other constituents are quite 
similar. 
 


6. On page 28, Tetra Tech states:  
 


“In general, approximately 73% of the material tested to date can be defined as inert based on the 
ADEQ draft policy titled “Policy for the Evaluation of Mining Rock Materials for the 
Determination of Inertness” (ADEQ, 1998). This policy defines inert materials as having a total 
sulfur concentration of less than 0.3% and an NNP greater than 0 or an NPR greater than 3. 
Those materials that are defined as inert by this definition do not require additional testing. 
However, it should be noted that materials defined as inert can have metals concentrations. 
Based on the data available, zinc and arsenic are present in the rocks and may be of concern 
when placed in the waste rock dump. Metals such as zinc, arsenic, and selenium can be mobile at 
alkaline pH values.” 
 


The reference in the unpublished ADEQ draft policy to what constitutes “inert” material should be 
replaced by the terminology used in guidance published by ADEQ in Appendix B of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT on the characterization of solution, ore, and waste (ADEQ, 2005). 
Appendix B classifies material as “non-acid generating with a low risk for acid drainage to develop” 
if the ratio of neutralization potential and acid production potential is greater than 3. Approximately 
30 percent of the samples (25 of 94) submitted for acid-base accounting (ABA) and sulfur speciation 
analyses (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A.2) have one or more components that exceed the criteria 
developed by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) (2005) to classify the 
material as non-acid generating mine rock material. Note that the ADEQ guidance only briefly 
addresses the potential to carry metals in solution under alkaline rock drainage conditions such as is 
discussed in Tetra Tech statement from page 28. 
 


7. Humidity cell tests are reported to 20 weeks, which are not be a sufficient duration to determine a 
trend or to develop meaningful estimates of leaching rates for some constituents. Copper, 
manganese, arsenic, antimony, selenium, and possibly zinc were above detection and/or elevated in 
humidity cells, indicating potential for solute leaching and probable sulfide oxidation. In comparison 
with Arizona AWQS, the leachates measured antimony and selenium in concentrations exceeding 
their respective limits. Selenium initially exceeded the AWQS of 0.05 mg/L but was below detection 
for the remaining weeks; antimony showed elevated concentrations that exceeded the AWQS of 0.06 
mg/L throughout the duration of the humidity cell tests. The on-site column tests show a possible 
early decrease in sulfate concentrations for some columns, which may indicate that flushing of the 
reactive alkalinity has taken place. It would be useful to see data obtained since the date of the June 
2007 report. 
 


8. The use of SPLP on tailings and only 10 weeks of humidity cell testing is insufficient to draw 
conclusions concerning the leaching behavior of the tailings. Additional data and the summary 
reports on test work and analyses completed after June 2007 are essential to complete a meaningful 
review. 
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4 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Tetra Tech, November 2007 


This report is an addendum to the June 2007 Tetra Tech Report. It summarizes the previous and new 
geochemical characterization data through September 2007. The report focuses primarily on the 
Phase I and Phase II test work performed on waste rock with lesser focus on geochemical 
characterization of tailings, heap leach grade ore, and soil samples. The samples were collected from 
drill core with specific rock types and copper grade, drill core rejects, soil samples, and test pits. The 
coarse rejects from drill core samples were taken to METCON Laboratory of Tucson to be split and 
prepared for analysis by SVL Analytical, Inc. (SVL) of Kellogg, Idaho. SVL is a laboratory certified 
by the Arizona Department of Health Services. Documentation to verify grade (ore/waste 
classification) and mineralogy is absent. 
 


4.1 Waste Rock Characterization 


Two phases of sampling and geochemical analysis have been performed.  Phase I sampling (42 of 
potential waste rock material, 1 composite sample, 4 historic waste rock dump (WRD), and 1 leach-
grade) provided a preliminary indication of rock).  Phase II included 121 samples of potential waste 
rock, 2 leach-grade samples, 4 test pits samples from existing WRDs, and 5 soil samples to 
characterize potential cover and construction borrow materials. Thirty-nine samples were tested by 
SPLP methods; 33 samples were tested using MWMP methods. The leachates from these tests were 
analyzed for a number of constituents – some of which have reference Arizona aquifer water quality 
standards. Humidity cell test were performed on 14 samples of Earp Formation, andesite, arkose, and 
arkose conglomerate based on the conclusions from the ABA tests. 
 


1. On a spatial basis, the waste rock geochem samples appear to be representative of life-of-mine 
materials. No documentation was provided to verify the materials are below the oxide/sulfide cutoff 
grades and are waste materials and what minerals are present such as percentage of silicate minerals, 
pyrite, and carbonate. 
 


2. Illustration 3.1 does not use standard graphing methodology to represent sulfur speciation in the 
ABA results. ABA results, however, do indicate that some waste rock types such as andesite and 
arkose have potential to generate acid in the absence of discharge management. 
 


3. It is very difficult to cross reference the individual samples in the summary tables owing to lack of 
consistent  presentation of sample identification, depth, laboratory identification numbers, and rock 
type. It is not possible without considerable effort to go from tabulated data to graphed data to verify 
conclusions. Verification of trends seen in the humidity cell results, for example, is difficult owing to 
the organizational format presented in data tables and graphs. Table 3.7 provides the rock type 
sampled and a Sample ID (drillhole name with sample number), but no sample footage interval; the 
Sample ID, sample depths, rock type sampled, and test work performed are shown in Appendix A 
Table A.1. The analytical results are tabulated by Sample ID in Appendix A Table A.7 with no 
cross-reference to laboratory job number or to rock type; the analytical results are graphed in 
Appendix A Illustration A.1 (Figures 1a through 15 b) but the Sample ID or rock type is not 
provided. A data compilation and statistical analysis by rock type would have assisted with the 
interpretation of the results based on waste type to be mined.  
 


4. SPLP and MWMP leachate results for waste show that more than half of the results are below 
analytical detection for metals.  There are number of samples, however, that exceeded the reference 
arsenic standard of 0.01 mg/L and isolated AWQS exceedances of other metals.  In some cases the 
method detection limit is at or above the numeric standard so the water quality result with respect to 
the reference standards cannot be assessed.   
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5. There are noticeable differences in results between the humidity cells and the field column tests, 
which is not discussed in the report. Humidity cells tests showed the effluent pH oscillated between 
approximately 7.2 to 8.2 pH; sulfate concentrations decreased from week 0 to week 2 and remained 
below 200 mg/L with minor oscillations throughout the duration of the tests. With increasing time, 
the pH in the field tests decreased approximately 2 pH standard units to between pH 7 and pH 6, and 
sulfate was cyclic with sulfate concentrations ranging from 0 to approximately 500 mg/L (Illustration 
3.7 and 3.8). The field columns appear to have been terminated too early and should have been 
continued until some stabilization of pH and sulfate was observed. The use of a 35-week humidity 
test with only 8 analytical samples over the 35 weeks is probably insufficient to draw any 
conclusions about the tests, especially with respect to metals. Generally, the most significant changes 
would be expected in weeks 0 to 5, and this period is not captured adequately in the metals data 
presented. Although it is true that the majority of reported results are below detection, there are 
several exceedances with respect to AWQSs for various constituents – noticeably antimony, 
selenium (Se), and arsenic (As).  Metal concentrations in leachates are shown in Illustration 3-10, but 
are not shown relative to time so it is not possible to determine changes in metal concentration over 
time. Se and As  show some exceedances with respect to their respective AWQSs in this illustration, 
and copper and manganese are elevated. No compilation or interpretation is provided by rock type or 
by constituent so it is difficult to derive meaningful relationships from the data for this review 
without significant effort.  


 
6. The humidity cell and field test data are not conclusive as to the weathering nature of the rock 


materials, and they cannot be conclusively verified as being non-reactive. The information needs to 
be presented in a clearer fashion in order to support the proposed trends. 


 


4.2 Tailings Characterization 


Four tailings samples were tested using standard industry methods for ABA, SPLP, and whole rock 
analysis; one humidity cell was completed at the time of this report (Tailings-022807). As stated 
previously, no details other basic rock type were provided on the source of the sample material used 
to make the simulated tailings so SRK is not able to verify how representative the samples are.   
 
SPLP results for February and June 2007 tailings samples of Horquilla Limestone indicate the 
leachate is near-neutral and metals are predominantly below detection. The results from May 2006 
are incomplete and not usable owing to the fact that the method detection level was above the 
relevant reference standards. MWMP results were reported for the June 2007 sample and show near-
neutral pH, and metals that are below detection with the exception of molybdenum. Molybdenum 
sulfide is a sulfide ore constituent.  The limited number of MWMP and SPLP tests completed at the 
time of this report is not sufficient to represent all ore types expected during the life of mine. 
 
The combination of sample leachates to represent a five-week period of sampling is not useful. The 
results confirm that the material has low reactivity.  Molybdenum and selenium are potentially 
elevated in the humidity samples. 


5 Summary of Comments and Questions  


SRK comments based on a review of three geochemical test reports prepared to characterize the 
Rosemont waste materials are summarized below.  
 


1. The materials tested are representative of the waste rocks to be encountered during the life of mine. 
A description of the oxidation type, grade, and minerals present in each sample was not provided to 
verify waste classification. 
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2. Mineralogy studies are recommended to assess the physical characteristics of the gangue metals and 
metalloids (for example, what percentage of pyrite is encapsulated in quartz or other silicate minerals 
and is therefore not accessible to be oxidized?).  


3. Insufficient, representative tailings tests have been completed by November 2007 to provide an 
accurate assessment of the tailings leachate. 


4. NAG metals are still recommended to assess the chemical character of tailings leachate to confirm 
potential behavior. 


5. Alkaline or neutral rock drainage with elevated metalloids and sulfate may occur based on the results 
of the 35-week humidity cell tests; this is not adequately addressed in these reports.  The tests need 
to be operated until some stabilization is observed in the field columns. 
 
SRK is aware that two other geochemical reports or summaries exist including Tetra Tech (2009a 
and 2009b), so additional information may be provided in these reports. SRK questions based on a 
review of the three reports are listed below: 


1. Is a description available for the oxidation type, mineralization observed, and total copper grade in 
the tested samples? 


2. Have NAG metals and/or MWMP-type extractions been performed on waste rock and tailings 
materials subsequent to the November 2007 report? 


3. Additional tailings test work was discussed in the Technology Transfer Meeting conducted on 
November 12, 2008 (Williamson, 2008, slide 9). Test work listed as “In Progress” as of November 
2008 included July 2008 samples for ABA, whole rock, SPLP, MWMP, and kinetic tests. Have the 
additional tests been performed on tailings materials and are the results available for review? 
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Profession: 
 
Education: 
 
 
 
 
Registrations/ 
Affiliations 
 
 
 


 
Geochemist 
 
Doctor of Philosophy, University of Southampton, 1988-1991 
Bachelor of Science, Geochemistry/Geology, Class 1 Honours 
Degree, University of Manchester, 1985-1987 
 
Past President, International Association of Applied 
Geochemists (2008 to 2009); President (2005-07); VP (2003-
2004) 
Member, Int. Mine Water Association  
Fellow, Geological Society of London 
Member of the Society of Economic Geology 
Member of the Royal Society of Chemistry  
Visiting Research Associate, Division of Materials and 
Minerals, Cardiff University 1998-present; Aberystwyth 
University 2000-2006 
Chartered Chemist, RSC (1997) 
Chartered Geologist, GSL (2001) 
Chartered Professional European Geologist (2002) 
Accreditation auditor, Cyanide code (2005) 
 


 
Specialization: Application of chemistry and mineralogy in mining projects. This includes metal 


ore, uranium and coal processing; geochemical exploration; evaluation and 
treatment of mine waste and water chemistry. 


 


Expertise: 
 


Eur. Geol. R. J. Bowell Ph.D., C. Chem MRSC,  C. Geol FGS 
Geochemist with 20 years experience. Background in applied geology in tropical 
and deeply weathered terrain’s  and mining consulting in the fields of due 
diligence, financial and technical audits,  process chemistry, environmental 
geochemistry, environmental engineering and mineralogy.  Specializes in the 
application of chemistry and mineralogy to solve engineering problems. 
Experience in gold, copper and uranium mining in North America, Chile, Southern 
and West Africa and in Eastern Europe.   
 


 
Employment Record: 
1995-Present Steffen Robertson and Kirsten (UK), Geochemist, Senior Geochemist (1997); 


Principal Geochemist (1999) 
1994-1995 Freelance Consulting -BHP; Contract lab staff consultancy; Aberystwyth, Open 


University and Southampton Universities. 
1991-1994 Natural History Museum, Senior Research Fellow in Applied Geochemistry. (50% 


of time contracted to BHP Minerals, Africa & Middle East Group). 
1988-1991 PhD Student, University of Southampton; Geologist, Ashanti Goldfields 
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Publications: One hundred & forty two publications in the field of mineralogy, process 
chemistry, and applied geochemistry, ARD, contaminated land and water treatment 
available on request.  Co-author of technical publications on gold mineralogy and 
processing (CRC); water management in the mining industry (UK-EA); and arsenic 
stabilization (MIRO). 
 


 
Languages: English, Spanish (Business) 
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Key Experience:  Due Diligence/Audits 
 
Africa 
 Cluff resources, Ghana, Tazania & Zimbabwe (09/05-01/06) 
 Anglovaal/Avgold/Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, South Africa (gold) (9/98-12/98) 
 African Eagle AIM listing (2004) 
 Involved in 43-101 documents for projects in Namibia, Tanzania, South Africa & Zambia 
 
Europe 
 Minmet/Connary Minerals, UK, Portugal & Brazil (gold) (6/99-9/99) 
 OCK Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (9/00-12/00) 
 KCM Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (10/00-11/00) 
 Base metal results (tin), UK (3/03-1/04) 
 Uranium projects, Ukraine (2/06-5/06) 
 Uranium project, Czech Republic (3/06-6/06) 
 Uranium projects, Russia, Kazakhstan and overseas ARMZ (11/07-ongoing) 
 Uranium projects, Slovakia (2/08-ongoing) 
 
North America 
 Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (6/01-8/01) 
 Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (8/02-9/02) 
 
Other 
 Confidential, global mining group (base metals) (7/04-4/05) 
 Confidential junior mining company (base and precious metals) (5/05-1/06) 
 Confidential, global closure costs (8/06) 
 Confidential assessment of RTB Bor, Serbia (9/06-11/06) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







  Curriculum Vitae 


R Bowell  October 2007 
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Key Experience: Involvement in Feasibility Studies 
 
Provided technical involvement in geochemistry, ore mineralogy, process chemistry and environmental 
assessment to feasibility studies for; 
 


 Lisheen SEDEX lead-zinc deposit, Ireland   (1995-1996) 
 TVX low sulfidation epithermal gold projects, Kamchatka (1996) 
 TVX mesothermal gold-base metal deposit, Olympias, Greece  (1996-1997) 
 TVX porphyry copper deposit, Skouries, Greece  (1997) 
 Al Amar gold deposit, Saudi Arabia  (1995) 
 Al Hajar gold deposit, Saudi Arabia (1995-1996) 
 Copper Flat porphyry copper deposit (1996-1998) 
 Varvarinskoye, massive sulfide deposit, Kazakhstan  (1996-1997)  
 Las Cruces massive sulfide deposit, Spain  (1997-1999) 
 Geita Au-hosted banded iron formation, Tanzania (SRK project manager) (1997-2000) 
 Kukuluma Gold Project, Tanzania (1998) 
 Skorpion non sulfide zinc deposit, Namibia  (1999) 
 Kabanga magmatic associated nickel-cobalt-copper deposit, Tanzania (1999-2001) 
 Ngezi nickel-platinum-palladium deposit, Zimbabwe (1998) 
 Dunrobin  Iron Oxide Copper-Gold deposit, Zambia (1997-1998) 
 Carlin-type disseminated gold deposit, Turquoise Ridge, Getchell, Nevada (SRK project manager) 


(1996-2004) 
 Los Pelambres porphyry copper deposit, Chile  (1998-2003) 
 Panorama copper-cobalt tailings re-treatment, Democratic Congo Republic (1999) 
 Tengke Fungamure copper-cobalt deposit, Democratic Congo Republic (1999) 
 Pascua-Lama epithermal high sulfidation, Chile (1999-2000) 
 Goro lateritic nickel deposit, French Caledonia (2000) 
 Equatorial Tonopah porphyry copper, Tonopah, Nevada (2000-2001) 
 Cerrejon coal deposit, Colombia (2002-2003) 
 Sappes epithermal high sulfidation gold deposit, Greece (2002) 
 Kevitsa project, Finland,  Scandinavian Gold (2003) 
 Sasare Iron Oxide Copper-Gold deposit, Zambia (2003-2006) 
 Nkomati nickel deposit, Barberton, South Africa (2004) 
 Atlanta mesothermal gold deposit, Atlanta, Idaho (2004-2005) 
 Mkushi copper-gold deposit, Zambia (2004-2006) SRK project manager 
 European Goldfields, Olympias project, Greece (2005) 
 Miyabi Banded Iron Formation-gold deposit, Tanzania (2005-2006) 
 European Goldfields, Skouries project, Greece (2005-2006) 
 Voskhod chromite deposit, Kazakhstan (2005-2006) 
 Malmbjerg molybdenum deposit, Greenland (2005- 2008)  SRK project manager 
 Mount Hope molybdenum deposit, Nevada (2005-2008) 
 Chita porphyry copper deposit, Russia  (2005-2008)  
 Trekkopje Uranium deposit (2006-2008)   
 Elkon uranium-gold-molybdenum  Russia (2006-ongoing)   
 Rystkuil uranium, South Africa (2007-2008) 
 Reko Diq copper-gold, Pakistan (2006-ongoing)   
 Fedorova PGM, Russia (2007-2008)  
 Goldfields epithermal gold deposit, Nevada, USA (2008-ongoing) 
 Khiagda U-ISR, Russia (6/08-ongoing, project manager) 
 Zarechnoye U-ISR, Kazakhstan (11/08-ongoing, project manager) 
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Key Experience:  Arsenic projects 
 
Africa 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, Avgold, South Africa (9-11/98, 


with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
 Design and evaluation of arsenic treatment options, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (8/01-10/01) Project 


manager 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Ghanian operations, Ashanti Anglogold (9/08-ongoing). Project 


manager 
 
Europe 
 Chemistry for arsenic removal for groundwater and pit lake water at the Salsigne gold mine, France 


(7/96 – 3/97) Project manager 
 Arsenic treatment, Sappes project, Greece (1999) 
 Assessment of arsenic removal from metallurgical process streams, Olympias gold project, Greece 


(2005) 
 
North America 
 Chemistry for arsenic removal for groundwater and pit lake water at the Getchell mine, Nevada (8/95 – 


3/99 with SRK Reno office), Project manager 
 Stabilization of arsenic from metallurgical waste, Getchell mine, Nevada (1999-2002 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Cameco Uranium Mines, Saskatchewan, Canada (4/99-12/99 with 


SRK Vancouver office) 
 Arsenic specialist, Giant Mine closure workshop, funded by DIAND, Northwest Territories, Canada 


(3/2000 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Arsenic treatment plant evaluation, City of Elko, Nevada (with SRK Elko, 5/02-6/02) 
 Review of arsenic control and treatment, Glamis Gold, Nevada (6/02-11/03 with SRK Elko) 
 Arsenic treatment plant, Atlanta gold project, Idaho (11/03-4/05) 
 Water treatment assessment for arsenic, California (6/07) 
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Key Experience: Hydrogeology, Hydrogeochemistry, Other Acid Mine Drainage and Mine 
Dewatering. 


Africa 
 Environmental geochemistry review, Tsumeb Corporation (8/95-6/96 with SRK Johannesburg) 
 Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
 Environmental geochemistry, ARD, baseline & ongoing monitoring hydrogeochemistry. Geita Gold 


Mine, Tanzania (5/97 to 03/04) 
 Review of geochemistry for closure study, Bulyanhulu gold mine Tanzania (3/98-5/98 with 


Johannesburg office) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment-evaluation, Kriel open cast and power station, South Africa 


(4/97-2/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-12/98 with 


Johannesburg office) 
 ARDML assessment, Rystkuil, South Africa (4/07-8/08) 
 
Asia 
 Hydrogeochemistry of saline groundwaters in the vicinity of the potential gold mine at Mahd ad Dhab, 


Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry for three potential gold mines in Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 ARDML study, Reko Diq Pakistan (12/06-ongoing) 
  
Europe 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
 Geochemistry of mine water as part of a closure plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, hydrogeology and dewatering studies of a potential zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland 


(8/95 –4/97) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and remediation of ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines 


in South Wales (8/95 –6/97) 
 Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97) 
 Review of geochemistry for Wismut Mine, Germany (with SRK Vancouver office, 3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
 ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98) 
 ARD scoping study and water treatment study for Las Cruces project, Spain (11/96-3/97) Project 


Manager) 
 Geochemical characterization, Boulby Potash, UK (8/01-10/01) 
 Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and water treatment assessment for Mynddyd Parys, Wales (4/04-10/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and ecotoxicity of mine waste, Cambourne-Redruth mining district, Cornwall 


(7/04-10/04) 
 ARDML study on tailings disposal, Nalunaq, Greenland (3/06-12/06) 
 ARD assessment, Aguas Teindas base metal mine, Spain (9/06-5/07)  
 ARDML study, Malmbjerg, Greenland (8/05-ongoing) 
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 ARDML study, Fedorovo PGM deposit, Russia (9/07-12/08) 
 


 
Pacific 
 
 Hydrogeochemistry, storage and discharge of hot saline groundwaters at the operating Emperor Mine, 


Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
 
North America 
 ARDML study, Creston Molybdenum deposit, Sonora, Mexico (2008) 
 ARDML study, Goldfields, Nevada (2007-ongoing) 
 ARDML assessment, Mount Hope Mo-porphyry deposit, Nevada (2005-2008) 
 Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel Tailings and Process Plant, Arizona (11/03-8/06) 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
 ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
 Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03 – 8/04 with SRK Elko office) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00 ongoing with SRK Tucson) 
 Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver 
 Hydrogeochemistry of lateritic nickel project, Wind Pass, Oregon (1997 with SRK Reno) 
 Pit Lake Assessment, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Review and geochemistry for Ridgeway Mine, South Carolina (with SRK Denver office, 2/97-6/97) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, main underground mine, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/96 – 9/99, project with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99, project with 


SRK Reno office), Project manager 
 ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99, project with 


SRK Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and 
management of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles 
and tailings material.  Additionally the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public 
enquiries into the mine development. 


 Hydrogeochemistry and water management of flooded pits at the operating Getchell Mine, Nevada (8/95 
– 8/04), Project manager 


 
South America 
 Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-ongoing with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry and remediation study, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-2/01 with SRK Peru) 
 ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-10/03), Project manager 
 Pit lake study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile office), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Other 
 Organise and participate in ARD workshops in the UK (7/95); Czech Republic (9/96); South Africa 


(11/97 & 9/01); Romania (12/00); UK (11/02); Ireland (8/03) 
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining Operations 
 
Africa 
 Assessment of ARDML at Four mouth balled base metal sulfide operations in Namibia (6/09-ongoing) 


Project manager 
 Review of ARDML processes at Obuasi gold mine, Ghana (5/09-ongoing) Project manager 
 Review of water management system, Geita Gold mine, Tanzania (11/08-ongoing) Project manager 
 ARD-metal leaching geochemistry and testwork for Siguri gold mine, Guinea (4/08-ongoing) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for Nkomati nickel project, South Africa (3/02-4/04 with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for South Deeps Mine, South Africa (1/02-6/02 with SRK 


Johannesburg)  
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD open pit and groundwater geochemistry and waste rock 


geochemistry Geita Mine, Tanzania (2/97-12/04), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Ngezi project, Zimbabwe (2/98-11/98 with Johannesburg office), 


Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Kabanga project, Tanzania (6/98-9/98 with Johannesburg office), 


Project manager 
 ARD assessment-evaluation, Nkomati Nickel Mine, South Africa (3/97-11/01) 
 Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg), Project manager 
 Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry and ARD at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-


12/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 
Asia 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork, base and precious metal deposits, Angouran, Iran (11/02-3/03) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for the Sukhaybarat gold mine, Saudi Arabia (1/02-6/02) 
 Waste rock characterization for Mahd ad Dhab, Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and evaluation of ARD remediation options for three potential gold mines in 


Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 
Europe 
 Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
 Testwork for ARD study at the Las Cruces deposit, Spain (3/97 – 2/99), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
 ARD Geochemistry, Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 -8/96 with SRK Vancouver office) 
 
North America 
 ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
 Waste rock management plan and ARD assessment, Turquoise Ridge mine, Getchell, Nevada (10/02-


11/03 with SRK (NA) Inc., Project manager 
 ARD mineralogy Sa Dena Hes project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 ARD mineralogy, Highmont Mo project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
 ARD mineralogy of waste rock and tailings, Pogo project, Alaska (4/99-7/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Waste rock geochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99 with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager 
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining  
    Operations (cont.) 
 
North America (cont.) 
 ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99 with SRK 


Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and management 
of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles and tailings 
material.  Additionally, the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public enquiries 
into the mine development. 


 
South America 
 Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-5/04 with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
 ARD Geochemistry, Pierina project, Peru (7/03-8/03) 
 ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-10/03), Project manager 
 ARD geochemistry, El Abra, Chile (4-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
 ARD geochemistry Chiliquimbie, Chile (6-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
 ARD geochemistry and mine waste stabilization, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-7/00 with SRK Peru) 
 ARD mineralogy and geochemistry for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, Chile-


Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
 Pit lake and waste rock geochemistry study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile 


office), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Pacific 
 Waste rock geochemistry at the operating Emperor Mine, Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
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Key Experience: Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Closed or Abandoned Mining 
Operations 


 
Europe 
 Assessment of ARD and water treatment for the abandoned Parys Mountain complex (07/05-05/06) 
 Evaluation of geochemical risk associated with the WHO site in North Cornwall (07/05-09/05) 
 Risk assessment for Cornish metal mines, UK (06/05-10/05) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Survey of mine wastes in central Wales to determine ranked risk assessment approach to evaluating 


environmental impacts (9/95-4/97) 
 Geochemistry of acid rock drainage, rock pile stability and mine water chemistry as part of a closure 


plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
 Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97)   
 ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98)  
 
North America 
 Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel tailings and process plant, Arizona (11/03-08/05), 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
 ARD geochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00-08/06 with SRK Tucson) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah Copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
 Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03-01/06 with SRK Elko office) 
 Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
 Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
 Mine waste and site geochemistry, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
 
South America 
 ARD mineralogy and geochemistry review for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, 


Chile-Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
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Key Experience:  Water Treatment 
 
Africa 
 Evaluation of water treatment options and ARD mitigation at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96; 


9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Panorama Resources Kakanda Mine, Democratic Congo Republic 


(3/97-4/98 with SRK Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry of salt removal for water treatment and plant design, Rustenburg Base Metal Refinery, 


South Africa (4/97-5/98 with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
 Geochemistry and effluent treatment at tailings facility, Hartley Platinum Mine, Selous, Zimbabwe (9/98-


6/99 with SRK Johannesburg & Harare offices), Project manger 
 Geochemistry and effluent treatment, Fairview mine, Barberton, South Africa (2/99-5/99 with SRK 


Johannesburg office) 
 Assessment and design of passive and active treatment options, Kukuluma pit, Geita Mine, Tanzania 


(12/00-2/01), Project manager 
 Options to treat water in the Kafue and Zambezi water shed: Industrial effluents and mining related 


impacts (9/99-6/01). 
 Process water chemistry and treatment, Trekkopje heap leach project, Namibia (6/07-2/08) 
 Review of desalination project, Ghana (08/08) 
 
Asia 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Pongkor Mine, Indonesia (8/96-2/98) 
 Scoping for effluent treatment at the Goro nickel facility, New Caledonia (6/00-7/00 with SRK Brisbane, 


Denver and Johannesburg offices) 
 
Europe 
 Remediation of 10 ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines in South Wales 


using active (HDS, ion exchange and EDR) and passive techniques (8/95 –6/97) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
 Passive treatment evaluation and design, Garth Tonmawr colliery, Wales (11/95-6/96) 
 ARD mitigation in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/97) 
 Mine water treatment, St Salvy mine, France (4/94-5/00) 
 Reviewer for tailings geochemistry, Tara Mines, Ireland (5/97-9/98, appointed by Department. of 


Energy, Ireland) 
 Water treatment scheme for dewatering of the zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 –4/97) 
 Mine water and process water treatment, kaolin and paper operations, Cornwall, UK (8/02-10/02) 
 Evaluation of sludge stabilization and stability, Wheal Jane Mine water project, Cornwall, UK (11/02) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and water treatment assessment for ARD at Mynddyd Parys, Wales (4/04-10/04) 
 Evaluation of water treatment options, Aguas Tenidas mine, Spain (9/03-7/05) 
 Ceyelli mine water treatment, Turkey (9/04-9/04 with SRK Ankara) 
 Water treatment assessment at the Avoca mine, Ireland (4/04-6/04) 
 Mine water treatment, Kaolinite operation, Ukraine (9/06-5/07) 


 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for old tailings facility, Getchell, Nevada (8/95-2/98 with SRK Reno office) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme scoping study at the Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 8/98, project with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme and hydrochemistry at Big Springs Mine, Nevada (6/96-11/96, project 


with SRK Reno office) 
 Evaluation and design of ARD-HDS treatment plant, Chino mining complex, New Mexico, USA (2/01-


8/02 with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
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 Evaluation of mine water treatment requirements, Holden project, USA (3/03 with SRK Vancouver 
office) 


 Review of BioteQ operating system, Bisbee, Arizona (April 2003) 
 Assessment and design for HDS water treatment plant at San Manuel, Arizona (6/05-2/06) and domestic 


water treatment (2/07) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Forteleza, Brazil (7/96-12/97 with SRK Reno office 
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Key Experience:  Environmental Impact, Mine Closure and Contaminated Land 
 
Africa 
 Geochemical consulting to AECI for inorganic and organic contaminants at several sites in South Africa 


(8/95-2/99, with SRK South African offices) 
 Geochemistry of contaminated land at a smelter, Tsumeb mining complex, Namibia (8/95-6/96) 
 Geochemical consulting for operating and closed cyanide plants, South Africa (4/97-2/98 with SRK 


Johannesburg office)  
 Assessment of mining impact on the environment for a large infrastructure project on the Zambezi River 


Basin (11/97-9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry for Environmental assessment of Power Station, Gokwe, Zimbabwe (9/98-2/99)  
 Geochemistry of Agrochemicals and Pesticide contamination of groundwater around factory, Zimbabwe 


(11/98-3/99 with SRK Harare office) 
 Geochemistry of cyanide contamination of groundwater around cyanide producing factory, Zimbabwe 


(5/99-10/99 with SRK Harare office) 
 Closure cost, preliminary design and assessment, Bulyanhulu mine, Tanzania (7/03-4/04 with SRK 


Johannesburg and SRK Reno) 
 Development of closure plans, Ghanian mining operations, Ashanti Anglogold (9/08-ongoing) 
 
Europe 
 Closure plan for Perama Hills, Greece (January-April 1999) 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Copper Flats, New Mexico (6/96-12/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry of nitrogen contamination, Commercial Potato Farms, Nevada (9/98-6/99 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry for closure of mine complexes at Robinson copper mine, Nevada, USA (5/00-10/04 with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry and project management for closure of mine and process plant complexes at the San 


Manuel Copper Mine, Arizona, USA (5/00-ongoing with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
 Management of pit lakes, open pit closure and waste rock scheduling, Getchell Gold Mine, Nevada 


(9/01-9/04 with SRK Reno) 
 Closure review of Newmont tailings impoundments, Nevada, USA (5/02-4/04 with SRK Elko and Reno 


offices) 
 Supplemental EIS, Marigold Mine, Nevada USA (7/02-4/03 with SRK Elko and Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Atlanta Gold Mine, Idaho (10/03-ongoing with SRK Elko, Vancouver 


and Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Coeur Rochester mine, Nevada (11/04-ongoing with SRK Elko, 


Vancouver and Reno offices) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry and closure design for the Poços Caldas Uranium mine and mill complex, Minas Gerias, 


Brazil. (11/05-6/06 with Geotech, Brazil and SRK Fort Collins) 
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Key Experience:  Heap Leach-Cyanide Closure Projects 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Big Springs Heap Leach, Nevada (6/96-8/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry for scoping of heap leach closure plan, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/97-2/98, with SRK 


Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Toiyabe, Nevada (8/99-8/00 with SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for Aurora pit and heap leach facility closure projects (9/99-6/00 with SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Griffon Peak, Nevada (2/00-9/00 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Assessment and preliminary design of cyanide treatment options, Colmac Mine, Northwest Territories, 


Canada (8/00-2/01 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach closure projects, Robinson mining complex, Nevada (9/00-3/01 with SRK 


Elko & Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Yankee Heaps, Bald Mountain, Nevada (9/00-4/01 


with SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Gold Acre Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (4/01-9/04, with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Robertson Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (10/01-3/03, with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for Closure plans for LBM pad, pit 1/5 pad, pad 2 & 3 heap leach facilities. Bald 


Mountain, Nevada (6/04-9/04 with SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Casino Winrock heap leach, Bald Mountain, Nevada (6/04-9/04 with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for closure plans, Santa Fe, Bullfrog and Wood gulch heap leach facilities, Nevada 


(06/06-04/08 with SRK Reno) 
 Geochemistry of process solutions and fate-transport model, Round mountain Gold mine, Nevada (5/07-


11/08 with SRK Reno) 
 
 
Europe 
 Closure plan for Perama Hills heap leach facility, Greece (January-April 1999) 
 
Africa 
 Closure planning on gold heap leach facilities at Obuasi (Sansu) and  Iduipriem, Ghana (05/08-ongoing) 
 
 
Asia 
 Closure plans and geochemistry for the Sukhaybarat gold mine (including heap leach facility), Saudi 


Arabia (1/02-6/02) 
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Key Experience: Cyanide audits 
 
Europe 
 Review of cyanide characterization, treatment, and prediction methods as a workshop for the Association 


of Mining Analysts, UK (5/00) 
 Technical report, cyanide audit and review of cyanide treatment with reference to the Brae Mara tailings 


facility failure on behalf of Dresdner (5/00-9/00) 
 Cyanide audit as a precursor to accreditation, Cyanide plant, Czech Republic (10/07) 
 
Africa 
 Cyanide audit, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (11/00-3/01) 
 Cyanide spill assessment, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (2/02-6/02) 
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Key Experience:  Baseline Assessment 
 
Soil, ARD and water geochemistry as part of EIA’s for mining projects for: 
 
Europe 


 Aguas Tenidas base metal deposit, Spain (9/04-ongoing) 
 
 
Asia 


 Erdenet copper porphyry, Mongolia, Erdenet (1-3/96) 
 Varvarinskoye, polymetallic sulfide deposit, Kazakhstan, KazMinCo (4/96 – 2/98) 
 Mahd d’ Dhab projects (gold, zinc, polymetallic sulfides, phosphates, magnesite) Saudi Arabia         


(2/00-9/00) 
 Asacha gold-silver deposit, Kamchatka, TVX (1/96 – 11/97) 


 
Africa 


 Panorama copper-cobalt tailings retreatment, Democratic Congo Republic, (3/97-1/98, with SRK 
Johannesburg) 


 Tengke Fungamure copper deposit, Democratic Congo Republic (3/97) 
 Kabanga Nickel project, Tanzania (6/96-10/98) 
 Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (4/98-9/01 with management of environmental monitoring program 


through to 2004) 
 
North America 


 San Flippe nickel laterite, Cuba (2/01-4/01) 
 Atlanta project, Idaho (10/04- ongoing with SRK Elko, Vancouver and Reno offices) 
 Mount Hope, Nevada (10/05- ongoing with SRK Elko and Reno offices) 
  


 
South America 


 La Cruz silver-copper deposit, Bolivia, Billiton (9-11/95) 
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Key Experience:  Uranium projects 
 
Africa 
 Geochemistry for tailings water treatment, Rössing uranium mine, Namibia (11/97-5/98) 
 Process chemistry, metallurgy, heap leach design,  geology, exploration geochemistry, mineralogy, 


assessment of ISL potential and environmental chemistry,  Trekkopje operation, Namibia (10/06-10/08) 
 Process chemistry, mineralogy, geology, exploration geochemistry and environmental chemistry, 


Rystkuil and Beaufort West projects, South Africa (2/07-7/08) 
 Geochemistry assessment, Bakouma project, Central Africa Republic (7/07-12/07) 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, Uranium-calcrete & sedimentary uranium deposits, southern 


Botswana (3/08-ongoing) 
 Review of oxide-uranium project, Zambia (8/08) 
 Review and exploration for a complex uranium-phosphate deposit, Bakouma region, Central African 


Republic (08/08-ongoing) 
 Geological assessment of uranium projects in Argentina for Xenon (8/08-ongoing) 
 Review process chemistry, U-mineralogy and geology, Projects in Niger for Niger Uranium (8/08) 
 Review process chemistry, Uranium calcrete project, Namibia (9/08) 
 Review U- Projects in Niger for Xenon (10/08) 
 Scoping study, Marenica project, Namibia (05/09-ongoing), Project manager 
 
Asia 
 Geochemistry, Well design and process recovery assessment of Uranium- ISL project, Kazakhstan 


(11/06-1/07) 
 Geochemistry for ISL-U project, Inkai, Kazakhstan (3/07-5/07) 
 Evaluation of the Zarechnoye and Akbastau ISR projects, Kazakhstan (11/08-ongoing)  
 
Europe 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy, Stratz and Hem ISL projects, Czech Republic (4/96-10/97) Project 


manager 
 Review of geochemistry for Wismut Mine, Germany (with SRK Vancouver office, 5/96 to 4/98) 
 Evaluation of uranium project, Poland (8/07-ongoing) 
 Evaluation of ISL-U & autoclave-U projects, Ukraine (8/07-12/07) Project manager 
 Evaluation of two autoclave-U facilities, underground and open pit mines (8/07-12/07) 
 Metallurgical assessment of Uranium-Gold-Molybdenum project, Elkon, Russia (6/07-ongoing) 
 Evaluation of Uranium properties, Slovakia (3/08-3/09) Project manager 
 Evaluation of ISR projects at Khiagda in Russia (4/08-ongoing) Project manager 
 Evaluation of a rubble bio-leach, heap leach and VAT leach projects, Transbaikal, Russia (6/08-ongoing) 


Project manager 
 Evaluation of Dalur ISR, Russia (3/09-6/09) 
 
North America 
 Mineralogy, environmental and process chemistry of uranium-nickel-arsenic rich ore & tailings, Cigar 


Lake Mine, Canada (4/99-11/99) 
 Evaluation of process chemistry, Canon City, Colorado (2/06-6/06) 
 Evaluation of vanadium and uranium recovery in tank leach and pressure leach circuits, Confidential 


client, Colorado & Texas (1/06-7/07) 
 Scoping study for hydrogeochemical and hydrogeological studies on a potential ISL operation in 


Wyoming for a Confidential client (5/06-6/06) 
 Scoping study for U-REE project, Mountain Pass, Nevada (8/06) 
 Project evaluation, potential ISR operation, Colorado (2/07) 
 Assessment of Bio-leach and underground mining project, Elliot Lake, Canada (8/08-ongoing) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry and closure design for the Poços Caldas Uranium mine and mill complex, Minas Gerias, 
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Brazil. (11/04-7/06 with Geotech, Brazil and SRK Fort Collins)  
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Key Experience:  Metallurgy & Mineral Processing 
 
Africa 
 Assessment of assay and gold recovery problems from heap leach, Zimbabwe (12/95)  
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for nickel-cobalt-copper-PGE’s Rustenburg, South Africa (4/97-5/98) 
 Mineralogy for base metal extraction from an oxide ore, Skorpion zinc mine, Namibia (6/98-11/98) 
 Metal recovery from base and precious metal slags, residues and flue dust, Tsumeb smelting and 


processing operations, Namibia (5/05-ongoing) Project manager 
 
Asia 
 Metallurgical and mineralogical assessment of copper and gold project as part of pre-feasibility and 


feasibility studies, Kazakhstan (12/95-7/96) Project manager 
 Geochemistry for Kazan solution mining project, Turkey (with SRK Turkey 10/02). 
 
Europe 
 Metallurgical problems, geology and mineralogy of lead-zinc ore body, Mazzron, Spain (4/96) 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for base metal (zinc-lead), Mazzaron, Spain (4/96) 
 Process chemistry and testwork for metal recovery from base metal waste in Bulgaria (9/00-12/00), 


Project manager 
 
North America 
 Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for gold recovery by autoclave and cyanidation processes, Getchell, 


Nevada (2/97-4/99 & 8-10/01), Project manager 
 Process chemistry of gold recovery and cyanidation of sulfide ore, Getchell, Nevada (2-7/01), Project 


manager 
 Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


and assessment of bio-oxidation pre-treatment, Tonopah project, Nevada (4/01-9/01), Project manager 
 Process chemistry, In Situ copper leach project, Arizona (4/01-11/01 with SRK Tucson) 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, complex oxide and sulfide heap leach project, Florida Canyon (5/02-


3/03), Project manager 
 Process chemistry and optimization evaluation, As-rich Au ores, Newmont technical services, Gold 


Quarry, Nevada (4/99-2/01) Project manager 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, Standard mine heap leach facility and control of cyanide solutions. 


Apollo Gold, Nevada (7/02-4/03).  Project manager 
 Process chemistry and heap leach optimisation studies including issues related to ore grind, 


encapsulation, cyanide and lime consumption, alternative reagent and leaching conditions, bio-oxidation 
pre-treatment for Placer Dome PLS on heaps and ores from Bald Mountain, Cortez and Getchell mines 
in Nevada (6/02-2/04 with SRK Elko office), Project manager 


 Process optimization, Penoles operations, Mexico (10/08-ongoing) 
 Assessment of gold recovery, El Chanate, Mexico (1/09-ongoing) 
 
 
South America 
 Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


project, Chile (5/01-6/02) Project manager 
 Process chemistry, copper heap leach, Radimiro, Chile (04/05-06/08). Project manager 
 Gold geometallurgy study, Verte Norte, Colombia (12/08-ongoing). Project manager 
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Key Experience:  Exploration 
 
Africa 
 Geochemical exploration for Trio Gold in Ghana (5/96-8/98), Mali (9/97), Benin and Burkina Faso (3/97 


–9/98), Project manager 
 Geochemical exploration for Nevsun in Ghana (1/97 –5/97) and Mali (3/97), Project manager 
 African Resources-Kilembe (copper-cobalt) and regional gold and diamonds, Uganda (9/96-12/96) 
 Gold-shear zone deposit, Wassa, Ghana (1/97) 
 Gold-shear zone/BIF, Geita Mine, Tanzania (4-6/99) 
 Mineralogy of heavy mineral concentrates for diamond exploration in Angola (8/00-11/00) 
 Exploration mineralogy and geochemistry of iron oxide copper gold deposits, uranium, porphyry copper, 


gold, diamonds and nickel. African Eagle in Mozambique, Tanzania & Zambia (6/03-ongoing) 
 Uranium exploration, Namibia (9/07-ongoing) Confidential client 
 Copper exploration, Namibia (8/07-ongoing) Confidential client 
 
Asia 
 Mineralogical and geochemical work as part of mineral exploration programs for gold shear zone, Mahd 


a Dhab, Saudi Arabia (2/96-4/96) 
 Polymetallic sulfide deposit, Varvarinskoye, Kazakhstan (2/96-6/96) 
 Iron oxide-copper-gold project, Afghanistan (2/97) 
 Mineralogy and geochemical mapping of the Sonjiapo copper porphyry, China (3/97) 
 Mineralogy of Murantau gold deposit, Uzbekistan (4/97) 
 Pongkor low sulfidation precious metal deposit-mineralogy and exploration geochemistry, Indonesia 


(4/97) 
 Tin, gold, alluvial heavy mineral sands, diamonds and gemstones, India (2/98) 
 
North America 
 Carlin gold deposit, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/98) 
 Carlin gold deposit, Rodeo Creek, Nevada (9/98) 
 Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
 Exploration Hydrogeochemistry study for Getchell mine development, Nevada (3/99-9/99), Project 


manager 
 Epithermal low and high sulfidation gold, Florida Canyon and Standard Mines, Nevada (8/02-ongoing), 


Project manager 
 Carlin and epithermal low sulfidation gold, Bald Mountain Mine, Nevada (2/03-ongoing), Project 


manager 
 
South America 
 Mineralogy for diamond and gold prospects in the Cuiaba Basin, Brazil (7/00-4/01) 
 Mineralogy for gold prospects in the Sierra Pelada area, Brazil (7/00-9/00) 
 Mineralogy and geochemistry for copper-gold projects, Chile (5/01-12/01)  
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Key Experience:  Current Research 
 
Europe 
 Metal recovery from mine waste and tailings in collaboration with, Geochemistry Research Group, 


Aberystwyth and the Materials the School of Engineering, Cardiff University, 11/96-ongoing). Funding 
from Welsh universities core funding; Xstrata; Noranda; Equatorial; Orlake Minerals; Fundy Minerals; 
TCL; Minex; Greenwich Resources; National Research Council. 


 Use of LAICPMS for analysis of trace constituents in solid materials, particularly precious metals in 
refractory ores and impurities in metallurgical products ongoing collaboration since 3/96 with, 
Geochemistry Research Group, Aberystwyth and the the School of Engineering, Cardiff University 


 Protocols for Acid Base Accounting and Kinetic testwork (6/98 – 12/04 with Materials Science 
Department, the School of Engineering, Cardiff University) 


 Kinetics of copper and uranium leaching in ISR environments (3/07-ongoing with the School of 
Engineering, Cardiff University and Mintek, SA) 


 
North America 
 Process optimisation and closure of Heap Leach facilities (10/2000-9/04 with Placer Dome (NA) Inc. 


and SRK Elko office) 
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Key Experience:  Research Post-Doctorate Studies 
 
Africa 
 Mineral exploration in deeply weathered tropical terrains, with BHP Minerals (50% of time between: 


10/91-9/95)- West Africa, Zaire, Uganda & Tanzania 
 Geochemistry of sulfide oxidation and gossans, Tsumeb mine, Namibia  
 Metal distribution in mine waste from Tsumeb type deposits (4/92-4/94) 
 LAICPMS chemistry, with University of Cape Town, Department of Geological Sciences (9/91-9/94) 
 Acid Mine Drainage in Zimbabwe, with British Geological Survey and Institute of Mining Research, 


Zimbabwe, funded by ODA (9/93-9/94) 
 Water quality issues in rural water supply management, with Wateraid, UNDP, and University of 


Westminster (9/91-10/93) 
 


 
Europe 
 Geochemistry and mineralogy of the St. Just mining district, Cornwall (9/91-6/94) 
 Stability of arsenic in mine waste, with Imperial College funded through MIRO (2/92-3/94) 
 
Asia 
 Acid Mine Drainage in Malaysia, with British Geological Survey and Geological Survey of Malaysia, 


funded by ODA (9/93-9/94) 
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Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

 

 

 
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2010 2:54 PM
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information

 
Salek & Bev,

 
Attached is the draft baseline geochemistry Technical Review Memorandum prepared by SRK.  It
has numerous questions regarding the geochemical sampling and testing program in regard to
clarity of description, testing methods, and representative sampling .   The memo text is rather
dense but rather than spend time editing the text I recommend the draft memo be forwarded to
Rosemont with a proposal to hold an issue resolution meeting similar to that done for the mine
site groundwater model.  If you would like, I’ll gladly take the lead with Rosemont of proposing this
and forward them a copy of the draft Technical Review Memorandum.

 
Regards,

 
Dale

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


 
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information
Date: 08/04/2010 12:19 PM
Attachments: Rosemont_Geochem_Review_183101_ckh-rb_20100210_Draft_Issued.pdf

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/04/2010 12:18 PM -----

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

05/02/2010 10:39 AM

To "Salek Shafiqullah - USFS "
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Beverley A Everson'"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"'Melissa Reichard'" <mreichard@swca.com>,
"'Jonathan Rigg'" <jrigg@swca.com>

Subject RE: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry
Information

All,

 
To date SWCA has not received a response to the included 16 March email (reiterated in a 29
March email)  regarding the SRK review of baseline geochemistry information for the Rosemont
project.  Please review the attached Technical Memorandum and let us know how the CNF wants
to proceed.  As we are now receiving predictive evaluations based in part on information contained
in the geochemical baseline report (e.g. Pit Lake Geochemistry & Infiltration Fate & Transport
reports) I recommend that it is not relevant to resolve all the issues raised by SRK in the attached
memo, but leave critical geochemical data evaluation to only the data used in making
environmental impact predictions.  Therefore, I recommend that the attached draft Technical
Memorandum be entered into the file as reference material, but not become the focus of a work
task to resolve all issues raised by SRK, and that any issues regarding geochemical data be resolved
as part of the review of the predictive modeling reports and be targeted on the data used for each
predictive effort.

 
Regards,

 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Tom Furgason, SWCA Date: February 10, 2010 


cc: Dale Ortman, P.E. From: Rob Bowell, Eur.Geol, C.Chem MR
S, C.Geol. FGS 


Corolla Hoag, R.G. 


Subject: Preliminary Geochemistry Review – 
Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 


Project #: 183101 


 
The following comments are related to three documents provided by SWCA concerning geochemical test 
work performed on rock and tailings materials at the Augusta Resource Rosemont Copper Project. These 
documents include the:  


 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan (Vector, 2006) 
 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Rosemont Copper (main text, Appendix A, and Appendix 


B) (Tetra Tech, 2007a), and 
 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Rosemont Copper, (Tetra Tech, 2007b). 


 
SWCA requested that SRK review these documents and provide a professional opinion as to whether the test 
assumptions, test procedures, analytical methods used, types of data collected, and results presented in each 
document are reasonable and in conformance with standard industry accepted practice. The review was 
limited to reading the documents provided although references to other documents, such as the APP 
application (Tetra Tech, 2009a) are made. A review of the laboratory analytical reports included in Tetra 
Tech (2007) was not performed. SRK has not undertaken an extensive literature search outside of documents 
provided so cannot comment on the full adequacy of information available in the public domain to 
supplement those documents submitted through SWCA. It was necessary, however, to refer to selected 
public technical reports as discussed and cited below to find information defining Rosemont waste and ore. 
Additionally, it is difficult for the senior author (Bowell) to confirm complete applicability of the test work 
as he has not been to the site and is not being personally familiar with the site conditions.  
 
SRK was not provided with a formal Sampling and Analysis Plan with sampling and test work protocols; 
industry test protocols are referred to in the documents. General comments on the test program (methods 
used) and specific comments about the suitability of the methods are provided below.  


1 Assessment of Investigation Methods and Protocols 


A brief assessment is provided below of the methods used in the geochemical characterization 
investigation. Documentation was not provided to answer all questions; for example the source of the 
tailings test materials and what stage of tailings deposition the samples represent is not adequately 
provided. The assumptions, sampling collection methods, tests, and analytical methods where 
referenced in these reports are in general conformance with industry standard practice. The results 
presented are reasonable given the background data available based on these reports. The scopes of 
the geochemical programs detailed in these documents, however, do have some deficiencies related 
to the characterization the materials present at the mine site and their long-term geochemical 
behavior. 
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A work plan for geochemical characterization should identify test work appropriate to characterize 
the potential discharging facility under the proposed operational method and address the physical and 
chemical characterization per regulatory guidelines. Rosemont Copper Company submitted an 
application for an Aquifer Protection Permit in February 2009 to the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality (ADEQ). The process recommended by ADEQ to characterize ore and waste 
materials is described in Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT (ADEQ, 2005). ADEQ recommends a tiered approach to 
characterize solid materials and potential leachates derived from the solids.  Static test work and 
studies performed under the Tier #1 stage include: 


 Description of mineralogy and lithology (rock, color, angularity, induration, grain-size 
distribution, mineral types and proportions to assess acid rock drainage and metal 
leachability, sulfide percentages, etc.); 


 Leaching Tests 
o Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP by EPA Method 1212), 
o Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (MWMP), and 
o Leachable Sulfates and Soluble Solids tests, 
o Bottle Roll Tests. 


 Acid-Base Accounting (ABA) Analysis 
o Acid generation potential (AGP), 
o Net neutralization potential (NNP), and 
o Net acid generating (NAG) pH. 


 Physical Characteristics 
o Grain size, density, shear strength, moisture content, permeability.       


 
Kinetic test work may be required under a Tier #2 stage to assess the rates of acid-generation, acid-
neutralization, sulfide oxidation, and metal release. Typical tests performed under Tier #2 include: 


 Humidity cells, column tests, barrel leach tests, and test plots; 
 Total metals analysis; 
 Radiochemical analysis; 
 Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP); and  
 Waste Extraction Test (WET). 


 
The approximate number of static tests by rock type planned to characterize waste rock materials and 
the remaining pit wall materials are listed in Table 1 of Vector (2006). To date, only very brief 
lithology descriptions of the tested samples have been prepared and submitted to ADEQ; no 
information is provided on the mineralogy of the samples tested. ABA and NAG pH  have been 
performed on all or nearly all of the tailings and waste rock samples. SPLP, MWMP, and total 
metals analyses have been performed on more than half the waste rock and tailings samples. 
Humidity cell tests have been performed on two of the four tailings samples and on four waste rock 
types (14 samples) that indicated a potential to generate acid. On-site columns were performed on 
three samples of andesite (potentially acid generating) and three mixed composites of uncertain 
potential. Physical testing of tailings materials include sieve and hydrometer testing, specific gravity, 
Atterberg Limits, Standard Proctor, Consolidation testing, Shear strength, Triaxial permeability, 
Capillary moisture retention, and Laboratory torque vane shear testing.   


1.1 Sample Collection Methods and Representativeness 


Summary – The methods used to collect representative geologic materials for geochemical testing 
follow standard industry practices. Waste rock samples collected for the geochemical investigation 
do appear to represent the rock types to be encountered during the mine life in appropriate 
percentages. Representative life-of-mine or early life-of-mine tailings has not yet been completed. 
Documentation was not provided to assess whether the sample materials actually tested are 
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representative of potential sulfide mill ore (subsequent tailings), oxide ore, or waste rock dump 
(WRD) material based on total copper cutoff grades and contained ore and gangue mineralogy. 
 
The goal of the geochemical investigation program was to perform test work that would characterize 
the geochemistry of potential leachates related to mine waste rock materials, heap leach materials, 
tailings, cover and construction materials, and the rock remaining in the pit walls and then assess 
risks related to the leachates. The geochemical sampling program was intended to represent the range 
of geologic materials including lateral and vertical variation that would influence the types and 
percentages of rocks and minerals to be encountered during the life-of-mine. In order to assess 
whether the sampling program sufficiently represents the materials expected in the waste rock and 
tailings storage facilities, it is necessary to understand the site-specific definition of waste rock, how 
the rock materials were classified in the geology model, what percentages of rocks (including 
mineralization, oxidization) are generally expected life-of-mine, and if the proportion of samples 
selected for analysis match the expected proportions of rock materials.  As mentioned above, 
geochemical programs generally follow a two-tiered approach where a selection of Tier I static tests 
are performed on a large number of samples to classify materials as potentially acid generating, of 
uncertain potential, and/or not acid generating.  Tier II test work such as humidity cells are 
performed on selected Tier 1 materials that were identified to be potentially acid generating or of 
uncertain acid generating potential.     
 
How is “Waste Rock” Defined at Rosemont?  – Waste rock is typically defined as rock material 
overlying an ore deposit or within a mine plan that is below the cutoff grade required for economic 
extraction and processing. The waste rock is removed to access the ore materials and requires 
subsequent disposal in an overburden pile or WRD. Cutoff grades may decrease or increase 
throughout the mine life owing to fluctuations in capital and operating costs, processing recovery 
effectiveness and efficiencies, or other reasons. No definition of the cutoff grade or mineralogical 
description of Rosemont waste rock is provided in the reviewed reports. Based on the description of 
measured and indicated resources reported in the 2007 NI 43-101 Technical Report for the Rosemont 
Copper Project, Updated Feasibility Study (M3 Engineering & Technology Corporation), sulfide 
waste at Rosemont was classified as material that falls below a grade of 0.20 percent total copper 
(%TCu). The current technical reports continue to use this sulfide cutoff grade (M3, 2009). Oxide 
waste is reported to be material with a grade below a 0.10 %TCu (M3, 2009, p. 5).      
 
Percentages of Reported Rock Types Representing Waste, Ore, Tailings  – The percentages of rock 
types comprising potential waste materials at Rosemont are tabulated in all of the reports (i.e. Tetra 
Tech, 2007b, Table 3.1; Tetra Tech, 2009 v. 1, Table 7.28). The percentage of tabulated waste 
relative to ore has decreased over time as additional mineralized material has been delineated. 
Greater than half of the waste materials consist of oxidized and unoxidized arkose and other oxidized 
basin-fill overburden formations; andesite and a variety of Paleozoic formations comprise the 
remaining waste rock materials. Much less documentation is available on the rock types expected to 
be present in sulfide ore (and by extension in tailings) and oxide ore. A tabulation is found in Table 2 
of Vector (2006). The copper sulfide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations 
consist primarily of Horquilla Limestone (50%), Colina Limestone (40%), quartz monzonite 
porphyry (QMP) (5%), and the Earp Formation (5%). Chalcopyrite, chalcocite, bornite,  and 
molybdenite are the dominant sulfide minerals. The sulfide ore will be processed through milling, 
flotation, and concentration processes and the residual material will be subsequently disposed of as 
dry-stack tailings. The copper oxide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations consist 
primarily of arkose (50%), QMP (15%), quartz latite porphyry, and andesite (35%). Copper oxide 
mineralization primarily includes copper-bearing limonite, chrysocolla, tenorite, malachite, and 
azurite; oxide ore will be processed by leaching with dilute sulfuric acid on a heap leach facility.  
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Method to Classify Material Types and Select Samples – Although the approximate percentages of 
waste rock and ore materials are tabulated in the reviewed reports1, the process of classifying the 
tested material as “ore” or “waste” was not described in detail in the reports reviewed. The general 
procedures for classifying ore and waste rock are described in more detail in the technical reports 
publically available to potential investors (i.e. WLR Consulting, 2006; M3 Engineering & 
Technology Corporation, 2009). Industry standard mine evaluation and design software was used by 
Rosemont personnel to interpolate the compiled drillhole data within boundaries established by the 
limits of topography, surface geology, and estimated subsurface geologic contacts. Rosemont’s 
three-dimensional geologic and resource block model assigned a rock type, mineralization type (i.e. 
oxide, sulfide), grade, and material type (i.e., waste, leach ore, sulfide mill ore) to each model block 
(50’ x 50’ x 50’) based on the geologic model including the laboratory analyses from surface 
samples, test pits, and diamond drill core. The block model was then used to estimate the percentages 
of various rock types that are potential ore and waste materials within the potential pit area.  The 
model and pit shell was used to identify specific drill core intervals that contain the rock types 
necessary to ensure representative geochemical analyses. Composite samples representing 50-foot 
mine benches at various depths were collected for geochemical analysis from coarse rejects using 
appropriate drilling intervals selected by Rosemont geologists familiar with the site-specific geology 
and mineralogy. 
 
The plan maps shown in Tetra Tech reports2 document the rock types sampled and the depth of the 
bench composite samples; sample depths range between 0 and 1,820 feet below ground surface. The 
sample data are clustered primarily in the center portion of the pit area but do appear to represent the 
major and minor rock types to be encountered within the pit area. The samples also appear to 
represent various bench elevations based the available figures and table. A plan map with labeled 
elevation contours for the proposed pit and the sample depths listed in feet above sea level or a 
profile section with the drillhole sample locations would have been helpful to verify the vertical 
distribution of the samples collected. No copper grades, however, are listed with the sample intervals 
to verify whether the samples are waste, leach ore, or sulfide ore (future tailings).   
 
The Tetra Tech sample location maps appear to provide sufficient lateral and vertical 
representativeness to provide a reasonable indication of the geochemical characteristics of the 
various waste rock types at this stage in the process. Tetra Tech (2007a) summarizes the rock types 
sampled and provides the borehole identification, depth of the sample, and the static test work 
performed. Detailed sample descriptions, however, were not provided that document what specific 
minerals were present in the samples, the proportions of potentially acid generating or acid 
neutralizing minerals that were present, and the oxidation type present.  
 
Only a brief description was found to describe the nature of the ore materials processed to simulate 
the four samples of tailings materials (Tetra Tech, 2009b).  Three tailings samples were evidently 
generated from Horquilla Limestone (May 2006, February 2007, and June 2007) although the rock 
type of the two earliest samples is not confirmed (see Table 1 in Tetra Tech, 2009b).  The last sample 
from July 2008 was generated from mixed rock types (72.9% Horquilla, 21.3% Earp, and 5.8% 
Escabrosa Limestone) that represent sulfide mill tailings in Year 0 to 3. The tailings samples were 
likely generated from coarse rejects from drillhole sample intervals or composites with total copper 
grades that matched the grades and mineralization types expected in the first few years of operation. 
This is an assumption as no sample documentation is provided with the drillhole name and depth 
interval, rock type, oxidation type, and approximate grade. SRK is therefore unable to verify whether 


                                                      
1 The percentage of waste rock types is listed in the all reports including the February 2009 APP application and has 
been updated through time.  The only tabulation listing the relative proportions of various rock types in sulfide mill ore 
(and by extension tailings) appears to be in Vector (2006). 
2Table A.1, Figures 2 and 3 and Table A.1 in Tetra Tech 2007a; Figures 2 and 3 in Tetra Tech 2007b 
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the generated tailings materials are representative of the future processed ore material based on the 
information compiled in the reports.   
 
Presumably, descriptions of the geology, mineralogy, and oxidation type are available in the surface 
sample data and drill logs for the waste, tailings, and other geochemical samples; this information 
was compiled from the drillhole logs in order to select the sample intervals to be tested. The rock 
type, type of copper sulfide/oxide minerals and associated rock-forming, gangue minerals present in 
each sample (and in what proportions), total copper grade, and other relevant characterization 
information should be recorded for each sample analyzed. The three reviewed reports as well as the 
geochemical data compiled in the APP (Tetra Tech 2009a), however, lack this basic information. 
Verification of representativeness is possible based only on the spatial location of the sampled 
intervals within the pit area. No verification was possible during this review for the materials that 
generated the four tailings samples. 
 
Was the Geochemical Sampling Program Representative Given the Stated Proportions of Rock 
Types in the Waste and Tailings? – The documentation for the waste rock sampling program is more 
comprehensive than that for the tailings or other sampling programs. The waste rock samples are 
considerably more numerous than other materials tested. SRK is satisfied that the geochemical 
program did sample and analyze samples representative of the waste rock that will be generated 
during the life-of-mine.  
 
Ore samples are initially drilled and analyzed to define the extent of the ore body; a portion of the 
drill core is kept as a physical record, which reduces the material available for metallurgical, 
geotechnical, or geochemical testing. Material representing mineralized sulfide drill core rejects/core 
of various rock types (or composite mixes) at various grade ranges is limited at this stage of the 
project. The Horquilla Limestone represents 50% of the potential sulfide mill tailings during the life 
of mine, but more than 90% of the tailings material generated and tested to date is this material. This 
may be appropriate based on the dominant sulfide mill tailings expected during the first years of 
operations. Tailings materials generated from rock types in proportions expected during the life-of-
mine (or in the dominant mixes by 5-year increments) have not yet been produced.   
 


1.2 Laboratories, Analytical Methods, and QA/QC Protocols 


The primary and sub-contracted laboratories used during this investigation are certified by the 
Arizona Department of Health Services to perform these types of environmental geochemical 
analyses in Arizona. The methods used for chemical analyses were standard test methods developed 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), ASTM, or by recognized academic experts. In 
addition, the static and kinetic (humidity cell) test work performed is approved by ADEQ for the 
classification of discharges related to mined materials as described in Arizona Mining Guidance 
Manual – BADCT, Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization by ADEQ (2005). 
 
The analytical method detection limits reported by the laboratories were appropriate with two 
exceptions – the Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (EPA Method 1312) test work 
performed in May 2006 by Turner Labs (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table 6.1) and the thallium results 
reported for the 2007 humidity cells test analyses by SVL Analytical (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A-6). 
The method detection limits for all 7 of the leachate parameters analyzed for the May 2006 event 
were above the Arizona Aquifer Water Quality Standards (AWQS). Generally, a method detection 
limit that is below the AWQS (or other water quality relevant standard) is preferred. The method 
detection limit for the 2007 thallium analyses was equal to the 0.002 mg/L AWQS for thallium; the 
majority of the results are reported as <0.002 mg/L. The Turner Labs results for May 2006 and the 
2007 SVL humidity cell thallium results should therefore not be used to assess compliance with 
AWQS.  
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The consulting reports reviewed did not list any duplicate samples that may have been sent for 
analysis to the primary laboratory or to a secondary laboratory. Although not required for test work, 
duplicates are typically a standard protocol with a minimum of at least one duplicate per every 20 
samples. SRK was not provided with companion documents that address protocols for QA/QC or 
field instrument calibration but assume they exist. 


1.3 Leaching Tests – Laboratory and Field Procedures 


Two types of kinetic tests were performed on waste materials – 35-week humidity cells under 
laboratory conditions and 21-week on-site column tests under field conditions. The humidity cells 
tests were conducted on 14 samples using an industry standard method published by American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM). The laboratory tests were performed by a qualified 
laboratory - SVL Analytical, Inc. of Kellogg, Idaho. Humidity cell tests are standard kinetic tests 
applicable to mine and waste materials found in a wide variety of climatic conditions including 
southern Arizona. Humidity cell tests are applicable to test work performed on conventional and dry 
stack tailings.  The purpose of humidity cells is to provide a determination of rates of accelerated 
leaching under controlled laboratory conditions. They are not intended as a demonstration of 
weathering rates but as calibration data for further predictive calculations to determine weathering 
rates. As such they are applicable to any form of tailings disposal as baseline or calibration data for 
numerical predictions. 
 
Tetra Tech (2007) provides only a limited description of the construction of the 6 on-site column 
tests and operational protocols, but SRK accepts the general test approach. Details on the column 
dimensions, the size fractions and volumes of materials loaded into the columns, and protocols for 
manual irrigation and leachate sample collection were not provided. Three tests were performed on 
splits of andesitic waste and on leach ore material tested by the humidity cell tests. The materials 
were selected for additional study from those samples that showed the potential (or uncertain 
potential) to generate acid using standard static tests. The field columns were to be subjected to 
ambient rainfall, sun, and temperature conditions. Owing to abnormally low rainfall conditions 
encountered during the test period, the columns were manually irrigated weekly using one liter of 
distilled water over a period of several hours; no details were provided on this field procedure. SRK 
assumes that field personnel performing the work received training to ensure consistency in 
irrigation methods, application rates, and that field instrument calibration was performed and 
documented.  


2 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan, Vector 
Arizona, June 2006 


The 2006 Vector memorandum is essentially a trip report and general work plan for Phase I of 
geochemical characterization. A general work approach and outline of the sampling and analysis 
plan is presented; a formal sampling and analysis plan is not attached. A detailed work plan for the 
later phases, if prepared, was not provided for review. Specific comments and concerns are provided 
below. The geochemical investigation, however, has already been executed. 
 


1. No mineralogical study is proposed during the program to assess which acid-generating and acid-
consuming minerals are present (and in what proportion) and how sulfide minerals occur in physical 
contact with the gangue minerals. This is an oversight because without it the results can only be 
interpreted as generalities, and will not be site-specific.   
 


2. SPLP and Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (ASTM E2242-02) analyses are proposed for 
approximately 20 percent of the waste rock samples. These methods are industry standard tests. 
Application of the SPLP test, however, will likely give a dilute result that is not really representative 
given the fresh nature and low pyrite content of the waste rock material described. A more 
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aggressive static leach test is recommended, such as analysis of Net Acid Generation (NAG) metals 
and/or MWMP-type extraction. 
 


3. The high buffering nature of the material described will also likely give a positive (alkaline) bias to 
the results, especially with the low predicted sulfur. SRK recommends that NAG tests should be run 
to confirm the predicted acid generation behavior. Given the likely alkaline nature of the material, 
the generation of alkaline rock drainage (potentially still with water quality exceedances) may occur, 
and that salinity in the final pit lake may also be an issue. These questions need to be addressed.  
 


4. Sobek and NAG pH, total metals, and SPLP analysis are proposed for tailings samples created 
during the metallurgical test program. As noted above, application of the SPLP method to tailings is 
unsuitable, and SRK advocates using a more appropriate method for prediction of tailings leachate 
chemistry such as NAG metals and MWMP extraction. 
 


5. A review of the heap leach characterization program was not within SRK scope, but comments are 
provided based on the very brief description provided in the memorandum. The method for selecting 
the test materials based on copper grade and the expected leach ore rock types within the pit is a 
reasonable approach. The proposed program based on this work plan consists of analyzing the 
residues from three column leach tests performed by Mountain States R & D International for Sobek 
and NAG pH, whole rock analysis, and SPLP and MWMP extraction. One humidity cell test is also 
proposed. The proposed program will likely present a better impression of the resulting leachate 
chemistry than will actually occur. The high ore alkalinity will have a high acid consumption factor, 
which will cause the precipitation of gypsum – thus the heap may be a source of high sulfate 
concentrations. 


3 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Tetra Tech, June 2007 


This report is a compilation of geochemical test work completed on 94 waste rock, leach ore, and 
mill ore samples and 2 tailings samples through April 27, 2007.  
 
The report includes a number of compilation tables, illustrations, figures, and two appendices. 
Appendix A contains a compilation of test results. Appendix B provides copies of the analytical 
reports prepared by SVL Analytical, Inc. and Transwest Geochem in 2006 and 2007; no laboratory 
reports were noted for analyses by Turner Lab in 2006. Specific comments are provided below.  
 


1. The number of samples and geologic representativeness appears reasonable for the size and stage of 
the project. 
 


2. The section on mineralogy is poor and is based solely on published works, and thus is not site-
specific and is not directly applicable to the tested samples. 
 


3. The presentation of data is confusing. For example, the bar-chart approach shown in Illustration 5.3 
to represent sulfur speciation is not a standard method. The compiled analytical found in the main 
text and in Appendix A lack basic information such as the laboratory name, lab identifiers to match 
the compiled data to specific laboratory reports, and consistent reporting of analytical units.  
 


4. The data show a strong bias toward neutralizing conditions, but sample-specific mineralogy would 
have helped to confirm if the neutralizing conditions are directly related to carbonate-neutralizing 
potential (NP) or if some of the NP is an artifact of the test itself, as is common. The NAG pH data 
helps and reveals two samples that are clearly acid-generating (not potentially acid-generating, as 
stated in the report). The majority of the waste rock samples are neutralizing, although less strongly 
than predicted by the ABA results. 
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5. Whole rock chemistry indicates that elements mobile in alkaline environments (such as oxyanions, 
e.g. arsenic, antimony, molybdenum, and selenium) are strongly enriched in the deposit (see 
Illustration 5.6, p. 20). As expected, SPLP extraction tests at such high dilution on unweathered 
rocks show low solute leaching. Seven samples were analyzed after both SPLP and MWMP 
extractions were performed. The inclusion of MWMP tests is useful, and the results for selected 
constituents are compared in Illustration 5.8. The MWMP results reveal higher arsenic, selenium, 
and fluoride leaching than do the SPLP tests, although results for many other constituents are quite 
similar. 
 


6. On page 28, Tetra Tech states:  
 


“In general, approximately 73% of the material tested to date can be defined as inert based on the 
ADEQ draft policy titled “Policy for the Evaluation of Mining Rock Materials for the 
Determination of Inertness” (ADEQ, 1998). This policy defines inert materials as having a total 
sulfur concentration of less than 0.3% and an NNP greater than 0 or an NPR greater than 3. 
Those materials that are defined as inert by this definition do not require additional testing. 
However, it should be noted that materials defined as inert can have metals concentrations. 
Based on the data available, zinc and arsenic are present in the rocks and may be of concern 
when placed in the waste rock dump. Metals such as zinc, arsenic, and selenium can be mobile at 
alkaline pH values.” 
 


The reference in the unpublished ADEQ draft policy to what constitutes “inert” material should be 
replaced by the terminology used in guidance published by ADEQ in Appendix B of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT on the characterization of solution, ore, and waste (ADEQ, 2005). 
Appendix B classifies material as “non-acid generating with a low risk for acid drainage to develop” 
if the ratio of neutralization potential and acid production potential is greater than 3. Approximately 
30 percent of the samples (25 of 94) submitted for acid-base accounting (ABA) and sulfur speciation 
analyses (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A.2) have one or more components that exceed the criteria 
developed by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) (2005) to classify the 
material as non-acid generating mine rock material. Note that the ADEQ guidance only briefly 
addresses the potential to carry metals in solution under alkaline rock drainage conditions such as is 
discussed in Tetra Tech statement from page 28. 
 


7. Humidity cell tests are reported to 20 weeks, which are not be a sufficient duration to determine a 
trend or to develop meaningful estimates of leaching rates for some constituents. Copper, 
manganese, arsenic, antimony, selenium, and possibly zinc were above detection and/or elevated in 
humidity cells, indicating potential for solute leaching and probable sulfide oxidation. In comparison 
with Arizona AWQS, the leachates measured antimony and selenium in concentrations exceeding 
their respective limits. Selenium initially exceeded the AWQS of 0.05 mg/L but was below detection 
for the remaining weeks; antimony showed elevated concentrations that exceeded the AWQS of 0.06 
mg/L throughout the duration of the humidity cell tests. The on-site column tests show a possible 
early decrease in sulfate concentrations for some columns, which may indicate that flushing of the 
reactive alkalinity has taken place. It would be useful to see data obtained since the date of the June 
2007 report. 
 


8. The use of SPLP on tailings and only 10 weeks of humidity cell testing is insufficient to draw 
conclusions concerning the leaching behavior of the tailings. Additional data and the summary 
reports on test work and analyses completed after June 2007 are essential to complete a meaningful 
review. 
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4 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Tetra Tech, November 2007 


This report is an addendum to the June 2007 Tetra Tech Report. It summarizes the previous and new 
geochemical characterization data through September 2007. The report focuses primarily on the 
Phase I and Phase II test work performed on waste rock with lesser focus on geochemical 
characterization of tailings, heap leach grade ore, and soil samples. The samples were collected from 
drill core with specific rock types and copper grade, drill core rejects, soil samples, and test pits. The 
coarse rejects from drill core samples were taken to METCON Laboratory of Tucson to be split and 
prepared for analysis by SVL Analytical, Inc. (SVL) of Kellogg, Idaho. SVL is a laboratory certified 
by the Arizona Department of Health Services. Documentation to verify grade (ore/waste 
classification) and mineralogy is absent. 
 


4.1 Waste Rock Characterization 


Two phases of sampling and geochemical analysis have been performed.  Phase I sampling (42 of 
potential waste rock material, 1 composite sample, 4 historic waste rock dump (WRD), and 1 leach-
grade) provided a preliminary indication of rock).  Phase II included 121 samples of potential waste 
rock, 2 leach-grade samples, 4 test pits samples from existing WRDs, and 5 soil samples to 
characterize potential cover and construction borrow materials. Thirty-nine samples were tested by 
SPLP methods; 33 samples were tested using MWMP methods. The leachates from these tests were 
analyzed for a number of constituents – some of which have reference Arizona aquifer water quality 
standards. Humidity cell test were performed on 14 samples of Earp Formation, andesite, arkose, and 
arkose conglomerate based on the conclusions from the ABA tests. 
 


1. On a spatial basis, the waste rock geochem samples appear to be representative of life-of-mine 
materials. No documentation was provided to verify the materials are below the oxide/sulfide cutoff 
grades and are waste materials and what minerals are present such as percentage of silicate minerals, 
pyrite, and carbonate. 
 


2. Illustration 3.1 does not use standard graphing methodology to represent sulfur speciation in the 
ABA results. ABA results, however, do indicate that some waste rock types such as andesite and 
arkose have potential to generate acid in the absence of discharge management. 
 


3. It is very difficult to cross reference the individual samples in the summary tables owing to lack of 
consistent  presentation of sample identification, depth, laboratory identification numbers, and rock 
type. It is not possible without considerable effort to go from tabulated data to graphed data to verify 
conclusions. Verification of trends seen in the humidity cell results, for example, is difficult owing to 
the organizational format presented in data tables and graphs. Table 3.7 provides the rock type 
sampled and a Sample ID (drillhole name with sample number), but no sample footage interval; the 
Sample ID, sample depths, rock type sampled, and test work performed are shown in Appendix A 
Table A.1. The analytical results are tabulated by Sample ID in Appendix A Table A.7 with no 
cross-reference to laboratory job number or to rock type; the analytical results are graphed in 
Appendix A Illustration A.1 (Figures 1a through 15 b) but the Sample ID or rock type is not 
provided. A data compilation and statistical analysis by rock type would have assisted with the 
interpretation of the results based on waste type to be mined.  
 


4. SPLP and MWMP leachate results for waste show that more than half of the results are below 
analytical detection for metals.  There are number of samples, however, that exceeded the reference 
arsenic standard of 0.01 mg/L and isolated AWQS exceedances of other metals.  In some cases the 
method detection limit is at or above the numeric standard so the water quality result with respect to 
the reference standards cannot be assessed.   
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5. There are noticeable differences in results between the humidity cells and the field column tests, 
which is not discussed in the report. Humidity cells tests showed the effluent pH oscillated between 
approximately 7.2 to 8.2 pH; sulfate concentrations decreased from week 0 to week 2 and remained 
below 200 mg/L with minor oscillations throughout the duration of the tests. With increasing time, 
the pH in the field tests decreased approximately 2 pH standard units to between pH 7 and pH 6, and 
sulfate was cyclic with sulfate concentrations ranging from 0 to approximately 500 mg/L (Illustration 
3.7 and 3.8). The field columns appear to have been terminated too early and should have been 
continued until some stabilization of pH and sulfate was observed. The use of a 35-week humidity 
test with only 8 analytical samples over the 35 weeks is probably insufficient to draw any 
conclusions about the tests, especially with respect to metals. Generally, the most significant changes 
would be expected in weeks 0 to 5, and this period is not captured adequately in the metals data 
presented. Although it is true that the majority of reported results are below detection, there are 
several exceedances with respect to AWQSs for various constituents – noticeably antimony, 
selenium (Se), and arsenic (As).  Metal concentrations in leachates are shown in Illustration 3-10, but 
are not shown relative to time so it is not possible to determine changes in metal concentration over 
time. Se and As  show some exceedances with respect to their respective AWQSs in this illustration, 
and copper and manganese are elevated. No compilation or interpretation is provided by rock type or 
by constituent so it is difficult to derive meaningful relationships from the data for this review 
without significant effort.  


 
6. The humidity cell and field test data are not conclusive as to the weathering nature of the rock 


materials, and they cannot be conclusively verified as being non-reactive. The information needs to 
be presented in a clearer fashion in order to support the proposed trends. 


 


4.2 Tailings Characterization 


Four tailings samples were tested using standard industry methods for ABA, SPLP, and whole rock 
analysis; one humidity cell was completed at the time of this report (Tailings-022807). As stated 
previously, no details other basic rock type were provided on the source of the sample material used 
to make the simulated tailings so SRK is not able to verify how representative the samples are.   
 
SPLP results for February and June 2007 tailings samples of Horquilla Limestone indicate the 
leachate is near-neutral and metals are predominantly below detection. The results from May 2006 
are incomplete and not usable owing to the fact that the method detection level was above the 
relevant reference standards. MWMP results were reported for the June 2007 sample and show near-
neutral pH, and metals that are below detection with the exception of molybdenum. Molybdenum 
sulfide is a sulfide ore constituent.  The limited number of MWMP and SPLP tests completed at the 
time of this report is not sufficient to represent all ore types expected during the life of mine. 
 
The combination of sample leachates to represent a five-week period of sampling is not useful. The 
results confirm that the material has low reactivity.  Molybdenum and selenium are potentially 
elevated in the humidity samples. 


5 Summary of Comments and Questions  


SRK comments based on a review of three geochemical test reports prepared to characterize the 
Rosemont waste materials are summarized below.  
 


1. The materials tested are representative of the waste rocks to be encountered during the life of mine. 
A description of the oxidation type, grade, and minerals present in each sample was not provided to 
verify waste classification. 
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2. Mineralogy studies are recommended to assess the physical characteristics of the gangue metals and 
metalloids (for example, what percentage of pyrite is encapsulated in quartz or other silicate minerals 
and is therefore not accessible to be oxidized?).  


3. Insufficient, representative tailings tests have been completed by November 2007 to provide an 
accurate assessment of the tailings leachate. 


4. NAG metals are still recommended to assess the chemical character of tailings leachate to confirm 
potential behavior. 


5. Alkaline or neutral rock drainage with elevated metalloids and sulfate may occur based on the results 
of the 35-week humidity cell tests; this is not adequately addressed in these reports.  The tests need 
to be operated until some stabilization is observed in the field columns. 
 
SRK is aware that two other geochemical reports or summaries exist including Tetra Tech (2009a 
and 2009b), so additional information may be provided in these reports. SRK questions based on a 
review of the three reports are listed below: 


1. Is a description available for the oxidation type, mineralization observed, and total copper grade in 
the tested samples? 


2. Have NAG metals and/or MWMP-type extractions been performed on waste rock and tailings 
materials subsequent to the November 2007 report? 


3. Additional tailings test work was discussed in the Technology Transfer Meeting conducted on 
November 12, 2008 (Williamson, 2008, slide 9). Test work listed as “In Progress” as of November 
2008 included July 2008 samples for ABA, whole rock, SPLP, MWMP, and kinetic tests. Have the 
additional tests been performed on tailings materials and are the results available for review? 
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Profession: 
 
Education: 
 
 
 
 
Registrations/ 
Affiliations 
 
 
 


 
Geochemist 
 
Doctor of Philosophy, University of Southampton, 1988-1991 
Bachelor of Science, Geochemistry/Geology, Class 1 Honours 
Degree, University of Manchester, 1985-1987 
 
Past President, International Association of Applied 
Geochemists (2008 to 2009); President (2005-07); VP (2003-
2004) 
Member, Int. Mine Water Association  
Fellow, Geological Society of London 
Member of the Society of Economic Geology 
Member of the Royal Society of Chemistry  
Visiting Research Associate, Division of Materials and 
Minerals, Cardiff University 1998-present; Aberystwyth 
University 2000-2006 
Chartered Chemist, RSC (1997) 
Chartered Geologist, GSL (2001) 
Chartered Professional European Geologist (2002) 
Accreditation auditor, Cyanide code (2005) 
 


 
Specialization: Application of chemistry and mineralogy in mining projects. This includes metal 


ore, uranium and coal processing; geochemical exploration; evaluation and 
treatment of mine waste and water chemistry. 


 


Expertise: 
 


Eur. Geol. R. J. Bowell Ph.D., C. Chem MRSC,  C. Geol FGS 
Geochemist with 20 years experience. Background in applied geology in tropical 
and deeply weathered terrain’s  and mining consulting in the fields of due 
diligence, financial and technical audits,  process chemistry, environmental 
geochemistry, environmental engineering and mineralogy.  Specializes in the 
application of chemistry and mineralogy to solve engineering problems. 
Experience in gold, copper and uranium mining in North America, Chile, Southern 
and West Africa and in Eastern Europe.   
 


 
Employment Record: 
1995-Present Steffen Robertson and Kirsten (UK), Geochemist, Senior Geochemist (1997); 


Principal Geochemist (1999) 
1994-1995 Freelance Consulting -BHP; Contract lab staff consultancy; Aberystwyth, Open 


University and Southampton Universities. 
1991-1994 Natural History Museum, Senior Research Fellow in Applied Geochemistry. (50% 


of time contracted to BHP Minerals, Africa & Middle East Group). 
1988-1991 PhD Student, University of Southampton; Geologist, Ashanti Goldfields 
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Publications: One hundred & forty two publications in the field of mineralogy, process 
chemistry, and applied geochemistry, ARD, contaminated land and water treatment 
available on request.  Co-author of technical publications on gold mineralogy and 
processing (CRC); water management in the mining industry (UK-EA); and arsenic 
stabilization (MIRO). 
 


 
Languages: English, Spanish (Business) 
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Key Experience:  Due Diligence/Audits 
 
Africa 
 Cluff resources, Ghana, Tazania & Zimbabwe (09/05-01/06) 
 Anglovaal/Avgold/Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, South Africa (gold) (9/98-12/98) 
 African Eagle AIM listing (2004) 
 Involved in 43-101 documents for projects in Namibia, Tanzania, South Africa & Zambia 
 
Europe 
 Minmet/Connary Minerals, UK, Portugal & Brazil (gold) (6/99-9/99) 
 OCK Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (9/00-12/00) 
 KCM Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (10/00-11/00) 
 Base metal results (tin), UK (3/03-1/04) 
 Uranium projects, Ukraine (2/06-5/06) 
 Uranium project, Czech Republic (3/06-6/06) 
 Uranium projects, Russia, Kazakhstan and overseas ARMZ (11/07-ongoing) 
 Uranium projects, Slovakia (2/08-ongoing) 
 
North America 
 Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (6/01-8/01) 
 Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (8/02-9/02) 
 
Other 
 Confidential, global mining group (base metals) (7/04-4/05) 
 Confidential junior mining company (base and precious metals) (5/05-1/06) 
 Confidential, global closure costs (8/06) 
 Confidential assessment of RTB Bor, Serbia (9/06-11/06) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







  Curriculum Vitae 


R Bowell  October 2007 
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Key Experience: Involvement in Feasibility Studies 
 
Provided technical involvement in geochemistry, ore mineralogy, process chemistry and environmental 
assessment to feasibility studies for; 
 


 Lisheen SEDEX lead-zinc deposit, Ireland   (1995-1996) 
 TVX low sulfidation epithermal gold projects, Kamchatka (1996) 
 TVX mesothermal gold-base metal deposit, Olympias, Greece  (1996-1997) 
 TVX porphyry copper deposit, Skouries, Greece  (1997) 
 Al Amar gold deposit, Saudi Arabia  (1995) 
 Al Hajar gold deposit, Saudi Arabia (1995-1996) 
 Copper Flat porphyry copper deposit (1996-1998) 
 Varvarinskoye, massive sulfide deposit, Kazakhstan  (1996-1997)  
 Las Cruces massive sulfide deposit, Spain  (1997-1999) 
 Geita Au-hosted banded iron formation, Tanzania (SRK project manager) (1997-2000) 
 Kukuluma Gold Project, Tanzania (1998) 
 Skorpion non sulfide zinc deposit, Namibia  (1999) 
 Kabanga magmatic associated nickel-cobalt-copper deposit, Tanzania (1999-2001) 
 Ngezi nickel-platinum-palladium deposit, Zimbabwe (1998) 
 Dunrobin  Iron Oxide Copper-Gold deposit, Zambia (1997-1998) 
 Carlin-type disseminated gold deposit, Turquoise Ridge, Getchell, Nevada (SRK project manager) 


(1996-2004) 
 Los Pelambres porphyry copper deposit, Chile  (1998-2003) 
 Panorama copper-cobalt tailings re-treatment, Democratic Congo Republic (1999) 
 Tengke Fungamure copper-cobalt deposit, Democratic Congo Republic (1999) 
 Pascua-Lama epithermal high sulfidation, Chile (1999-2000) 
 Goro lateritic nickel deposit, French Caledonia (2000) 
 Equatorial Tonopah porphyry copper, Tonopah, Nevada (2000-2001) 
 Cerrejon coal deposit, Colombia (2002-2003) 
 Sappes epithermal high sulfidation gold deposit, Greece (2002) 
 Kevitsa project, Finland,  Scandinavian Gold (2003) 
 Sasare Iron Oxide Copper-Gold deposit, Zambia (2003-2006) 
 Nkomati nickel deposit, Barberton, South Africa (2004) 
 Atlanta mesothermal gold deposit, Atlanta, Idaho (2004-2005) 
 Mkushi copper-gold deposit, Zambia (2004-2006) SRK project manager 
 European Goldfields, Olympias project, Greece (2005) 
 Miyabi Banded Iron Formation-gold deposit, Tanzania (2005-2006) 
 European Goldfields, Skouries project, Greece (2005-2006) 
 Voskhod chromite deposit, Kazakhstan (2005-2006) 
 Malmbjerg molybdenum deposit, Greenland (2005- 2008)  SRK project manager 
 Mount Hope molybdenum deposit, Nevada (2005-2008) 
 Chita porphyry copper deposit, Russia  (2005-2008)  
 Trekkopje Uranium deposit (2006-2008)   
 Elkon uranium-gold-molybdenum  Russia (2006-ongoing)   
 Rystkuil uranium, South Africa (2007-2008) 
 Reko Diq copper-gold, Pakistan (2006-ongoing)   
 Fedorova PGM, Russia (2007-2008)  
 Goldfields epithermal gold deposit, Nevada, USA (2008-ongoing) 
 Khiagda U-ISR, Russia (6/08-ongoing, project manager) 
 Zarechnoye U-ISR, Kazakhstan (11/08-ongoing, project manager) 
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Key Experience:  Arsenic projects 
 
Africa 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, Avgold, South Africa (9-11/98, 


with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
 Design and evaluation of arsenic treatment options, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (8/01-10/01) Project 


manager 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Ghanian operations, Ashanti Anglogold (9/08-ongoing). Project 


manager 
 
Europe 
 Chemistry for arsenic removal for groundwater and pit lake water at the Salsigne gold mine, France 


(7/96 – 3/97) Project manager 
 Arsenic treatment, Sappes project, Greece (1999) 
 Assessment of arsenic removal from metallurgical process streams, Olympias gold project, Greece 


(2005) 
 
North America 
 Chemistry for arsenic removal for groundwater and pit lake water at the Getchell mine, Nevada (8/95 – 


3/99 with SRK Reno office), Project manager 
 Stabilization of arsenic from metallurgical waste, Getchell mine, Nevada (1999-2002 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Cameco Uranium Mines, Saskatchewan, Canada (4/99-12/99 with 


SRK Vancouver office) 
 Arsenic specialist, Giant Mine closure workshop, funded by DIAND, Northwest Territories, Canada 


(3/2000 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Arsenic treatment plant evaluation, City of Elko, Nevada (with SRK Elko, 5/02-6/02) 
 Review of arsenic control and treatment, Glamis Gold, Nevada (6/02-11/03 with SRK Elko) 
 Arsenic treatment plant, Atlanta gold project, Idaho (11/03-4/05) 
 Water treatment assessment for arsenic, California (6/07) 
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Key Experience: Hydrogeology, Hydrogeochemistry, Other Acid Mine Drainage and Mine 
Dewatering. 


Africa 
 Environmental geochemistry review, Tsumeb Corporation (8/95-6/96 with SRK Johannesburg) 
 Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
 Environmental geochemistry, ARD, baseline & ongoing monitoring hydrogeochemistry. Geita Gold 


Mine, Tanzania (5/97 to 03/04) 
 Review of geochemistry for closure study, Bulyanhulu gold mine Tanzania (3/98-5/98 with 


Johannesburg office) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment-evaluation, Kriel open cast and power station, South Africa 


(4/97-2/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-12/98 with 


Johannesburg office) 
 ARDML assessment, Rystkuil, South Africa (4/07-8/08) 
 
Asia 
 Hydrogeochemistry of saline groundwaters in the vicinity of the potential gold mine at Mahd ad Dhab, 


Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry for three potential gold mines in Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 ARDML study, Reko Diq Pakistan (12/06-ongoing) 
  
Europe 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
 Geochemistry of mine water as part of a closure plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, hydrogeology and dewatering studies of a potential zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland 


(8/95 –4/97) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and remediation of ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines 


in South Wales (8/95 –6/97) 
 Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97) 
 Review of geochemistry for Wismut Mine, Germany (with SRK Vancouver office, 3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
 ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98) 
 ARD scoping study and water treatment study for Las Cruces project, Spain (11/96-3/97) Project 


Manager) 
 Geochemical characterization, Boulby Potash, UK (8/01-10/01) 
 Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and water treatment assessment for Mynddyd Parys, Wales (4/04-10/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and ecotoxicity of mine waste, Cambourne-Redruth mining district, Cornwall 


(7/04-10/04) 
 ARDML study on tailings disposal, Nalunaq, Greenland (3/06-12/06) 
 ARD assessment, Aguas Teindas base metal mine, Spain (9/06-5/07)  
 ARDML study, Malmbjerg, Greenland (8/05-ongoing) 
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 ARDML study, Fedorovo PGM deposit, Russia (9/07-12/08) 
 


 
Pacific 
 
 Hydrogeochemistry, storage and discharge of hot saline groundwaters at the operating Emperor Mine, 


Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
 
North America 
 ARDML study, Creston Molybdenum deposit, Sonora, Mexico (2008) 
 ARDML study, Goldfields, Nevada (2007-ongoing) 
 ARDML assessment, Mount Hope Mo-porphyry deposit, Nevada (2005-2008) 
 Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel Tailings and Process Plant, Arizona (11/03-8/06) 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
 ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
 Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03 – 8/04 with SRK Elko office) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00 ongoing with SRK Tucson) 
 Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver 
 Hydrogeochemistry of lateritic nickel project, Wind Pass, Oregon (1997 with SRK Reno) 
 Pit Lake Assessment, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Review and geochemistry for Ridgeway Mine, South Carolina (with SRK Denver office, 2/97-6/97) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, main underground mine, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/96 – 9/99, project with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99, project with 


SRK Reno office), Project manager 
 ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99, project with 


SRK Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and 
management of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles 
and tailings material.  Additionally the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public 
enquiries into the mine development. 


 Hydrogeochemistry and water management of flooded pits at the operating Getchell Mine, Nevada (8/95 
– 8/04), Project manager 


 
South America 
 Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-ongoing with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry and remediation study, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-2/01 with SRK Peru) 
 ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-10/03), Project manager 
 Pit lake study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile office), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Other 
 Organise and participate in ARD workshops in the UK (7/95); Czech Republic (9/96); South Africa 


(11/97 & 9/01); Romania (12/00); UK (11/02); Ireland (8/03) 
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining Operations 
 
Africa 
 Assessment of ARDML at Four mouth balled base metal sulfide operations in Namibia (6/09-ongoing) 


Project manager 
 Review of ARDML processes at Obuasi gold mine, Ghana (5/09-ongoing) Project manager 
 Review of water management system, Geita Gold mine, Tanzania (11/08-ongoing) Project manager 
 ARD-metal leaching geochemistry and testwork for Siguri gold mine, Guinea (4/08-ongoing) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for Nkomati nickel project, South Africa (3/02-4/04 with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for South Deeps Mine, South Africa (1/02-6/02 with SRK 


Johannesburg)  
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD open pit and groundwater geochemistry and waste rock 


geochemistry Geita Mine, Tanzania (2/97-12/04), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Ngezi project, Zimbabwe (2/98-11/98 with Johannesburg office), 


Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Kabanga project, Tanzania (6/98-9/98 with Johannesburg office), 


Project manager 
 ARD assessment-evaluation, Nkomati Nickel Mine, South Africa (3/97-11/01) 
 Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg), Project manager 
 Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry and ARD at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-


12/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 
Asia 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork, base and precious metal deposits, Angouran, Iran (11/02-3/03) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for the Sukhaybarat gold mine, Saudi Arabia (1/02-6/02) 
 Waste rock characterization for Mahd ad Dhab, Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and evaluation of ARD remediation options for three potential gold mines in 


Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 
Europe 
 Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
 Testwork for ARD study at the Las Cruces deposit, Spain (3/97 – 2/99), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
 ARD Geochemistry, Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 -8/96 with SRK Vancouver office) 
 
North America 
 ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
 Waste rock management plan and ARD assessment, Turquoise Ridge mine, Getchell, Nevada (10/02-


11/03 with SRK (NA) Inc., Project manager 
 ARD mineralogy Sa Dena Hes project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 ARD mineralogy, Highmont Mo project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
 ARD mineralogy of waste rock and tailings, Pogo project, Alaska (4/99-7/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Waste rock geochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99 with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager 
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining  
    Operations (cont.) 
 
North America (cont.) 
 ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99 with SRK 


Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and management 
of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles and tailings 
material.  Additionally, the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public enquiries 
into the mine development. 


 
South America 
 Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-5/04 with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
 ARD Geochemistry, Pierina project, Peru (7/03-8/03) 
 ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-10/03), Project manager 
 ARD geochemistry, El Abra, Chile (4-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
 ARD geochemistry Chiliquimbie, Chile (6-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
 ARD geochemistry and mine waste stabilization, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-7/00 with SRK Peru) 
 ARD mineralogy and geochemistry for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, Chile-


Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
 Pit lake and waste rock geochemistry study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile 


office), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Pacific 
 Waste rock geochemistry at the operating Emperor Mine, Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
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Key Experience: Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Closed or Abandoned Mining 
Operations 


 
Europe 
 Assessment of ARD and water treatment for the abandoned Parys Mountain complex (07/05-05/06) 
 Evaluation of geochemical risk associated with the WHO site in North Cornwall (07/05-09/05) 
 Risk assessment for Cornish metal mines, UK (06/05-10/05) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Survey of mine wastes in central Wales to determine ranked risk assessment approach to evaluating 


environmental impacts (9/95-4/97) 
 Geochemistry of acid rock drainage, rock pile stability and mine water chemistry as part of a closure 


plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
 Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97)   
 ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98)  
 
North America 
 Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel tailings and process plant, Arizona (11/03-08/05), 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
 ARD geochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00-08/06 with SRK Tucson) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah Copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
 Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03-01/06 with SRK Elko office) 
 Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
 Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
 Mine waste and site geochemistry, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
 
South America 
 ARD mineralogy and geochemistry review for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, 


Chile-Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
 
 







  Curriculum Vitae 


R Bowell  October 2007 


 Page 11 


Key Experience:  Water Treatment 
 
Africa 
 Evaluation of water treatment options and ARD mitigation at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96; 


9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Panorama Resources Kakanda Mine, Democratic Congo Republic 


(3/97-4/98 with SRK Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry of salt removal for water treatment and plant design, Rustenburg Base Metal Refinery, 


South Africa (4/97-5/98 with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
 Geochemistry and effluent treatment at tailings facility, Hartley Platinum Mine, Selous, Zimbabwe (9/98-


6/99 with SRK Johannesburg & Harare offices), Project manger 
 Geochemistry and effluent treatment, Fairview mine, Barberton, South Africa (2/99-5/99 with SRK 


Johannesburg office) 
 Assessment and design of passive and active treatment options, Kukuluma pit, Geita Mine, Tanzania 


(12/00-2/01), Project manager 
 Options to treat water in the Kafue and Zambezi water shed: Industrial effluents and mining related 


impacts (9/99-6/01). 
 Process water chemistry and treatment, Trekkopje heap leach project, Namibia (6/07-2/08) 
 Review of desalination project, Ghana (08/08) 
 
Asia 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Pongkor Mine, Indonesia (8/96-2/98) 
 Scoping for effluent treatment at the Goro nickel facility, New Caledonia (6/00-7/00 with SRK Brisbane, 


Denver and Johannesburg offices) 
 
Europe 
 Remediation of 10 ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines in South Wales 


using active (HDS, ion exchange and EDR) and passive techniques (8/95 –6/97) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
 Passive treatment evaluation and design, Garth Tonmawr colliery, Wales (11/95-6/96) 
 ARD mitigation in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/97) 
 Mine water treatment, St Salvy mine, France (4/94-5/00) 
 Reviewer for tailings geochemistry, Tara Mines, Ireland (5/97-9/98, appointed by Department. of 


Energy, Ireland) 
 Water treatment scheme for dewatering of the zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 –4/97) 
 Mine water and process water treatment, kaolin and paper operations, Cornwall, UK (8/02-10/02) 
 Evaluation of sludge stabilization and stability, Wheal Jane Mine water project, Cornwall, UK (11/02) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and water treatment assessment for ARD at Mynddyd Parys, Wales (4/04-10/04) 
 Evaluation of water treatment options, Aguas Tenidas mine, Spain (9/03-7/05) 
 Ceyelli mine water treatment, Turkey (9/04-9/04 with SRK Ankara) 
 Water treatment assessment at the Avoca mine, Ireland (4/04-6/04) 
 Mine water treatment, Kaolinite operation, Ukraine (9/06-5/07) 


 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for old tailings facility, Getchell, Nevada (8/95-2/98 with SRK Reno office) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme scoping study at the Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 8/98, project with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme and hydrochemistry at Big Springs Mine, Nevada (6/96-11/96, project 


with SRK Reno office) 
 Evaluation and design of ARD-HDS treatment plant, Chino mining complex, New Mexico, USA (2/01-


8/02 with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
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 Evaluation of mine water treatment requirements, Holden project, USA (3/03 with SRK Vancouver 
office) 


 Review of BioteQ operating system, Bisbee, Arizona (April 2003) 
 Assessment and design for HDS water treatment plant at San Manuel, Arizona (6/05-2/06) and domestic 


water treatment (2/07) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Forteleza, Brazil (7/96-12/97 with SRK Reno office 
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Key Experience:  Environmental Impact, Mine Closure and Contaminated Land 
 
Africa 
 Geochemical consulting to AECI for inorganic and organic contaminants at several sites in South Africa 


(8/95-2/99, with SRK South African offices) 
 Geochemistry of contaminated land at a smelter, Tsumeb mining complex, Namibia (8/95-6/96) 
 Geochemical consulting for operating and closed cyanide plants, South Africa (4/97-2/98 with SRK 


Johannesburg office)  
 Assessment of mining impact on the environment for a large infrastructure project on the Zambezi River 


Basin (11/97-9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry for Environmental assessment of Power Station, Gokwe, Zimbabwe (9/98-2/99)  
 Geochemistry of Agrochemicals and Pesticide contamination of groundwater around factory, Zimbabwe 


(11/98-3/99 with SRK Harare office) 
 Geochemistry of cyanide contamination of groundwater around cyanide producing factory, Zimbabwe 


(5/99-10/99 with SRK Harare office) 
 Closure cost, preliminary design and assessment, Bulyanhulu mine, Tanzania (7/03-4/04 with SRK 


Johannesburg and SRK Reno) 
 Development of closure plans, Ghanian mining operations, Ashanti Anglogold (9/08-ongoing) 
 
Europe 
 Closure plan for Perama Hills, Greece (January-April 1999) 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Copper Flats, New Mexico (6/96-12/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry of nitrogen contamination, Commercial Potato Farms, Nevada (9/98-6/99 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry for closure of mine complexes at Robinson copper mine, Nevada, USA (5/00-10/04 with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry and project management for closure of mine and process plant complexes at the San 


Manuel Copper Mine, Arizona, USA (5/00-ongoing with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
 Management of pit lakes, open pit closure and waste rock scheduling, Getchell Gold Mine, Nevada 


(9/01-9/04 with SRK Reno) 
 Closure review of Newmont tailings impoundments, Nevada, USA (5/02-4/04 with SRK Elko and Reno 


offices) 
 Supplemental EIS, Marigold Mine, Nevada USA (7/02-4/03 with SRK Elko and Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Atlanta Gold Mine, Idaho (10/03-ongoing with SRK Elko, Vancouver 


and Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Coeur Rochester mine, Nevada (11/04-ongoing with SRK Elko, 


Vancouver and Reno offices) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry and closure design for the Poços Caldas Uranium mine and mill complex, Minas Gerias, 


Brazil. (11/05-6/06 with Geotech, Brazil and SRK Fort Collins) 
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Key Experience:  Heap Leach-Cyanide Closure Projects 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Big Springs Heap Leach, Nevada (6/96-8/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry for scoping of heap leach closure plan, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/97-2/98, with SRK 


Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Toiyabe, Nevada (8/99-8/00 with SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for Aurora pit and heap leach facility closure projects (9/99-6/00 with SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Griffon Peak, Nevada (2/00-9/00 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Assessment and preliminary design of cyanide treatment options, Colmac Mine, Northwest Territories, 


Canada (8/00-2/01 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach closure projects, Robinson mining complex, Nevada (9/00-3/01 with SRK 


Elko & Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Yankee Heaps, Bald Mountain, Nevada (9/00-4/01 


with SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Gold Acre Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (4/01-9/04, with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Robertson Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (10/01-3/03, with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for Closure plans for LBM pad, pit 1/5 pad, pad 2 & 3 heap leach facilities. Bald 


Mountain, Nevada (6/04-9/04 with SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Casino Winrock heap leach, Bald Mountain, Nevada (6/04-9/04 with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for closure plans, Santa Fe, Bullfrog and Wood gulch heap leach facilities, Nevada 


(06/06-04/08 with SRK Reno) 
 Geochemistry of process solutions and fate-transport model, Round mountain Gold mine, Nevada (5/07-


11/08 with SRK Reno) 
 
 
Europe 
 Closure plan for Perama Hills heap leach facility, Greece (January-April 1999) 
 
Africa 
 Closure planning on gold heap leach facilities at Obuasi (Sansu) and  Iduipriem, Ghana (05/08-ongoing) 
 
 
Asia 
 Closure plans and geochemistry for the Sukhaybarat gold mine (including heap leach facility), Saudi 


Arabia (1/02-6/02) 
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Key Experience: Cyanide audits 
 
Europe 
 Review of cyanide characterization, treatment, and prediction methods as a workshop for the Association 


of Mining Analysts, UK (5/00) 
 Technical report, cyanide audit and review of cyanide treatment with reference to the Brae Mara tailings 


facility failure on behalf of Dresdner (5/00-9/00) 
 Cyanide audit as a precursor to accreditation, Cyanide plant, Czech Republic (10/07) 
 
Africa 
 Cyanide audit, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (11/00-3/01) 
 Cyanide spill assessment, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (2/02-6/02) 
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Key Experience:  Baseline Assessment 
 
Soil, ARD and water geochemistry as part of EIA’s for mining projects for: 
 
Europe 


 Aguas Tenidas base metal deposit, Spain (9/04-ongoing) 
 
 
Asia 


 Erdenet copper porphyry, Mongolia, Erdenet (1-3/96) 
 Varvarinskoye, polymetallic sulfide deposit, Kazakhstan, KazMinCo (4/96 – 2/98) 
 Mahd d’ Dhab projects (gold, zinc, polymetallic sulfides, phosphates, magnesite) Saudi Arabia         


(2/00-9/00) 
 Asacha gold-silver deposit, Kamchatka, TVX (1/96 – 11/97) 


 
Africa 


 Panorama copper-cobalt tailings retreatment, Democratic Congo Republic, (3/97-1/98, with SRK 
Johannesburg) 


 Tengke Fungamure copper deposit, Democratic Congo Republic (3/97) 
 Kabanga Nickel project, Tanzania (6/96-10/98) 
 Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (4/98-9/01 with management of environmental monitoring program 


through to 2004) 
 
North America 


 San Flippe nickel laterite, Cuba (2/01-4/01) 
 Atlanta project, Idaho (10/04- ongoing with SRK Elko, Vancouver and Reno offices) 
 Mount Hope, Nevada (10/05- ongoing with SRK Elko and Reno offices) 
  


 
South America 


 La Cruz silver-copper deposit, Bolivia, Billiton (9-11/95) 
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Key Experience:  Uranium projects 
 
Africa 
 Geochemistry for tailings water treatment, Rössing uranium mine, Namibia (11/97-5/98) 
 Process chemistry, metallurgy, heap leach design,  geology, exploration geochemistry, mineralogy, 


assessment of ISL potential and environmental chemistry,  Trekkopje operation, Namibia (10/06-10/08) 
 Process chemistry, mineralogy, geology, exploration geochemistry and environmental chemistry, 


Rystkuil and Beaufort West projects, South Africa (2/07-7/08) 
 Geochemistry assessment, Bakouma project, Central Africa Republic (7/07-12/07) 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, Uranium-calcrete & sedimentary uranium deposits, southern 


Botswana (3/08-ongoing) 
 Review of oxide-uranium project, Zambia (8/08) 
 Review and exploration for a complex uranium-phosphate deposit, Bakouma region, Central African 


Republic (08/08-ongoing) 
 Geological assessment of uranium projects in Argentina for Xenon (8/08-ongoing) 
 Review process chemistry, U-mineralogy and geology, Projects in Niger for Niger Uranium (8/08) 
 Review process chemistry, Uranium calcrete project, Namibia (9/08) 
 Review U- Projects in Niger for Xenon (10/08) 
 Scoping study, Marenica project, Namibia (05/09-ongoing), Project manager 
 
Asia 
 Geochemistry, Well design and process recovery assessment of Uranium- ISL project, Kazakhstan 


(11/06-1/07) 
 Geochemistry for ISL-U project, Inkai, Kazakhstan (3/07-5/07) 
 Evaluation of the Zarechnoye and Akbastau ISR projects, Kazakhstan (11/08-ongoing)  
 
Europe 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy, Stratz and Hem ISL projects, Czech Republic (4/96-10/97) Project 


manager 
 Review of geochemistry for Wismut Mine, Germany (with SRK Vancouver office, 5/96 to 4/98) 
 Evaluation of uranium project, Poland (8/07-ongoing) 
 Evaluation of ISL-U & autoclave-U projects, Ukraine (8/07-12/07) Project manager 
 Evaluation of two autoclave-U facilities, underground and open pit mines (8/07-12/07) 
 Metallurgical assessment of Uranium-Gold-Molybdenum project, Elkon, Russia (6/07-ongoing) 
 Evaluation of Uranium properties, Slovakia (3/08-3/09) Project manager 
 Evaluation of ISR projects at Khiagda in Russia (4/08-ongoing) Project manager 
 Evaluation of a rubble bio-leach, heap leach and VAT leach projects, Transbaikal, Russia (6/08-ongoing) 


Project manager 
 Evaluation of Dalur ISR, Russia (3/09-6/09) 
 
North America 
 Mineralogy, environmental and process chemistry of uranium-nickel-arsenic rich ore & tailings, Cigar 


Lake Mine, Canada (4/99-11/99) 
 Evaluation of process chemistry, Canon City, Colorado (2/06-6/06) 
 Evaluation of vanadium and uranium recovery in tank leach and pressure leach circuits, Confidential 


client, Colorado & Texas (1/06-7/07) 
 Scoping study for hydrogeochemical and hydrogeological studies on a potential ISL operation in 


Wyoming for a Confidential client (5/06-6/06) 
 Scoping study for U-REE project, Mountain Pass, Nevada (8/06) 
 Project evaluation, potential ISR operation, Colorado (2/07) 
 Assessment of Bio-leach and underground mining project, Elliot Lake, Canada (8/08-ongoing) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry and closure design for the Poços Caldas Uranium mine and mill complex, Minas Gerias, 







  Curriculum Vitae 


R Bowell  October 2007 


 Page 18 


Brazil. (11/04-7/06 with Geotech, Brazil and SRK Fort Collins)  
 







  Curriculum Vitae 


R Bowell  October 2007 


 Page 19 


Key Experience:  Metallurgy & Mineral Processing 
 
Africa 
 Assessment of assay and gold recovery problems from heap leach, Zimbabwe (12/95)  
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for nickel-cobalt-copper-PGE’s Rustenburg, South Africa (4/97-5/98) 
 Mineralogy for base metal extraction from an oxide ore, Skorpion zinc mine, Namibia (6/98-11/98) 
 Metal recovery from base and precious metal slags, residues and flue dust, Tsumeb smelting and 


processing operations, Namibia (5/05-ongoing) Project manager 
 
Asia 
 Metallurgical and mineralogical assessment of copper and gold project as part of pre-feasibility and 


feasibility studies, Kazakhstan (12/95-7/96) Project manager 
 Geochemistry for Kazan solution mining project, Turkey (with SRK Turkey 10/02). 
 
Europe 
 Metallurgical problems, geology and mineralogy of lead-zinc ore body, Mazzron, Spain (4/96) 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for base metal (zinc-lead), Mazzaron, Spain (4/96) 
 Process chemistry and testwork for metal recovery from base metal waste in Bulgaria (9/00-12/00), 


Project manager 
 
North America 
 Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for gold recovery by autoclave and cyanidation processes, Getchell, 


Nevada (2/97-4/99 & 8-10/01), Project manager 
 Process chemistry of gold recovery and cyanidation of sulfide ore, Getchell, Nevada (2-7/01), Project 


manager 
 Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


and assessment of bio-oxidation pre-treatment, Tonopah project, Nevada (4/01-9/01), Project manager 
 Process chemistry, In Situ copper leach project, Arizona (4/01-11/01 with SRK Tucson) 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, complex oxide and sulfide heap leach project, Florida Canyon (5/02-


3/03), Project manager 
 Process chemistry and optimization evaluation, As-rich Au ores, Newmont technical services, Gold 


Quarry, Nevada (4/99-2/01) Project manager 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, Standard mine heap leach facility and control of cyanide solutions. 


Apollo Gold, Nevada (7/02-4/03).  Project manager 
 Process chemistry and heap leach optimisation studies including issues related to ore grind, 


encapsulation, cyanide and lime consumption, alternative reagent and leaching conditions, bio-oxidation 
pre-treatment for Placer Dome PLS on heaps and ores from Bald Mountain, Cortez and Getchell mines 
in Nevada (6/02-2/04 with SRK Elko office), Project manager 


 Process optimization, Penoles operations, Mexico (10/08-ongoing) 
 Assessment of gold recovery, El Chanate, Mexico (1/09-ongoing) 
 
 
South America 
 Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


project, Chile (5/01-6/02) Project manager 
 Process chemistry, copper heap leach, Radimiro, Chile (04/05-06/08). Project manager 
 Gold geometallurgy study, Verte Norte, Colombia (12/08-ongoing). Project manager 
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Key Experience:  Exploration 
 
Africa 
 Geochemical exploration for Trio Gold in Ghana (5/96-8/98), Mali (9/97), Benin and Burkina Faso (3/97 


–9/98), Project manager 
 Geochemical exploration for Nevsun in Ghana (1/97 –5/97) and Mali (3/97), Project manager 
 African Resources-Kilembe (copper-cobalt) and regional gold and diamonds, Uganda (9/96-12/96) 
 Gold-shear zone deposit, Wassa, Ghana (1/97) 
 Gold-shear zone/BIF, Geita Mine, Tanzania (4-6/99) 
 Mineralogy of heavy mineral concentrates for diamond exploration in Angola (8/00-11/00) 
 Exploration mineralogy and geochemistry of iron oxide copper gold deposits, uranium, porphyry copper, 


gold, diamonds and nickel. African Eagle in Mozambique, Tanzania & Zambia (6/03-ongoing) 
 Uranium exploration, Namibia (9/07-ongoing) Confidential client 
 Copper exploration, Namibia (8/07-ongoing) Confidential client 
 
Asia 
 Mineralogical and geochemical work as part of mineral exploration programs for gold shear zone, Mahd 


a Dhab, Saudi Arabia (2/96-4/96) 
 Polymetallic sulfide deposit, Varvarinskoye, Kazakhstan (2/96-6/96) 
 Iron oxide-copper-gold project, Afghanistan (2/97) 
 Mineralogy and geochemical mapping of the Sonjiapo copper porphyry, China (3/97) 
 Mineralogy of Murantau gold deposit, Uzbekistan (4/97) 
 Pongkor low sulfidation precious metal deposit-mineralogy and exploration geochemistry, Indonesia 


(4/97) 
 Tin, gold, alluvial heavy mineral sands, diamonds and gemstones, India (2/98) 
 
North America 
 Carlin gold deposit, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/98) 
 Carlin gold deposit, Rodeo Creek, Nevada (9/98) 
 Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
 Exploration Hydrogeochemistry study for Getchell mine development, Nevada (3/99-9/99), Project 


manager 
 Epithermal low and high sulfidation gold, Florida Canyon and Standard Mines, Nevada (8/02-ongoing), 


Project manager 
 Carlin and epithermal low sulfidation gold, Bald Mountain Mine, Nevada (2/03-ongoing), Project 


manager 
 
South America 
 Mineralogy for diamond and gold prospects in the Cuiaba Basin, Brazil (7/00-4/01) 
 Mineralogy for gold prospects in the Sierra Pelada area, Brazil (7/00-9/00) 
 Mineralogy and geochemistry for copper-gold projects, Chile (5/01-12/01)  
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Key Experience:  Current Research 
 
Europe 
 Metal recovery from mine waste and tailings in collaboration with, Geochemistry Research Group, 


Aberystwyth and the Materials the School of Engineering, Cardiff University, 11/96-ongoing). Funding 
from Welsh universities core funding; Xstrata; Noranda; Equatorial; Orlake Minerals; Fundy Minerals; 
TCL; Minex; Greenwich Resources; National Research Council. 


 Use of LAICPMS for analysis of trace constituents in solid materials, particularly precious metals in 
refractory ores and impurities in metallurgical products ongoing collaboration since 3/96 with, 
Geochemistry Research Group, Aberystwyth and the the School of Engineering, Cardiff University 


 Protocols for Acid Base Accounting and Kinetic testwork (6/98 – 12/04 with Materials Science 
Department, the School of Engineering, Cardiff University) 


 Kinetics of copper and uranium leaching in ISR environments (3/07-ongoing with the School of 
Engineering, Cardiff University and Mintek, SA) 


 
North America 
 Process optimisation and closure of Heap Leach facilities (10/2000-9/04 with Placer Dome (NA) Inc. 


and SRK Elko office) 
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Key Experience:  Research Post-Doctorate Studies 
 
Africa 
 Mineral exploration in deeply weathered tropical terrains, with BHP Minerals (50% of time between: 


10/91-9/95)- West Africa, Zaire, Uganda & Tanzania 
 Geochemistry of sulfide oxidation and gossans, Tsumeb mine, Namibia  
 Metal distribution in mine waste from Tsumeb type deposits (4/92-4/94) 
 LAICPMS chemistry, with University of Cape Town, Department of Geological Sciences (9/91-9/94) 
 Acid Mine Drainage in Zimbabwe, with British Geological Survey and Institute of Mining Research, 


Zimbabwe, funded by ODA (9/93-9/94) 
 Water quality issues in rural water supply management, with Wateraid, UNDP, and University of 


Westminster (9/91-10/93) 
 


 
Europe 
 Geochemistry and mineralogy of the St. Just mining district, Cornwall (9/91-6/94) 
 Stability of arsenic in mine waste, with Imperial College funded through MIRO (2/92-3/94) 
 
Asia 
 Acid Mine Drainage in Malaysia, with British Geological Survey and Geological Survey of Malaysia, 


funded by ODA (9/93-9/94) 
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Dale

 
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

 

 

 
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2010 2:54 PM
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information

 
Salek & Bev,

 
Attached is the draft baseline geochemistry Technical Review Memorandum prepared by SRK.  It
has numerous questions regarding the geochemical sampling and testing program in regard to
clarity of description, testing methods, and representative sampling .   The memo text is rather
dense but rather than spend time editing the text I recommend the draft memo be forwarded to
Rosemont with a proposal to hold an issue resolution meeting similar to that done for the mine
site groundwater model.  If you would like, I’ll gladly take the lead with Rosemont of proposing this
and forward them a copy of the draft Technical Review Memorandum.

 
Regards,

 
Dale

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


 
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; ccolyle@swca.com; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us;

ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; Kent C Ellett;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth; mrlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us;
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.u; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Roger D Congdon; Michael A
Linden; Mark E Schwab; tfurgason@swca.com; Barbara Hoag; Cori" <choag@srk.com

Subject: Fw: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for Rosemont Copper
Date: 09/24/2009 05:26 PM

Disregard if you are not interested in this.  Otherwise, please let me know of your
availability for a conference call before Sept. 30.  Also, please me know if I haven't
forwarded the referenced report to you, and you would like a copy.

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 09/24/2009 05:22 PM -----

"Hoag, Cori"
<choag@srk.com> 

09/24/2009 04:08 PM

To Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Beverley A
Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Melinda D Roth
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc Charles Coyle <ccoyle@swca.com>, Dale Ortman PE
<daleortmanpe@live.com>, Melissa Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject RE: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for
Rosemont Copper

All,
Dr. Rob Bowell is in the U.S. until Sept. 30 and may be available for a few
minutes via telephone to discuss any concerns you have, answer any general
geochemistry questions, or explain something in more detail.  I’d have to organize
this in advance as he is on a tight schedule.
Regards, Cori  

 
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc.
3275 W. Ina Rd. Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
Work: (520) 544-3688 
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Fax: (520) 544-9853
Mobile: (520) 400-4135

 
From: Tom Furgason [mailto:tfurgason@swca.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2009 3:42 PM
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Charles Coyle; Dale Ortman PE; Hoag, Cori; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for Rosemont Copper

 
Bev,

 
Attached is SRK’s review of the Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan
(Vector, 2006) and Baseline Geochemical Characterization – Rosemont Copper (main text,
Appendix A, and Appendix B) (Tetra Tech, 2007) submitted by Rosemont.  Would it be possible
for the CNF have its review of this document completed by the end of next week (Oct. 2) so that
we may respond to SRK in a timely manner such that they can respond to any comments from
your staff?  Specifically, we need your specialists to comment on SRK’s work in presenting their
professional opinion, not on what additional information, if any, may be required from Rosemont. 
At the end of our comment period we will request SRK to edit their memo or accept it as final.
Should there be comments for SRK to consider, we anticipate their response to take one week. 
Then, based on the memo we may elect to pursue additional input from SRK and/or information
from Rosemont.  Feel free to contact Dale or me if you have any questions.  

 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 

From: Hoag, Cori [mailto:choag@srk.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2009 11:54 AM
To: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Bowell, Rob; Stone, Claudia
Subject: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for Rosemont Copper

 
Charles and Tom,
Please find attached the review by SRK Consulting of two reports prepared by Vector (2006) and
Tetra Tech (2007) on the geochemical test work performed for Rosemont Copper.  Please let me
know if you have any questions.

 



Regards, Cori

 

 
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc.
3275 W. Ina Rd. Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
Work: (520) 544-3688 
Fax: (520) 544-9853
Mobile: (520) 400-4135

 

 

 

 

 

 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Charles Coyle; Dale Ortman PE; Hoag, Cori; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for Rosemont Copper
Date: 09/24/2009 03:43 PM
Attachments: Rosemont_PrelimGeochem_Review_183101_20090924_rb-ckh_FNL.pdf

Bev,
 
Attached is SRK’s review of the Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan
(Vector, 2006) and Baseline Geochemical Characterization – Rosemont Copper (main text,
Appendix A, and Appendix B) (Tetra Tech, 2007) submitted by Rosemont.  Would it be possible
for the CNF have its review of this document completed by the end of next week (Oct. 2) so that
we may respond to SRK in a timely manner such that they can respond to any comments from
your staff?  Specifically, we need your specialists to comment on SRK’s work in presenting their
professional opinion, not on what additional information, if any, may be required from Rosemont. 
At the end of our comment period we will request SRK to edit their memo or accept it as
final. Should there be comments for SRK to consider, we anticipate their response to take one
week.  Then, based on the memo we may elect to pursue additional input from SRK and/or
information from Rosemont.  Feel free to contact Dale or me if you have any questions. 
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
 

From: Hoag, Cori [mailto:choag@srk.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2009 11:54 AM
To: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Bowell, Rob; Stone, Claudia
Subject: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for Rosemont Copper
 
Charles and Tom,
Please find attached the review by SRK Consulting of two reports prepared by Vector (2006) and
Tetra Tech (2007) on the geochemical test work performed for Rosemont Copper.  Please let me
know if you have any questions.
 
Regards, Cori
 
 
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc.
3275 W. Ina Rd. Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
Work: (520) 544-3688 
Fax: (520) 544-9853
Mobile: (520) 400-4135

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:choag@srk.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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Tucson, Arizona 
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Document for Deliberative Purposes Only – Not for Public Distribution 


Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Charles Coyle, SWCA Date: September 24, 2009 


cc: Tom Ferguson, SWCA; Dale Ortman From: Rob Bowell, Eur.Geol, C.Chem MRS
S, C.Geol. FGS 


Corolla Hoag, R.G. 


Subject: Preliminary Geochemistry Review – 
Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 


Project #: 183101 


 
The following comments are related to two documents provided by SWCA concerning geochemical test 
work performed on rock and tailings materials at the Augusta Resource Rosemont Copper Project.  These 
documents include the Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan (Vector, 2006) and 
Baseline Geochemical Characterization – Rosemont Copper (main text, Appendix A, and Appendix B) 
(Tetra Tech, 2007).  SWCA requested that SRK review these documents and provide a concise professional 
opinion as to whether the test assumptions, test procedures, analytical methods used, types of data collected, 
and results presented in each document are reasonable and in conformance with standard industry accepted 
practice.  The review was limited to reading the documents provided.  An extensive review of the laboratory 
analytical reports included in Tetra Tech (2007) was not performed.  Additionally, it is difficult for the senior 
author (Bowell) to confirm complete applicability of the test work not having been to the site and not being 
personally familiar with the site conditions. 
   
SRK was not provided with several documents that likely exist and that would have been helpful in this 
review.  These documents include a formal Sampling and Analysis Plan with sampling and test work 
protocols and the follow-up reports of the results of tailings geochemical test work completed after February 
2007.  General comments on the test program (methods used) and specific comments about the suitability of 
the methods are provided below.  


1 Assessment of Investigation Methods and Protocols 


A brief assessment is provided below of the methods used in the geochemical characterization 
investigation.  Documentation was not provided to answer all questions.  Some assumptions were 
made based on the authors knowledge of the background, training, reputation, and/or professionalism 
of the geologists, environmental scientists, and geochemists associated with the Rosemont Copper 
Project from previous personal experience and/or from experience from other exploration- or 
mining-related projects unrelated to the Rosemont Copper Project. 
 
The assumptions, sampling collection methods, tests, and analytical methods referenced in these 
reports are in conformance with industry standard practice, and the results presented are reasonable 
given the background data available based on these reports.  The scopes of the geochemical 
programs detailed in these two documents, however, do have some deficiencies related to the 
characterization the materials present at the mine site and their long-term geochemical behavior.  
These deficiencies may have been addressed in later studies and reports not available to SRK for 
review. 
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1.1 Sample Collection Methods and Representativeness 


Summary – The methods used to collect representative geologic materials for geochemical testing 
follow standard industry practices.  The samples collected for the geochemical investigation do 
appear to represent the rock types to be encountered during the mine life in appropriate percentages.  
Documentation to assess the representativeness of the mineralization and oxidation types sampled 
was not specifically provided.   
 
As stated in the two reviewed reports, the goal of the geochemical investigation program was to 
perform test work that would characterize the geochemistry of potential leachates related to mine 
waste rock materials, the spent heap leach materials, tailings, and the rock remaining in the pit walls 
and then assess risks related to the leachates.  The geochemical sampling program was intended to 
represent the range of geologic materials including lateral and vertical variation that would influence 
the types and percentages of rocks and minerals to be encountered during the life-of-mine.   
 
The Rosemont geologic model assigns a rock type, grade, and material type (waste, leach ore, sulfide 
mill ore) to each model block based on the results of surface mapping and drilling.  The three-
dimensional block model was used to estimate the percentages of various rock types that will be 
future waste material and to identify the drill core intervals within the proposed pit area that contain 
the rock types in the percentages required for representative geochemical analysis.  Composite 
samples representing 50-foot mine benches at various depths were prepared from coarse rejects using 
appropriate drilling intervals selected by qualified geologists familiar with the site-specific geology 
and mineralogy. 
 
The plan maps (Figures 2 and 3) and Table A.1 shown in Tetra Tech (2007) document the rock types 
sampled and the depth of the bench composite samples, which ranges between 0 and 1820 feet below 
ground surface.  The sample data are clustered primarily in the center portion of the pit area but do 
appear to represent the major and minor rock types to be encountered within the pit area.  The 
samples also appear to represent various bench elevations based the available figures and table.  A 
plan map with labeled elevation contours for the proposed pit and the sample depths listed in feet 
above sea level or a profile section with the drillhole sample locations would have been helpful to 
verify the vertical distribution of the samples collected.   
 
The two reports do not provide relevant information for SRK to comment on the representativeness 
of the mineralization and oxidation types and percentages within each rock type or material class.  
For example, approximately 30 percent of the samples (25 of 94) submitted for acid-base accounting 
(ABA) and sulfur speciation analyses (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A.2) have one or more components 
that exceed the criteria developed by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) 
(2005) to classify the material as non-acid generating mine rock material.  No sample descriptions 
were provided to verify what mineralization was tested or the representativeness of the mineral types 
tested.  Sample descriptions listing the rock type, mineralogy, and percentages of oxide and sulfide 
minerals were likely prepared but were not included in the documentation provided to SRK. 


1.2 Leaching Tests – Laboratory and Field Procedures 


Two types of kinetic tests were performed on waste materials – 20-week humidity cells under 
laboratory conditions and 21-week on-site column tests under field conditions.  The humidity cells 
tests were conducted on 14 samples using an industry standard method published by American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM).  The laboratory performing the humidity cell tests was 
not provided in Vector 2007, but the tests were presumably performed by a qualified laboratory.   
 
Tetra Tech (2007) provides only a limited description of the construction of the 6 on-site column 
tests and operational protocols, but SRK accepts the general test approach.  Details on the column 
dimensions, the size fractions and volumes of materials loaded into the columns, and protocols for 
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manual irrigation and leachate sample collection were not provided.  Three tests were performed on 
splits of andesitic waste and on leach ore material tested by the humidity cell tests.  The field 
columns were to be subjected to ambient rainfall, sun, and temperature conditions but were manually 
irrigated weekly using one liter of distilled water over a period of several hours; no details were 
provided on this field procedure.  SRK assumes that field personnel performing the work received 
proper training to ensure consistency in irrigation methods and that field instrument calibration was 
performed.   
 


1.3 Laboratories, Analytical Methods, and QA/QC Protocols 


The primary and sub-contracted laboratories used during this investigation are certified by the 
Arizona Department of Health Services to perform these types of environmental geochemical 
analyses in Arizona.  The methods used for chemical analyses were standard test methods developed 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), ASTM, or by recognized academic experts.  In 
addition, the static and kinetic (humidity cell) test work is approved by ADEQ for the classification 
of discharges related to mined materials as described in Arizona Mining Guidance Manual – 
BADCT, Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization by ADEQ (2005). 
 
The analytical method detection limits reported by the laboratories were appropriate with two 
exceptions – the Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (EPA Method 1312) test work 
performed in May 2006 by Turner Labs (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table 6.1) and the thallium results 
reported for the 2007 humidity cells test analyses by SVL Analytical (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A-6).  
The method detection limits for all 7 of the leachate parameters analyzed for the May 2006 event 
were above the Arizona Aquifer Water Quality Standards (AWQS).  Generally, a method detection 
limit that is below the AWQS (or other water quality relevant standard) is preferred.  The method 
detection limit for the 2007 thallium analyses was equal to the 0.002 mg/L AWQS for thallium; the 
majority of the results are reported as <0.002 mg/L”.  The Turner Labs results for May 2006 and the 
2007 SVL humidity cell thallium results should therefore not be used to assess compliance with 
AWQS. 
 
The consulting reports reviewed did not list any duplicate samples that may have been sent for 
analysis to the primary laboratory or to a secondary laboratory.  Although not required for test work, 
duplicates are typically taken as a minimum standard protocol at least one per every 20 samples.  
SRK was not provided with companion documents that address protocols for QA/QC or field 
instrument calibration but assume they exist. 


2 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan, Vector 
Arizona, June 2006 


The 2006 Vector memorandum is essentially a trip report and general work plan for Phase I of 
geochemical characterization.  A general work approach and outline of the sampling and analysis 
plan is presented; a formal sampling and analysis plan is not attached.  A detailed work plan for the 
later phases, if available, was not provided for review.  Specific comments and concerns are 
provided below.  The geochemical investigation has already been executed, however, and some 
concerns expressed here may have been addressed in later reports that were not made available to 
SRK. 
 


1. No mineralogical assessment is proposed during the program.  This is an oversight because without 
it the results can only be interpreted as generalities, and will not be site-specific.   


 
2. SPLP and Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (ASTM E2242-02) analyses are proposed for 


approximately 20 percent of the waste rock samples.  Although these methods are industry standard 
tests, application of the SPLP test will likely give a dilute result that is not really representative given 
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the fresh nature and low pyrite content of the waste rock material described.  A more aggressive 
static leach test is required, such as analysis of Net Acid Generation (NAG) metals and/or MWMP-
type extraction. 
 


3. The high buffering nature of the material described will also likely give a positive (alkaline) bias to 
the results, especially with the low predicted sulfur.  SRK recommends that NAG tests should be run 
to confirm the predicted acid generation behavior.  Given the likely alkaline nature of the material, 
the generation of alkaline rock drainage (potentially still with water quality exceedances) may occur, 
and that salinity in the final pit lake may also be an issue.  These questions need to be addressed.  
 


4. Sobek and NAG pH, total metals, and SPLP analysis are proposed for tailings samples created 
during the metallurgical test program.  As noted above, application of the SPLP method to tailings is 
unsuitable, and SRK advocates using a more appropriate method for prediction of tailings leachate 
chemistry such as NAG metals and MWMP extraction. 
 


5. A review of the heap leach characterization program was not within SRK scope, but comments are 
provided based on the very brief description provided in the memorandum.  The method for selecting 
the test materials based on copper grade and the expected leach ore rock types within the pit is a 
reasonable approach.  The proposed program based on this work plan consists of analyzing the 
residues from three column leach tests performed by Mountain States R & D International for Sobek 
and NAG pH, whole rock analysis, and SPLP and MWMP extraction.  One humidity cell test is also 
proposed.  The proposed program will likely present a better impression of the resulting leachate 
chemistry than will actually occur.  The high ore alkalinity will have a high acid consumption factor 
– thus, high sulfate concentrations will be likely. 


 


2.1 Baseline Geochemical Study – Rosemont Copper, Tetra Tech, June 2007 


This report is a compilation of geochemical test work completed on 94 waste rock, leach ore, and 
mill ore samples and 2 tailings samples through February 2007.  The report includes a number of 
compilation tables, illustrations, figures, and two appendices.  Appendix A contains a compilation of 
test results.  Appendix B provides copies of the analytical reports prepared by SVL Analytical, Inc.  
and Transwest Geochem in 2006 and 2007; no laboratory reports were noted for analyses by Turner 
Lab in 2006.  Specific comments are provided below. 
 


1. The number of samples and geologic representativeness appears reasonable for the size and stage of 
the project. 


 
2. The section on mineralogy is poor and is based solely on published works, and thus is not site-


specific and is not directly applicable to the tested samples. 
 
3. The presentation of data is confusing.  For example, the bar-chart approach shown in Illustration 5.3 


to represent sulfur speciation is not a standard method.  The compiled analytical found in the main 
text and in Appendix A lack basic information such as the laboratory name, lab identifiers to match 
the compiled data to specific laboratory reports, and consistent reporting of analytical units.  
 


4. The data show a strong bias toward neutralizing conditions, but sample-specific mineralogy would 
have helped to confirm if the neutralizing conditions are directly related to carbonate-neutralizing 
potential (NP) or if some of the NP is an artifact of the test itself, as is common.  The NAG pH data 
helps and reveals two samples that are clearly acid-generating (not potentially acid-generating, as 
stated in the report).  The majority of the waste rock samples are neutralizing, although less strongly 
than predicted by the ABA results. 
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5. Whole rock chemistry indicates that elements mobile in alkaline environments (such as oxyanions, 
e.g. arsenic, antimony, molybdenum, and selenium) are strongly enriched in the deposit (see 
Illustration 5.6, p. 20).  As expected, SPLP extraction tests at such high dilution on unweathered 
rocks show low solute leaching.  Seven samples were analyzed after both SPLP and MWMP 
extractions were performed.  The inclusion of MWMP tests is useful, and the results for selected 
constituents are compared in Illustration 5.8.  The MWMP results reveal higher arsenic, selenium, 
and fluoride leaching than do the SPLP tests, although results for many other constituents are quite 
similar. 
 


6. On page 28, Tetra Tech states:  
 


“In general, approximately 73% of the material tested to date can be defined as inert based on the 
ADEQ draft policy titled “Policy for the Evaluation of Mining Rock Materials for the 
Determination of Inertness” (ADEQ, 1998).  This policy defines inert materials as having a total 
sulfur concentration of less than 0.3% and an NNP greater than 0 or an NPR greater than 3.  
Those materials that are defined as inert by this definition do not require additional testing.  
However, it should be noted that materials defined as inert can have metals concentrations. 
Based on the data available, zinc and arsenic are present in the rocks and may be of concern 
when placed in the waste rock dump.  Metals such as zinc, arsenic, and selenium can be mobile 
at alkaline pH values.” 
 


The reference in the unpublished ADEQ draft policy to what constitutes “inert” material should be 
replaced by the terminology used in guidance published by ADEQ in Appendix B of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT on the characterization of solution, ore, and waste (ADEQ, 2005).  
Appendix B classifies material as “non-acid generating with a low risk for acid drainage to develop” 
if the ratio of neutralization potential and acid production potential is greater than 3.  Note that the 
ADEQ guidance only briefly addresses the potential to carry metals in solution under alkaline rock 
drainage conditions such as is discussed in Tetra Tech statement from page 28. 


 
7. Humidity cell tests are reported to 20 weeks, which may not be a sufficient duration to determine a 


trend or to develop meaningful estimates of leaching rates for some constituents.  Copper, 
manganese, arsenic, antimony, selenium, and possibly zinc were above detection and/or elevated in 
humidity cells, indicating potential for solute leaching and probable sulfide oxidation.  In comparison 
with Arizona AWQS standards, the leachates measured antimony and selenium in concentrations 
exceeding their respective limits.  Selenium initially exceeded the AWQS of 0.05 mg/L but was 
below detection for the remaining weeks; antimony showed elevated concentrations that exceeded 
the AWQS of 0.06 mg/L throughout the duration of the humidity cell tests.  The on-site column tests 
show a possible early decrease in sulfate concentrations for some columns, which may indicate that 
flushing of the reactive alkalinity has taken place.  It would be useful to see data obtained since the 
date of the June 2007 report. 


 
8. The use of SPLP on tailings and only 10 weeks of humidity cell testing is insufficient to draw 


conclusions concerning the leaching behavior of the tailings.  Additional data and the summary 
reports on test work and analyses completed after June 2007 are essential to complete a meaningful 
review.  These studies may have been completed but were not available for review by SRK. 
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: deseret.romero@pima.gov
Subject: Fw: Supervisors to consider possible national security risk of Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com R
Date: 08/07/2008 05:58 PM

Hi Deseret,

I want to add the attachment you tried to send to the administrative record for the
project, but there is no content other than the title.  Can you please give me the
content?  Fax or hard copy will work if you can't submit it via email.  Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/07/2008 05:56 PM -----

Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS 

06/30/2008 01:50 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Supervisors to consider possible national security
risk of Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com R

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------
----- Forwarded by Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS on 06/30/2008 01:49 PM -----

"Deseret Romero"
<deseret.romero@pima.gov> 

06/30/2008 10:42 AM

To "Jamie Sturgess"
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Reta
Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

cc "Nicole Fyffe" <Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov>

Subject RE: Supervisors to consider possible national
security risk of Rosemont mine
www.tucsoncitizen.com R

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:deseret.romero@pima.gov


Good Morning,

 
Attached is the link for the full report.  Please let me know if you have any questions
or problems.

 
http://www.pima.gov/cob/e-agenda/07012008/AD%202E%20orig%20mat-
&%20Comments%20on%20Rosemont%20Mine.pdf

 
Deseret Romero
520-740-8450

 

From: Nicole Fyffe 
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2008 10:33 AM
To: 'Jamie Sturgess'; Reta Laford
Cc: Deseret Romero
Subject: RE: Supervisors to consider possible national security risk of Rosemont
mine www.tucsoncitizen.com ®

 
Jaime and Reta, Deseret will send you link to report to the Board that we completed
Friday. I will be out of the office untill about 4pm today.

 
-Nicole

 

From: Jamie Sturgess [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Saturday, June 28, 2008 7:22 AM
To: Nicole Fyffe; Reta Laford
Subject: FW: Supervisors to consider possible national security risk of Rosemont
mine www.tucsoncitizen.com ®
June 29, 2008

Nicole Fyffe
Assistant to Pima County Administrator

Dear Nicole:

Please send me copies of any and all Pima County correspondence, letters,
emails, or studies that relate to the comments attributed to Mr. Huckleberry
that the Rosemont Mine presents a threat to national security due to
interference with military defense flights.

http://www.pima.gov/cob/e-agenda/07012008/AD%202E%20orig%20mat-&%20Comments%20on%20Rosemont%20Mine.pdf
http://www.pima.gov/cob/e-agenda/07012008/AD%202E%20orig%20mat-&%20Comments%20on%20Rosemont%20Mine.pdf


We are unaware of any such implications, and are quite interested to determine
the source of Mr. Huckleberry’s concerns and allegations.

If there are no supporting sources of documentation, please advise.

Best regards,

Jamie Sturgess 



From: Melinda D Roth
To:
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: SWCA - Introduction to NEPA webinar recording links
Date: 08/20/2009 12:35 PM

see below for links to recorded NEPA training session...

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 08/20/2009 12:31 PM -----

"Aura Poulsen"
<APoulsen@swca.com> 

08/18/2009 05:03 PM

To "Training" <Training@swca.com>

cc

Subject SWCA - Introduction to NEPA webinar recording links

Good afternoon,

 
Thank for you attending SWCA’s Introduction to NEPA webinar on July 29-30, 2009.  Information to
access the archived webinar is provided below. If you have further questions or are interested in a
future training course, please don’t hesitate to contact me directly or email training@swca.com. 

 
Best regards,

 
Aura Poulsen
Training Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 N. Central Avenue, Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ 85012
P 602.274.3831 x 1147
F 602.274.3958
http://www.swca.com/
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.®

 
P Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:training@swca.com
http://www.swca.com/


 

 
This training course will be available online until October 30, 2009.

 
https://cc.readytalk.com/play?id=478383 - Day 1
https://cc.readytalk.com/play?id=f8n72v - Day 2

 
For additional instructions on playback, click here:

 
https://core.readytalk.com/help/ArchivePlaybackInfo.html

 
Note: Recording playback requires Flash. If you do not have Flash installed, you will be prompted
to install it before playback begins.

 

 

 

https://cc.readytalk.com/play?id=478383
https://cc.readytalk.com/play?id=f8n72v
https://core.readytalk.com/help/ArchivePlaybackInfo.html


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle
Subject: FW: SWCA Rosemont SOQ still posted for anyone to see
Date: 05/07/2009 02:27 PM
Importance: High

Bev,
 
I was just notified that our SOQ with employee names is still easily found on the internet.  While there
has only been one attack on a person’s property in relation to the Rosemont project, I feel that posting
names of SWCA employees constitutes a risk that I am uncomfortable with.  Would you please have
our SOQ removed from your site?  Thanks for your consideration.
 
Tom
 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/rosemont/documents/swca/swca-soq-051608.pdf
 
 

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/rosemont/documents/swca/swca-soq-051608.pdf


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: Sycamore Tails &  Barrel Waste Alternative
Date: 10/02/2009 09:48 AM

 
 

From: Joggerst, Jamie [mailto:Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2009 3:39 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Subject: Sycamore Tails & Barrel Waste Alternative
 
Tom,
 
The PDF and MDX files for the Sycamore Tails &  Barrel Waste Alternative has been posted the the
FTP site listed below. Also I only posted the new shape files that are relative to this alternative. The
other shape files (i.e. plant site, pit outline etc.) have not changed and where already transmitted in the
last database I gave you.
 
ftp://209.12.31.170 
user name: rosemont_tech
password: augusta
folder: Rosemont Alternatives
 
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks
 
Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer 
Phone: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724 | Cell:  520-820-7775 
jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com
 
Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any
distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
ftp://209.12.31.170/
http://www.tetratech.com/


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: T.O. Comments on Conceptual Alternatives for Rosemnont Waste Rock & Tailings Placement
Date: 08/31/2009 02:03 PM

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 08/31/2009 02:02 PM -----

Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS 

08/31/2009 11:05 AM

To sgriset@swca.com

cc William B Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Comments on Conceptual Alternatives for
Rosemnont Waste Rock & Tailings Placement

Hello, Suz,

See below, comments below from Peter Steere, FYI and to assist in the ethnohistory
document preparation.  I suspect Teresa has already sent them to Mel for the official
project record.

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
----- Forwarded by Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS on 08/31/2009 11:01 AM -----

Peter Steere
<peter.steere@tonation-
nsn.gov> 

08/28/2009 04:26 PM

To "tciapusci@fs.fed.us" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc Mary M Farrell <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>,
"b.gillespie@fe.fed.us" <b.gillespie@fe.fed.us>

Subject Comments on Conceptual Alternatives for Rosemnont
Waste Rock & Tailings Placement

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


MEMORANDUM

 
DATE:                    August 27, 2009

 
TO:                         Teresa Ciapusci, USFS Coronado National Forest

 
CC:                         Mary Farrell & Bill Gillespie, USFS Coronado National Forest

 
FROM:                  Peter L. Steere, Manager, Cultural Affairs, Tohono O’odham Nation

 
RE:                          Comments on Conceptual Alternatives for Rosemont Waste Rock and Tailings
Placement
_________________________________________________________________________________

 
At the last meeting of the Cooperating Agencies for the Rosemont Project it was agreed to submit
comments 
on the proposed alternatives for Rosemont waster rock and tailings.

 
We considered

 
Barrel/McCleary – Phased Tailings Waste Dump

 
Schofield/McCleary Waste Dump

 
Sycamore/Upper McClaery/Upper Barrel Waste Dump

 
Barrel Canyon Only Waste Dump

 
The Tohono O’odham Nation is still reviewing the lenghtly cultural resources report prepared by
SWCA.

 
This review is not complete.

 
None of the above waste dump alternatives are acceptable in the context of the significant cultural
resources on the project area that the Tohono O’odham Nation believes should be managed and



protected as part of a
Santa Rita Mountains Traditional Cultural Place.

 
We are working on developing the concept of a Santa Rita Mountains Traditional Cultural Place
that would include the Rosemont area as well as the rest of the Santa Rita Mountains – tentative
boundary area on the north would be Mount Fagan, on the east the Empire Mountains stretching
down to Fort Buchanan, on the south to the Patagonia-Sonoita Creek Preserve and on the west to
Elephant Head and along the Santa Rita Experimental  Range. 

 
These are preliminary boundaries only at the point and will have to be worked out in more detail.



From: Tom Furgason
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; Marcie Bidwell
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: Tailings Siting Study
Date: 04/17/2009 02:37 PM

Debbie,
 
Per my message, attached is the tailings study that I mentioned.  This may provide some useful
information for brainstorming alternatives.  The appendix has the digital terrain models that may be
useful to consider when determining the KOPs that you would like us to use in the analysis.  Have a
good weekend.
 
Tom

From: Joggerst, Jamie [mailto:Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2009 10:58 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Tailings Siting Study
 
Tom,
 
Kathy asked me to provided you with the Tailings Siting Study completed in 2006. The document can
be found on Rosemont's website (see below). However, we just realized that Tables 3-3 and 3-4
where accidently left out from the document on the website. So the tables are attached.
 
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/MPO/4RosemontTailingsSitingStudy.pdf
 
Kathy also mentioned that you were looking for a DTM of Sycamore and Schofield Canyon. Does that
mean you want topographic contours?
 
Thanks
 
Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer 
Phone: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724 | Cell:  520-820-7775 
jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com
 
Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any
distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.

 
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/MPO/4RosemontTailingsSitingStudy.pdf
http://www.tetratech.com/


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Task list from past 3 mos
Date: 11/13/2009 01:37 PM
Attachments: Task Lists for Past 3 mos.docx

I asked Melissa to review the past 3 months of meeting notes and develop a list of
all the assignments and follow-up items so we can make sure we aren't forgetting
something important.  Please take a quick look at this list when you get a chance
and we will hopefully be able to cross some things off.  Thx.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/13/2009 01:35 PM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

11/06/2009 02:17 PM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Task list from past 3 mos

Mindee-
Here it is. Let me know if you need anything else.
Thanks!

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

 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original

dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

Task Lists for August-October 2009





Project Management Meetings

(ordered new to old)



· Tom- update Gantt Chart

· SWCA- Gather all alts and forward to Dale, start batching mitigations

· Chapter 1- with Reta's recent comments that SWCA doesn't have any more work on this, the FS will complete and forward through SWCA QAQC process

· Dale- batch alts and send to Bev and Mindee

· Mindee- forward letters from Cooperators regarding alts that SWCA doesn't have, tech reports from RCC, talk to Sarah and forward AR guidance to Melissa, set up meeting for Monday with Reta

· Bev- Forward Pima Co. GeoChem letter and contact other mines

· Melissa- update tech report tracking, look at WebEx databases

· Tom- scoping process overview/ issue development 

· Sarah, Walt and Salek- alternative narratives

· Melissa- make changes to Scoping Report 3

· Tom- Alts. Dismissed table by Tuesday next week, Alternatives write-ups by COB Thursday

· Melissa- gather all alternatives materials, DEIS mailing list & flier design by end of October 

· Mindee- check on status of units and issues with Reta

· Bev- note to IDT to review alternatives list and note anything that was missed

· SWCA- get Affected Environment sections peer reviewed, edited and formatted and send to specialists, cc:Bev

· Melissa- get Kevin's resume to Bev, tell Kevin about tech transfer mtg

· Bev- send Gantt chart to all, send tech transfer mtg info to Melissa

· Tom- DEIS alternative text

· Charles- forward SRK bounds of analysis to Bev

· Melissa- make requested changes, draft revised SR3, draft new flow chart, look at FSH 12.3.2 citation and verify correct, check OOS reasons- only 3?

· Bev- talk to Kriegel about units for recreation, send test plot email to TA, share Frog letters with SWCA

· Melissa- materials for IDT tomorrow: 15 copies of all cooperator feedback and spreadsheet to document rationale during review of comments

· TA- Cooperator meeting agenda and test plot announcement

· Tom- send TA NEPA module of SWCA's training, Socioeconomic memo to TA

· TA- Cooperators contact list including which agencies have expertise in certain areas

· Bev- get clarification from Salek of Pima County's hydro letter, look at Socioeconomics study letter from SWCA

· Mindee- SR3 feedback mtg with Bev, Mindee, Reta, Tom and Mel, talk to Jim Pepper and document trip

· Tom- revise Gantt chart by EOW (not too much detail), units of measure by Sept 1

· Bev- Talk to Mindee to get final issues

· TA- send FSM 20.20 to PM team

· Reta- check Jeanine Granger notes regarding EPA/Limehouse publish dates

· Melissa- send JAble comment .mdb file- Cancelled

· SRK/MWH- look at Dry Stack Tailings report

· Bev- Give Tom a complete list of changes/additions to Alternative descriptions

· Melissa- DVD of reports by EOW, talk to Kathy regarding needs for 6c

· Mindee- process paper on Issues

· Melissa- finalize SR 1 and 2

· Bev- get with Debbie about necessary visual sims for Alternatives only, organize 19th IDT, email regarding audit

· MacIvor & Tom- Table of units of measure to Bev by EOW

· SWCA- alternative table with all elements flushed out by 19th

· Melissa- talk to Kathy regarding 6c alternative

· Tom- tracking sheet to Bev today



IDT Meetings

(ordered new to old)



· Melissa- Create effects analysis folder in WebEx

· Bill- check basement storage for any existing environment info

· Salek- upload alternatives GIS  shape files to drive

· Bev- ask Districts to provide catalog of activities and upload excel sheet form to WebEx

· Mindee- announce EPA meeting info

· Salek- rationale for disposition of Alternatives presentation to Jeanine

· Sarah- Cooperators comments on alternatives presentation to Jeanine

· Walt- mitigations presentation to Jeanine

· SWCA- maps for Salek and document sideboards list

· Melissa- post Cooperator comment tracking sheet to WebEx

· Melissa- post Glamis Gold lawsuit on WebEx

· IDT-work with SWCA on units

· Melissa- fix CA folder permissions, leave calendar permissions for group, get Eli another invite and Jeremy Sautter and invite, follow up with TA regarding Pima Co request for GIS

· Larry & Debbie S.- look at riparian units

· Tom- research noise standards from county, post units to WebEx, assign elements to SRK

· Bev- talk to Rosemont and get toe line for McCleary, change order for SRK to delineate mineral resources, get redesign of #3 to be Sycamore and Barrel, what is the reasonable thickness of rind? And post Cooperator comments

· Bev and Mindee- Talk with TA about specialists and Cooperator meetings

· Melissa- Post contact log form in WebEx

· Tom- SRK/MWH to design Sycamore slurry- Cancelled





From: Beverley A Everson
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Fw: Tetra Tech Groundwater Modeling tech memos
Date: 07/12/2010 01:07 PM

FYI.  Did you receive hard copies?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/12/2010 01:06 PM -----

"Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com> 

07/12/2010 12:53 PM

To "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>, "Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject Tetra Tech Groundwater Modeling tech memos

Hi Kathy,

 
Just wanted to let you know that we received the Hydraulic Property Estimates and Hydrologic
Framework Model technical memos from Tetra Tech on Friday.  I will have Melissa post the
electronic versions on WebEx and deliver the FS’s copy to them.  

 
Best,

 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: TONIGHT! (August 27th) OPEN HOUSE -Rosemont Copper/TEP  on TEP transmission line
Date: 08/27/2009 02:53 PM
Attachments: Rancho Resort_Map[1].pdf

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 08/27/2009 02:50 PM -----

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

08/27/2009 12:28 PM

To <vailaz@hotmail.com>

cc

Subject TONIGHT! (August 27th) OPEN HOUSE -Rosemont Copper/TEP on TEP
transmission line

Hello All,
 
This is just a reminder of the only scheduled Open House for this phase of the proposed
Rosemont Electric Transmission line project. Bullet points and suggestions for general questions
are provided below. You can also visit www.tep.com and look under Transmission Line Projects.
 
The Open House in Sahuarita, west of Interstate 19 on Rancho Resort Blvd at the Rancho Resort
Clubhouse. It is Open House Style (you can attend any time between 5:30-7:30 pm). There will
be snacks and water, according to the environmental contractor EPG. There is a map attached
to this email, but you can just take Sahuarita Rd  (West Helmet Peak Rd) west of I-19, and
turn right on Rancho Resort. Please remember to sign in!!!! 
 
This Open House phase is very important as TEP has developed preliminary "links" or segments
that will determine the preliminary alternative complete routes. The links do somewhat shake
out to 3 primary routes

1. From a proposed substation located near the southern corner of Sahuarita Heights, following
the southern border of Corona de Tucson, and then south on what would be a continuation of
Harrison Rd to Rosemont's claims and then east to a second proposed substation/switchyard. 
 
2. From the same proposed substation located near the southern corner of Sahuarita Heights,
following Santa Rita Rd. to the Rosemont Claims and then to the second proposed
substation/switchyard
 
3. From the same proposed switchyard use the existing corridor which holds 49kvA transmission
line that feeds the residences north/south and east of Greaterville along SR 83 (in Pima County),
acts as a back-up line to Fort Huachuca and currently serves the Rosemont Project. The 49 kva
system would be updated to 138 kva with new poles and conductor (wire) along the route.
 
There are modifications that can be made on the alternatives listed above 
 
TEP will be applying for two "certificates" (permits) from the Arizona Corporation Commission at
the same time. This process is different than the Forest Service EIS.
 
The first certificate of environmental compatibility (CEC) will be for construction of the Rosemont
Project and would utilize the Greaterville Substation and then head north to the project. There
would be new 138 Monopoles for the construction phase.
 
The second certificate will be for the operation of the project. That phase would be completed
later and would involved the 3 "alternatives" listed above. Again, no real complete routes have
been selected yet as there are links (segments) that can be intermixed.
 
I am in the stakeholder group as member of the public from the Vail area, so I can answer any
questions to the best of my ability. I have included factors that are to be considered under the
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http://www.tep.com/



Ranch Resort Club House ‐ 15900 S Rancho Resort Blvd, Sahuarita, AZ  ‐ (520) 399‐4680  


 


 


 


 







Arizona Revised Statutes. 
_______________________________________________________________________________

40-360.06. Factors to be considered in issuing a certificate of environmental compatibility
A. The committee may approve or deny an application and may impose reasonable conditions upon the issuance of a
certificate of environmental compatibility and in so doing shall consider the following factors as a basis for its action with
respect to the suitability of either plant or transmission line siting plans:
1. Existing plans of the state, local government and private entities for other developments at or in the vicinity of the
proposed site.
2. Fish, wildlife and plant life and associated forms of life upon which they are dependent.
3. Noise emission levels and interference with communication signals.
4. The proposed availability of the site to the public for recreational purposes, consistent with safety considerations and
regulations.
5. Existing scenic areas, historic sites and structures or archaeological sites at or in the vicinity of the proposed site.
6. The total environment of the area.
7. The technical practicability of achieving a proposed objective and the previous experience with equipment and methods
available for achieving a proposed objective.
8. The estimated cost of the facilities and site as proposed by the applicant and the estimated cost of the facilities and site
as recommended by the committee, recognizing that any significant increase in costs represents a potential increase in the
cost of electric energy to the customers or the applicant.
9. Any additional factors which require consideration under applicable federal and state laws pertaining to any such site.
B. The committee shall give special consideration to the protection of areas unique because of biological wealth or
because they are habitats for rare and endangered species.
C. Notwithstanding any other provision of this article, the committee shall require in all certificates for facilities that the
applicant comply with all applicable nuclear radiation standards and air and water pollution control standards and
regulations, but shall not require compliance with performance standards other than those established by the agency
having primary jurisdiction over a particular pollution source.
D. Any certificate granted by the committee shall be conditioned on compliance by the applicant with all applicable
ordinances, master plans and regulations of the state, a county or an incorporated city or town, except that the committee
may grant a certificate notwithstanding any such ordinance, master plan or regulation, exclusive of franchises, if the
committee finds as a fact that compliance with such ordinance, master plan or regulation is unreasonably restrictive and
compliance therewith is not feasible in view of technology available. When it becomes apparent to the chairman of the
committee or to the hearing officer that an issue exists with respect to whether such an ordinance, master plan or
regulation is unreasonably restrictive and compliance therewith is not feasible in view of technology available, he shall
promptly serve notice of such fact by certified mail upon the chief executive officer of the area of jurisdiction affected and,
notwithstanding any provision of this article to the contrary, shall make such area of jurisdiction a party to the
proceedings upon its request and shall give it an opportunity to respond on such issue. 
 
 
 
 
 
Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

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

 

DISCLAIMER:

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential
information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this

communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its
attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication,

along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Tribal Consult record
Date: 08/07/2008 04:38 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/07/2008 04:38 PM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

06/16/2008 05:35 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject RE: Tribal Consult record

Thanks Bev.

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2008 4:31 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Mary M Farrell
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: RE: Tribal Consult record

I agree with Tom's suggestion to discuss these and other requirements
with
the team as a whole.  Also, FYI Tom and Melissa, I was advised that the
original "copies" of correspondence to and from the tribes need to go in
the admin record; I passed this information on to to Mary last week.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 

             "Tom Furgason"

             <tfurgason@swca.c

             om>
To 
                                       "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"

             06/16/2008 10:55          <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa

             AM                        Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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cc 
                                       "Beverley A Everson"

                                       <beverson@fs.fed.us>

 
Subject 
                                       RE: Tribal Consult record

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the interest of efficiency, I'd recommend that we meet with the
entire ID team and let them know about our requirements and needs for
keeping files.  I think that we can probably wait a couple of extra
weeks until the ID is formed.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2008 10:31 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Tribal Consult record

Both days are free on my calendar, but my preference would be the 19th.
Bev, as team leader, should contact the Arch folks to determine their
availability.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax

             "Melissa

             Reichard"

             <mreichard@swca.c
To
             om>                       "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"

                                       <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

             06/13/2008 12:23
cc
             PM                        "Beverley A Everson"

                                       <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom

                                       Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>



Subject
                                       RE: Tribal Consult record

How about the pm of the 19th or early on the 20th? Do you want to
contact Mary and Bill?

Melissa

-----Original Message-----
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Friday, June 13, 2008 11:56 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Tribal Consult record

Sounds like a good idea to me.  My only recommendation is that it happen
after the meeting you, Bev, Janet, and I already have scheduled for
sorting
the records we already have in hand.  Propose some dates so I can get it
into my calendar.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax

             "Melissa

             Reichard"

             <mreichard@swca.c
To
             om>                       <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc
             06/13/2008 11:22          "Beverley A Everson"

             AM                        <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom

                                       Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject
                                       Tribal Consult record



TA-

I was wondering if we could setup a small mtg with Mary, Bill and our
arch
staff to talk about the Admin Record requirements for the Tribal
Consultation. I was thinking that it would be great to set up the
expectations and information traffic sooner, rather than later.
Interested
to hear what you think about this....

Thanks!

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

Sound Science. Creative Solutions.



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Tucson's source of water runs low
Date: 03/08/2010 09:49 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 03/08/2010 09:47 AM -----

dslaschiava@comcast.net 

03/04/2010 04:00 PM

To USFS <comments-southwestern-
coronado@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Fwd: Tucson's source of water runs low

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Dona LaSchiava" <dslaschiava@cox.net>
To: "DS LaSchiava" <dslaschiava@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 4, 2010 3:57:10 PM GMT -07:00 U.S. Mountain Time
(Arizona)
Subject: Tucson's source of water runs low

 
http://azstarnet.com/article_af1c8c80-6ca0-5ce4-88a5-dfc1f0671d6c.html 
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From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/01/2010 08:27 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/01/2010 08:27 AM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

05/28/2010 12:42 PM

To <president@bensonchamberaz.com>, <don@vermillionrealty.com>, <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
<secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, <jlodzinski@cox.net>, <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, <herrera@vtc.com>

cc <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, <info@douglasazchamber.org>, <execdir@tombstonechamber.com>,
<info@grahamchamber.com>, <b2caz@vtc.net>, <info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>,
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
<advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, <composition@bensonnews-sun.com>,
<production@bensonnews-sun.com>, <subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com>, <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>,
<sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Benson <vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>,
<keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

Subject Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-located in Southern Vail.  This has
already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber
typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the
Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious alternative through the San Pedro Valley
with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through a sensitive region? After all, we know that
constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the
best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your
Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For areas whose economy depends on copper
mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources.
Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 

Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM

To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com

Cc: 
 

Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit copper mine planned for the Santa Rita
Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very disheartening to see the City Council of
Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if
some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure
he will consider some appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of this resolution.  One can
only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the
exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green
Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have
been raised by concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb
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_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________
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27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of
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any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.



From: comments-southwestern-coronado
Sent By: Roxane M Raley
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote
Date: 06/01/2010 08:27 AM

----- Forwarded by Roxane M Raley/R3/USDAFS on 06/01/2010 08:27 AM -----

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 

05/28/2010 12:42 PM

To <president@bensonchamberaz.com>, <don@vermillionrealty.com>, <treasurer@bensonchamberaz.com>,
<secretary@bensonchamberaz.com>, <jlodzinski@cox.net>, <dipeso@dipesoreality.com>, <herrera@vtc.com>

cc <willcoxchamber@vtc.net>, <chamber@bisbeearizona.com>, <info@douglasazchamber.org>, <execdir@tombstonechamber.com>,
<info@grahamchamber.com>, <b2caz@vtc.net>, <info@pearcesunsiteschamber.org>, <newssun@bensonnews-sun.com>,
<jane.amari@wickcommunications.com>, <scperry@qwestoffice.net>, <managingeditor@bensonnews-sun.com>,
<advertising@bensonnews-sun.com>, <reporter@bensonnews-sun.com>, <composition@bensonnews-sun.com>,
<production@bensonnews-sun.com>, <subscriptions@bensonnews-sun.com>, <circulation@willcoxrangenews.com>,
<sbuchan@cochise.az.gov>, <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Benson <vvivian@cityofbenson.com>, <office@greatervailchamber.com>,
<keith.bagwell@pima.gov>, "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>

Subject Unfortunate Benson Boycott Due to Benson City Council Vote

28 May 2010

 
Dear Benson Chamber of Commerce Member,

 
You may be unaware, but recently the Benson City Council voted to unanimously support the Rosemont Copper Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains SE of Tucson-located in Southern Vail.  This has
already had a ripple effect on Benson’s economy shared with you today. Please see a few emails that have been forwarded to me and one I sent to the City of Benson. While I understand that Chamber
typically will not take a stand on this, I was dismayed to see a City Council vote against the best interests of Arizona. The vote was made based a previous presentation by Rosemont Copper to the
Council.

 
Additionally, you may be unaware that the Bureau of Land Management is the lead agency for a large transmission line project (Sunzia) planned with a serious alternative through the San Pedro Valley
with  double towers over 100' tall and associated access roads. 

 
http://www.sunzia.net/pdf/050510_SunZia%20SWAT%20(5-5-10).pdf

 
How would the Benson area react if I choose to support an alignment through there, even knowing it would cause significant environmental degradation through a sensitive region? After all, we know that
constructing a transmission line would not consume/block water resources the same way  a ½ mile deep by 1 mile wide open pit copper mine in the Santa Ritas would. 

 
Fortunately, the environment of Southern Arizona is important to me, even if it is not directly in my backyard, and I will carefully explore and weigh all alternatives before choosing the one I feel is in the
best interest of Southern Arizona.  I hope you, as a competent business person would see that the Benson City Council vote was not in the best interest of the Benson/San PedroValley and contact your
Council to express your concerns-asking for reconsideration.

 
For areas that choose to continue protecting and preserving Arizona’s precious water resources in unanimous opposition to the Rosemont Copper, thank you. For areas whose economy depends on copper
mining, I hope you will unanimously support operating existing copper mines at full capacity rather than laying off employees and witnessing new impacts to our National Forests and water resources.
Many of your communities have long standing cultural and economic ties to the Vail , Sonoita,  Helvetia,  Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. I am sure you recognize the importance of those. 

 
Sincerely,

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
_______________________
RE: Benson City Council Votes to Support Rosemont Copper- No longer able to support the Benson economy.

 

From: Scott D. Egan (Scott.Egan@pima.gov) 

Sent: Thu 5/27/10 3:07 PM

To: Vail Arizona (elizabeth@empirefagan.org); vvvian@cityofbenson.com

Cc: 
 

Dear Ms. Webb
Thank you for sharing with us the unfortunate news from Benson where the City Council has voted in favor of a resolution in support of the proposed open pit copper mine planned for the Santa Rita
Mountains by the Augusta Corporation of Canada.  
As you are probably aware, virtually every City Council and county Board of Supervisors in the area has voted in opposition to the Rosemont Mine, so it is very disheartening to see the City Council of
Benson adopt such a resolution which clearly disregards the interests of the citizens most affected by such a mine.  One can only wonder who put forward this resolution and for what purposes.  Perhaps if
some objective information was sent to the Benson Council they would reconsider their actions and wiser heads would prevail.  I will certainly let Supervisor Carroll know about this action, and I’m sure
he will consider some appropriate response.  The fact that there was no discussion of the item on their agenda seems to indicate that not much thought was put into the adoption of this resolution.  One can
only guess what Augusta/Rosemont promised them.
Supervisor Carroll will continue to represent the interests of our constituents, the vastly overwhelming numbers of whom are adamantly opposed to the Rosemont mine for countless reasons: the
exploitation of our natural resources for the profits of a foreign corporation, the permanent degradation of a beautiful mountain region, the depletion of the groundwater from the communities of Green
Valley and Sahuarita, increased air and water pollution, the serious unresolved safety issues on a scenic highway, the negative consequences to eco-tourism in the area, and the many other issues that have
been raised by concerned citizens.  I can only assume that the Benson City Councilmember’s were unaware of these serious issues when they adopted their ill-advised resolution.
In any case, thank you for letting us know about this.  
Sincerely,
Scott Egan
Executive Assistant to Ray Carroll
District 4
____________________________________

 
Date: Thu, 27 May 2010 18:27:29 +0000
From: blueboar@hughes.net
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com; toneysr45@alltel.blackberry.com; jdbcouncil@cox.net; dlambert@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com;
MCGOFFINTL@msn.com; asacco@cox.net
Subject: Recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the Rosemont Mine's

  As a result of the news reported on http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt regarding the recent vote by the council, without discussion, to support the
Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains, my family and I will no longer be using any facilities in the town of Benson effective immediately.  This includes; grocery stores,
restaurants, doctors, gas stations, and any other service that I have used in the past. I am in the process of notifying my doctor that I will be changing to a doctor in Vail and I will also
be contacting several other businesses to notify them that I will no longer be shopping at their stores and restaurants.  Benson is as close to me as Tucson and I elected to support
smaller, local Benson merchants instead of ones in Tucson.  Voting on controversial subjects without discussions is haphazard and irresponsible and I will not support a town that allows
its city council to act in this manner.
 
J. Webb
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_________________________
From:  Deadchief Whitehouse (deadchief@hotmail.com)  
Sent: Thu 5/27/10 11:45 PM

 
            Feel free to let your friends and neighbors who are against the copper mine to boycott Benson, the town too dumb to die.  Here is what I sent to the city
of Benson:                      

Greetings from Corona de Tucson:  I, and everybody I can talk to about Benson's support of the Rosemont Copper mine in the Santa Ritas, will never spend a cent in Benson ever
again. If your community was right next to this nightmare you might see things our way. I usually don't boycott cities, but in your case I will make an exception.   Bruce Whitehouse,
Corona de Tucson resident since 1977.
____________________________________

 
From: deadchief@hotmail.com
To: vvivian@cityofbenson.com; ggomez@cityofbenson.com; jcox@cityofbenson.com; bob@cityofbenson.com
Subject: Rosemont endorsement
Date: Fri, 28 May 2010 07:31:49 -0700

Hello City of Benson:  As a resident of Corona de Tucson for 33 years, I would personally like to say that your unanimous support for the environmentally destructive Rosemont Copper
pit mine is disgraceful. If they wanted to mine a Bisbee size hole and destroy your tourism and water resources I bet you would not buy into the wonderful sales pitch from these
carpetbaggers. I will never spend another penny in Benson, and the charm of that area has vanished with the news of your stance.  Be rest assured there are thousands of us against
the destruction of our Santa Rita Mountain range, and through our network there will be more of us boycotting Benson and your businesses.   We will stop this travesty and will
remember who was on whose side.   Bruce M Whitehouse

 
_______________________

 
-----Original Message-----
From: ccook520@aol.com
To: ggomez@cityofbenson.com, vvivian@cityofbenson.com 
Sent: Thu, May 27, 2010 2:37 pm
Subject: without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

 
I recently received a copy of the news report http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt   I found this to be very sad and upsetting news.  I would much rather
drive the 22 miles and shop in Benson then to drive into Tucson.  I do NOT see me or my family doing that anymore, if your business owners (Chamber members) are supporting
Rosemont Copper Mine.  We regularly shopped your horse/ranch feed and tack, Safeway, restaurants, Wal-Mart, gas stations and when company comes to visit would use  hotel's in
Benson.

 
I am not against mining and understand that the Johnson mine is in operation and probably is good for the economy of Benson -- But the Rosemont Copper Mine is NOT good for Hwy 83
and the safety of our water.  Also, in the article it say "...voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains."   When was the last open pit mining in the Santa
Ritas?  NEVER..

 
C. Cook
ccook520@aol.com 

 
 Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
Published: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:15 PM CDT
Thelma Grimes

SAN PEDRO VALLEY NEWS-Sun

In a 7-0 vote, the Benson City Council approved a resolution Monday night that will allow the city to move forward with purchasing a $5.5 million tax revenue bond.

City Finance Director Jim Cox applauded as the council approved the measure that gives him permission to work with Stone and Youngberg LLC to apply for the bond that will be paid off
over the next 20 years.

Cox called it the city's own stimulus package that won't leave "your grandchildren in debt."

Cox said the market is perfect right now with low interest rates and a recovering economy for the city to make some tough financial choices for the future.

To keep cash reserves in place, Cox said the bond will allow the city to pay off two loans with the USDA, which holds the wastewater treatment facility debt, and Zion's Bank, which funded
the city pool.

The bond will pay off both loans and leave several million dollars in place for city projects that have been delayed due to a lack of funding.

Public Works Director Brad Hamilton said he is excited the funding will now be in place to fix the sewer line along Ocotillo Road.

With council approval, Stone and Youngberg LLC will work to get the city a credit rating and to have the bond in place by July 1, the start of the new fiscal year, and when the Zion's
payment is due.

Cox stressed another good thing about the bond is that the taxpayers will not see increases.

Mayor Mark Fenn said he sees the benefits of purchasing the bond, but noted there some drawbacks.

"I am very much for this, but at the same time we are prolonging the city's debt. It's smart and manageable debt. To put it in perspective, we would have paid off Zion's in the next year
one way or another, and the wastewater debt will go away in 2017.

"It does give us some operating capital and it will give citizens of Benson some visual signs of projects in town rather than city crews just fixing potholes on occasion."

Councilman John Lodzinski said the council has been trying to work on something to improve the loans for years.

"I'd like to get $20 million," he said. "But, I think this puts a dent in it, and gets it going in the positive direction."

In other business, the council approved a $750 donation to the Benson Food Pantry to assist with relocation costs.

The council also gave Fire Chief Keith Spangler permission to apply for several grants to upgrade equipment.

Just before adjourning, the council, without discussion, voted to support the Rosemont Mine's reopening in the Santa Rita Mountains.

Rosemont representatives have promised the city the copper mine would economically benefit all of Southeastern Arizona.

 
_____________________________

mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:ggomez@cityofbenson.com
mailto:vvivian@cityofbenson.com
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt
http://www.bensonnews-sun.com/articles/2010/05/26/news/news5.txt
mailto:ccook520@aol.com


 
27 May 2010

 

Ms. Vivian,

Thank you for your time and professional courtesy this morning. I wanted to follow up with an email to express my dismay over the City Council's vote to
support the Rosemont Copper project. It is with regret I wish to let the Council know that as a result of its actions I will no longer support the Benson economy.
Although I have been quite happy with the services at the San Pedro Family Clinic I called the office today to let them know I will need to pick up my medical
records. I will do the same with the Benson Hospital. 

Additionally, I will be calling all of the retail establishments my family frequents to let them know why I will no longer do so. I will encourage my neighbors to
do the same. Given the state of Arizona's economy, it is interesting to note that the City Council was willing to gamble Benson's future based on promises. 

As you are aware, the Benson area has a network of rural neighborhoods in Pima County and Santa Cruz County that utilize its services. I live about 20 miles
from the city. Additionally, I grew up with fond memories of visiting local businesses while taking many family trips to Tombstone and other areas in extreme
southern Arizon.

 I understand the agenda was posted but as a consumer who shops in Benson as well as a patient of Dr. Andrew Mayberry and the Benson Hospital over the last
few years, I did not see it at the locations you mentioned. I cannot help but think what the response might have been at the City Council meeting if it had been
made more visible-given the high profile nature of this subject. 

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B0D7E8FB6-C8EB-416D-BBF3-
3A7FAF98B251%7D.PDF

I also understand that Rosemont Copper's PR campaign is quite visually impressive.  Did the Council invite anyone from the other side to give a formal
presentation?

 http://www.cityofbenson.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF59197D1-30ED-49AE-8751-2EBA89C105BA%7D/uploads/%7B8ECFB8BE-CA4F-4E9E-B638-
37F98117DAE0%7D.PDF

This Rosemont Copper project would create many negative impacts to Southern Arizona that cannot be mitigated or reclaimed. I strongly believe those who
have professional expertise and are in opposition should have been invited to present after the Council heard Rosemont Copper's spin. The reality of the
situation is much different.

 According the Google maps, the proposed access road at SR 83 and MP 46 and 47 to Benson is approximately 22 miles, not the 40 miles stated in Mr. Pace's
presentation to the City Council on April 26th.

As you can see from this Rosemont Copper Project presentation map - its private land, unpatented and patented mining claims straddle SR 83, some of which is
north of MP 46 and 47.

 http://rosemonteis.us/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview.pdf

Additionally, as you are aware, some children in the outlying Benson areas are picked up and driven many miles to the Vail School District. I ask you consider
the significant impact to traffic on I-10 as well as SR 83. As you are also aware, when an accident occurs on I-10, traffic is often diverted to SR 90 and then
across 82 and then north on SR 83. In RC's MPO, the company discussing freighting materials from the Benson rail stop.

 What you might not be aware of is that Mr. Pace recently stated at a meeting Green Valley the company does not intend to pay for all of upgrades needed to
bring SR 83 up to standards needed for mining traffics. What he did state is that the company would be providing taxes to the State of Arizona for that. (the
same 20 million spoken of as benefit when presented to the City Council). Please ask yourself how providing taxes to mitigate impacts RC would create helps
Southern Arizona?

  There will always be "dueling" experts but I ask that the Vice Mayor and the rest of the Council review another study that has specific economic figures based
on data derived from reputable sources. 

http://www.sonoraninstitute.org/library/reports.html

As you know, the Sonoran Institute also wrote the report titled "Cochise County's Economic Diversification is dependant on High Quality of Life". 

Also, I would ask the Council if it considered the potential impact to the water resources of our area. Rod Pace stated in his presentation that it would have a
net neutral impact on water. The company is currently recharging water downstream from the area it intends to pump from. Also, RC"s own technical report
shows there would be draw down from pit dewatering in the Davidson Canyon, a main tributary of Cienega Creek.

As the San Pedro is an important asset to the City of Benson, I am sure you can understand the important of our riparian areas. 

Here are two reports issued by ADWR on the importance of the Cienega Creek basin.

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtlas/SEArizona/Hydrology/CienegaCreek.htm

http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/StatewidePlanning/RuralPrograms/OutsideAMAs_PDFs_for_web/Southeastern_Arizona_Planning_Area/Cienega_Creek_Basin.pdf

At any rate, these are just a few examples of information easily available to the Council. There are many other studies available.

Thank you,

  Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
______________________________________________

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of
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any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This
communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Fw: Unpatented Claim Block
Date: 10/01/2009 09:01 AM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 10/01/2009 09:00 AM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

09/30/2009 04:21 PM

To "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Unpatented Claim Block

We have it.  I’ll follow up with her.

 
Tom

 

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2009 4:17 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Unpatented Claim Block

 
Bev is looking for this item – do I need to find and send to her? Or do you have it?

 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


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

 

 



From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Update, Rosemont application
Date: 03/25/2010 08:39 AM

Bev -
The comment below came in through the RosemontEIS website.  I talked with John
Able this morning because these types of comments should be submitted through
the "comments.southwestern .... website".  John and Barb will be working today on
clarifying the comment systems available on the RosemontEIS website so we can
reduce the confusion about where the public should submit comments.  I'll let you
know when they have completed that effort.

Meanwhile, this is a valid comment so I'm redirecting it to you for consideration by
the interdisciplinary team.  Remember, because this is foundationally a form of
uncontrolled correspondence, Jeanine has discretion in choosing to respond or not. 
If you need assistance with the formats and rules for responding to uncontrolled
correspondence, I'm available to advise you.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 03/25/2010 08:31 AM -----

Barbara A Schneider
<bschneid@email.arizona.edu> 

03/23/2010 07:20 PM

To Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Fwd: Update, Rosemont applilcation

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: J. David Barkley <eleison2@cox.net>
Date: Tue, Mar 23, 2010 at 10:52 AM
Subject: Update, Rosemont applilcation
To: info@rosemonteis.us

Forest service:
Grace and peace.
I've not been able, altely, to find current information on the application process. Last

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:eleison2@cox.net
mailto:info@rosemonteis.us


week my wife and I travelled Rte 83 from I-10 and discovered MUCH work going on
to   introduce new roadways along or beside Rte 83. My wife saw "ADOT" on someof
the trucks. Is the State helping  the Rosemont group construct roads for those 100-
and-more-ton vehicles ? and if so, why?
Thank you,
J. David barklehy 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Terry Chute; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Terry Chute; Reta Laford
Subject: FW: Water Resources Technical Review Update
Date: 08/05/2010 04:14 PM

All- below is Dale’s status update on water resource reports.
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 05, 2010 6:19 AM
To: Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Water Resources Technical Review Update
 
All,
 
Here is a short update on the status of the technical review for Water Resources:
 

1.       Mine Water Supply Pumping Model (Montgomery):  MWH Draft Tech Memo reviewing
second round of technical comment & response forwarded to CNF for comment; awaiting
CNF comment prior to MWH finalization and forwarding to Rosemont

2.       Mine Site Groundwater Model (Montgomery): Issue resolution process in progress;
Received incomplete preliminary draft of revised groundwater model report; SRK to review
under recently authorized budget

3.       Mine Site Groundwater Model (TetraTech): Issue resolution process in progress: TetraTech
is submitting individual Tech Memos on parts of the model as they are developed; SRK has
reviewed and submitted Tech Review Memos for the two TetraTech memos (Model
Framework & Hydraulic Properties) under individual SOW’s & Cost Proposals; SRK to start
review of Model Construction & Steady State Calibration memo under recently authorized
budget; Awaiting submission of TetraTech memos on Transient Calibration and Impacts

4.       Davidson Canyon, Seep & Spring Impact (TetraTech): Revised tech memo submitted by
TetraTech (expanded content now includes discussion of riparian vegetation in Davidson
Canyon); SRK to review revised memo

5.       Pit Lake Model (TetraTech): Issue Resolution process in progress: TetraTech to submit
revised technical memo for review by SRK & CNF

6.       Infiltration Fate & Transport Model (TetraTech): Resolution process in progress: TetraTech
to submit revised technical memo for review by SRK & CNF

7.       Mine Site Water Management Plan Update (TetraTech): Golder submitted draft Technical
Review Memo; CNF review & comment forwarded to Golder for preparation of final
Technical Review Memo to be submitted to Rosemont.

8.       Site water management plan for “Landform” revision to Barrel-Only Alternative: To be
submitted by TetraTech along with final description of revised Barrel-Only Alternative

 
Regards,
 
Dale
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us


_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Reta Laford; Ken Kertell; Charles Coyle
Subject: FW: WestLand Resources - Outstanding Reports
Date: 12/14/2009 01:53 PM

Bev,
 
I’ll be sending you a series of emails like this one.  Below are technical reports that will be needed from
Rosemont in order for SWCA to complete the PDEIS.  Failure to receive these documents by the end
of this week (December 18) may result in a delay in SWCA delivering PDEIS in mid-January or result
in the biology section to be incomplete.  Of course, we are assuming that the documents will have the
information required by the Coronado to be considered sufficient to support the NEPA analysis.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
 

From: Ken Kertell 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2009 11:59 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: WestLand Resources - Outstanding Reports
 
Tom:
 
I can think of these at the moment.
 
1. Lesser long-nosed bat synthesis report
 
2. Chiricahua leopard frog synthesis report
 
3. Riparian report
 
4. Pima pineapple cactus survey report
 
Ken

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:kkertell@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Marc Kaplan
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Year 10 Alternative Layouts
Date: 09/17/2009 10:05 AM

ftp site for alt maps

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 09/17/2009 10:04 AM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

09/17/2009 09:29 AM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject FW: Year 10 Alternative Layouts

This should get Mark the files that he needs. Let me know if you need anything else.
Thanks!

 
Also, FYI- I am home with my sick kids now but I am working on coverage to still make the noon
meeting. So I still plan to make it.

 
Melissa 

 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel
Kant

From: Joggerst, Jamie [mailto:Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 12:46 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Subject: RE: Year 10 Alternative Layouts

 
Tom,

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Marc Kaplan/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


 
All of the shapefiles (in the gdb database) and the Figures (mxd files) have been
uploaded to the following FTP site. Sorry for the delay and just let me know if you
need anything else.

 
ftp://209.12.31.170 
user name: rosemont_tech
password: augusta
folder: Alternatives Layouts GIS Files

 
Thanks

 

 
Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer  
Phone: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724 | Cell:  520-820-7775 
jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com 

 
Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be
unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from
your system. 

 

 

 

ftp://209.12.31.170/
http://www.tetratech.com/


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Marc Kaplan
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Year 10 Alternative Layouts
Date: 09/17/2009 10:05 AM

ftp site for alt maps

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 09/17/2009 10:04 AM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

09/17/2009 09:29 AM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject FW: Year 10 Alternative Layouts

This should get Mark the files that he needs. Let me know if you need anything else.
Thanks!

 
Also, FYI- I am home with my sick kids now but I am working on coverage to still make the noon
meeting. So I still plan to make it.

 
Melissa 

 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel
Kant

From: Joggerst, Jamie [mailto:Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 12:46 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Subject: RE: Year 10 Alternative Layouts

 
Tom,

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Marc Kaplan/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


 
All of the shapefiles (in the gdb database) and the Figures (mxd files) have been
uploaded to the following FTP site. Sorry for the delay and just let me know if you
need anything else.

 
ftp://209.12.31.170 
user name: rosemont_tech
password: augusta
folder: Alternatives Layouts GIS Files

 
Thanks

 

 
Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer  
Phone: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724 | Cell:  520-820-7775 
jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com 

 
Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be
unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from
your system. 

 

 

 

ftp://209.12.31.170/
http://www.tetratech.com/


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Yes-Re: Availability Monday, Oct 26th
Date: 10/21/2009 08:48 AM

Let's plan to meet with Reta at 1100 on Monday to talk about the project schedule.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 10/21/2009 08:46 AM -----

Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS

10/21/2009 07:47 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Yes-Re: Availability Monday, Oct 26th

I will make time to meet with you as requested. 
▼ Melinda D Roth

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Melinda D Roth
    Sent: 10/20/2009 02:10 PM MST
    To: Reta Laford
    Subject: Availability Monday, Oct 26th

I would like to discuss the Tues Meeting with RCC.  Do you have an
hour on Monday?

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
notes://entr3b/872568540050FE6F/0/21FF8C086DDECB6C07257655007437AC


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Your call
Date: 08/30/2010 03:30 PM

FYI... personnel changes at SWCA for Visual resources

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 08/30/2010 03:29 PM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

08/30/2010 02:43 PM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Your call

Hi Mindee,

 
I got your message and I’ll be prepared to discuss the EIS status tomorrow.  The only other item
that I would like to discuss is that Marcie Bidwell will be leaving SWCA.  Marcie began transitioning
her work to David Harris a while ago.  I don’t think that this will impact the schedule or quality of
work on the visual section.  We are working on bringing David to Tucson in the coming weeks to
meet Debby and visit the site.

 
Tom Furgason
Office Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Tami
Emmett; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: FYI, letter to Sec. Vilsack from the Pima County Administrator
Date: 09/18/2009 01:54 PM

OGC is WO on the Consti. abuse issue. 

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: FYI, to all IDT - meeting tomorrow to compile comments on DEIS
Date: 11/02/2009 04:04 PM

There will be a meeting tomorrow between Tom Furgason and Mindee and I (and
possibly Reta) to compile all of the comments on the DEIS.  Your participation in the
meeting would be helpful, and you're all invited to join if you have an interest.  The
meeting starts at 9:30 in 4B, and will last most of the day.

Thanks for everyone's hard work in the reviews.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: FYI, to all IDT - meeting tomorrow to compile comments on DEIS
Date: 11/02/2009 04:04 PM

There will be a meeting tomorrow between Tom Furgason and Mindee and I (and
possibly Reta) to compile all of the comments on the DEIS.  Your participation in the
meeting would be helpful, and you're all invited to join if you have an interest.  The
meeting starts at 9:30 in 4B, and will last most of the day.

Thanks for everyone's hard work in the reviews.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Get well soon
Date: 09/02/2008 12:44 PM

Hi Bev,
 
I hope that you’re feeling better soon and that you were still able to enjoy most of the long weekend.
 
I mentioned some rainwater harvesting web sites a while ago and thought I’d send you these links:

- Brad Lancaster’s site is THE resource for harvesting rainwater in S. AZ.  There are tons of ideas and
concepts on this site: http://www.harvestingrainwater.com/
 
- S. AZ Rain Gutter has basic diagram detailing how their cisterns work
http://www.southernarizonaraingutters.com/howitworks.html and a great photo series on installing a
culvert system http://www.southernarizonaraingutters.com/harvesting_installation.html  
 
- Zona Gardens has a basic, but useful, overview of rainwater harvesting
http://www.zonagardens.com/landscape/rainwater.asp and schematic of an alternative culvert cistern
design (top fed)
http://www.zonagardens.com/docs/rainwater/ZonaGardens_WaterHarvestingDiagram_Instructions.pdf . 
 
My experience tells me that all water harvesting projects are site-specific and that you need to figure
out what works for you.  Keep in mind that there is a 25% tax break available from the state for all
greywater and water harvesting costs. 
 
Get well soon!
 
Tom
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From: Christopher C LeBlanc
To: Jerome Hesse
Cc: William B Gillespie; Beverley A Everson
Subject: GIS data request (shapefiles of sites and surveyed areas)
Date: 07/28/2009 04:15 PM

Hi Jerome,

Hope all is well.  Bev reminded me to send requests to you.  This request is for
shapefiles of the arch sites and surveyed areas. 

Thanks,
CC Le B

Christopher C. LeBlanc, Archaeologist
Tribal Relations Team
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8396
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
ccleblanc@fs.fed.us
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Reta Laford; Lara Mitchell; Melissa Reichard
Subject: GIS request
Date: 11/21/2009 11:48 AM

Bev, 
 
I just got through my voicemail and have your request.  I’ll be out next week on leave Monday and
Wednesday and in the field with George Annandale on Tuesday.  I have asked Lara and Melissa to
give you a call to see if Lara can begin to accommodate your request prior to my return after
Thanksgiving.  I will be available by cell phone if you need.  Don’t hesitate to call because I do not
want anything waiting for me.  Thanks.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Kevin Serrato; Dale Ortman; Beverley Everson; Salek Shafiqullah; Mindee Roth; Chris Garrett
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard; Ken     Houser
Subject: Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont Pit     Dewatering...
Date: 10/30/2009 02:36 PM

Bev and Salek,

 

We just received the long awaited copy of Montgomery and Associates Groundwater
Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont Pit Dewatering and Post
Closure, Rosemont Project, Pima County, Arizona.  I have placed a copy on WebEx
for the teams use (and on SWCA's internal r: drive) under the Team
Working/Resources/Water folder.  Here's the link:
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=157575> .

 

Two hard copies were on their way to the Coronado and Melissa has a hard copy
available for our specialists use (and one for the AR). Have a good weekend.

 

Tom
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Head's up - DEIS review and overtime (we will be receiving DEIS Friday, and need to review by Jan. 22)
Date: 01/13/2010 05:32 PM

SWCA will be submitting the DEIS for our review by COB this Friday, Jan. 15. 
Review and comments on the DEIS will be due from the all extended IDT
by Friday Jan. 22.

Up to 20 hours of overtime for this work has been authorized for this pay period
and the next pay period (pp. 1 and 2).  Please let Mindee know if you are going to
need overtime, or comp. time, and please specify which you need.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Head's up - DEIS review and overtime (we will be receiving DEIS Friday, and need to review by Jan. 22)
Date: 01/13/2010 05:32 PM

SWCA will be submitting the DEIS for our review by COB this Friday, Jan. 15. 
Review and comments on the DEIS will be due from the all extended IDT
by Friday Jan. 22.

Up to 20 hours of overtime for this work has been authorized for this pay period
and the next pay period (pp. 1 and 2).  Please let Mindee know if you are going to
need overtime, or comp. time, and please specify which you need.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Charles A Blair
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Help with GIS
Date: 07/28/2010 03:09 PM

Chuck, Thanks for agreeing to help facilitate the IDT's request for access to
Rosemont GIS information.  SWCA's GIS contact person is Lara Mitchell, phone 325-
9194.  

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Terry; beverson@fs.fed.us; William B Gillespie; Mary M Farrell; Jerome Hesse; Suzanne Griset; Melissa

Reichard; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Heritage Surveys
Date: 07/21/2010 09:57 AM
Importance: High

Kathy,
 
When can we expect EPG’s cultural survey results?  I would also like to suggest a meeting between
the Coronado’s and SWCA’s Archeologists, Rosemont, and EPG to discuss the final Area of Potential
Effect (APE is a term specific to Section 106).  We have noticed that the fence boundary for the
MPO has changed from our original survey (i.e, the Ballcourt site was originally excluded from the
MPO and the new fence line includes the Ballcourt).  We have also received different polygons for
some of the other alternative boundaries that will need clarification very soon.
 
It would also be beneficial for the Coronado to review the powerline alternatives and determine
the APE for each link.  This needs to be determined as soon as possible to complete the Heritage
portion of Chapter 3.  I don’t believe that the surveys need to be completed beforehand.
 
I will have either Suzanne Griset of Melissa assist in setting up a meeting.  Who from Rosemont
and EPG should I contact to request attendance?  Thanks.
 

Tom Furgason
Office Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
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From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: 'tfurgason@swca.com'; 'beverson@fs.fed.us'; 'mroth@fs.fed.us'
Cc: 'rlaford@fs.fed.us'; 'karnold@rosemontcopper.com'; 'jsturgess@augustaresource.com'
Subject: Hexalectris report
Date: 07/15/2010 09:13 AM

All,

I have received the first set of reviews and am expecting others directly. As such, the 
Hexalectris report will not be finalized today. I will have a better idea of when it will be done 
once I receive the final comments. I should be able to provide another submittal update then.

Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub
WestLand Resources, Inc.
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From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: 'tfurgason@swca.com'; 'beverson@fs.fed.us'; 'mroth@fs.fed.us'
Cc: 'rlaford@fs.fed.us'; 'karnold@rosemontcopper.com'; 'jsturgess@augustaresource.com'
Subject: Hexalectris report
Date: 07/15/2010 09:13 AM

All,

I have received the first set of reviews and am expecting others directly. As such, the 
Hexalectris report will not be finalized today. I will have a better idea of when it will be done 
once I receive the final comments. I should be able to provide another submittal update then.

Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub
WestLand Resources, Inc.
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Horst Landforming report Transmittal
Date: 05/27/2010 09:50 AM

Hello Bev,
Melissa was over at the SO yesterday and hand delivered 2 copies of the Horst
landforming report to be forwarded to you.  I placed them in your mailbox on the
6th floor.  

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D

Roth'; Rochelle Dresser
Subject: Horst Schor Response to Rosemont Landform Constraints - DRAFT
Date: 04/16/2010 06:30 AM
Attachments: DRAFT ROSEMONT CONSTRAINT LIST  RESPONSE OF 3-25-10.doc

All,
 
Attached is the draft of Horst Schor’s professional opinion responses to the landform design
comments and constraints posed by Rosemont.  This was not included in Horst’s draft of the final
landform report and I presume will be submitted as a separate document.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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DRAFT


Draft Deliberative
Not for Public Distribution


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT


April 5, 2010

This report responds to the “Preliminary Landform Layout Constraints provided by Rosemont Copper Company” as contained in Project Memorandums dated March 25, 2010 and March 31, 2010 prepared by Dale Ortman.


Each of the nine constraints provided along with a sketch map have been carefully reviewed and will be addressed in detail below.  Due to the nature of the small scale and very sketchy nature of the map however some of the implication of certain limitations can only be very cursory estimated.


Constraint 1.  Stay clear of Plant Site (Mill Facility/Industrial Areas)

During the preparation of the conceptual landform plan no actual grading plans for those facilities were available to allow for proper transitioning between the landform shapes and the cuts and fills proposed for those facilities.  Consequently a temporary and arbitrary terminus for the landform fill was arrived at. 

Once the appropriate information becomes available the limits and grading transitions could readily be accommodated;  however, constraining the toe of the landform design to the boundary of the Plant Site would require relocating the material currently located within the Plant Site area elsewhere within the landform mass. 



Constraint 2.  Avoid Cultural Significant sites at Ball Court Heritage location and others…

In order to maximize the opportunity for a recreated Landform/Geomorphic Topography and Hydrology and to address the recommendation in the Golder Report with regards to slope designs the footprint of the waste rock and tailings were expanded considerably thus placing subject site under the new fill. Under the current design carving out that site from the fill zone while possible would not create the most desirable solution.  Entirely avoiding the Ball Court location, as proposed by Rosemont, requires relocation of a significant amount of material and would negatively impact the potential for a successful landform design.

Also, there appears to be a discrepancy as to the location of the Ball Court Heritage site. The sketch map shows a location in the most north easterly corner of the Landform Fill.  The location provided by Tetratech places it to the south of that. Knowing the accurate location has a significant impact on any design option to preserve this location.


Constraint 3.  Leave half-mile wide buffer strip between all mine waste material and SR 83

Such a constraint was never a part of the initial conceptual Landform design study. Creating natural, geomorphic features and run-off patterns that would mimic existing ground conditions and keeping slope ratios to a minimum to minimize erosion were the objective.  To this extend the foot print had to expand. As the topography on the west side Highway 83 drops rapidly into a fairly deep valley which represented a substantial fill holding capacity it was utilized in this manner.  Retaining a half-mile buffer strip between all mine waste and SR83 has significant negative impact on the potential for a successful landform design and may negate its viability.

Constraint 4.  Keep all Stormwater Runoff within Barrel Drainage

The Landform Concept Plan is so designed as to carry the runoff along most of the southerly boundary in a graded surface drain channel to the north along Highway 83 and back into Barrel Canyon Watershed. The southwesterly area runoff is collected in a detention pond and then projected to be carried in an underground drain to the north to be discharged into Barrel Canyon.

Constraint 5.  Maintain setback for Singing Valley Ranch

This setback at the southerly boundary would mean a loss of fill placement capacity but may or may not also negatively impact the planned gravity drainage channel discussed under 4. above.  Only a more detailed analysis could determine that.


Constraint 6.  Place no Mine Waste material within the Area designated for SDCP Biological Core Value Habitat and Riparian Management Area 

The sketch map indicates an apparently substantial area that would be encumbered in some fashion.  


Depending whether this would require total or selective avoidance that could be incorporated into the Landform Design the extent of this impact will determine how much fill placement capacity would be lost.  At first glance it appears to be significant.  Avoiding placement of mine waste as proposed by Rosemont has significant negative impact on the potential for a successful landform design and may negate its viability.

Constraint 7.  Incorporate the original Rosemont Configuration for the Heap Leach and Dry Stack Facility

The landform design concept is not able to accommodate the original configuration of the dry stack tailings.

Constraint 8.  Include functional haul road, construction access and perpetual storm water drainage into pit into the design concept

This matter is considered to be a design detail to be incorporated once the overall concept has been accepted and the specifications for service locations, width, horizontal and vertical curves and other design criteria are provided.

 Constraint 9.  Increase the ultimate height of the conceptual Landform Design by 100’ to afford contingency capacity and construction flexibility

Increasing the height of the landform design layout by 100 feet while maintaining the current design toe would oversteepen the slopes and have significant negative impact on the potential for a successful landform design.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

In summary it must be stated that some of the constraints can readily be met while others pose significant negative impact to a successful landform design; particularly in combinations that significantly reduce the footprint available for mine waste disposal.  Imposing all or most of the footprint constraints proposed by Rosemont would likely negate the viability of a landform design. 

To Landform shape the excavated materials under these constraints would most likely entail much higher fills with steeper slopes – unless some of McCleary Canyon can be used to accommodate the overflow.
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From: Michael Doran
To: Michael A Linden; Beverley A Everson
Subject: HR  2944 article
Date: 06/25/2009 12:10 PM

Is the Davidson Mine on BLM? 

New bill seeks to halt mining in southern Ariz.
(06/25/2009)
April Reese, E&E Western reporter

One of the nation's richest regions for minerals and metals could be placed off-limits to
mining under a new bill proposed by an Arizona congressman last week.

The Southern Arizona Public Lands Protection Act of 2009, introduced by Rep. Raúl Grijalva
(D-Ariz.) last week, would prohibit mining on national forest lands in Pima and Santa Cruz
counties along the state's southern border with Mexico. It would also bar future claims on
Pima County lands where the Bureau of Land Management administers the mineral estate
and prevent geothermal development in the county.

"The community concerns on the current and future mining proposals in our area created the
need for this legislation," Grijalva said in a statement announcing the measure. "This bill will
prevent speculators from staking claims in areas that are more valuable to citizens of our
region and to our economy as they are now."

Under the bill, existing claims can be developed, but only if a company can show that the
claim contains a "valuable" mineral deposit.

The legislation, which was requested by Pima County officials, is in response to a spate of
new mining activity in southern Arizona, including hotly contested new copper mining
projects in the Santa Rita Mountains. But the bill's primary target appears to be the Davidson
Canyon mine, slated for just south of the city of Tucson, which is the subject of a fierce,
ongoing fight waged by local officials and environmental groups against mining proponents.

'A big, giant hole'

The proposed mine, which would extract limestone to feed the Arizona Portland Cement Co.
plant in nearby Rillito, Ariz., would destroy part of the canyon and foul its ecologically and
scenically important wetlands, critics contend.
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"The Davidson Canyon mine is particularly invasive to the area and very difficult to
reclamate -- if not impossible -- because basically they'll build a big, giant hole that's very
steep," said Richard Elias, chair of the Pima County board of supervisors.

The county has spent roughly $20 million to purchase land in the canyon and acquire grazing
leases. "Davidson Canyon is one of our more important riparian areas, and the county has
spent a lot of money to protect it," Elias said.

Doug Schlueter, regional vice president for Arizona Cement Co., said he was not familiar
with the bill and could not comment on it. But the legislation comes just as the project
appears to be moving forward.

The State Land Department has approved a mineral lease agreement for the California
Portland Cement Co., the parent company of Arizona Portland Cement, to mine limestone
from the canyon for 20 years. The department will receive $15,972 for the lease in the first
year of the agreement.

A similar bill introduced by Grijalva in 2007 never made much headway. But Grijalva
spokeswoman Natalie Luna Rose said the bill's prospects have improved. "There seems to be
momentum," she said. "Hopefully it will make much more traction in this Congress and
administration."

Grijalva, one of Congress' most vocal mining reform advocates, has also reintroduced a bill
to withdraw lands around the Grand Canyon from mining and is co-sponsoring an
overarching mining reform bill introduced by Rep. Rick Rahall (D-W.Va.).

Regardless of the legislative outcome, the Davidson Canyon project may meet other
regulatory obstacles as it moves forward.

The Army Corps of Engineers, citing "sufficient concerns for the environment," announced in
February that it would require the company to apply for a Clean Water Act permit and
indicated that the mine could adversely affect an Arizona "outstanding water" downstream
from the mine site. The corps noted that the project site also contains foraging habitat for the
endangered lesser long-nosed bat, and that there are known roosting sites nearby.

Implications for Rosemont

Less clear is the bill's potential impact on the equally contentious Rosemont Copper mine.



Rosemont Copper, a subsidiary of Canada-based Augusta Resource Corp., hopes to extract
an estimated 220 million pounds of copper each year on the Rosemont Ranch, one of the
largest untapped surface deposits of copper in the country. If fully tapped, Rosemont believes
it will account for 10 percent of all U.S. copper extraction over the next 20 years.

Under the company's operations plan, submitted to the Forest Service last summer, about
3,334 acres of the Rosemont project's 4,415-acre footprint would be on national forest lands.
The mine itself will encompass primarily private lands, while national forest will be used to
dispose of tailings and waste rock .

Under federal law, mining firms are entitled to develop mining claims they hold on federal
lands. The Forest Service can require mitigation measures to reduce a mine's environmental
impacts, but the agency has said it has no authority to prohibit a project under the 1872
mining law.

Grijalva's bill could stymie the Rosemont project by requiring that the company demonstrate
its claim is valid before mining can proceed -- a tricky prospect since the extent of the ore
body is largely unknown before exploration. In the case of the Rosemont mine, it may need to
be developed over several years before reaching the most profitable deposits.

Another complication is the question of whether mining claims on federal lands allow for the
dumping of mine wastes if claims in the disposal area would be profitable to mine.

Yet even with the prospect of tougher regulation, opponents of the Rosemont mine doubt the
bill would halt the project. "Obviously that struggle is going to continue," Pima County's
Elias said.

A draft environmental impact statement for the mine's tailings and waste rock sites, which
would sit on federal lands, was due this past March but has been delayed until November.

The state of Arizona, meanwhile, is reviewing the company's reclamation plan for the
Rosemont mine. The public comment period for the plan closed June 19.

Mike Doran
National Locatable Minerals Program Leader  
USDA, Forest Service
Minerals and Geology Mgt.
1249 S. Vinnell Way, Suite 200
Boise, ID   83709
Ph: (208) 373-4132
FAX (208) 373-4111
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Sarah L Davis
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford; Tom Furgason
Subject: I updated the tracking sheet for record requests
Date: 01/26/2010 02:21 PM

I went through the list of FOIAs and added the ones that we do not have on the tail end of our grid.
 
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: daleortmanpe@live.com
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: ID Team questions for you
Date: 04/21/2010 04:31 PM

To reiterate, here are the questions the ID Team had  of you regarding alternatives
(followed by your answers):

1. Is it feasible to hold the toe of the north slope of the Barrel alternative at tthe
ridge between Barrel and McCleary Canyons, whereby reducing impacts to McCleary
Canyon? (Yes, this represents small amounts of material that could be
accommodated in other areas without creating other significant impacts.)
2. Is it feasible to adjust the footprint of the Scholefield alternative to avoit placing
material in the area of Scholefield Spring and the giant sedge there?  (note -I
pointed out the wrong location, but I think the answer  would be the same: To
create a hole in the middle of the waste/tailing piles is possible but unreasonable
and would likely not mitigate effects to the spring and local vegetation there.  Also,
we are already pushing the limits of waste capacity with this alternative and it would
be difficult to dispose of this sizable volume of material without compromising other
goals or issue drivers associated with this alternative.)
3. For the Scholefield alternative, how much of a set back from the bottom of
McCleary Canyon would be needed to limit effects of rollout material, etc. moving
into the canyon bottom? (With the proper design, 100 feet should be adequate. 
Dale recommends that we give this design requirement to Rosemont ASAP so they
can engineer it.)
4. Which option to move tailings to Sycamore Canyon would be less impactive:
pipelines or conveyor? (It depends.  A conveyor would be more visible, but only
during the life of the mine.  A pipemine would be less visible, but would necessitate
more ground disturbance due to the required leakage containment.  Both options
would require construction and maintenance access over the ridgeline and would be
very visible long term.)

Did I capture your input correctly?  Thanks Dale.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Mindee Roth
Cc: Tom Furgason; Beverly Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: IDT Catalog of Activities
Date: 11/16/2009 09:35 PM

I have updated the IDT Catalog of Activities. It now includes feedback from Salek,
Chuck Blair, Tami, Art, Walt and Debby. There are many empty fields that would
need to be filled in. Chcuk, in particular, didn't use the form so most of his
information didn't translate over.

 

The first time I sent this out, I stated this:

For Chapter 1, I know we discussed a table of all of these events including the
distance to project area. We will need some direction as to how the gaps in info will
get completed, will there be any editing of the list (i.e. removing items), if so, by
who?

We are still awaiting an answer.

 

Let Tom and I know once you have decided.

Thanks!

Mel
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=158319>
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Tom Furgason; Mindee Roth; Beverly     Everson
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melissa Reichard
Subject: IDT Catalog of Activities
Date: 11/05/2009 03:25 PM

This is the compilation file for the 3 submissions that I received so far: Walt, Art and
Debby. There are many incomplete fields and I am not sure what the plan is for
those.

 

For Chapter 1, I know we discussed a table of all of these events including the
distance to project area. We will need some direction as to how the gaps in info will
get completed, will there be any editing of the list (i.e. removing items), if so, by
who?

Let me know if there is anything else that you want me to do with this.

 

Thanks!

Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=158319>
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Kent C Ellett
Cc: Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Charles Coyle
Subject: IDT contact list and email options
Date: 03/03/2009 11:31 AM
Attachments: IDT contact list.pdf

Kent-
In WebEx you can send an email out to anyone on the Contact List. This list currently includes
everyone that has had contact with the project including Rosemont’s consultants as well as a few
notable public citizens that are particularly vocal. Here are the directions on how:
 
Open WebEx
On the left toolbar, select Tools (this is probably towards the bottom)
Click Send Email- This opens the email dialogue box
Click on the “To:” button- This opens the contact list
Check the boxes of the contacts that you would like to include
Click Done (at the top of this box)- This will bring you back to the email dialogue box
Write your email & send (at bottom of screen)
 
Other tools that are helpful-
Member Options will allow you to customize the home page to put the items that you utilize most
at the top
Utilities will allow you to synchronize the calendars to your outlook or other calendaring software
 
 
One more note:
The SWCA Conference Call number is the one that is usually used for all of the Tuesday team
meetings and most other impromptu meetings
(866)866-2244
Code: 9550668
 
It’s great having you as part of the team! I look forward to working with you!
 
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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Name Company Title Email
Business 
Phone


Able, John A
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Communications Team jable@fs.fed.us 520-405-4256


Belauskas, Alan
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest


Safety & Occupational 
Health Manager abelauskas@fs.fed.us 520-388-8487


Bellavia, Cara E SWCA Phoenix Planner cbellavia@swca.com 602-274-3831


Bidwell, Marcie
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants


Natural Resources 
Program Lead mbidwell@swca.com 970-385-8566


Bowers, Rion
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Senior Project Manager rbowers@swca.com (520) 325-9194


Brown, Kendall
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Range Conservationist kbrown03@fs.fed.us 520-281-2296


Campbell, Andrea 
W


USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest


Forest NEPA 
Coordinator, FOIA Officer awcampbell@fs.fed.us 520 388 8352


Ciapusci, Teresa 
Ann


USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Staff Officer tciapusci@fs.fed.us 520-388-8350


Connell, Jeff
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants


Planning Program 
Director jconnell@swca.com (602) 274-3831


Coyle, Charles
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Project Manager ccoyle@swca.com (602) 274-3831


Curiel, Eli
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest


Civil Engineer, HAZMAT 
Specialist ecuriel@fs.fed.us 520-388-8413


Davis, Sarah L.
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Planner sldavis@fs.fed.us 520-388-8458


Derby, Jeanine
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Forest Supervisor jderby@fs.fed.us 520-388-8306


Dunno, Glenn
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants GIS Manager gdunno@swca.com 928-774-5500


Elek, Art
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest


Fire Prevention 
Technician aelek@fs.fed.us 520-761-6010


Ellett, Kent 
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest


Acting Nogales District 
Ranger kellett@fs.fed.us 520-761-6002


Ellis, Ralph K
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Senior Planner rellis@swca.com


620-274-3831  
x-1122


Emmett, Tami
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Realty Specialist temmett@fs.fed.us 520-388-8424


Ensle, Camille
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Publication Specialist censle@swca.com 520-325-9194


Everson, Beverley 
A


USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest


Forest Geologist and 
Rosemont Project Leader beverson@fs.fed.us 520-388-8428
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Name Company Title Email
Business 
Phone


Farrell, Mary M
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Forest Archaeologist mfarrell@fs.fed.us (520) 388-8391


Furgason, Tom
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants


Natural Resources 
Program Director tfurgason@swca.com 520-325-9194


Garrett, Chris
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Hydrologist lcgarrett77@msn.com 903-372-0285


Gillespie, William 
B.


USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Archaeologist wgillespie@fs.fed.us 520-388-8392


Grams, Jill
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants NEPA Planner jgrams@swca.com 928-774-5500


Griset, Suzanne
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Principal Investigator sgriset@swca.com 520-325-9194


Hall, Harmony
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Environmental Planner hhall@swca.com 928-774-5500


Hesse, Jerome
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants


Cultural Resources 
Program Director jhesse@swca.com 520-325-9194


Hoag, Cori SWCA Sub Consultant Principal choag@srk.com 520-544-3688


Jones, Janet
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Admin Asst jjones03@fs.fed.us 520-388-8319


Jones, Larry
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest


Assistant Wildlife 
Program Manager ljones02@fs.fed.us 520-388-8375


Kertell, Ken
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants SeniorProject Manager kkertell@swca.com 520-325-9194


Keyes, Walt
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Roads Engineer wkeyes@fs.fed.us 520-388-8416


Knox, Steve
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants NEPA Planner sknox@swca.com 801-322-4307


Kriegel, Debby
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Landscape Architect dkriegel@fs.fed.us 520-388-8427


Laford, Reta
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Deputy Forest Supervisor rlaford@fs.fed.us 520-388-8307


LeBlanc, Chris
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Archaeologist ccleblanc@fs.fed.us 520-388-8396


Lefevre, Robert E
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Forester rlefevre@fs.fed.us 520-388-8373


Leslie, Steve
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Recreation Specialist sleslie@swca.com 702-248-3880


MacIvor, John
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Rosemont Project Leader jmacivor@swca.com 520-325-9194


McKay, George 
W.


USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Staff Officer gmckay@fs.fed.us 520-388-8423
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Name Company Title Email
Business 
Phone


Miller, Rebecca SWCA Sub Consultant Principal
rebecca.a.miller@mwhg
lobal.com 480-756-5302


Mitchell, Lara
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Mapping Analyst lmitchell@swca.com 520-325-9194


Morey, Donna
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Project Administrator dmorey@swca.com 520-325-9194


Orcutt-Gachiri, 
Heidi


SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Tech Editor hgachiri@swca.com 520-325-9194


Ortman, Dale SWCA Sub Consultant
Principal Engineer/Mining 
Specialist


daleortmanpe@live.co
m 520-544-3688


Pohs, Keith
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants NEPA Planner kpohs@swca.com 928-774-5500


Quintana, Devin
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest GIS


devinquintana@fs.fed.u
s 520-388-8429


Raley, Roxane
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Resource Assistant rmraley@fs.fed.us 520-388-8354


Reichard, Melissa SWCA Tucson Project Administrator mreichard@swca.com 520-325-9194


Schewel, Heidi
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Media Officer hschewel@fs.fed.us 520-749-7720


Schwab, Pete
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Forest Aviation Officer pschwab@fs.fed.us 520-388-8464


Sebesta, Debbie
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest District Biologist dsebesta@fs.fed.us 520-761-6009


Serrato, Kevin
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Environmental Scientist kserrato@swca.com 520-325-9194


Shafiqullah, Salek
USDA Forest Service, 
Coronado National Forest Hydrologist sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us 520-388-8377


Soroka, Geoff
SWCA Environmental 
Consultants Biologist/Project Manager gsoroka@swca.com 520-325-9194
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Charles A Blair; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

jrigg@swca.com; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; Reta Laford; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: IDT Meeting Jan. 27 - half day in 6V6
Date: 01/22/2010 03:07 PM

Please plan on meeting from 9:00 to 12:00 for a project review and update. 
Extended team is optional, but as always, welcome.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: IDT meeting notes for your quick review
Date: 11/17/2009 02:38 PM
Attachments: IDTMeeting Notes11162009.docx

Any changes???  
ps Tom, After reviewing employee leave schedules, Dec, 2nd is the reasonable
timeframe for our review and input.

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

November 16, 2009





Attendees:

		Forest Service

		SWCA

		Other



		Bev Everson

Mindee Roth

Debby Kriegel

Walt Keyes

Salek Shafiqullah

Sarah Davis

Larry Jones 

		Tom Furgason

Dale Ortman

		



		 

		 

		 





Topics Discussed:

· Application of Mitigation Measures documented in Chapter 2 of DEIS 

 

Decisions Made:

· ID Team will review and comment by December 2, 2009. ID Team members will consult and update SWCA counterparts.

 

Action Items/Assignments:

· Mindee – Validate that the approach meets forest expectations.

· Teresa Ann – Coordinate input from Cooperating Agencies.





From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: IDT meeting on the 18th cancelled, but core and extended have homework due...
Date: 11/16/2009 04:50 PM

900 a.m., Dec. 2.  Please use Wednesday to work on this assignment

Tom Furgason is sending out the table of mitigation that the team developed a few
months ago, and a link to the latest summary of mitigation in Chapter 2 of the
DEIS.  Please look at both these documents and prepare a list of all mitigation that
you believe should be included, primarily for your resource area, but you can
provide input for other resource areas as well.

I requesting that a few team members take the lead in gathering mitigation from
everyone else.  They are as follows, with the areas they're overseeing listed:

Bob Lefevre:  Air Resources (p. 4 and 5 of Chapter 2), Water Resources and
Sediment (p. 11 and 12)

Tami Emmett:  Grazing, Land Use, Night Skies (p. 5 and 7) and Transportation (p. 9
and 10)

Alan Belauskas:  Emergency Management, Spill Control and Fire (p. 5 - 7),  Noise
and Vibration and Public Health and Safety (p. 7 and 8).

Larry Jones:  Riparian (p. 8 and 9), Wildlife and Vegetation (p. 14 and 15)

Debby Kriegel: Visual Resources (p. 14) and Reclamation (p. 12 -14, but not
including financial Assurance)

I suggest that Bob, Tami, Alan, Larry and Debby make contact with the team
members whose input you're overseeing as soon as possible.  A lot of people will be
taking leave here and there between now and Dec. 2.  Everyone, please talk with
and enlist help on this assignment from SWCA specialists and cooperating agency
colleagues.

I will be on leave Tuesday thru Thursday of this week, but will be available on my
cell phone at 520.444.4605 for questions.  Mindee can also help you.

Thanks for your hard work on this.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701
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Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: IDT meeting on the 18th cancelled, but core and extended have homework due...
Date: 11/16/2009 04:50 PM

900 a.m., Dec. 2.  Please use Wednesday to work on this assignment

Tom Furgason is sending out the table of mitigation that the team developed a few
months ago, and a link to the latest summary of mitigation in Chapter 2 of the
DEIS.  Please look at both these documents and prepare a list of all mitigation that
you believe should be included, primarily for your resource area, but you can
provide input for other resource areas as well.

I requesting that a few team members take the lead in gathering mitigation from
everyone else.  They are as follows, with the areas they're overseeing listed:

Bob Lefevre:  Air Resources (p. 4 and 5 of Chapter 2), Water Resources and
Sediment (p. 11 and 12)

Tami Emmett:  Grazing, Land Use, Night Skies (p. 5 and 7) and Transportation (p. 9
and 10)

Alan Belauskas:  Emergency Management, Spill Control and Fire (p. 5 - 7),  Noise
and Vibration and Public Health and Safety (p. 7 and 8).

Larry Jones:  Riparian (p. 8 and 9), Wildlife and Vegetation (p. 14 and 15)

Debby Kriegel: Visual Resources (p. 14) and Reclamation (p. 12 -14, but not
including financial Assurance)

I suggest that Bob, Tami, Alan, Larry and Debby make contact with the team
members whose input you're overseeing as soon as possible.  A lot of people will be
taking leave here and there between now and Dec. 2.  Everyone, please talk with
and enlist help on this assignment from SWCA specialists and cooperating agency
colleagues.

I will be on leave Tuesday thru Thursday of this week, but will be available on my
cell phone at 520.444.4605 for questions.  Mindee can also help you.

Thanks for your hard work on this.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701
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Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel; Deborah K

Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Kendall Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Marc
Kaplan; Mary M Farrell; mreichard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; S@FSNOTES; Salek Shafiqullah;
Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: IDT Meeting on Wednesday
Date: 05/18/2009 06:07 PM

This is to confirm that the core team will be meeting on Wednesday, from 9:00 to
4:30.  We'll be meeting in 6V6.  We will be doing further brainstorming on
alternative development in the morning, and will spend the afternoon finalizing draft
alternatives and mitigation.

Extended team members are welcome to attend.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter; Kendall
Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Jeremy J Sautter; tjchute@msn.com

Subject: IDT meeting scheduling - NOTE REMINDER of EXTENDED IDT MEETING JULY 21
Date: 07/12/2010 05:56 PM

RCC Team,

Please continue to work on review of new Affected Environment sections and other
team work in lieu of a core team meeting this week.  Next week's extended team
meeting will include a presentation on dark skies.  Please plan on a 9:00 to 12:00
meeting on that day (July 21), in 6V6.  See you there.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter; Kendall
Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Jeremy J Sautter; tjchute@msn.com

Subject: IDT meeting scheduling - NOTE REMINDER of EXTENDED IDT MEETING JULY 21
Date: 07/12/2010 05:56 PM

RCC Team,

Please continue to work on review of new Affected Environment sections and other
team work in lieu of a core team meeting this week.  Next week's extended team
meeting will include a presentation on dark skies.  Please plan on a 9:00 to 12:00
meeting on that day (July 21), in 6V6.  See you there.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: IDT meeting scheduling, extended team meeting rescheduled for March 17
Date: 03/02/2010 12:47 PM

There is no IDT meeting tomorrow or next week.  Please use the time that we are
not meeting to complete other work on the EIS analysis.  

Note that the extended IDT has been rescheduled from March 10 to March 17.  The
meeting will be in 6V6.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: IDT meeting scheduling, extended team meeting rescheduled for March 17
Date: 03/02/2010 12:47 PM

There is no IDT meeting tomorrow or next week.  Please use the time that we are
not meeting to complete other work on the EIS analysis.  

Note that the extended IDT has been rescheduled from March 10 to March 17.  The
meeting will be in 6V6.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Alan Belauskas; Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel;

Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; Janet Jones; John Able; Keith L Graves; Kendall
Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell; mreichard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; Salek
Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: IDT meeting scheduling
Date: 05/04/2009 02:19 PM

We will not be meeting this Wednesday, however we will be meeting on the 13th, in
4B, 9:00 to 4:30.  The meeting on the 13th will include a presentation by Rosemont
concerning their development of alternatives, alternative components, and
mitigation.  It will be a refinement of their presentation in the Arpil 22 meeting. 
Following that presentation, we will review Rosemont recommendations and refine
the alternatives and mitigations we previously formulated as a team.

I have some homework for a few team members, as follows:

Bill and Mary - one of the mitigations we came up with as a team in our April 8 was
relocating the tailings around archeological sites.  Can you please tell me what sites
you had in mind?

George and Tami - another idea that came up in the April 8 IDT meeting was re-
establishing land ownershi boundaries after completion of the operation.  Can you
clarify what you mean by this?  Also, can you tell me what the acreage limitation is
for a small tract sale?

Thank you!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie; Reta Laford

Subject: IDT Meeting, March 24; extended team members (along with core) please try to attend if you missed today's
meeting.  Thanks!

Date: 03/17/2010 02:35 PM

The meeting will be in 4B, 9:00 to 3:00 and will include a discussion of the
landforming design for the Barrel Alternative, a discussion of alternatives in general,
tech report review discussion, and a presentation on facilities and features other
than the pit, plant, tailings and waste rock.  You'll be receiving a list of the latter
(facilities and features) to review prior to the meeting.  Also, I'll be sending you a
link on the updated tech. report tracking sheet in WebEx.  I would appreciate it if
you also review this newest version of the tracking sheet.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us

Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: IDT request for GIS layers from SWCA
Date: 07/29/2010 03:00 PM

Last Wednesday, I agreed to follow up with a request to get all GIS layers from
SWCA to our server.  I need to narrow the scope of this request since "ALL" GIS
layers is volunimous, with lots of outdated information, numerous updates along the
way, and concerns for version control into the future.  I need to understand WHAT
we need, WHY we need it to redeem our responsibilities with the project, and HOW
it would be used.  If we ask SWCA to put other work aside to fulfill this request, it
has to be necessary and high priority.  Keep in mind, SWCA is preparing the analysis
of effects, we are reviewing their work, and our agreed-upon approach is to work
together as much as possible.  SWCA has concerns of taking their GIS person off
developing graphics for the DEIS to spend time giving us ALL the GIS layers they
have. 
I need your input by next Wednesday, August 4th to narrow the scope of our
necessary request of SWCA.  Any volunteers to steward this data into the future as
layers are modified or replaced?

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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Also, please flag for us any information that you believe should be withheld from
release because it may qualify as exempt from release under the FOIA.
With your transmittal of records, please report your grade/step and the amount of
time spent searching and reviewing records.

If you have any questions about this task, please do not hesitate to contact me.
If I am unavailable, please contact Reta Laford.

Because we must respond to the lawsuit within 30 days, your prompt response
would be very much appreciated.
Andrea



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Initial Feedback - West Side Groundwater & Geotechnical Meetings
Date: 02/03/2009 07:35 AM
Attachments: Rosemont Westside Model Review Memo 2-2-09.PDF

Geotech_Mtg_SRKComments_183101.cmb.20090129.FNL.pdf

Bev,
 
Attached are two memoranda summarizing the initial response of MWH to the information
presented during the January 16th Technology Transfer meeting at the office of Errol L.

Montgomery & Associates and SRK for the January 21st meeting at the SO’s office .  Please review
and, if you agree, forward the memoranda to Rosemont for their consideration.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
 
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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TO: Mr. Tom Furgason  DATE:  February 2, 2009 


SWCA Environmental Consultants CC:  Dale Ortman, Consultant 
 
 FROM:  Rebecca Miller, Greg Wittman, Ken Esposito, and Toby Leeson 
 
SUBJECT:   Review Comments of Westside Numerical Groundwater Model 
 Rosemont EIS Support 
 
This memorandum presents MWH’s evaluation and general comments concerning the Rosemont 
“Westside” numerical groundwater model and hydrogeologic investigation, as presented by Errol 
L. Montgomery (ELM) on January 16, 2009 in Tucson, AZ.  Our overall impression of the 
information presented is that the program adequately covers the quantity, nature, and location of 
most of the significant hydrologic resources and stresses to the hydrologic system in the area.   
Baseline water quality information appears to be a minimal part of the current program.  Water 
quality should be an essential aspect of the impact analysis, and be included in the baseline data 
collection program.  Basin-wide cumulative impacts, both in terms of water quantity and quality, 
are key issues for the project. 
 
1.  Water Supply Plan 
 
There was not specific mention of the Tucson Active Management Area (TAMA) Plan for the 
period of emphasis 2000 to 2010.  The primary goal of the TAMA is to ensure safe yield, which 
on a basin-wide basis will likely be challenging, especially on a long-term basis.  EML should 
ensure that: (1) the model setup and scenarios are consistent with the TAMA Plan; and (2) that 
the model includes locally relevant baseline water level data for both the pumping and recharge 
areas.  In addition, a detailed analysis of long-term water level trends within the specific areas of 
impact within the context of the TAMA Plan will be necessary. 
 
2.  Test Well Drilling and Testing Program 
 
The two aquifer tests that were conducted on the Rosemont wells E-1 and RC-2 were conducted 
in a manner that provides only limited information about aquifer properties and the long-term 
response of the aquifer.  For example, the use of only two single well aquifer tests (i.e., no 
observation wells) provides aquifer properties for a smaller area around the well than would a 
longer test that utilized nearby observation wells.  Without the use of observations wells, aquifer 
storativity, a key hydrogeologic parameter, cannot be calculated and the transmissivity can only 
be estimated.  Shorter tests (e.g., 24-hours) may not be long enough to sufficiently stress the 
aquifer and could miss critical boundary affects (e.g., faults, basement rock, Santa Cruz River, 
etc.).  It is our recommendation that longer tests be run (e.g., 72-hours) using at least two 
observation wells (e.g., local residential wells) per test, to ensure a representative basin-wide 
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conceptual model.   
 
3.  Local Residential Well Programs 
 
Selected residential wells in the vicinity of the proposed pumping locations have been 
instrumented with pressure tranducers to measure water levels.  There apparently is some 
reluctance among the well owners to make the information available.  Based on the location of 
these residential wells to the specific areas of impact, it is our recommendation that every 
reasonable effort should be made to use the residential wells for water quality and water level 
sampling and ensure that data are available publicly for the analysis.  It may be possible to use 
residential well data in the impact analysis and yet still keep it confidential and not for public 
use.  Additional monitoring wells should also be considered, especially if key residential wells 
are not part of the public record. 
 
4.  Hydrogeology & Groundwater Conditions 
 
A complete evaluation of groundwater and surface water interactions will be necessary, 
including both quantity and quality.  Therefore, the numerical model will need to include 
accurate representations of all pertinent surface water sources to a representative analysis of 
potential impacts.  At a minimum, historic surface water quality and flow data should be 
included in the baseline dataset, and local surface water monitoring should be conducted in 
conjunction with quarterly groundwater sampling.  The analysis will require a well-established 
baseline dataset for both surface water and groundwater. 
 
A geochemical baseline database needs to be established for groundwater at the site and 
surrounding areas especially for nitrates and sulfates.  It will be important to evaluate the 
relationship to project pumping and the up-gradient sulfate plume (Sierrita) with various 
extraction scenarios.  The baseline data collection program should include quarterly water 
quality sampling from locally representative wells, including a consistent and comprehensive set 
of analytes.  All pertinent regional data sources should also be included in the analysis (e.g., 
Freeport-McMoRan [Sierrita], ASARCO [Mission], municipal data, Pima County, Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality, Farmer’s Investment Co. (FICO), and the University of 
Arizona). 
 
5.  Groundwater Flow Modeling 
 
The numerical groundwater model is currently set up with annual time steps, and it was our 
understanding that model inputs were averaged over the steps.  The hydrologic system in the 
project area is impacted by seasonal water level fluctuations due to changes in pumping for such 
uses as agriculture (FICO), residential land (Green Valley), and recharge (monsoons).  As such, 
annual time steps may not be sufficient to accurately model the seasonal changes and resultant 
maximum and minimum values for model inputs.  The use of quarterly or semi-annual time steps 
in the model should be more fully considered.   
 
EML indicated in their presentation that the model cell sizes will be adjusted (down-sized) in the 
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areas of impact from the project (e.g., the pumping wells and recharge basins).  We agree that 
this is a prudent step and will be critical to developing a representative and effective model.   
 
Other potential affects (e.g.,  boundary affects) relative to the project area may be important, like 
the contact between basin sediments and basement rock and interactions with the sulfate plume 
on the west side of the basin,  and the low permeability basement rock on the east side of the 
basin.  Interactions with the Santa Cruz River will also be an important part of the analysis.  
 
It will be necessary to more fully document the model setup, including detailed descriptions of 
all assumptions and model inputs, as well as all changes that have been or will be made to the 
ADWR’s regional model.  A particularly important part of the documentation will be the 
rationale as to how the various groundwater sources are partitioned in the model (e.g. mountain 
front recharge, injection, CAP, agricultural return flow, Santa Cruz River recharge, and tailing 
effluent).   
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Memo 
 
To: Dale Ortman, P.E. Date: January 29, 2009 


cc: File From: Clara Balasko, E.I.T. ,  
Corolla Hoag, R.G. 


Subject: Response to 1/21/09 Geotechnical 
Presentation by Rosemont Copper, 
Tetra Tech, AMEC, and M3 


Project #: 183101 


 
The following comments are  related to a meeting held at the Federal Building in Tucson on January 21, 
2009 during which Rosemont Copper Project personnel and their consultants (Tetra Tech, AMEC, and M3 
presented the results of geotechnical test work to characterize of the materials and foundation conditions at 
the site to date and the effects the results will have on the design of the proposed Rosemont Mine, waste 
disposal sites, access routes, and plant facilities.  The presentations were made for the benefit of the U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) and their consultant, SWCA.  The meeting was attended by Clara Balasko and 
Corolla Hoag, both of whom have experience with regard to geotechnical and engineering evaluations for 
operating and closed mine operations.  In preparation for the meeting, SRK reviewed technical reports that 
were submitted to the USFS with the Mine Plan of Operations in 2007.  Detailed project data including a 
more recent compilation of laboratory and field test results, summary reports, and engineering designs were 
not released to SRK for review.  These brief comments, therefore, do not constitute a formal, senior-level 
review by a qualified SRK geological engineer or civil engineer. 


1 General Test Methods 
The geotechnical test work methods and calculations used by Tetra Tech have not been reviewed by SRK in 
detail but appear to be industry-standard methods as described in their presentations and documented in their 
report Geotechnical Study – Rosemont Copper (Tetra Tech, 2007).  The test method (SOP) used for packer 
testing was not identified in the 2007 Tetra Tech report, and no pressure and flow rate data were provided on 
the packer tests. SRK recommends that Tetra Tech include these data in a future report and compare their 
results with those achieved by Errol L. Montgomery & Associates (M&A) for similar formations.  
  
It is important to ensure that the results any testing done by one consulting company is shared with the other 
consulting company involved in the project.  If there are differences in the results of similar testing done by 
two different companies, the results need to be confirmed or an explanation of the differences needs to be 
addressed. 


2 General Design Concerns 
SRK and the Forest Service have expressed some concerns over the underdrain located in McCleary Canyon 
under Phase II of the tailings facility.  When the lining of the Process Water Temporary Storage Pond is 
removed during closure and through-flow is allowed in the underdrain, it is very likely to become plugged, 
which may create a dam out of the tailings facility.  We were told that this possibility will be addressed in the 
final design but we have not seen any design drawings to evaluate the resolution of this issue.  An alternative 
or other redundant safety measure (i.e. a spillway) should be included in the final design. 
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All water containment and conveyance facilities are designed per Arizona Best Available Design Control 
Technology (BADCT) design criteria.  There is concern that this does not sufficiently address the intensity of 
the storms and the amount of precipitation experienced during short-duration periods in southern Arizona.  
Other similar mines in southern Arizona have designed containment ponds to hold the Probable Maximum 
Precipitation Event (PMP) rather than the 24-hr/100-year storm event. 
 
Tetra Tech is waiting on the results of the final direct shear testing before they perform a stability analysis on 
the Heap Leach.  When the analysis is performed special attention should be paid to the stability of the Heap 
Leach post-closure to ensure that enough waste rock material will be placed around the edges to ensure a 
buttressing effect. 
 
All pseudo-static stability analysis performed to determine the stability of the facilities post-closure should 
be performed using the MCE (maximum credible event). 


3 Related Engineering Design Issues 
Questions were raised by the group on general engineering design criteria including routing and containment 
and/or diversion of storm water, conveyance of tailings to the tailings impoundment, construction of the 
tailings and waste rock facilities, and the mechanism for concurrent operations and closures. Recent changes 
in the configuration of the waste rock dump will reduce the footprint by approximately 100 acres.  The 
details about these engineering and construction aspects will be addressed in later meetings. Many of the 
designs are in draft format so are not available for review.  
 





		1 General Test Methods

		2 General Design Concerns

		3 Related Engineering Design Issues





From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard '
Subject: Initial Feedback from Rosemont Eastside Groundwater Technology Transfer Session
Date: 01/28/2009 04:57 PM
Attachments: M+A_Cmmnts.memo.183101.RLH_LC_CS.20090121.FNL.pdf

Bev,
 
Attached is a memorandum summarizing the initial response of SRK to the information presented

during the January 15th Technology Transfer meeting at the office of Errol L. Montgomery &
Associates.  Please review and, if you agree, forward the memorandum to Rosemont for their
consideration.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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Memo 
 
To: Dale Ortman Date: January 21, 2009 


cc: Cori Hoag, SRK Consulting 
Ken Black, SRK Consulting 
Dawn Garcia, SRK Consulting 


From: Larry Cope, SRK Consulting 
Roger Howell, SRK Consulting 
Claudia Stone, SRK Consulting  


Subject: Response to 1/15/09 Hydrologic 
Presentation by  Montgomery & 
Associates 


Project #: 183101 


 
 
Following are comments regarding the January 15, 2009 meeting held in Tucson with staff from Errol L. 
Montgomery & Associates (M&A) during which M&A hydrogeologists presented their hydrologic 
characterization and model development work done to date on the Rosemont Copper Project. The 
presentation was made for the benefit of the U.S. Forest Service and their consultant, SWCA. This 
memorandum was prepared jointly by L. Cope, R. Howell, and C. Stone of SRK Consulting, Inc., as 
requested by SWCA. The memorandum is intended to give the initial impressions of SRK attendees and does 
not constitute a thorough technical review. 
 


1 Drilling 
• M&A presented an overview of the wells that have been installed to characterize the 


groundwater of the proposed mine area. The data are from vertical wells intended to provide 
representative groundwater information. No data on angle or horizontal holes were presented to 
SRK, although some data may be available from Call & Nicholas or other consultants. Angled or 
horizontal holes, where appropriately located, provide information to characterize steeply 
dipping faults that may not otherwise be intersected in vertical holes.  It would be helpful to the 
calibration and assessment of the hydrologic model to have drilled and tested angle holes or 
vertical holes into the west wall of the ultimate pit area where geologic mapping indicates the 
presence of numerous faults.  


 
• There seems to be a paucity of flow and storage information governing the hydrologic 


characteristics of the Paleozoic formations, which form the crest of the Santa Rita Mountains, 
and the Continental granodiorite farther to the west. More definitive data derived from further 
hydraulic testing and core analysis would aid in evaluating the hydraulic properties of these units 
and establish better model boundary conditions…thereby enabling better model calibration and 
ultimately generating a more realistic model of flow through the porous and fractured rocks at 
and surrounding the ultimate pit area. 


2 Model Development 
• The no-flow boundary along the west side of the “model study area” should be changed. This 


type of model boundary presumes there is no flow across the western boundary of the model, 
which is represented by the rocks on the west side of the proposed pit and the west side of the 
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mountain. A no-flow boundary juxtaposed to a groundwater divide may not allow drainage of 
water from the granodiorite to be accurately represented.  The presence of transmissive faults or 
dikes would not be represented.  Nor would the potential for westward expansion of the 
groundwater divide be accommodated. Data from the pumping tests and core analysis and 
further assessment of  flow characteristics of the fractured or porous rock through further model 
calibration should provide a means to test the boundary conditions needed to adequately simulate 
the head changes and flow through the Paleozoic rocks on the west side of the pit. 
 


• The constant-head boundary on the east side of the model domain also should be reconsidered. A 
fixed head is not conservative, as it will tend to minimize drawdown effects in this direction due 
to mining and/or dewatering for depressurizing and slope-stability control measures. Such a 
constant-head boundary should be demonstrably located beyond measurable drawdown. 


3 Geological Representation 
• The plan for the development of the groundwater numerical model in the M&A Technical 


Memorandum dated November 30, 2007 acknowledged that the initial plans were to represent 
the aquifer as an equivalent porous medium (EPM), and that if the results of the field investiga-
tion indicate otherwise, the modeling approach may need to be revised. Known significant faults 
and fracture zones should be discretized into the numerical groundwater-flow model. Although 
the assumption may be valid that the bedrock aquifer can be modeled as an EPM, structural 
barriers and conduits may exist that will affect the directions and amount of groundwater flow 
over durations longer than the anticipated short-term storage depletion of those structures. M&A 
concedes that they do not have hard data on the properties of the faults (especially distal to the 
pit). Nevertheless, the faults should be incorporated into the model grid even if the fault cells 
have to be assigned the parameters of the country rock. In this way, sensitivity analyses can be 
done to determine if the faults are hydrogeologically significant, and if additional character-
ization of their properties is needed.  


 







From: Tom Furgason
To: Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Subject: INPUT REQUESTED- SWCA'S 2010 PROGRAM OF WORK
Date: 10/06/2009 10:05 AM

Reta, Mindee, and Bev,
 
As you know, we’ll be providing a scope of work and cost estimate to Rosemont on October 16th.
  There seems to be a great deal of confusion between Forest Specialists and SWCA regarding what
specifically is expected of SWCA.  We need to establish these expectations prior to October 13th so
that I can prepare a detailed scope of work and budget to present to Rosemont on the 16th. This is our
best opportunity to bring some organization to the project such that the Forest gets the products it
wants from SWCA on the schedule that is required. 
 
Although I can work from the task list that Mindee, Bev and I worked on, I feel that much of that list is
ambiguous.  Any clarity that we can add to your expectations will be useful so that your specialists
understand what will be required of them and what they can and can’t expect from SWCA. I’d
appreciate as much input on this topic as you can provide.  Thanks.
 
Tom
 

From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Saturday, October 03, 2009 8:49 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: PA and P&N for Cooperating Agencies
 

Tom - We previously considered the material SWCA drafted. I have subsequently been working with our Regional
Office on this matter. I will be defining the PA and PN to use in Chapter 1 of the DEIS. Recapping information
previously shared in various forums... There will not be a PN of Rosemont in Chpt 1 of the DEIS. The needs of
other agencies will be noted in the Decisions to be made section of the DEIS. However, COE is alternatively on
board for their needs to be detailed in an Appendix. I will apprise you if the Forest has further needs if SWCA
regarding the content of Chpt 1 of the DEIS.

  From: "Tom Furgason" [tfurgason@swca.com]
  Sent: 10/03/2009 04:50 PM MST
  To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
  Cc: Reta Laford; Melinda Roth; Beverley Everson; "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
  Subject: PA and P&N for Cooperating Agencies

 
Teresa Ann,
 
Last year we drafted Proposed Actions and Purposes and Needs for the Cooperating Agencies with a
Federal decision to be made.  As I recall, no decision was made how to move this portion forward,
but we'll need this to completed Chapter 1. Below are the P&Ns for those agencies. What is the best
way for SWCA to obtain the final P&Ns for the BLM and the Corps of Engineers?  Also, are we going
to include a P&N for EPA?
 
_________________________________________
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:jdmacivor@frontiernet.net


Mindee,
 
Will we be including Rosemont's P&N in the EIS?  I have attached their draft at the bottom.
 
Thanks.
 
Tom
_________________________________________

1.3.2   Bureau of Land Management

The purpose and need for BLM action is to determine whether or not to approve a right-of-
way (ROW) for an electrical transmission line; water pipeline, including a booster pump
station; and an access road, all of which will serve the mine. Development and operation of
the proposed mine would require BLM to approve two separate ROWs, one for a utility
corridor for the electrical transmission line and the water pipeline, and one for an access road
to the mine property. The water delivery system will consist of 20-in ductile iron pipe, four
or five pump stations, and an electrical line to provide the required power. One of the booster
pump stations (Booster Station 3885) will be situated in the utility corridor on BLM lands.
Rosemont Copper Company applied to BLM on [date] for approval to construct a utility
corridor across X miles (x km) of Federal lands managed by BLM approximately X miles (x
km) east/west/north/south of X, and submitted its application to BLM on [date] for a ROW
for the access road. In processing the applications, BLM must consider land status, affected
resources, resource values, environmental conditions, and the concerns of various interested
parties in accordance with the BLM Manual and Handbook 1790-1 and Departmental
Guidance (516 DM 1-7). BLM must conform to the existing BLM Resource Management
Plan that designates land uses and other special uses. BLM must complete an administrative
NEPA review process prior to implementing a decision documented in the ROD with regard
to approval or denial of the ROW grant(s).

 

1.3.3   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

The EPA purpose and need for action is to decide whether to grant Rosemont Copper
Company a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Stormwater and Point Source
Discharge Permit for the operation of the copper mine. The EPA is also responsible for
ensuring conformity with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA). The agency has delegated its authority to enforce the Clean Water Act to the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

1.3.4   U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The Corps purpose and need for action is to review a jurisdictional delineation and determine
if any Waters of the U.S. are within the project area. The Corps will also decide whether to
grant Rosemont Copper Company a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit for the discharge of
dredged or fill material into any navigable waters at specified disposal sites.

The Administrator is authorized to prohibit the specification of any defined area as a disposal
site, and s/he is authorized to deny or restrict the use of any defined area for specification as
a disposal site, whenever s/he determines, after notice and opportunity for public hearings,



that the discharge of such materials into such area will have an unacceptable adverse effect
on municipal water supplies, wildlife, or recreational areas. Before making such
determination, the Administrator shall consult with the Secretary of the COE. The
Administrator shall set forth in writing and make public his findings and his reasons for
making any determination.

 

Rosemont P and N Statement from Kathy Arnold

Rosemont Copper Company needs the respective permits and consultations from the Forest
Service, BLM, USFWS, EPA and Corps in order to proceed with its proposed project. From
the broad or macro-economic scale, the project need is reflected in the overall scarcity of
copper world-wide to meet the demand. The world-wide demand for copper currently
exceeds the supply. Copper prices have risen from X in 2001 to X in 2008. The United States
is a net importer of copper. The production from the Rosemont Copper Project would help
reduce the United States’ dependency on foreign copper.

 



Meeting Invitation:
Calendar Entry
Subject: Rosemont Hydrology West Team Meeting
When  
Date: Tuesday  02/17/2009
Time: 02:00 PM - 03:00 PM   (1 hour)
Chair: mreichard@swca.com
Invitees  
Required (to): Beverley A Everson; cstone@srk.com; daleortmanpe@live.com; dweber@elmontgomery.com;

hbarter@elmontgomery.com; jdavis@elmontgomery.com; lcope@srk.com; mmyers@elmontgomery.com;
mthomasson@elmontgomery.com; mreichard@swca.com; Salek Shafiqullah; tfurgason@swca.com; Roger D
Congdon

Optional (cc):
Repeats  
First meeting 02/17/2009 02:00:00 PM
Repeating  0
Where  
Location: Go To Meeting provided by Montgomery & Assoc
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Issue Statements...one more thing
Date: 04/02/2009 12:11 PM

I just printed my revised issue statements and noticed that the headings in the spiral
bound booklet and the headings on the WebEx documents do not match.  Please
correct these as needed.  Thanks!

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Issue Statements
Date: 08/24/2009 12:34 PM
Attachments: 08182009_ final_issue_statements.docx

latest version...  This has not yet been vetted by our Regional Office or formally
recommended to Jeanine.

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
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NEAR FINAL ISSUE STATEMENTS 

ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT



Given the proposed action, purpose and need, and scoping input, the ID Team is recommending the following important issues related to the proposal. As the ID Team developed issue statements and began the alternative development phase of the NEPA process, it discovered six issues that drove alternative development.  Although the public is concerned with the Reclamation Plan, the ID Team is recommending it be dropped as an issue since public concerns are conjectural (company failure) or already decided by law, regulation, or policy (bonding adequacy).  The remaining five issues are retained since they generated mitigation measures and will be helpful to focus the environmental effects analysis.





The six issues driving alternative development include:



WATER RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water quantity and quality.  

Construction, mining, reclamation activities and transportation and utility corridors may affect water at wells, springs, seeps, and creeks. Potential impacts include:

· Reduction of water quality downstream due to failure of process water and stormwater control facilities; 

· Degradation of groundwater and surface water chemistry from exposure of acid-producing bedrock, waste rock, and tailings to air and water; 

· Degradation of water quality from erosion or destabilization of operational and/or reclaimed areas;

· Reduction of water quantity downstream due to stormwater control facilities;

· Lowering of groundwater elevation due to the presence of the mine pit; 

· Increased risk to both human and ecological receptors due to exposure with contaminated water.





VISUAL RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to visual resources.  Landscape alterations as a result of the open pit, tailings and waste rock piles, facilities, and transportation and utility corridors, may affect visual resources in the area. Impacts may result in:

· Transformation of valued scenic landscapes to industrial landscapes;

· Loss of natural landforms and vegetation; 

· Degradation of scenic quality from numerous viewpoints and travelways;

· Loss of mountain views from numerous viewpoints and travelways;

· Displacement of visitors to the area; 

· Loss of scenic road designation for all or part of State Route 83;

· Reduced visibility due to increased dust.





HERITAGE RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to heritage resources. Heritage Resources may be affected by the siting of the open pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, transportation and utility corridors, and tailings and waste rock piles; and by drilling and blasting.  Potential impacts may include: 

· Destruction of or damage to cultural resource sites, including ancestral habitation sites; 

· Desecration or destruction of human burials;

· Loss or reduction of future archaeological research potential;

· Loss or desecration of traditional homelands of Native American groups;

· Loss or reduction of traditional resource collection areas and other cultural practice opportunities;

· Potential for physical and spiritual harm to the earth, as seen from the perspectives of the religious and cultural traditions of Native American groups.





RECREATION

Issue – Potential impacts to recreation.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities may alter recreational quality, quantity, and opportunities, and include the potential for:

· Loss of access to recreation lands in the area;

· Loss or reduction of solitude, remoteness, rural setting, and quiet;

· Permanent changes to recreation settings;

· Changes in the types of recreation activities pursued in the area;

· Impacts to other recreational areas due to displaced visitors.





RIPARIAN HABITAT

Issue – Potential impacts to riparian habitat.  Riparian habitat may be affected by the alteration of surface and subsurface hydrology, as well as by disturbance due to the siting and operation of the pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, tailings and waste locations, and transportation and utility corridors.  These impacts may result in:

· Loss of riparian vegetation, 

· Loss of species diversity, 

· Loss or fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors.





PLANTS AND ANIMALS

Issue – Potential impacts to plants and animals.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, may affect wildlife species and their habitats, including the potential for:  

· Loss of species of conservation concern;

· Disruption of mating, foraging, and other behaviors; 

· Reduced forage and available water for wildlife;

· Increased vehicle/wildlife collisions;

· Loss or fragmentation of wildlife habitat;

· Increased potential for establishment and/or expansion of non-native species; 

· Loss or conversion of vegetation communities.

Issues focusing environmental effects analysis include:



AIR QUALITY 

Issue – Potential impacts to air quality. Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, coupled with local weather patterns, may result in an increase in dust, airborne chemicals, and vehicular emissions, further leading to the potential for:

· Increased risk of health issues for area residents;

· Reduced visibility for area residents, motorists, recreationists, astronomical observatories, and area amateur astronomers and stargazers; 

· Reduced visibility in Class I Wilderness Areas.



NIGHT SKIES 

Issue – Potential impacts to night sky values. Increased light emissions from mine- related facilities, equipment and vehicles may diminish dark skies. Impacts include the potential for:

· Increased sky glow reducing visibility of stars, planets, satellites, and other celestial objects;

· Increased light directly visible from roadways and other key observation points; and by area residents, recreationists, research and amateur astronomers, and stargazers. 



NOISE AND VIBRATION 

Issue – Potential impacts from noise and vibration. Drilling and blasting, mine construction and operations, equipment use, and vehicular traffic may increase noise and ground vibrations, presenting the potential for:

· Vibration damage to historic sites and private property;

· Decreased qualities of solitude, quiet, and naturalness for area recreationists, residents, and visitors.



TRANSPORTATION 

Issue – Potential impacts to road safety, traffic patterns and transportation infrastructure. Construction, operation, and maintenance of new and reconstructed roadways; increased traffic, including oversized vehicles; and the transport of personnel, equipment, supplies, and materials related to the mine project, have the potential for:

1. Reduced roadway safety for school buses and other vehicles;

1. Increased traffic congestion and delays;

1. Increased dust, sedimentation, noise, and light;

1. Increased vehicle emissions; 

1. Increased number of vehicle and wildlife collisions.

1. Reduced access to National Forest lands.



SOILS	 

Issue – Potential impacts to soils. Ground disturbance from clearing of vegetation, grading, and stockpiling of soils may result in: 

· Increased erosion and subsequent sediment flows into drainages, 

· Reduced soil productivity. 
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: kellett@fs.fed.us; Robert LeFevre; Sarah Davis; beverson@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;

ljones02@fs.fed.us; Alan Belauskas; William Gillespie; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown; dsebesta@fs.fed.us;
Eli Curiel

Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Reta Laford; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Issues & Themes
Date: 03/20/2009 11:39 AM

Hi All!

The Word versions of the Cause & Effect Worksheets and the Issue narratives are
now uploaded. If you need any help with Track Changes, I have uploaded a Cheat
Sheet in the References folder. Please let me know if you have any questions or
issues with any of the documents. The assignments from the IDT meeting on
Wednesday are as follows:

Bob Lefevre- 1,3 Air Pollution, 57 Riparian Vegetation, 65 Soils

Bill Gillespie- 14 Archaeology

Sarah Davis- 15,61 Socioeconomics/EJ, 25 Outdoor Lighting

Kendall Brown- 27,28 Livestock Grazing

Alan Belauskas- 31 Noise

Walt Keyes (assistance from Bev and/or Salek)- 52 Reclamation Plan, 74
Transportation, 80,89partial,90,93 Mine Area Groundwater, 92 Potential Pit Lake, 94
Storm Water Control

Debbie Kriegel- 56 Recreation, 84 Visual Resources, 101 Wilderness

Debby Sebesta- 69 Special Status Species, 79 Vegetation, 83,102,103,104,105
Wildlife Habitat

Eli Curiel- 91 Acid Rock Drainage

 

Thanks!

Mel

 

 

 

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go
directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please
note that some email clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link
appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right place.

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=22832>

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=22832


From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: tskinner@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; sgriset@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;

rbowers@swca.com; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; jezzo@swca.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; awcampbell@fs.fed.us;
beverson@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; teuler@swca.com; aelek@fs.fed.us;
wgillespie@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; ccoyle@swca.com; jderby@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us;
khouser@swca.com; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
gsoroka@swca.com; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; kpohs@swca.com;
hhall@swca.com; mbidwell@swca.com; rellis@swca.com; dmorrow@swca.com; jconnell@swca.com;
rmraley@fs.fed.us; dkeane@swca.com; klgraves@fs.fed.us; daleortmanpe@live.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
devinquintana@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com;
kserrato@swca.com; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; cbellavia@swca.com

Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Issues & Themes
Date: 02/20/2009 03:06 PM

Hi Everyone! I have uploaded everything you should need for your IDT assignments
from this Wednesday's meeting. If you have any issues with files, let me know. I
would recommend first, going to the Tracking Sheet and looking for your name in
the "Assigned to" column. Please note that if you don't see that column, look at the
bottom of the Excel file and be sure you are on the "Assignments" tab. I added what
notes came from the meeting. If you have anything else, let me know.

 

Mel

 

To go directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser.
Please note that some email clients require that all the letters and numbers in the
link appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=22832>

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:notify@weboffice.com
mailto:tskinner@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:rbowers@swca.com
mailto:mjfitch@fs.fed.us
mailto:jezzo@swca.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:kbrown03@fs.fed.us
mailto:teuler@swca.com
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us
mailto:hschewel@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:jderby@fs.fed.us
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:khouser@swca.com
mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:gsoroka@swca.com
mailto:ccleblanc@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:kpohs@swca.com
mailto:hhall@swca.com
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:rellis@swca.com
mailto:dmorrow@swca.com
mailto:jconnell@swca.com
mailto:rmraley@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkeane@swca.com
mailto:klgraves@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:devinquintana@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:abelauskas@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:kserrato@swca.com
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:cbellavia@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=22832


From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Debby Kriegel; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Charles Coyle; Art Elek; Eli Curiel; Tami Emmett; William Gillespie; Alan

    Belauskas; Beverley Everson; Debbie Sebesta; Walt Keyes
Subject: Issues and Units to Measure
Date: 09/10/2009 07:33 AM

All,

 

Here is the link to the current issue statements and units to measure change that
we discussed today: 
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=153619>

 

Tom
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Jan 21st Coop Agency agenda topics
Date: 01/06/2010 02:07 PM

Report out - Cooperating agency-led alternative development
Presentation - Pima County alternative idea (December ?? letter re: McCleary
Alternative)
Report from Rosemont - Pit Backfill alternative analysis
Report out - third party analysis of alternative ideas
Report out from Mitigation Lands working group

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: jdebusk@swca.com
Subject: John-Paul Hodnett | Papers | Ongoing Research in the Late Cretaceous Fort Crittenden Formation, Southeastern

Arizona: Non-Dinosaurian Vertebrate Fauna - Academia.edu
Date: 07/16/2010 03:44 PM

Jess,

Here's info. on the Fort Crittenden Fmtn.  I don't think there are any outcrops of this
formation in the project area, but it's worthy of mention in your report as it occurs in
the mountain range the proposed project is in, and to the east of the project area.

Bev

http://nau.academia.edu/JohnPaulHodnett/Papers/162534/Ongoing-Research-in-the-
Late-Cretaceous-Fort-Crittenden-Formation--Southeastern-Arizona--Non-
Dinosaurian-Vertebrate-Fauna

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jdebusk@swca.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Andrea W Campbell; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Keith L Graves; William B Gillespie; Erin M Boyle; Salek

Shafiqullah; Deborah K Sebesta; Tami Emmett; Walter Keyes; John Able; Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann
Ciapusci; Larry Jones; Debby Kriegel; Thomas Skinner; Randall A Smith; Maria A McGaha; Geneen Granger;
Reta Laford; Jeanine Derby; tfurgason@swca.com; jmivor@swca.com; kpohs@swca.com; jconnell@swca.com;
mrecihard@swca.com

Subject: July 1 and 2 meetings
Date: 06/25/2008 04:53 PM

Hi Everyone,

This is to let you know that the July 1st meeting will be held at the Hotel Arizona,
from 1:00 to 4:00, in the Ocotillo Room.

I have the following people signed up for the July 2 field trip:

Bill Gillespie
Salek Shafiqullah
Tami Emmett
Walt Keyes
John Able
Bev Everson
T. A. Ciapusci
Larry Jones
Tom Skinner
Jeanine Derby
Reta Laford
Erin Boyle

Tom F., I think that you told me that you, John McIvor, Keith Pohs and Jeff Connell
would all be attending the field trip, but please confirm.

Reta, is Geneen Granger going to be attending the field trip?

If I've missed anyone who's planning to attend the this trip, please let me know.

Field trip participants should wear field gear including good walking boots, and sun
protection (hats, sun screen, long sleeves), and should bring plenty of water.  Lunch
will be provided for the group and we will be eating at Hidden Valley Ranch after the
site visit.  We will leave from the east side of the Federal building promptly at
8:00, and will be returning between 2:00 and 2:30.  Vehicles are reserved to
accomodate everyone.  We'll be traveling caravan style, stopping at milepost 44 on
Hwy 83 for an overview of the Rosemont project, then going into the project area
from there.

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions about the meetings.

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Andrea W Campbell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Eli Curiel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=George McKay/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Keith L Graves/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Erin M Boyle/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Deborah K Sebesta/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Tami Emmett/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=John Able/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Thomas Skinner/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Randall A Smith/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Maria A McGaha/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Geneen Granger/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Jeanine Derby/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jmivor@swca.com
mailto:kpohs@swca.com
mailto:jconnell@swca.com
mailto:mrecihard@swca.com


Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter; Kendall
Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Jeremy J Sautter;
tjchute@msn.com

Subject: July 21 Extended IDT meeting agenda
Date: 07/20/2010 05:11 PM
Attachments: July 21, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

Enclosed.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
fax: 520-388-8305
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July 21, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda







Location:  Rm. 6V6, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.



Time:  9:00 – 12:00



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Extended Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



9:00 – 9:15 – new staff (Terry Chute) introduction



9:15 – 10:15 - Joanna Duffek, International Dark Sky Association, presentation



10:15 – 10:30 - break



10:30 – 11:15 – alternatives and mitigation finalization 



11:15 – 12:00 – round robin project update



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; klgraves@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard; rosemonteis; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; teresa@ciapusci.com;
tfurgason@swca.com; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject: July 22 Rosemont IDT meeting agenda
Date: 07/13/2009 11:54 AM
Attachments: 07222009_agenda.xml

Forwarded from Mindee -

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter; Kendall
Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: July 28 Core IDT Meeting
Date: 07/23/2010 04:26 PM

We won't be meeting.  Please plan to use the day for individual work on the project. 
See you on August 5.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: July 7 meeting agenda
Date: 07/06/2009 12:29 PM

Please provide agenda items for the meeting tomorrow.  Per our intent to alternate
meeting locations, let's plan on meeting at SWCA tomorrow unless it's a problem to
do so.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel; Deborah K

Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Kendall Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Marc
Kaplan; Mary M Farrell; mreichard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; S@FSNOTES; Salek Shafiqullah;
Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: June 10 Rosemont Copper Project Extended IDT Meeting
Date: 06/03/2009 07:15 PM

Hi Team,

This is to let you know that we will have a morning meeting of the extended IDT on
June 10 in 4B, 9:00 to 12:00.  John Able will be introducing you to the new project
website that will be up and running very soon.  The website will have a user-friendly
searchable comments database that I would like to get your feedback on. 

On aother subject, you've all been notified of the technical reports submitted by
Rosemont over the past couple of months that are available on WebEx.  You should
all be reading and reviewing the reports in your resource areas.  As a reminder,
remember that I have hard copies of the reports that I am happy to share with you
if you need them (I am not passing them out to everyone as I have limited copies,
but can get more copies as needed).

See you on the 10th.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: June 14 hydro mtg
Date: 08/30/2010 09:54 AM
Attachments: 20100614_Hydro mtg.pdf

 
 

Melissa Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520)325-9194 ofc.  (520)250-6204 cell
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it
is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable
law. If you are not the intended recipient or an authorized representative of the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any review, dissemination or copying of this email and its attachments, if any, or the information contained
herein is prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by return email and
delete this email from your system. Thank you.

 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us



Proposed Rosemont Copper Project  
DRAFT- NOT FINAL UNTIL INITIALED BY BEV EVERSON  
  
Hydrology Team Meeting 
June 14, 2010 
  
Attendees: 


Forest Service SWCA SRK Tetra Tech Other 


Salek  Shafiqullah Melissa Reichard Larry Cope David Krizek Mark Williamson- 
Geochemical Solutions 


Bev Everson Dale Ortman Claudia Stone Amy Hudson  


    Stephen Day Grady O'Brien  


    Vladimir Ugorets Mike Gabora  


    Cori Hoag    


    Mike Sieber    


  
Topics Discussed: 
• Vladimir expressed concern over the amount of time elapsed since SRK comments were 


transmitted and the lack of available information 
• TetraTech meeting tomorrow with Rosemont to look at all comments given and available 


information 
• TetraTech understands what SRK's comments are 
• TetraTech agrees to use same parameters as sensitivity model 


Decisions Made: 
• N/A 


  
Action Items/Assignments: 
• David Krizek- send email to all attendees by end of week with schedule of information and 


possible timing of follow up meeting. 
  







June 14, 2010 Summary of Questions and concerns for Discussion 
Compiled from SRK review memos 
 
Pit Lake geochemistry: 
 


1. Nature of the inconsistencies in the components of the pit lake water balance, presented in 
reviewed SRK documents. 
 


2. How results of the predictions of pit lake infilling during the period of 100 years simulated by the 
groundwater flow model (M&A, 2009) were incorporated into the 200-year predictions, 
completed by Tetra Tech (2010). 


3. Pit Lake hydrogeochemistry was evaluated by the components of water balance simulated by M 
& A (2009) Groundwater Flow Model which: 


a. Has uncertainties in representing known geology and structures, 
b. Does not have the proper external and internal boundary conditions, 
c. Needs to be calibrated to transient conditions measured during a 30-day pumping test 


from multiple pumping wells to increase the limited predictive capability, and 
d. Needs to be re-developed and re-run with elements of a sensitivity/uncertainty analysis to 


illustrate the possible range of predicted parameters. 
 


4. Use of the DSM with stochastic parameters of precipitation, runoff, and evaporation combined 
with deterministic groundwater output from the numerical groundwater model is a very 
preliminary and inaccurate approach. This is due to the fact that both groundwater inflow and pit 
lake elevation depend on the meteorological parameters simulated in the groundwater model 
deterministically. By stochastically varying these parameters (precipitation, runoff, and 
evaporation), groundwater inflow will be different in time from that simulated in the groundwater 
model because pit lake stage will be different. 


5. Characterization of pit walls – is there confidence that drilling has sufficient coverage that ore 
periphery influence can be evaluated? 


6. Characterization of mineralogy as it effects application of ABA and evaluation of leaching (oxide 
and sulphate minerals, jarosite etc). 


7. Agreement on the components of the conceptual model. 
8. Understanding of how the pit wall source term was developed (scaling of lab results) and possible 


need for re-evaluation. 


Infiltration, seepage, fate and transport model 
1. Understanding of how source terms were calculated from laboratory tests. (Steve) 
1. Climate 


• Why was Nogales 6N data used instead of the closer Santa Rita station? 
• What method was used to translate the pan evaporation data from Nogales to the elevation of 


the Site? 
• What do one day and seven day infiltration-seepage modeling show? 
• Appendix C model data appears that the “average” precipitation data is applied nearly every 


day. What was the method used to average the precipitation. Why was not all of the data used 
for a long-term transient model? 


2. Site Material-Soil Data 







• The theory unsaturated flow is presented 
• The statement is made that laboratory and library parameters were used for unsaturated flow 


properties, however, the specific SWCC and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity curves are 
not presented. 


3. Heap Leach Facility Conceptual Model 
• The drain down model and infiltration-seepage model do not take into account the alteration 


of the oxide ore after leaching with raffinate. The leaching process will significantly change 
the unsaturated flow properties and reduce the saturated hydraulic conductivity. The time 
estimated or the Heap to drain is underestimated. 


4. Steady-State and Transient Solutions 
• Steady-State modeling was used to develop non-zero starting points for transient modeling, 


however, the figures for the transient solutions begin zero moisture water content. 
• One-year transient simulations are neither long enough nor realistic to simulate long-term 


closure of the mine facilities. 


For the infiltration and seepage component of the model report, SRK has the following recommendations: 
• Results from the transient simulations do not indicate that a long-term solution has been reached 


at the end on one year. The transient simulations should be performed over the 50-year climatic 
data period of record, or at a minimum until the transient analysis demonstrates an asymptotic 
stabilization of results. 


• Given the apparent need to extend the length of transient runs, the one year of averaged daily 
climate data may become mute. Actual climate data over the length of transient simulations 
should be applied as input.   


• Present SWCC and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity functions on charts for all of the waste 
material and the alluvial deposit and bedrock. 


• The Heap Leach Facility draindown model should use material typical of leached oxide ore. 
Alternatively, a review of actual draindown data from similar closed heap leach facilities could be 
considered. 


• Several figures are difficult to read 
• For the geochemical component of the model, SRK has recommended further explanation and/or 


re-visiting of source terms to address potential for local acidification in waste rock and tailings, 
and scale-up of laboratory leach tests to full scale. 


 





		Pit Lake hydrogeochemistry was evaluated by the components of water balance simulated by M & A (2009) Groundwater Flow Model which:

		Infiltration, seepage, fate and transport model





From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: June 2 IDT meeting
Date: 06/01/2010 02:58 PM

There is no meeting tomorrow except for the group going to look at orchids.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Deborah K Sebesta/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:kbrown03@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Beverley A Everson
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx
Date: 06/25/2010 12:57 PM
Attachments: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx

Tom,

Here are the IDT suggestions on the new SWCA SOW.

Bev
 
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 - June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx
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Rosemont Copper Project IDT

Forest Service Review of February 12, 2010 SWCA Scope of Work

June 25, 2010

Visual Resources

The 2/12/10 scope of work indicates that work will be completed by June 1, 2010; the new scope of work should provide an updated schedule.

Replace task 5.2 (Visual Resources) with revised scope of work that was approved by Debby Kriegel on 5/25/10, and consider Debby’s email disclaimers associated with this approval.

Designate a local staff to assist Marcie Bidwell with visual resource work and include this in the new scope of work.

Include in the new scope of work completion of the research task (mostly phone calls and follow-up).  Debby has been asking for this since November 2008, and Debby e-mailed Marcie Bidwell a list of recommended contacts to start with on 4/15/09.  This should not require a great deal of time.

Revegetation

Designate staff with botany/revegetation expertise to take the lead on the scope of work “Research on establishing trees and shrubs on the Rosemont Mine site” provided by Bob Lefevre on May 27, 2010.  Consider also native species that are important to tribes.

Landforming

Hire Horst Schor and Golder Associates to further refinement of landforming, in tandem with Tetra Tech’s work.  Because both consultants have already done work for SWCA, it is recommended that this continue.

Recreation

Update task 5.8 (Recreation) to include: (1) recommendations provided Debby Kriegel in November 2009 and, (2) necessary work identified by Steve Leslie (including additional trips to Tucson as needed).

Heritage 

Facilitate and take official notes for meetings of cooperating agencies heritage sub-group

Complete final ethnohistory (phase 1, literature synopsis)

Complete revisions to survey report for MPO 

Review EPG survey reports of powerline alternatives for incorporation into DEIS

Conduct Class III archaeological inventory survey of the areas of potential effect (APE) for the additional action alternatives that are being analyzed for the DEIS.  Complete survey only for those areas not included in the recent SWCA survey, and report as an addendum to the MPO survey report.  Complete site records and maps for each archaeological site within the alternatives’ APE, and provide recommendations as to their eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places under criterion (d) (information potential) and their potential significance to tribes. 

Assist in defining the area of analysis for cumulative effects

Draft sections of the DEIS: 

· DEIS chapter 3 - affected environment

· DEIS chapter 3 - environmental consequences

· DEIS chapter 3 - cumulative effects

· DEIS chapter 2 - mitigation measures

Class 1 inventory of possible mitigation lands (when they’re identified) 

Summary/documentation of tribal consultation (identification of issues & concerns) for NHPA compliance as well as DEIS 

Coordinate with Tohono O’odham Nation to document Traditional Cultural Property sufficient for Determination of Eligibility

Coordinate with San Carlos Apache Nation to document current & traditional uses

Coordinate with Mescalero Apache Tribe to continue documenting uses

Investigate/document ranching cultural landscape

Draft Historic Property Treatment Plan (includes the 2 next items)

· Draft Mitigation Plan (final after alternative is selected)

(Data Recovery, Oral History/Ethnobotany, Historic Mining Research, Interpretative Measures)

· Draft Human Remains Treatment Plan

Draft Memorandum of Agreement (to include the HPTP and Burial Agreement)

Air

Modeling report review (Rosemont needs to provide report for SWCA review first)

Reclamation

Assistance in reclamation plan review and incorporation of landforming and mitigation ideas into reclamation plan

Plants and Animals

These are already in the Scope of Work and there are rough drafts of all of them: Wildlife Specialist's Report, BA. BE, MIS report, Migratory Bird Report...so here's the clincher...the Wildlife Specialist's Report is critical, as much hinges on that (like the other reports and DEIS info), so if they could bump that to the highest priority of needs for me, then I can work on the effects determinations sections of the BE at the same time, then they can move to revising the BE next.  After that, we could work on the other reports....I could assess where we are at after Specialist Report and BE. The BA requires we have good, precise information on the preferred alternative, and at that time we can follow up with starting Section 7 consultation.  Other than that, I am pretty much just waiting on the groundwater report(s) to Salek and the orchid survey results (due end of June), both of which are being done by Rosemont contractors.



On another front, is there a chance SWCA could work on a mitigation lands report?  What is Rosemont offering up? What is out there and available for exchange? Who are the players? That seems like something we have not been adequately involved in and is probably the number 1 mitigation measure for plants and animals and there has been no progress I am aware of. 



It is too late for surveys of additional threatened, endangered, and sensitive species (except that the orchid is being done by Westland).



Lands

SWCA does not have a member on their stuff to deal with lands type issues that will come up in the future. Therefore we will not be needing any help in this area. 



TASK 3:  Project Record:

Add GIS files to the three existing files of AF, PF and AR.  Same format of assembly, management and maintenance.

TASK 5.1   Water Resources

5.1.4  Add surface water to “Primary Authorship” section and not limit it to only ground water.

Subconsultants under water resources:  expectation is that first level review of reports will follow the July 16, 2009 guideline for review of technical reports.  A collaborative process to resolution of issues and comments will be conducted if appropriate and agreed upon by all parties.  After completion of the collaborative process, and prior to final acceptance of “Final Reports or addendums” for the CNF, a thorough review of final reports by subconsultants will also include text, figures, data, and input/output model files.  Subconsultant shall be made available to answer questions, provide recommendations and conduct analysis.  

TASK 9:  Additional CNF Requests

Subconsultants in Water Resources will also be available “On Call As Needed” to discuss findings, answer questions, provide recommendations and conduct analysis.

If additional subconsultants are specifically requested by CNF or additional skills are needed, SWCA will pursue approval from RCC to contract with said parties.



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: June 23 IDT meeting and July 21 extended IDT meeting (note this is the third instead of the second
Wednesday in July)

Date: 06/21/2010 05:26 PM

RCP Team,

Please plan on a short IDT meeting this Wednesday, 9:00 to 10:30, to exchange
updates on what everyone has been working on relative to the project.  This is a
core team meeting, but as always, extended team members are welcome.  We'll be
meeting in 6V6.

Our next extended team meeting will be on July 21, to accomodate a presentation
on dark skies that Sarah has scheduled for us.  Note that this is the third
Wednesday in July, rather than our usual meeting date on the second Wednesday of
the month.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel; Deborah K

Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Kendall Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Marc
Kaplan; Mary M Farrell; mreichard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; S@FSNOTES; Salek Shafiqullah;
Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: June 24 Rosemont Copper Project Core IDT meeting
Date: 06/18/2009 03:10 PM

The core IDT will be meeting in 4B from 9:00 to 4:30 on June 24.  We will review
3D modeling of the proposed alternative waste and tailings disposal site, and will
also look at how these alternatives will impact resources.  Although the meeting is
optional for the extended team members, I'm going to need input from heritage and
from riparian resources (Bob LeFevre), and request that you attend the meeting
(please let me know of your availability).

We'll plan on a half hour lunch, so please bring lunch or plan to order out for one.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: June 9 and June 16 IDT meeting
Date: 06/07/2010 04:30 PM

Please plan on a half day core meeting, 9:00 to 12:00 on June 9, and a full day
extended team meeting on June 16.  Meeting room information and agenda to
follow shortly.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: June 9 and June 16 IDT meeting
Date: 06/07/2010 04:30 PM

Please plan on a half day core meeting, 9:00 to 12:00 on June 9, and a full day
extended team meeting on June 16.  Meeting room information and agenda to
follow shortly.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Walter Keyes
To: jrigg@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Keyes/Transportation Comments
Date: 01/06/2010 08:24 PM
Attachments: Keyes_TRANSPORTATION_12-17 Total Compilation Version with Disposition and Comments.docx

Attached is my workup on the "12-17 Total Compilation Version with Disposition and
Comments" document.  I did not get to the Reclamation section, which we were all
supposed to review, due to needing to go home now (8:20 pm).  My comments are
in blue text.

Walt.

...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
     This email contains information known to the State of
California to cause lack of reproductive success in the recipient.
..........................................................................

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

Rosemont Copper Project PDEIS: Chapter 2 Mitigation Comment Compilation

1=Covered under law, regulation, and policy; 2=Covered/addressed in MPO; 3=RCC to consider and/or reword as necessary; 4=CNF to edit and/or clarify; 5=Considered but not carried forward 

		#

		Proposed Mitigation Measure

		To which Alternative(s)? 

		Source

		Driver and/or Law, Regulation, and Policy

		Comment

		Disposition

		Benefitting Function



		1 

		Air    ----  KEYES’ COMMENTS IN BLUE

		



		2 

		Mix tails with a dust suppressant instead of polymers

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		3 

		Use permeable concrete as a dust suppressant instead of polymers.

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		4 

		Cover dry stack tailings conveyor at transfer points

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		5 

		Pave roads

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		6 

		Implement dust management for Santa Rita road and Forest Service roads on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		7 

		Reorient haul road system to facilitate dust control

		

		FS

		

		Alternative dependent

		3

		



		8 

		Set and enforce speed limits within project area

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		9 

		Use water sprays on gravel access road

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		10 

		Use surface binders on all mine roads

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		11 

		Cover crushing and conveyor facilities

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		12 

		Use water sprays on crushing and conveyor facilities.

		

		FS

		

		Dependent on permit requirement

		3

		



		13 

		Compact the tails as they are placed in the tailings facilities

		

		FS

		

		Dependent on location

		3

		



		14 

		Apply soil stabilizers to tails as needed

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		15 

		Mix approved stabilizing polymers with tailings as needed

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		16 

		Use emitters, similar to drip irrigation, to apply the acid leaching solution to the heap

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		17 

		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		18 

		Modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address concerns

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		19 

		Use secondary acid mist controls in electro-winning tank house

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		20 

		Use contemporary equipment

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		21 

		Establish truck specifications to reduce emissions

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		22 

		Stipulate usage of low-sulfur diesel fuel on-site

		

		FS

		

		1 for stationary, 2 for mobile

		3

		



		23 

		Select equipment that will reduce the number of road miles

		

		FS

		

		Infeasible as stated

		3

		



		24 

		Establish a Park and ride Program for workers to reduce the number of personal vehicle miles driven to and from the Project

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		25 

		Construct electric lines as a first step in developing the time to eliminate the need for on-site electrical generation

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		26 

		Use alternative methods for generation such as solar for administration buildings

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		27 

		Modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address concerns

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		28 

		Mix tailings with biodegradable material that maintains retention, instead of polymers.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		29 

		Pave roads.

		All

		Public

		

		

		5 (duplicate)

		



		30 

		Use particle traps and other appropriate controls to reduce emissions of DPM and other air pollutants.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		31 

		Use diesel fuel with the lowest sulfur content available, or other suitable alternative diesel fuel, which substantially reduces DPM emissions.

		All

		Public

		

		*that is commercially available 

		4

		



		32 

		Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks and heavy equipment.

		All

		Public

		

		

		2

		



		33 

		Lease or buy newer, cleaner equipment (1996 or newer model)

		All

		Public

		

		

		2

		



		34 

		Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained at all times and does not unnecessarily idle, is turned to manufacturer's specifications, and is not modified to increase horsepower except in accordance with established specifications.

		All

		Public

		

		Needs rewording 

		1*

		



		35 

		If air quality standards are not met by the mine, operations must stop and RCC pay all expenses for remediation.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		36 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		37 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		38 

		Biology: Wildlife and Vegetation

		



		39 

		Require compensatory land exchange, preferably with select criteria to negotiate

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		40 

		Reclamation plan that include replanting of native, local grasses, Palmer Agave, shrubs, and trees

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		41 

		Reclamation Plan that includes eradication of non-native plants and frequent monitoring

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		42 

		For each water source lost, three will be created by building similar (with regards to physical features and temporal water storage characteristics) in the vicinity; these artificial structures will not encourage establishment of non-native species (e.g., American Bullfrog)

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		43 

		All waters potentially affected by contamination must be monitored for quality, and if quality is sub-standard, measures will be taken to exclude wildlife from using these waters

		

		FS

		

		Needs rewording

		1*

		



		44 

		Areas of the northern Santa Ritas that are not within the proposed project footprint will have non-essential roads, trails, and structures decommissioned or obliterated (and no new features will be developed)

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		45 

		Build standing water catchments along surface water diversions, preferably with slow flow-through design (not close to the facilities).

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		46 

		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor.  This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4

		



		47 

		Provide endowment for managing invasive species.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4

		



		48 

		Monitor the nearby Lesser Long-nosed Bat roosts before, during, and after the mine project using accurate exit counts (e.g., infrared video counts).

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4

		



		49 

		All mitigations that reduce the amount of light outside the footprint (as per the mitigation table).

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		50 

		Mitigation that will reduce the threat of catastrophic deposition of sediments and resource damage  during “100-year” flood events.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		51 

		If Karst features are discovered, work will halt, and the biological monitor and other specialists will investigate before work can be re-initiated.

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		52 

		All sulfuric acid solution collection ponds and process water and wastewater ponds must be covered.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		53 

		Compensate the USFS and surrounding communites for the loss of habitat, species, and tourism that will attend the proposed project.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		54 

		Prevent exposure of migratory waterfowl and other

wildlife to all toxic waters used in or resulting from processing the ore.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		55 

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Biological Core Management Areas. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 80 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space, with mitigation required at a 4:1 ratio.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)

		



		56 

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Important Riparian Area. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 95 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved in a natural and undisturbed condition.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)

		



		57 

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Multiple Use Management Area. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 66 2/3 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space, with mitigation required at a 2:1 ratio

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)

		



		58 

		Restoration of fragmented corridors of native biological communities.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)

		



		59 

		Mitigation land purchase adjacent to the CNF of equal size and wildlife values 

		All

		Public

		

		Refer to #39

		4 (moved from land use section)

		



		60 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		61 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		62 

		Dark/Night Skies

		



		63 

		Utilize the 2006 City of Tucson/Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code

		All

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		64 

		Limit mine activities to daytime only.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4

		



		65 

		Use fully shielded or full cutoff lighting fixtures

		All

		Public

		

		*as practical 

		3

		



		66 

		Use 55 watt induction lamps with motion sensor controls on all roads and parking lots to reduce energy consumption and light pollution

		All

		Public

		

		Infeasible due to safety regulations

		5

		



		67 

		Exterior lighting on buildings or trailers should be fully shielded and limited to egress lighting using the lowest level of light sufficient for the purpose.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		68 

		Augusta should voluntarily comply with the Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code even though it is exempt.

		All

		Public

		

		

		2

		



		69 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		70 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		71 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		72 

		Energy

		



		73 

		Use alternative energy sources such as solar, wind and geothermal to power or supplement energy needs of mining operations.

		All

		Public

		None.

		Reword based on MPO language.  No alternative energy source with required energy density to replace electricity and liquid fuels available for the majority of the power needs.

		3

		All/None, depending on perspective



		74 

		Place solar panels on tailings and pit after mining operations.

		All

		Public

		None.

		Does not mitigate an impact. Would require future study.

		5

		None.



		75 

		Use natural gas to power mining operations.

		All

		Public

		None.

		Unavailable energy source unless nat gas pipeline constructed to site from viable location (assumed Sahaurita).  Also would require electrical generation equipment and personnel at project site.  Mining equipment not likely available for CNG fuel without prototyping—infeasible.

		5

		Air benefits from particulate and NOx standpoint, but against Air from CO2 and Greenhouse Gas emissions standpoint (methane emissions).



		76 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		77 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		78 

		Hazardous Materials

		



		79 

		Describe and commit to measures to ensure isolation of potentially acid generating waste rock, prevention of acid generation from mine waste and pit walls, and any additional

mitigation measures that may be necessry should prevention measures fail.

		All

		Public

		(Salek/Bob??)

		Partially described in MPO but no details RE: where in waste rock or tails acid generating materials will be placed, and at what stage of the operation.

		2, 3

		Water



		80 

		Clay lining and drainage system to prevent contamination (assumed for leach pad:A, for waste rock and tails:B).

		All

		Public

		(Salek/Bob??)

		Reword based on MPO language: A, lining not necessary based on analysis by AMEC’s tailings storage facility design document. 

		2, 3

		Water



		81 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		82 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		83 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		84 

		Heritage

		



		85 

		Complete Archaeological Inventory survey for all parts of the Area of Potential Effect not surveyed in the SWCA survey of the initial MPO area and evaluate National Register eligibility for additional sites that are recorded.

		

		FS & Public

		

		

		1

		



		86 

		Conduct archaeological testing at those sites within the Area of Potential Effect where National Register eligibility is undetermined.

		

		FS

		

		FS to reword and clarify scheduling of testing and data recovery 

		4

		



		87 

		Conduct archaeological data recovery at National Register-eligible  sites within the project footprint

		

		FS & Public

		

		

		1

		



		88 

		Design waste dump and tailings piles to iminimize impacts on properties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and traditional collection areas.

		

		FS

		

		Considered and dismissed during alternative development

		5

		



		89 

		Minimize impacts to human burials from disturbance or dumping.

		

		FS

		

		Considered and dismissed during alternative development

		5

		



		90 

		Where human burials can’t be excluded from the project disturbance areas, recover and repatriate remains to appropriate Native American tribe or nation following the provisions of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act and according to a project-specific burial treatment plan.

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		91 

		Protect the Ballcourt Site (AZ EE:2:105) by selecting an alternative where waste rock or tailings deposition does not affect the site, backfill previously excavated pithouses, and prevent incursions into the site by fencing the perimeter and closing the road across the site.  Complete an archival record of traditional uses, through on-site oral interviews with tribal members.

		

		FS

		

		Reword and separate

		4

		



		92 

		Facilitate harvest of traditional plants and traditional mineral resources before project disturbance.

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		93 

		Provide in-lieu-of compensatory conservation easements on endangered land with similar historical and tribal significance.

		

		FS

		

		Reword “compensatory” to mitigation

		4

		



		94 

		Ensure protection of springs, riparian areas, and ground water to the extent possible.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		95 

		Ensure restoration of the natural landscape to the extent possible.

		

		FS

		

		“restoration” to reclamation

		3

		



		96 

		Plant trees and shrubs, including mesquite, juniper, and oak, as well as grasses during reclamation.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		97 

		Provide educational and economic  opportunities for tribal members (e.g., sponsor the education of tribal students in fields like wildlife biology and hydrology, and hire them to help monitor the effects of mine operations) and consider dedicating a portion of earnings to tribes for education and resource protection.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		98 

		Consider Partial or complete backfilling of the pit or transportation of materials of other, previously opened pits.

		

		FS

		

		Alternative being considered

		5

		



		99 

		Transplant important plants.

		

		FS

		

		Clarify and specify

		3 & 4

		



		100 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		101 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		102 

		Hydrology

		



		103 

		Store storm water on-site to contribute to groundwater

		

		FS

		

		Reword to state alternative dependent

		3

		



		104 

		Route storm water efficiently through the project to help recharge the groundwater outside of the project footprint

		

		FS

		

		Reword to state alternative dependent

		3

		



		105 

		Recharge groundwater with supply water from the Santa Cruz Valley

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		106 

		Where springs or seeps are documented as lost, create three new water sources of similar characteristics.

		

		FS

		

		Reword to match #42

		3

		



		107 

		Purchase and set aside areas of off-site mitigation .

		

		FS

		

		ACOE requirement, Brian to reword

		1

		



		108 

		Implement a residential well protection plan

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		109 

		Monitor groundwater levels and make adjustments to mine management based on results.

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		110 

		Line tailings, waste and/or all facilities.

		

		FS

		

		Reword, required by APP

		3

		



		111 

		Construct large retention structure downstream of the disturbance footprint.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		112 

		Partial or complete backfill of the pit.

		

		FS

		

		Alternative being developed

		5

		



		113 

		Install storm water diversions surrounding the pit.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		114 

		Monitor pit water quality and make adjustments to mine management based on results.

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		115 

		Implement prudent design criteria and methods.  This includes high safety factors to create robust designs.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		116 

		Provide a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP).

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		117 

		Install permanent water control structures that would exist beyond the life of the mine.

		

		FS

		

		Reword to match MPO, Alternative dependent

		2 & 3

		



		118 

		Install erosion control measures to prevent erosion and retain sediment on site if erosion does occur.

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		119 

		Change design and increase capacity of process water tailings storage.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		120 

		Maintain stormwater and erosion control measures until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released.

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		121 

		Grade the top surface of the facility to minimize surface water ponding.

		

		FS

		

		Reword to state alternative dependent

		3

		



		122 

		Use waste rock buttress design to prevent tailings facility failures

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		123 

		Monitor groundwater levels and make adjustments to mine management based on results.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		124 

		Use non-point source sediment control measures including: 

· Prepare and implement erosion control actions before starting surface disturbing activities.

· Disturb the smallest area practical.

· Implement concurrent reclamation when feasible.

· Intercept and treat runoff from disturbed areas to reduce sediment from leaving the site.

· Use berms and ditches to control runoff from road surfaces.

· Install settling basins, hay bales, and/or silt fences to control sediment in ditches.

· Use stormwater dispersion terraces, silt fences, gabion sediment traps, and/or straw bale barriers as needed to minimize road runoff on the undisturbed areas between and downhill of the roads.

· Seed road cuts with an approved seed mix.

· Use hydroseeding on steep or more erodible cuts and fills as appropriate.

· Maintain sediment control measures after storm events.

· Monitor effectiveness of ongoing erosion and sediment control measures annually and modify where appropriate.

		







1





1



2



1







Brian to reword per ACOE reqs



Brian to reword per ACOE reqs





1













2





2



1* reword



1







		FS

		

		

		See 3rd Column

		



		125 

		Implement Regional Mitigation, including:

· CAP recharge in Tucson Active Management Area (Lower Santa Cruz).

· CAP recharge credits extinguished and not recoverable.

· CAP recharge credits recovered in mine supply well field

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		126 

		Implement Local Mitigation, including:

· Residential well protection plan.

· CAP recharge in Sahuarita/Green Valley near supply well field area of withdrawal.

· CAP direct delivery to mine site via supply pipeline from CAP terminus (Pima Mine Road Recharge Project).

· Waste water effluent direct delivery to mine site via supply pipeline from Green Valley Wastewater Reclamation Facility (500-2000 AF)

		

		FS

		

		FICO facility and Secretary of Interior effluent from TO

		3

		



		127 

		Obtain an Aquifer Protection Program permit from the ADEQ that determines the requirements to reduce or eliminate the potential for discharge of pollutants to the aquifer through the employment of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology and monitoring at the Points of Compliance. Permit aquisition requires the preparation of studies and technical reports completed or planned by ADEQ that will be relied upon by the ADEQ to issue the authorizing or regulatory permits

		All

		CA

		

		

		1

		



		128 

		Obtain a Multi-sector General Permit from ADEQ’s Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program that regulates stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Obtaining this permit includes the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan and implementation of control measures as outlined by the EPA’s MSGP 2008.

		All

		CA

		

		

		1

		



		129 

		Use gray water, waste water, and/or effluent in place of or to supplement the use of groundwater.

		All

		Public

		

		See #121

		1

		



		130 

		Use CAP water for mine operations.

		All

		Public

		

		See #121

		1

		



		131 

		Place a lining under the waste rock and tailings piles.

		All

		Public

		

		See #105

		1

		



		132 

		Use desalinated ocean water for mining operations.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		



		133 

		Store CAP water in a new reservoir close to mine that can serve mine’s water needs and be used for Public recreation.

		All

		Public

		

		Infeasible

		5

		



		134 

		Monitor water quality and collect/dispose of pollutants in the runoff from waste rock and tailings piles.

		Public

		Public

		

		

		1

		



		135 

		Guarantee water for my home.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		136 

		Explicit Performance Standards must be established and continuously monitored by an independent entity

at the ongoing expense of Augusta to ensure that the existing water quantity and quality is met during and

following reclamation and closure. Such monitoring shall continue indefinitely until an independent entity

can scientifically confirm that no long-term adverse effects exist.

		All

		Public

		

		

		1

		



		137 

		As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in

ownership of the Mine must be required to enter into a well protection agreement with the owner(s) of

each existing well that could be adversely affected by the Mine. Moreover, as a condition of Forest

Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be

required to agree in writing to pay all expenses necessary to restore fresh water service to all affected

homes and businesses in the even the Mine pollutes the groundwater in the region east of the Santa Rita

Mountains.

		All

		Public

		

		JS to reword based on differences between each side

		3

		



		138 

		In the event of failure to comply with all applicable water quality standards, Augusta must be compelled to cease operations and pay all expenses for remediation.

		All

		Public

		

		Reword to match APP 

		3

		



		139 

		Require that mitigation measures be subjected to greater scientific rigor; that predictions of impacts be based in part on performance in past predictions and experience at other mines

		All

		Public

		

		Refer to APP

		5

		



		140 

		Require that mitigation measures be designed by persons with the requisite technical expertise and experience, and that all proposed mitigation measures be subjected to independent review and determination of the risk of failure and the likelihood of success.

		All

		Public

		

		Required by NEPA

		5

		



		141 

		All mitigation measures should be subjected to a "worst-plausible case scenario" so that the adverse effects of plausible worst-case scenarios are explicitly studied and considered.

		All

		Public

		

		SWCA to reword

		5

		



		142 

		Purchase surface water rights for Cienega Creek from Del Lago

		

		

		

		RCC to reword and expand

		3

		



		143 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		144 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		145 

		Land Use

		



		146 

		Acquire easements from private land owners (other than the Company) to the Coronado National Forest which will provide Public access to private lands within Forest boundaries.

		All.

		FS

		None.

		Mitigation considered and dismissed.

		3 & 4 (Emmett)

		All.



		147 

		Mitigate future management problems associated with irregularly shaped mineral survey fractions that will more or less become an integral part of the adjoining private land and improve administration and management efficiency of NFS lands via the Small Tracts Act of January 12, 1983.

		All.

		FS

		Forest Service Manual 5571.12; 36 CFR 254 Subpart C; Small Tracts Act of 1/12/1983 P.L. 97-465.

		Can be initiated during or after EIS.

		3 & 4 (Emmett)

		Lands.



		148 

		Preserve and protect land ownership boundaries between National Forest System and private land.

		All.

		FS

		(Emmett?), likely supported heavily by U.S.C. and CFRs.

		

		3 & 4 (Emmett)

		All.



		149 

		A Bureau of Land Management (BLM) dependent resurvey, cost to be borne by the Company, to perpetuate and preserve corner monuments and information concerning their location that control the property boundaries between NFS and private lands and other surveyed lines and monuments needed for current and future administrative or management purposes in the Project Area.  Approved field notes and plats for the dependant resurvey and control network shall be filed in the BLM public room and become official records in the public lands records system.

		All.

		FS

		43 U.S.C. 2 (BLM): Forest Service Manual 7152.03 3(a)(b); ARS 33-103 (D) & (E).

		(reworded per Emmett)

		1,3

		All.



		150 

		Protect Arizona State Statute corners and monuments according to Federal Code (U.S.C.)

		

		FS

		

		Needs rewording

		1*

		



		151 

		Re-establish and monument all corner monuments destroyed and/or buried during ground disturbing activities which control the property boundaries between NFS and private lands and other surveyed lines and monuments needed for administrative or management purposes as needed during operation and during reclamation.

		All.

		FS

		(Emmett?), likely supported heavily by U.S.C. and CFRs.

		

		3 & 4 (Emmett)

		All.



		152 

		Protect and preserve all corner monumentation, or fund BLM to provide survey and new monumentation prior to the ground-disturbing activity.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		153 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		154 

		Transport waste rock and tailings offsite (i.e. other mines, Canada) to retain current land uses on FS lands.

		All

		Public

		None.

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		



		155 

		Compensatory land purchase placed under the jurisdiction of a federal agency for the purpose of conservation and mitigation of losses of wildlife habitat, watershed values, and recreational opportunities

		All

		Public

		

		Addressed elsewhere more appropriate, such as Biology.

		3 & 4

		



		156 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		157 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		158 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		159 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		160 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		161 

		Public Health and Safety

		



		162 

		The Sonoita/Elgin Fire District shall be fully reimbursed by the Applicant for all costs

(equipment, maintenance, and staffing) resulting from the construction, operation, remediation, and reclamation of the proposed project. In no event shall such cost increase be borne by local property taxpayers in Sonoita and Elgin. This mitigation measure should also be applied to other impacted emergency service providers, including, but not limited to those in Patagonia, Vail, Sahuarita, and Corona de Tucson.

		All

		Public

		Ref: bylaws of each applicable Fire/EMT District; Company insurance coverage or surety in lieu of coverage (likely an ARS-covered item).

		Community endowment and on-site safety Although fire districts vary in funding mechanisms, generally costs are incurred by the district only for “events” serviced.  Service is gratis if the served property pays a yearly assessment to the district, or is billed in full if not.  Therefore, generally, the district is reimbursed by those it serves, either through yearly assessments or by per-event charges.

		1, 5

		



		163 

		As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be required to agree in writing to pay for all repairs to residential, historical, or other structures in the event damage due to blasting at the Mine should

occur.

		All

		Public

		Unknown.

		Pending effects determination

		3 

		None.



		164 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		165 

		Range/Grazing

		



		166 

		Develop ranch livestock water system to include one additional, sustainable source per individual pasture on Rosemont Copper’s allotment.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative

		3

		



		167 

		Fence highest-value riparian habitat to better control livestock access.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative

		3 & 4

		



		168 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		169 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		170 

		Reclamation

		



		171 

		Provide concurrent reclamation throughout mining operations to establish landforms and native vegetation and maintain water quality.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		172 

		Design slopes on waste rock and tailings piles that are flat enough to support successful revegetation.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		173 

		Blend edges of all topographic disturbances with adjacent undisturbed land to avoid sharp topographic breaks.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		174 

		Treat major erosion and slope failures on reclaimed areas immediately and as they occur.  Provide a plan that defines what conditions would require action and how problems will be addressed.

		

		FS

		

		contingency

		3 & 4

		



		175 

		Provide sediment and erosion control measures to prevent erosion to the extent possible on reclaimed surfaces, and to retain sediment onsite if erosion does occur.  All sediment control measures shall be maintained by Rosemont Copper Company until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released.

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		176 

		Identify reference sites in the Rosemont mine vicinity to determine native species occurrence, density, and cover to develop a long-term reclamation plan.  Consider aspect, elevation, and location (ridge vs canyon bottom).  Based on reference site data, provide appropriate native seed mixes and plant lists for Coronado NF approval prior to any site revegetation.  Select species capable of being self-sustaining on the selected site and include species with the ability to provide erosion control and stability.  Establish vegetation re-establishment criteria for reclaimed areas and ensure that all areas meet criteria prior to bond release.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		177 

		Utilize native species or short-lived non-native species such as annual grasses or forbs for short-term reclamation such as seeding topsoil stockpiles.  Avoid the use of any persistent non-native species shall in reclamation.

		

		FS

		

		Seeding is supplied by the CNF

		5

		



		178 

		Provide a weed control plan for Coronado NF review and approval.  This plan would include specifics on reducing noxious weed introduction and weed control in the project area.  Rosemont Copper Company would provide ongoing noxious weed control at the site to prevent the establishment of noxious weed populations.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative and noxious weeds plan

		3

		



		179 

		Record species composition and canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species”.  If seeded/planted species have not established following the first year, provide supplemental seedings and plantings.  If noxious weeds invade revegetated areas, remove by mechanical or other approved methods in the weed control plan.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		3 & 4

		



		180 

		Monitor revegetation annually for a minimum of 3 years and until successful revegetation is confirmed by the Coronado NF.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		3 & 4

		



		181 

		Salvage growth media (topsoil) from disturbed areas to provide sufficient cover on all disturbed areas with 1 foot of cover.  Place soil stockpiles in locations that are stable, isolated from surface and subsurface water, gently sloping, and well drained.  Stockpiles shall be convex in shape and have no more than three to one slopes.  Stockpiles shall be revegetated with native species immediately to minimize erosion.  No persistent non-native species shall be used in reclamation.  Install sediment control structures as needed to ensure that no soil material is lost.  Use soil stockpiles quickly during concurrent reclamation to minimize the loss of topsoil quality.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		182 

		Transfer the ownership of Rosemont Ranch to the Coronado NF to ensure that reclamation the waste rock and tailings pile would not be impacted by future development or the need for access to this property.

		

		FS

		

		Alternative being developed

		3 & 4

		



		183 

		Annually, Rosemont Copper Company shall submit a summary of reclamation activities and monitoring to the Coronado NF and other appropriate agencies.  This report would include the use of maps and photos to allow accurate accounting of disturbed and reclaimed acreage, plans that project the following year’s disturbance and reclamation work, details on vegetation removal, treatment, soil salvage, storage, and revegetation, and annual reclamation requirements.  Rosemont Copper Company and the Coronado NF would meet to review the MPO and annual report, and the Forest Service administrator would conduct an annual inspection of site reclamation.  Modify or supplement the MPO as necessary to address reclamation issues.

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		184 

		Backfill the pit after mining operations are finished.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative being developed

		5

		



		185 

		Use waste rock and tailings piles as a location for solar arrays after mining operations are complete.

		All

		Public

		

		Does not mitigate an impact. Would require future study.

		5

		



		186 

		Create a lake out of the pit after mining operations for fish habitat and recreation

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed; safety issue

		5

		



		187 

		The Forest Service must not authorize a phased bond release until the underlying reclamation activity is successfully completed. Well defined criteria for determining successful completion for each reclamation activity must be developed by the Forest Service.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		188 

		Upon finalizing a mitigation plan for the Mine, the

costs of implementing the plan must be estimated and included in the reclamation bond estimate.



Mitigation should also be in concurrence with the guidelines of Pima County's Sonoran Desert

Conservation Plan and Conservation Land System. 



In addition, the estimated costs of remediation of any

environmental contamination by the Mine that may be discovered either before or afater mine closure

must also be included in the bond cost estimate. 



These costs must be included in the reclamation bond

cost estimate since the Forest Service must rely upon the reclamation bond to accomplish the mitigation

plan and remediation of any environmental contamination by the Mine in the event that Augusta does not. 



The burden of financial liabilities arising from Augusta's failure to successfully implement the mitigation plan or from environmental contamination by the Mine must not be borne by the public.

		1









5 (see biology section #’s 56 - 59 regarding CLS)



1









1















1

		Public

		

		

		See 3rd Column

		



		189 

		The costs of mine closure must be estimated and included in the reclamation bond estimate.



These costs must be included in the reclamation bond cost estimate since the Forest Service must rely

upon the reclamation bond to accomplish mine closure in the event that Augusta does not. Well defined criteria for determining successful completion of mine closure must be developed by the Forest

Service.

		1







1

		Public

		

		

		See 3rd column

		



		190 

		Require that mitigation funding be provided upfront in a separate, autonomous account/bond.

		All

		Public

		

		

		1

		



		191 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		192 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		193 

		Recreation

		



		194 

		Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced recreation.  This may include obtaining off-forest lands for Public recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side of Hwy 83), or a combination.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		195 

		Relocate portions of the Arizona Trail as needed to provide a trail for users throughout the mine life and post-mine.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		196 

		Relocate or restore access to Arizona Trail and OHV trailheads impacted by the mine.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		197 

		If desired by the Arizona Trail Association (ATA) and permanently maintained by ATA or Rosemont Copper Company, provide a water station for horses along the Arizona Trail.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		198 

		Install interpretive signs along the Arizona Trail and at the viewpoint on State Route (SR) 83 where mining activity is visible.  If desired by ATA, construct a spur segment of new trail to “Sentinel Peak” and install an interpretive sign at this location.  Sign topics, text, graphics, design, and locations shall be reviewed and approved by the Coronado NF.  Installation of signs on SR 83 shall be coordinated with Arizona Department of Transportation.  Sign materials and installation requirements shall be specified by the Coronado NF.  During mine operations, maintenance of signs shall be provided by Rosemont Copper Company.

		

		FS

		

		Match language to MPO and split into two measures

		3

		



		199 

		Ensure Public access to private lands not affected by mine-related operations via Arizona Game and Fish Cooperative Land Owner Program (CLOP) or easements.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative

		3

		



		200 

		Maintain Public road access across the Santa Rita Mountains at Gunsight Pass.

		

		FS

		

		FS and RCC to follow up regarding Lopez Pass

		3 & 4 

		



		201 

		At the end of mine operations, consider one or more roads or trails on top of the tailings and waste rock pile (Note: recommendations shall be incorporated into reclamation plan and lanforming work).  Restore at least one OHV loop road through the mine area.  Consult with the Travel Management map and process to determine location(s).  This will require construction of a road around or over the waste rock and tailings piles.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		202 

		Provide an underpass large enough to accommodate equestrians under the access road where the Arizona Trail crosses this road.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		203 

		Mitigate for loss of hunting on Unit 34A

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)

		



		204 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		205 

		Riparian

		



		206 

		Remove all access roads from drainages

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		207 

		Plant native riparian tree species along artificial diversions, commensurate with the types of vegetation that would naturally occur with that type of flow regime

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		208 

		Mitigation should be implemented in advance of the impacts to avoid habitat losses due to the lag time between the occurrence of the impact and successful mitigation. The discussion should include the following information:

* acreage and habitat type of waters of the the U.S. that would be created or restored;

* water sources to maintain the mitigation area;

*the revegetation plans including the numbers and age of each species to be planted;

*maintenance and monitoring plans, including performance standards to determine mitigation success;

*the size and location of mitigation zones;

*the parties that would be ultimately responsible for the plan's success; and

*contingency plans that would be enacted if the original plan fails	

		All

		Public

		

		Brian to reword according to ACOE requirements and include info regarding #107 off-site mitigation

		1, 3, 4

		



		209 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		210 

		Transportation

		



		211 

		For roads on USFS land, apply dust palliative other than water, water, or shall pave the road.

		

		FS

		

		Addressed in AQ section

		5

		



		212 

		For Company-operated roads on USFS land, maintain the roadways sufficiently to prevent washboard, rutting and drainage problems and replace surfacing lost to drainage and use of the road by the proponent.

		All.

		FS

		Forest Service Manual 7731; 7732.2 and .22.

		Commercial users of USFS roads shall pay their commensurate share of maintenance costs or perform maintenance in lieu of payment to standards mutually agreed upon.

		1, 3

		All.



		213 

		For roads with a preponderance of Company traffic on USFS land (i.e. primary access road), install and maintain wildlife crossing structures at locations of known wildlife concentration (if any).

		All.

		FS

		None.

		To reduce roadkill due to substantially increased traffic—and speed—if warranted.

		3

		Biology.



		214 

		For USFS lands which had been more difficult to access via road prior to additional access necessary for the project, block off additional access to public use as directed by Travel Management Rule updates provided by USFS.



Accept or dedicate a Public road easement over the primary and/or secondary access roads, and/or any other segment of roadway identified by the USFS as desirable for public access consistent with the Travel Management Rule over which the proponent has control or rights of use.

		All.











All.

		FS











FS

		36 CFR 212 (Travel Management Rule).





36 CFR 212 (Travel Management Rule).

		Travel Management Rule implementation is refreshed each year on the Forest.







Travel Management Rule implementation is refreshed each year on the Forest.

		1, 3











1, 3

		All.











All.



		215 

		Alter trucking schedule around school busses to the extent determined reasonable by ADOT.

		All.

		FS

		P.L. 109-59; AASHTO “Geometric Design of Highways and Streets”, current edition.



		ADOT is responsible for transportation safety and efficiency within its easement—including that of all motor vehicles.  They may improve or modify any roadway asset as needed, and are capable of and charged with securing the funding to do so.  This includes school bus stops.

		1, 2 & 3

		Public Health and Safety.



		216 

		Cooperate with ADOT to address SR 83 improvement issues.

		

		FS

		P.L. 109-59; AASHTO “Geometric Design of Highways and Streets”, current edition.



		ADOT is responsible for transportation safety and efficiency within its easement.  They may improve or modify any roadway asset as needed, and are capable of and charged with securing the funding to do so.

		1, 2 & 3

		Public Health and Safety.



		217 

		Include construction labor in the travel reduction program envisioned for employees.

		All.

		FS

		None.

		I am unaware of any mandate to accomplish this task.  Voluntary compliance likely to be low.

		2

		Unknown.



		218 

		Transport ore via railroad instead of truck.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		Unknown; multiple railroad crossings and/or bridges would be required, likely obviating any safety improvement due to disuse of truck transport.



		219 

		Hold off on construction until ADOT improves SR83 in order to better accommodate truck traffic.

		All

		Public

		

		Infeasible, ADOT responsibility 

		5

		None.



		220 

		Construct rail spur along I-19 and reduce truck traffic on SR83 by having trucks travel over the mountain to I-19 to ??

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		Unknown; shifts truck traffic to routes much less capable of accommodating this use.



		221 

		Construct a system of private roads on FS land to be used for mining operations and to keep trucks off of SR83 and other Public roads.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		None: USFS lands do not reach I-10 or I-19 (which are both incidentally public roads).



		222 

		Transport ore via conveyor to rail spur.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		Unknown; conveyor crossings of roads, land ownership issues and disturbance likely outweigh truck traffic increase on SR 83.



		223 

		Use existing Rosemont Junction Road as primary road instead of creating new access road.

		All

		Public

		

		Infeasible

		5

		Unknown.



		224 

		Improve the interchange at Highway 83 and U.S. Interstate 10 to accommodate the levels and types of equipment necessary to sustain the proposed project over its anticipated lifetime

		All

		Public

		

		ADOT responsibility; LOS change undetermined

		5

		Unknown.



		225 

		Improve the intersections at all roads serving residential properties along SR83 to accommodate the levels and types of equipment necessary to sustain the proposed project over its anticipated lifetime

		All

		Public

		

		ADOT responsibility; LOS change undetermined

		5

		Unknown.



		226 

		Provide additional driving lanes on Highway 83 between mile marker 44 and U.S. Interstate 10

		All

		Public

		

		ADOT responsibility; LOS change undetermined

		5

		Unknown.



		227 

		Require carpooling by employees

		All

		Public

		None.

		Carpooling option will be provided, per the MPO

		2 & 3

		Unknown.



		228 

		Establish split-shifts to reduce peak-hour traffic

		All

		Public

		None.

		Clarify per MPO language

		2 & 3

		Unknown.



		229 

		Suspend travel operations during the morning and evening commute periods and during travel times for all school buses

		All

		Public

		None.

		Clarify per MPO language

		2 & 3

		Unknown.



		230 

		Minimize truck traffic on SR 83 by constructing a slurry pipeline carrying concentrate from the mine to the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains to a newly constructed dewatering plant.

		All.

		Unknown.

		None.

		This potential mitigation requires a western terminal for the slurry pipeline and either a rail spur, location along an existing rail line, or trucking from the western terminal to the final destination (possibly not be rail).  The impacts are likely to be significant in areas with no or little infrastructure, whereas additional truck use of SR 83 is an incremental change easily accommodated by the managing agency (ADOT).

		3 

		Unknown.



		231 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		232 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		233 

		Visual Quality

		



		234 

		Provide a reclamation plan that shapes the tailings and waste rock piles to mimic natural landforms from the surrounding landscape and revegetates the entire mine site with native plant species in densities, distributions, and sizes to mimic those in the surrounding landscape.  New landforms shall avoid monolithic forms, flat tops, and even side slopes.  Landforms shall incorporate natural, dendritic drainage patterns on all sides of the new piles that release stormwater off the site and allow it to flow downstream.  Channels shall be armored as necessary with riprap rock, and riprap shall be weathered rock with dark colors from the landscape (not light-colored quarry rock).  Grades along the new drainageways on tailings and waste rock piles shall vary, with random flatter areas to slow and/or hold water, which will help support vegetation growth.  Surface treatments on side slopes shall include warping, random ledges, and varying slope lengths and angles.  Boulders and rocky patches on side slopes that mimic rockform in the surrounding landscape should be included.  The reclamation plan and lanforming work shall also support post-mine land uses such as restoration of a road linkage across the final waste rock or tailings pile.  The reclamation plan shall be approved by the Coronado NF’s Landscape Architect prior to starting operations.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		235 

		Revegetate tailings and waste rock piles to return to near natural conditions as quickly as possible and minimize the spread of non-native species.  



Replant with a seed mix that includes grasses, forbs, shrubs, and tree species, and plant larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants) in key areas such as highly visible slopes and in drainageways.  



Use species and plant distributions from the surrounding landscape.  



Provide irrigation for the first season if necessary.

		2









3











2





3

		FS

		

		

		See 3rd Column

		



		236 

		If required by Coronado NF biologists, grow seedlings and container plants from seeds collected onsite.  This may require propagation one or more years prior to planting.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		237 

		Apply Permeon to exposed rock faces on tailings and waste rock piles, road cuts, and other mine impacts when exposed rock is lighter in color than adjacent weathered rock.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		238 

		Treat all portions of the pit wall that are visible from Concern Level 1 and 2 travelways and residential areas by removing lines of horizontal benches and applying Permeon to darken rock to match weathered rock on ridge. 



If possible, plant vegetation on broken ledges on visible parts of pit wall.

		3 & 4











2

		FS

		

		According to MSHA regulations, cannot enter the pit after closure

		See 3rd column

		



		239 

		Paint or stain buildings and other major facilities non-reflective earth tones.  All paint and stain colors shall be approved by the Coronado NF landscape architect.

		

		FS

		

		As admissible per MSHA requirements

		3 & 4

		



		240 

		At the end of mine operations, remove all unneeded ore processing, ancillary facilities (including foundations), and utility lines, and naturalize these sites by restoring natural contours, placing topsoil on the areas, and revegetating with native plants.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		241 

		As soon as mine roads are no longer needed for mine operations or access, naturalize roadways by restoring natural contours, placing topsoil, and revegetating with native plants.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		242 

		Apply mitigation required for night skies to minimize visual impacts at night.

		

		FS

		

		Reword to match MPO, “After min operations have ceased, unneeded mine roads…”

		2 & 3

		



		243 

		Employ a landscape architect throughout mine operations to monitor landforming, revegetation, and visual quality throughout the project, regularly consult with Forest Landscape Architect, and modify or supplement visual quality mitigation measures to address concerns.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4

		



		244 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		245 
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From: Vail Arizona
To: tstowe@azleg.gov
Cc: jpaton@azleg.gov; fantenori@azleg.gov; dgowan@azleg.gov; district4@pima.gov; beverson@fs.fed.us; Reta

Laford; cnewman@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; horst_greczmiel@ceq.eop.gov
Subject: Lack of responsiveness by the Coronado National Forest Service re EIS Rosemont Copper
Date: 02/19/2010 11:08 AM

Ms. Stowe,
 
I am writing to express my concerns over “The Process” for the EIS for Rosemont Copper.
This is a recent example of the lack of responsiveness to a person whose community would
be directly and indirectly impacted by the proposed project.
 
On January 19th,  2010 I wrote to Ms. Beverly Everson of the Coronado National Forest with
the request for hard copies of the most recent Rosemont Copper technical reports. We have
satellite internet which does not allow us to download or even view these reports as the file
sizes are too large. I imagine there are other rural indivicuals who have the same issue with
their internet connection or others who have a dial up connection.
 
 Additionally, I have a neurological deficit which does not allow me to efficiently process
large amounts of information on a computer screen, thus qualifying for a reasonable
accommodation under the Americans with Disabilities Act. This is not the first request for
information in hard copy from the Forest Service for both of the above reasons.
Furthermore, I also requested a CD/DVD similar to what was provided at the beginning of
the process for the MPO. This would have been a compromise to the hard copies.
 
A prior request for hard copies was filled by Rosemont Copper rather than the Forest Service.
Kathy Arnold of Rosemont Copper told me she does not have a problem fulfilling this more
recent request but all requests must now go through the Forest Service as it is considered a
request under the Freedom of Information Act.
 
I did not receive a reply from Ms. Everson regarding my request on January 19th and sent a
second inquiry on Feb 7th . The response I received on Feb 8th was as follows:
 
“I received your request and am working on getting an extra set of hard copies.  In the
meantime, many of the reports are on our website, though I understand your preference for
reading hard copies”
 
Even though I have stated on more than one occasion that I CANNOT ACCESS THE
REPORTS ON THE FOREST SERVICE WEBSITE, I was told yet again that I could
view them there. On Feb. 9th 2010, I sent a reply back to Ms. Everson asking for an ETA on
the copies and did not receive a response.
 
Now, a month after my initial request and the day before a very large community outreach
event in our area (Vail Pride Day) I have not received this information from the Forest
Service and therefore will not be able to speak about any updates. I will be representing the
Empire Fagan Coalition, an organization that works on preservation and education in the
Empire Mountains/Mt. Fagan Valley, predominately related to Arizona State Trust Land.
While the Rosemont Copper project is not the focus of our organization, water, air quality
and traffic issues in and near the Davidson Canyon are relevant.
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This is how the process is (not?) working. I’m sure you can appreciate my frustration.
 
Thank you for your time,

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

Quote for the Day:
 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 
 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Horst Schor
Cc: 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Beverley A Everson'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; Rochelle Dresser; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa

Reichard'
Subject: Landform Comments Provided by Rosemont Copper Company
Date: 03/29/2010 05:32 PM
Attachments: 20100329_ortman_schor-etal_rosemontlandformconstraints_memo.pdf

Horst,
 
Attached is a memorandum presenting the comments on the landform design provided by
Rosemont Copper Company.  It appears these comments do not directly mirror those provided in
draft form prior to the 25 March 2010 teleconference; however at tomorrow’s conference call we
will endeavor to meld the two sets of comments in order to allow you to complete the current
contract.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Horst Schor 


Copy to: 
Debby Kriegel, Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah, Rochelle Dresser (CNF), Tom 
Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 29 March 2010   


Subject: 
Landform Layout Constraints and Comments Provided by Rosemont 
Copper Company 


 
Attached to this memorandum is a copy of the constraints and comments provided by Rosemont 
Copper Company regarding the landform alternative presented at the teleconference of 25 March 
2010 (Attachment A).  This information was excerpted from a letter dated March 25, 2010 from 
Mr. Jamie Sturgess (Rosemont) to Ms. Jeanine Derby (CNF Supervisor).   
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Horst Schor'
Cc: 'Debby Kriegel'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Landform Design Presentation
Date: 03/22/2010 08:29 AM

Horst,
 
From our recent communication I understand you may be ready to present your landform design

for the Rosemont mine waste disposal facilities on Thursday March 25th.   The SOW provides for a
meeting in Tucson to present the findings; however a teleconference may be adequate.  Please let

me know if the 25th is still a viable date, and then we can discuss if a meeting or a teleconference
is the best approach.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:hjschor@jps.net
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Horst'
Cc: 'Debby Kriegel'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Landform Project
Date: 03/24/2010 07:21 AM
Importance: High

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

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2010 1:34 PM
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont "Other Facilities" List
Importance: High
 

Dale, 

I presented a brief overview of landforming work by Golder and draft work by Shor to Rosemont today.
 Jamie and Kathy had lots of immediate comments and questions, but both seem open and willing to
consider the ideas.  Some specific questions they had: 

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

2.  Horst's draft design...

Can Rosemont review the draft design immediately and then meet with you, me, and Horst to
discuss the work before Horst's contract is complete?  Jamie would like to have a more iterative
process, rather than Horst simply finishing his work and turning in a final report.  Some input
from Rosemont on what concepts are fine and what concepts are not feasible would create a
much better alternative, and I'm hoping that Horst will also see the value of this (and we'll need
your thoughts on whether this is workable within his contract).  Horst was planning to make a
presentation at 3:30 on Thursday, and this time works for both Jamie and Kathy.  Can you talk
to Horst about a slightly different presentation? (i.e., a discussion with RCC)  The only alternate
date that would work for Jamie and Kathy is next Thursday, April 1.
Does the design truly accommodate the volume of waste rock and tailings?  Kathy was

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:hjschor@jps.net
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


skeptical, and would like to review the electronic files immediately.  Can Horst provide these
prior to Thursday so she can review them briefly?
Does the leach facility as previously designed fit under the landformed shape?
How would the PWTS pond and plant need to be reconfigured?
Did Horst utilize Golder's parameters?  If not, what would be needed for Golder to evaluate
stability?  Is 3:1 the steepest slope on the landformed design?
Can the design avoid the ballcourt area? (I called Horst last week to ask him to give this
another shot)
Where did the tailings shape come from?  I thought that Horst mentioned that it came from the
Upper Barrel alternative, but it looks a lot like Rosemont Ranch.

Thanks Dale! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel
Coronado National Forest
(520) 388-8427



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Debby Kriegel'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Sturgess Jamie'; 'Kathy Arnold'; 'Horst'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Landform Teleconference
Date: 03/24/2010 07:30 AM

All,
 

The Landform Project update teleconference is scheduled for Thursday, March 25th at 3:30 PM. 
SWCA will send invitations with the conference call phone number & passcode for the audio and
the WebEx computer link for the video.  Participants may attend from their own location or at
SWCA’s office.  If you intend to be at SWCA please inform Melissa Reichard at 520-325-9194 or at
her email address (see Cc list above).
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Debby Kriegel'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Sturgess Jamie'; 'Kathy Arnold'; 'Horst'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Landform Teleconference
Date: 03/24/2010 07:30 AM

All,
 

The Landform Project update teleconference is scheduled for Thursday, March 25th at 3:30 PM. 
SWCA will send invitations with the conference call phone number & passcode for the audio and
the WebEx computer link for the video.  Participants may attend from their own location or at
SWCA’s office.  If you intend to be at SWCA please inform Melissa Reichard at 520-325-9194 or at
her email address (see Cc list above).
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: John Able
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Kent C Ellett
Subject: Letter from Walkup
Date: 03/17/2009 03:08 PM

John-
 
I got your message about the briefing you found referencing a letter from Mayor Walkup. I have
not found any letter from him. The only comment submission that we logged in as from the City
was a resolution against the mine that they passed a couple years back. I tried to locate the
briefing paper that you referred to, and I don’t have a briefing paper that mentions the City. So,
without much more to go on, I would conclude that I haven’t received a letter from Walkup and I
don’t have a copy of the Briefing that you were looking at. If you find something, let me know. In
the meantime, I would appreciate it if you could pass along a copy of that briefing.
 
Let me know if there is anything else I can do for you!
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: John Able
To: mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Limehouse Demo Tues June 16 at 930 am
Date: 06/10/2009 12:52 PM
Signed by: CN=John Able/OU=R3/O=USDAFS

Tom or Melissa, is it ok for us to use your conference room facilities for this
Limehouse demo?  I can bring a projector, but to avoid firewall issues, I'm hoping
you can provide your network, a computer, and your conference phone.

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Voice or Text:  520.405.4256
Twitter: @johnable

mailto:CN=John Able/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: John Able
To: Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Limehouse Online Demo
Date: 05/19/2009 05:18 PM
Signed by: CN=John Able/OU=R3/O=USDAFS

I've tentatively set up the online demo of Limehouse on June 2 at 0930 during our
usual meeting w/ SWCA.  It'll be a netmeeting/confcall.  While it might be nice for
everyone to be in the same room, Charles can participate from Phoenix.  If this suits
everyone, I'll let the SWCA folks know.

Also, I'm thinking others on the Forest may want to see this demo -- Jeanine,
Jennifer, Randall, etc.  Does anyone mind if we invite them?

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Voice or Text:  520.405.4256
Twitter: @johnable

mailto:CN=John Able/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Linden comments on SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for Rosemont Copper
Date: 09/13/2010 12:46 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 09/13/2010 12:45 PM -----

Michael A
Linden/R3/USDAFS

10/02/2009 03:07 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Roger D Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mark E
Schwab/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Fw: SRK review of geochemical test work

prepared for Rosemont Copper

Bev, .........Roger Congdon and I have reviewed the SRK Technical Memo...overall
we have no problem with their assessment of the two documents concerning
geochemical test work....they seem to make valid points about some possible
deficiencies in the studies.    If these deficiencies haven't already been
addressed....now's a good time to address them in some way.  

Michael A. Linden, Regional Geologist
USDA Forest Service, Southwestern Region
333 Broadway, S. E., Albuquerque, NM  87102
(505) 842-3158     Fax (505) 842-3152
e-mail: mlinden@fs.fed.us

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

09/24/2009 06:28 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Michael A
Linden/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mark E
Schwab/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for
Rosemont Copper

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/87152BB17C31A0CC0725763C00027EE7


Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 09/24/2009 05:27 PM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

09/24/2009 03:43 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Dale Ortman
PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Hoag, Cori"
<choag@srk.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject FW: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared
for Rosemont Copper

Bev,

 
Attached is SRK’s review of the Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan
(Vector, 2006) and Baseline Geochemical Characterization – Rosemont Copper (main text,
Appendix A, and Appendix B) (Tetra Tech, 2007) submitted by Rosemont.  Would it be possible
for the CNF have its review of this document completed by the end of next week (Oct. 2) so that
we may respond to SRK in a timely manner such that they can respond to any comments from
your staff?  Specifically, we need your specialists to comment on SRK’s work in presenting their
professional opinion, not on what additional information, if any, may be required from Rosemont. 
At the end of our comment period we will request SRK to edit their memo or accept it as final.
Should there be comments for SRK to consider, we anticipate their response to take one week. 
Then, based on the memo we may elect to pursue additional input from SRK and/or information
from Rosemont.  Feel free to contact Dale or me if you have any questions.  

 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Linden comments on SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for Rosemont Copper
Date: 09/13/2010 12:46 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 09/13/2010 12:45 PM -----

Michael A
Linden/R3/USDAFS

10/02/2009 03:07 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Roger D Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mark E
Schwab/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Fw: SRK review of geochemical test work

prepared for Rosemont Copper

Bev, .........Roger Congdon and I have reviewed the SRK Technical Memo...overall
we have no problem with their assessment of the two documents concerning
geochemical test work....they seem to make valid points about some possible
deficiencies in the studies.    If these deficiencies haven't already been
addressed....now's a good time to address them in some way.  

Michael A. Linden, Regional Geologist
USDA Forest Service, Southwestern Region
333 Broadway, S. E., Albuquerque, NM  87102
(505) 842-3158     Fax (505) 842-3152
e-mail: mlinden@fs.fed.us

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

09/24/2009 06:28 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Michael A
Linden/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mark E
Schwab/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for
Rosemont Copper
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mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 09/24/2009 05:27 PM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

09/24/2009 03:43 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Dale Ortman
PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Hoag, Cori"
<choag@srk.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject FW: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared
for Rosemont Copper

Bev,

 
Attached is SRK’s review of the Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan
(Vector, 2006) and Baseline Geochemical Characterization – Rosemont Copper (main text,
Appendix A, and Appendix B) (Tetra Tech, 2007) submitted by Rosemont.  Would it be possible
for the CNF have its review of this document completed by the end of next week (Oct. 2) so that
we may respond to SRK in a timely manner such that they can respond to any comments from
your staff?  Specifically, we need your specialists to comment on SRK’s work in presenting their
professional opinion, not on what additional information, if any, may be required from Rosemont. 
At the end of our comment period we will request SRK to edit their memo or accept it as final.
Should there be comments for SRK to consider, we anticipate their response to take one week. 
Then, based on the memo we may elect to pursue additional input from SRK and/or information
from Rosemont.  Feel free to contact Dale or me if you have any questions.  

 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 



From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: rgerhart@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; mthrash@swca.com; cbellavia@swca.com;

rmraley@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; rbowers@swca.com; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
awcampbell@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; jhesse@swca.com;
klgraves@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; treeder@swca.com; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
jderby@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; khouser@swca.com; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; jgrams@swca.com; temmett@fs.fed.us; gsoroka@swca.com; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
ecuriel@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; ehornung@swca.com; kpohs@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com;
tklarson@swca.com; Dale Ortman; hhall@swca.com; mbidwell@swca.com; rellis@swca.com;
jconnell@swca.com; dkeane@swca.com; mroth@fs.fed.us; daleortmanpe@live.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
lcgarrett77@msn.com; bschneid@email.arizona.edu; rlaford@fs.fed.us; mrobertson@swca.com;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; kkertell@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; bgaddis@swca.com;
kserrato@swca.com; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; devinquintana@fs.fed.us

Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: List of Reports Submitted by Rosemont Copper Co.
Date: 07/21/2009 02:22 PM

All-

Kathy Arnold sent us a list of 81 technical reports that have been submitted to the
Forest Service in support of the proposed Rosemont Copper Project
(https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150661) .  SWCA is looking at
this list to ensure that we have all of these reports in the Admin Record.  We'll also
review our records to see if we have any reports that are not included on this list.
Please take a few minutes to review this document and identify any reports that
pertain to your area of expertise. 

 

It is my understanding that Bev should have two hard copies of each report. 
Alternatively, many of these reports are posted in WebEx; however, there may be a
few instances where we did not receive electronic copies or they have not been
posted.  SWCA will either post copies or contact Rosemont and request electronic
copies.  We'll discuss the file structure and use of WebEx at the next extended ITD
meeting.  For SWCA employees, please contact Melissa or me if you have any
difficulties locating any of these reports.

 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: rgerhart@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; awcampbell@fs.fed.us; sgriset@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;

rbowers@swca.com; gmckay@fs.fed.us; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; mrobertson@swca.com;
beverson@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; jhesse@swca.com;
klgraves@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; treeder@swca.com; jhider@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
ccoyle@swca.com; jderby@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; khouser@swca.com; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;
mthrash@swca.com; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gsoroka@swca.com; tklarson@swca.com;
ecuriel@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; devinquintana@fs.fed.us; rmraley@fs.fed.us; mbidwell@swca.com;
rellis@swca.com; jconnell@swca.com; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkeane@swca.com; mroth@fs.fed.us;
daleortmanpe@live.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; lcgarrett77@msn.com; bschneid@email.arizona.edu;
rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; kkertell@swca.com; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;
mreichard@swca.com; bgaddis@swca.com; kserrato@swca.com; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; cbellavia@swca.com

Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: List of Reports Submitted by Rosemont Copper Co.
Date: 07/22/2009 08:15 AM

There were some errors in the link that Tom provided. Please use this to look at the
list of reports submitted by Rosemont.

Thanks!

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150661>
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From: Terry & Jane
To: tfurgason@swca.com; 'Reta Laford'; beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 07/12/2010 12:29 PM

Reta, Tom & Bev,
 
I have flight reservations for Monday, July 19th to arrive in Tucson around 11 am, returning to Helena
Saturday morning, July 24th.  It looks like there are several meetings that week.
 
I’d like to try to make flight reservations farther into the future.  You can help me by looking at the
calendar for the next couple months and telling me the weeks that you think are most important for me
to be on site.  Making reservations farther in advance will save money, and I can always change for a
fee if necessary.  Let me know what you think…..Terry Chute
 

mailto:tjchute@msn.com
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject:
Date: 03/02/2009 12:06 PM

Bev-
Could you send me a list of the documents that Kathy Arnold passed to you on Friday, please? I
want to be sure that we receive all of the same documents from them.
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; tfurgason@swca.com

Subject: March 23, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx (core and extended please attend if possible)
Date: 03/22/2010 04:27 PM
Attachments: March 23, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

As per my email note on this week's meeting last Wednesday, extended team
members are encouraged to come to this meeting as many had to miss last week's
meeting due to NEPA training.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 - March 23, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx
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March 24, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda





Location:  Rm. 4B, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701 



Time:  9:00 – 12:00; 1230 - 1500



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Overview of meeting



Landforming analysis (Debby Kriegel)



Facilities other than pit, plant, tailings and waste piles (Debby Kriegel)



Technical report review and other homework



Project status and meetings (round robin)





From: Melissa Reichard
To: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford
Subject: Mary Farrell out of scope work
Date: 04/13/2009 03:16 PM

I just got a call from Mary Farrell because she wanted to know what Suzanne needed to get an out-
of-scope tribe to a site visit. I told her that SWCA needs a letter from the FS documenting her
request for an additional service. I also told her that I wasn’t sure about the entire process on her
end. So, I wanted to give everyone a heads up. I was also thinking that maybe we could come up
with a process that I could post on WebEx as a reminder to all the specialists. Let me know what
you think. Also, should someone follow up on this with Mary?
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: May 17 reclamation meeting agenda and location
Date: 05/12/2010 04:40 PM
Attachments: MAP TO TIFC.docx

20100510_ortman_everson-arnold_may17-techtranmeetagenda_memo.pdf

I've heard that some of you that are planning to attend this meeting have not yet
received the agenda.  Here it is.  Note that though the agenda shows the meeting
ending at 4:00, we will probably continue the meeting until 5:00, for informal
discussion.

Thanks!

Bev

 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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Tucson Interagency Fire Center

2646 E. Commerce Center Place

Tucson, AZ  85706
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From the North – Take I-10 E to Kino Parkway exit.  There will also be signs to the airport.  After taking exit you will want to turn left (South) on to Benson Highway.  Follow road and it turns into Tucson Blvd.  Continue to travel South to Drexel Rd.  Just past Drexel will be a left hand turn.  There is a sign for “Intuit”.  Turn and follow the road and the center will be on the right.



From the East – Take I-10 W to Valencia Rd.  Travel West to Tucson Blvd and turn right (North).  Travel past Bilby road and take the next right – just before the stoplight at Drexel road.  There will be a sign for “Intuit”.  The fire center will be on the right side of the road.  

If you have questions, contact dispatch at 520-202-2710 or Cheryl Dickson 520-202-2704
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To:  Bev Everson (CNF); Kathy Arnold (Rosemont) 


Copy to: 
Jonathan Rigg, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Marcie Bidwell (SWCA), 
Mindee Roth (CNF) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date:  10 May 2010   


Subject: 
17 May 2010 Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting 
Final Purpose & Agenda 


 
Bev & Kathy, 
 
This memorandum presents the final agenda for the Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting 
scheduled for May 17th.  Additions include the following: 


• Presentation on revegetation case histories at existing mining operations, and 
• Discussion of the potential to create a “landform” mitigation for an alternative. 


 
We will be finalizing the schedule and venue this week, but please reserve the full day for the 
meeting.  Also, I need both Rosemont and the CNF to provide me with the persons who are to be 
in attendance and those who will be presenting for their respective organizations.  Please provide 
the presenters no later than Wednesday May 12th. 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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PURPOSE 
 
Provide the CNF with All Information Needed to Meet NEPA and USFS Requirements for 
a Reclamation Plan 
 
 
AGENDA 
 


1. Introduction – PRESENTED BY SWCA 
a. Attendee sign-in 
b. Safety orientation 
c. Purpose of meeting 
d. Agenda 


 
2. Define USFS Reclamation Plan Requirements in Regulation and Policy – PRESENTED 


BY CNF 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Facility specific reclamation design 
c. Bonding 
d. Reclamation Success Criteria and Bond Release 


 
3. Present Current Rosemont Reclamation Plan – PRESENTED BY ROSEMONT 


a. Summarize Reclamation Plan documents submitted to CNF 
i. Itemize documents necessary to current Reclamation Plan 
ii. Itemize obsolete documents, if any 


b. Summarize the Reclamation Plan and what documentation defines each part of the 
plan 


i. Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Concurrent and post-mine reclamation activities 
iii. Facility-specific reclamation design and activities 
iv. Reclamation success criteria 


 
4. Revegetation Case Histories – PRESENTED BY ROSEMONT 
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5. Open Discussion of how existing Reclamation Plan documents meet or do not meet the 


CNF requirements – FACILITATED BY SWCA 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Resource areas affected by Reclamation Plan 
c. Reclamation Plan relationship to Significant Issues 
d. Facility-specific reclamation plans 


i. Design to meet Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Specific activities & materials needed 
iii.  Quantities 
iv. Success criteria 


e. Other reclamation related information necessary to evaluate potential impact to 
Resource Areas for Significant Issues 


 
6. Open Discussion of potential for a “landform” mitigation – FACILITATED BY SWCA 


 
7. Determine Action Items - FACILITATED BY SWCA 


a. Spreadsheet of specific action items needed to finalize the Reclamation Plan 
i. Itemize all information needed from Rosemont 
ii. Itemize all actions by CNF 
iii. Itemize all actions by SWCA 


b. Schedule all Action Items 
c. Review all Action Items & Schedule 


 
8. Adjourn Session 


 







From: Melinda D Roth
To: Larry Jones; Walter Keyes; Salek Shafiqullah; Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson; Robert Lefevre; Eli Curiel;

Arthur S Elek; Sarah L Davis; jrigg@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Subject: May 19th Rosemont meeting
Date: 05/14/2010 03:26 PM
Attachments: Alternatives Meeting Agenda.docx

Rosemont Copper DEIS Foundational Pieces.docx
MAP TO TIFC.docx
20100409Final Issues_FS-SWCA_040810_CE.docx

Draft Agenda, handout, and map to fire center...  
PLEASE NOTE: starting time is 9:00! We are having a working lunch (see
agenda for catered lunch option).  
Also, you may want to bring the complete "Issues" document.  It's attached here.

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

Clarification of Alternative Details

Forest Service/SWCA/ Rosemont Copper

May 19, 2010

Tucson Interagency Fire Center

9:00 to 4:00



9:00	Welcome and Introductions						

	

Agenda, logistics, lunch plans



Schedule demands, Foundational pieces, Meeting approach, Reclamation meeting recap



9:30	Meeting Purposes 



To identify any issues that must be addressed ASAP, especially regarding the new outline and any remaining data needs.



To clarify the details of alternatives and maps necessary to finalize Chapter 2 alternative descriptions.



To “kick off” preparation of the DEIS, recognizing the need for close and consistent collaboration and coordination between all parties.



9:45	Alternatives (roughly 45 minutes each):



	MPO



	Phased Tailings



	Barrel Only



	Scholefield



	No Action



10:30 	Break



12:00 	Working Lunch (Meat, cheese, fruit platter, beverages, $5.00 per person or bring your own)



1:30	Break



3:00	Wrap Up, Next Steps



Break and one-to-one specialist coordination time



4:00	Adjourn

	



THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENDANCE AND ATTENTION!

Please, get home safely!


Rosemont Copper DEIS Foundational Pieces



Schedule: DEIS available to the public 4th Quarter 2010 (to printer no later than November)



Alternatives

	MPO

	No Action 	

	Phased Tailings

	Barrel Only

	Scholefield



DEIS outline

     Chapter 2 Alternative Descriptions

	No Action

	Proposed Action and Action Alternatives  - Common Elements

		Overview of Mining Operations, Processing (oxide and sulfide ores) and Facility Needs

			Mine Life

Permits and Permitting Processes

	Assumptions from Permit Process

Pit

Water Supply and Control

Other Utilities and Support Facilities

Blasting and Drilling

Waste Rock and Tailings

Ore, Waste Rock and Tailings Transport 	

Solid, Hazardous and Sanitary Waste

Reclamation and Closure

Design Features, Resource Protection Plans and Mitigation

Monitoring 

Forest Plan Amendments 

	Proposed Action in Detail

		Specific Elements of the PMPO

			Mine Footprint

			Phasing of Activities

			Mitigation Specific to this Alternative

Additional Items Needed for Implementation

Monitoring

	Rationale, Effectiveness, Cost

Forest Plan Amendments

	Each Alternative in Detail

		Primary Issues Alternative Intended to Address (Why did we develop this alternative?)

Specific Elements of Each Alternative (same as for PMPO)




Issues and Units of Measure

Issue 1: Impact on Land Stability and Soil Productivity

Qualitative assessment of long-term stability of tailings and waste piles

Character of risks to stability through time, including expected results of reclamation

Area of disturbance leading to lost soil productivity (acres)

Qualitative assessment of the potential for revegetation, given the geochemical composition of tailings and waste rock piles

Sediment delivery to Davidson Canyon, Cienega Creek, or other streams and washes, compared with background sediment loading (tons)

Issue 2: Impact on Air Quality

Particulate emission estimates, compared with background and threshold (PM 2.5, PM 10)

GHG emission estimates, compared with background and threshold (GHG estimates in tons)

Qualitative assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation measures to protect air quality and meet CAA standards for Class I airsheds and elsewhere

Issue 3: Impact of Water Resources

Degree of change in water table level (feet), including annual average and range, compared with background and thresholds of concern 

Locations where water resources may be impacted above threshold of concern (geographic extent)

Water needed for operations from the Santa Cruz Valley, compared with background and threshold of concern

Ability to meet State of Arizona aquifer water quality standards 

Ability to demonstrate “Best Available Control Technology” (qualitative assessment of mitigation effectiveness) 

Qualitative assessment of impacts on beneficial uses of water

Stock watering tanks that will be unavailable (number)

Qualitative assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation measures to protect water quality and meet Clean Water Act standards

Issue 4: Impact on Springs, Seeps, and Riparian Habitats

Total riparian habitat disturbed, unique or uncommon riparian habitat disturbed, wildlife corridors disturbed (acres)

Total riparian habitat lost, unique or uncommon riparian habitat lost (acres)

Seeps and springs lost or degraded (number)

Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet current legal and regulatory requirements for riparian areas

Issue 5: Impact on Plants and Animals

Short- and long-term change in vegetation communities (acres)

Area receiving reclamation measures (acres)

Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet current ecological conservation policies and designations

Number of individual plants and/or acres of habitat lost, modified, or indirectly impacted, expressed as a proportion of the total range of each botanical species of concern

Qualitative assessment of how dust or particulate emissions impact plant species of conservation concern

Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to reduce impacts on botanical species of conservation concern

Potential for alternative to jeopardize the viability of any species

Area that would no longer meet current Coronado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, as amended (Forest Plan) management direction for plants (Forest Service 1986) (acres)

Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to reduce the potential for invasive species introduction, establishment, and/or spread

North-south wildlife migration corridors modified and/or lost (acres)

Qualitative assessment of the change in connections between wildlife habitats

Qualitative assessment of how increased volume of traffic could result in road kills of various animal species

Habitat lost expressed as a proportion of the total amount of habitat for each animal species of concern (acres/percent)

Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation in minimizing and/or avoiding impacts on habitat for animal species of concern

Potential for alternative to jeopardize the population viability of any species

Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan management direction for wildlife habitat (acres)

Character of impact on animals from noise, vibration, and light

Effectiveness of mitigation to reduce impact on wildlife from disturbance 

Issue 6: Impact on Visual Resources

Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan VQO designations (acres)

Qualitative assessment/degree of change in landscape character from Key Observation Points over time 

Percentage of State Route 83 that would no longer meet scenic byway criteria

Issue 7: Impact on Recreation

Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan ROS designations (acres)

Area of national forest land that would no longer be available for recreational use (acres) 

Audio “footprint:” potential for noise to reach recreation areas (acres)

Qualitative assessment of impacts to solitude in wilderness and other backcountry areas

Hunting permits/opportunities modified or lost (quantity)

Length and number of trails/trailheads that would no longer be available to the public

Qualitative assessment of increased pressure on other areas

Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to offset recreation losses

Issue 8: Impact on Public Safety

Change in type and pattern of traffic by road and vehicle type

Trip count per day for all hazardous materials

Qualitative assessment of transportation conflicts 

Qualitative assessment of public health risk from mine operations and facilities

Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet air quality standards for human health

Issue 9: Impact on Dark Skies and Astronomy

Distribution of fractional increase in sky brightness from mine facility and vehicle lighting

Area that would not meet lighting code (acres)

Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation measures to reduce dust and impact night sky visibility 

Vibration detectable at telescope sites (inches/second peak particle velocity)

Qualitative assessment of how particulate emissions may damage sensitive astronomy equipment 

Issue 10: Impact on Heritage Resources

Total NRHP-eligible prehistoric and historic archaeological sites buried, destroyed, or damaged (quantity)

Potential TCPs lost or degraded (acres)

Potential for vibrations to damage historic sites 

Qualitative assessment on likelihood of impact to future finds 

Traditional resource collection areas impacted (number, acres)

Sacred springs impacted (number)

Ancestral sites where burials are likely to be damaged or covered by mining facilities (number)

Qualitative assessment of spiritual/emotional impact of desecration of land, springs, and burials

Issue 11: Socioeconomic Issues

Change in employment over time 

Change in property values over time

Change in tax base per year over time 

Change in demand and cost for road maintenance over time

Change in demand and cost for emergency services over time 

Qualitative assessment of change in tourism revenue over time

Economic outlook of mine operations (present net value)

Qualitative assessment of the ability of alternatives to meet rural landscape expectations as expressed by Forest Plan and federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances
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From the North – Take I-10 E to Kino Parkway exit.  There will also be signs to the airport.  After taking exit you will want to turn left (South) on to Benson Highway.  Follow road and it turns into Tucson Blvd.  Continue to travel South to Drexel Rd.  Just past Drexel will be a left hand turn.  There is a sign for “Intuit”.  Turn and follow the road and the center will be on the right.



From the East – Take I-10 W to Valencia Rd.  Travel West to Tucson Blvd and turn right (North).  Travel past Bilby road and take the next right – just before the stoplight at Drexel road.  There will be a sign for “Intuit”.  The fire center will be on the right side of the road.  

If you have questions, contact dispatch at 520-202-2710 or Cheryl Dickson 520-202-2704
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[bookmark: _Toc256395730]Issues

Federal agencies are required to identify significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the Environmental Impact Statement (40 Code of Federal Regulations 1501.7). These issues and factors for alternative comparison are based on careful review of public input received during scoping, consultation with cooperating agencies, and internal review by Coronado National Forest and SWCA Environmental Consultants specialists. Significant issues drive the development of alternatives considered in detail, mitigation, and monitoring, as well as focusing the analysis of potential effects.
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[bookmark: _Toc258508674]


ISSUE 1: 	IMPACT ON LAND STABILITY AND SOIL PRODUCTIVITY

Issue 1: Ground disturbance from clearing vegetation, grading, and stockpiling soils may accelerate erosion and reduce soil productivity. The tailings and waste rock piles may be unstable over time, and reclamation may not adequately result in a stable, revegetated landscape. Geochemical composition of tailings and waste rock piles may not support natural vegetation. Soils are non-renewable resources, and loss of the soil resource may result in an irretrievable loss of soil productivity. 

Issue 1 Factors for alternative comparison

Qualitative assessment of long-term stability of tailings and waste piles

Character of risks to stability through time, including expected results of reclamation

Area of disturbance leading to lost soil productivity (acres)

Qualitative assessment of the potential for revegetation, given the geochemical composition of tailings and waste rock piles

Sediment delivery to Davidson Canyon, Cienega Creek, or other streams and washes, compared with background sediment loading (tons)

[bookmark: _Toc258508675]ISSUE 2: 	IMPACT ON AIR QUALITY 

Issue 2: This issue relates to changes in air quality that may occur from the mining operation. Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors may increase dust, airborne chemicals, and vehicular emissions in the affected area. Air quality standards may be compromised. The Clean Air Act (CAA) and other laws, regulations, policies, and plans set thresholds for air quality, including Class I wilderness airsheds. The emission of greenhouse gases (GHGs) has been implicated in global climate change, and the policy of the federal government is to reduce these emissions when possible (Executive Order 13514). 

Issue 2 Factors for alternative comparison

Particulate emission estimates, compared with background and threshold (PM 2.5, PM 10)

GHG emission estimates, compared with background and threshold (GHG estimates in tons)

Qualitative assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation measures to protect air quality and meet CAA standards for Class I airsheds and elsewhere

[bookmark: _Toc258508676]ISSUE 3: 	IMPACT ON WATER RESOURCES

This group of issues relates to the effects of the mine construction, operation, and closure on quality and quantity of water for beneficial uses, wells, and stock watering. The loss of water availability to riparian and other plant and animal habitat is addressed in Issues 3 and 4. 

Issue 3A: The proposed open-pit mine may reduce groundwater availability to private and public wells in the vicinity of the Rosemont well fields. Household water availability may be reduced. 

Issue 3A Factors for alternative comparison

Degree of change in water table level (feet), including annual average and range, compared with background and thresholds of concern 

Locations where water resources may be impacted above threshold of concern (geographic extent)

Issue 3B: Water needed to run the mine facility might reduce groundwater availability in the Santa Cruz Valley. 

Issue 3B Factor for alternative comparison 

Water needed for operations from the Santa Cruz Valley, compared with background and threshold of concern

Issue 3C: Construction and operation of the mine pit, along with tailings, waste rock, and leach facilities, may result in a loss of groundwater quality. The mine pit may fill with water and create a lake that may have an unnatural concentration of chemicals. 

Issue 3C Factors for alternative comparison 

Ability to meet State of Arizona aquifer water quality standards 

Ability to demonstrate “Best Available Control Technology” (qualitative assessment of mitigation effectiveness) 

Issue 3D: Construction and operation of the pit, waste rock, and tailings facilities may result in changes in surface water discharge to Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek. The availability of water for stock water tanks may be reduced. 

Issue 3D Factor for alternative comparison 

Qualitative assessment of impacts on beneficial uses of water

Stock watering tanks that will be unavailable (number)

Issue 3E: Construction and operation of tailings, waste rock, and leach facilities may result in sediment or other pollutants reaching surface water and degrading water quality, leading to a loss of beneficial uses. Sediment (see soil issue above) may enter streams, increase turbidity, and violate water quality standards. 

Issue 3E Factor for alternative comparison

Qualitative assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation measures to protect water quality and meet Clean Water Act standards

[bookmark: _Toc258508677]ISSUE 4:	IMPACT ON SPRINGS, SEEPS, AND RIPARIAN HABITATS

Issue 4: This issue relates to the potential impacts on riparian habitat resulting from the alteration of surface and subsurface hydrology from the pit and other operations. Potential impacts may include loss of riparian habitat and fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors. 

Issue 4 Factors for alternative comparison

Total riparian habitat disturbed, unique or uncommon riparian habitat disturbed, wildlife corridors disturbed (acres)

Total riparian habitat lost, unique or uncommon riparian habitat lost (acres)

Seeps and springs lost or degraded (number)

Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet current legal and regulatory requirements for riparian areas

[bookmark: _Toc258508678]ISSUE 5:	IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS

This group of issues focuses on effects on plant and animal habitats other than riparian and the viability of populations of species of conservation concern. Many aspects of the mine operations have the potential to adversely affect individuals, populations, and habitat for plants and animals. Species of conservation concern (federally listed, U.S. Forest Service [Forest Service] and Bureau of Land Management [BLM] Sensitive, Management Indicator Species [MIS], and migratory birds) may be adversely affected. This issue includes the potential for impacts on wildlife from light, noise, vibration, traffic, and other disturbance from the proposed mining operations.   

Issue 5A: The pit, plant, tailings and waste piles, road and utility corridors, and other facilities may result in a permanent change to the vegetation, and reclamation may not restore natural conditions. 

Issue 5A Factors for alternative comparison

Short- and long-term change in vegetation communities (acres)

Area receiving reclamation measures (acres)

Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet current ecological conservation policies and designations

Issue 5B: The mine itself and ancillary facilities may result in the loss of habitat, individuals, or populations of botanical species of conservation concern.

Issue 5B Factors for alternative comparison

Number of individual plants and/or acres of habitat lost, modified, or indirectly impacted, expressed as a proportion of the total range of each botanical species of concern

Qualitative assessment of how dust or particulate emissions impact plant species of conservation concern

Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to reduce impacts on botanical species of conservation concern

Potential for alternative to jeopardize the viability of any species

Area that would no longer meet current Coronado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, as amended (Forest Plan) management direction for plants (Forest Service 1986) (acres)

Issue 5C: The mine operations may create conditions conducive to the introduction, establishment, and/or spread of non-native species that may out-compete native vegetation and degrade plant communities. Forest Service and other federal, state, and local laws, regulations, policies, and plans contain management direction for invasive plants. 

Issue 5C Factor for alternative comparison

Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to reduce the potential for invasive species introduction, establishment, and/or spread

Issue 5D: The mine operations may modify and/or fragment the north-south wildlife migration corridor and/or reduce connectivity between habitats. The transportation system and increased traffic could result in more wildlife road kills. 

Issue 5D Factors for alternative comparison

North-south wildlife migration corridors modified and/or lost (acres)

Qualitative assessment of the change in connections between wildlife habitats

Qualitative assessment of how increased volume of traffic could result in road kills of various animal species

Issue 5E: The mine operations may impact habitat for animal species of concern. Species of concern include those afforded protection under the Endangered Species Act and candidates to be listed, Forest Service and BLM Sensitive species, MIS, Arizona Game and Fish Department’s Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona, and Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Priority Vulnerable Species. The Forest Service is required to maintain population viability of animal species and avoid or minimize adverse impacts on species of concern. The alternatives were developed to reduce impacts on habitats for animal species of concern. 

Issue 5E Factors for alternative comparison

Habitat lost expressed as a proportion of the total amount of habitat for each animal species of concern (acres/percent)

Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation in minimizing and/or avoiding impacts on habitat for animal species of concern

Potential for alternative to jeopardize the population viability of any species

Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan management direction for wildlife habitat (acres)

Issue 5F: Mine operations, including drilling and blasting, may result in noise and vibrations that impact animal behavior and result in negative impacts on wildlife. Nocturnal and other animals may be adversely affected by the lit-up night skies. 

Issue 5F Factors for alternative comparison

Character of impact on animals from noise, vibration, and light

Effectiveness of mitigation to reduce impact on wildlife from disturbance 

[bookmark: _Toc258508679]ISSUE 6:	IMPACT ON VISUAL RESOURCES

Issue 6: This issue focuses on the visual impacts that result from the mining pit, placement of tailings and waste rock piles, and development and use of other facilities. The proposed mine tailings and waste rock piles would create significant changes to the landscape within the mine footprint. The piles may block valued mountain views. The processing plant and transportation and utility corridors may also affect visual resources in the area. The character of Scenic Highway 83 may change. The ability for the area to meet assigned visual quality objectives (VQOs) in the Forest Plan may be reduced. Regardless of mitigation measures or reclamation required, the scenic quality of the landscape may be permanently degraded. 

Issue 6 Factors for alternative comparison

Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan VQO designations (acres)

Qualitative assessment/degree of change in landscape character from Key Observation Points over time 

Percentage of State Route 83 that would no longer meet scenic byway criteria

[bookmark: _Toc258508680]ISSUE 7:	IMPACT ON RECREATION

Issue 7: This issue focuses on the effects of the mining operation on recreational opportunities on National Forest System lands, including loss of access, loss of or reduction in solitude, remoteness, rural setting, and quiet. The mine operation may lead to permanent changes to recreation settings (Recreation Opportunity Spectrum [ROS]) and/or the type of recreation available and may result in increased pressure on public and private lands in other places to compensate for lost opportunities. 

Issue 7 Factors for alternative comparison

Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan ROS designations (acres)

Area of national forest land that would no longer be available for recreational use (acres) 

Audio “footprint:” potential for noise to reach recreation areas (acres)

Qualitative assessment of impacts to solitude in wilderness and other backcountry areas

Hunting permits/opportunities modified or lost (quantity)

Length and number of trails/trailheads that would no longer be available to the public

Qualitative assessment of increased pressure on other areas

Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to offset recreation losses

[bookmark: _Toc258508681]ISSUE 8:	IMPACT ON PUBLIC SAFETY

Issue 8: This issue focuses on the impact of increased traffic from the mine site on construction, operation, and maintenance of new and reconstructed roadways and the potential for increased volume of traffic. Oversized vehicles and the transport of personnel, equipment, supplies, and materials related to the mining operation have the potential to increase traffic and reduce public safety. Hazardous materials would be transported, which may increase the risk of a spill or other public safety impact. Another aspect of this issue is human health risks to national forest visitors if they accidentally come near the mine operations, tailings, or waste rock piles. Air quality impacts as a result of the operation may be harmful to public health. 

Issue 8 Factors for alternative comparison

Change in type and pattern of traffic by road and vehicle type

Trip count per day for all hazardous materials

Qualitative assessment of transportation conflicts 

Qualitative assessment of public health risk from mine operations and facilities

Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet air quality standards for human health

[bookmark: _Toc258508682]ISSUE 9:	IMPACT ON DARK SKIES AND ASTRONOMY

Issue 9: This issue relates to the potential for the mining operation and facilities to reduce night sky visibility. Increased light, air particulates, and gases from mine-related facilities, equipment, vehicles, and processes may diminish dark skies. The increased sky glow could reduce visibility of stars, planets, satellites, and other celestial objects. Area residents, recreationists, research and amateur astronomers, and stargazers value the current dark skies in the area. Key observation points and the Smithsonian’s Fred Lawrence Whipple Astrophysical Observatory may be adversely affected. This issue also relates to the impact of particulate emissions and vibration from blasting and drilling on sensitive astronomy equipment. 

Pima County has a night sky lighting code. The Mine Plan of Operations is exempt from this code, and some aspects of the operation may not be able to conform to the code (because of worker safety concerns). 

Issue 9 Factors for alternative comparison

Distribution of fractional increase in sky brightness from mine facility and vehicle lighting

Area that would not meet lighting code (acres)

Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation measures to reduce dust and impact night sky visibility 

Vibration detectable at telescope sites (inches/second peak particle velocity)

Qualitative assessment of how particulate emissions may damage sensitive astronomy equipment 

[bookmark: _Toc258508683]ISSUE 10:	IMPACT ON HERITAGE RESOURCES

This group of issues focuses on the adverse effects of the proposed mining operations on heritage resources, including 1) traditional homelands for Native American groups, 2) ancestral habitation sites and human burials, 3) archaeological resources, 4) sites eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 5) traditional resource collection areas, and 6) cultural practice opportunities. 

Issue 10A: The proposed mine operations may bury, remove, or damage archaeological and historic sites. There may be a loss of or reduction in future archaeological research potential if heritage resource sites are buried under permanent facilities such as roads and utility corridors  and waste rock and tailings piles. Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) (buildings, districts, or landscapes with historic and ongoing significance) may be lost or degraded. Vibrations from blasting and drilling may damage historical sites. 

Issue 10A Factors for alternative comparison

Total NRHP-eligible prehistoric and historic archaeological sites buried, destroyed, or damaged (quantity)

Potential TCPs lost or degraded (acres)

Potential for vibrations to damage historic sites 

Qualitative assessment on likelihood of impact to future finds 

Issue 10B: The mine footprint may impact Native American traditional use and perception of the land. Traditional resource collection areas may be lost or degraded. Springs that are considered sacred may be lost or degraded. Human burials may be desecrated. The spiritual context of the landscape may be permanently changed. Disruption of the physical world may be perceived to cause spiritual harm to the earth and the people here. The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (Public Law 95-341) recognizes that the religious practices of American Indians are an integral part of their cultures, tradition, and heritage, such practices forming the basis of Indian identity and value systems. The most relevant direction is Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites, which directs federal land management agencies, to the extent permitted by law and not clearly inconsistent with essential agency functions, to accommodate access to and use of Indian sacred sites and to avoid affecting the physical integrity of such sites wherever possible (Forest Service Manual 1563.01e5). 

Issue 10B Factors for alternative comparison

Traditional resource collection areas impacted (number, acres)

Sacred springs impacted (number)

Ancestral sites where burials are likely to be damaged or covered by mining facilities (number)

Qualitative assessment of spiritual/emotional impact of desecration of land, springs, and burials

[bookmark: _Toc258508684]ISSUE 11:	SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

This issue relates to the socioeconomic impacts of the proposed mining operations. The mine operations may have negative and positive socioeconomic impacts, which may change over time. The socioeconomic stability of the area may be adversely affected. Residents, business owners, and visitors’ expectations of national forests and the historic rural landscape may not be met. 

Issue 11A: The mine facilities and operation may result in changes over time to local employment, property values, tax base, tourism revenue, and demand and cost for road maintenance and emergency services. There may be costs to the alternative design features and mitigation measures that influence the net value of the mine operations and thus its economic profile. 

Issue 11A Factors for alternative comparison

Change in employment over time 

Change in property values over time

Change in tax base per year over time 

Change in demand and cost for road maintenance over time

Change in demand and cost for emergency services over time 

Qualitative assessment of change in tourism revenue over time

Economic outlook of mine operations (present net value)

Issue 11B: The mine operation may not conform to the quality of life expectations as expressed by the Forest Plan and federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances. Concerns have been expressed about modification of rural historic landscapes important to local residents.

Issue 11B Factor for alternative comparison

Qualitative assessment of the ability of alternatives to meet rural landscape expectations as expressed by Forest Plan and federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Meet tomorrow
Date: 07/26/2010 01:57 PM

I propose we meet tomorrow, usual place and time.  Do you have any specific topics
to discuss?

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


U.S. & Canada:    866.740.1260

Access Code: 9550668

Dial-In Information

From: Tom Furgason
Reply To: Tom Furgason
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: Meeting Invitation: CNF and ACOE Compensatory Mitigation Discussion
Date: 07/20/2010 01:07 PM

CNF and ACOE Compensatory
Mitigation Discussion
You have been invited to a ReadyTalk Meeting hosted by Tom
Furgason. All the information you need to join is below.
 

Meeting Description: 
All-
 
We are still on for a meeting tomorrow at 1:00 to discuss the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers requirements for compensatory
mitigation for the Individual Permit.  I’m not sending an
agenda because the meeting is intended to focus on
identifying required mitigation so that it can be incorporated
into Chapter 2 of the EIS.
NOTE: We will be using SWCA's conference number and there
will be no web presentation.
 
Tom Furgason
Office Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile

Date & Time

Date: Wed, Jul 21, 2010

Time: 01:00 PM MST

Duration: 1 hour

Host(s): Tom Furgason

Lotus Notes Help

ReadyTalk Support Information

For technical support:
U.S. and Canada: 800.843.9166
International: 303.209.1600
Email: help@readytalk.com
Web: Conferencing Support

To opt-out of future email messages or to manage your email preferences please
click here This email was sent to: beverson@fs.fed.us by Readytalk: 1598
Wynkoop Street Denver,  Colorado 80202 USA

http://www.readytalk.com/
mailto:meetings@meetings.readytalk.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
http://www.readytalk.com/
https://cc.readytalk.com/cc/schedule/iCalCreation.do?eventId=q5foyda6lfrt
https://cc.readytalk.com/cc/schedule/lotusNotesInfo.do
mailto:help@readytalk.com
http://www.readytalk.com/support
https://cc.readytalk.com/optout?optOut=duvwg4qwq4gi&host=readytalk


From: Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard
Reply To: Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: Meeting Invitation: US Army Corps of Enginners and Coronado National Forest Conference Call
Date: 07/07/2010 12:29 PM

US Army Corps of Enginners and
Coronado National Forest
Conference Call

Meeting Description: 
All-

This conference call was originally scheduled by
Marjorie Blaine and Mindee Roth to discuss the
Rosemont Copper Project.  An agenda will be sent later
by the Coronado National Forest.  There will be a Power
Point presentation for part of the meeting.  Therefore,
SWCA has been asked to facilitate this through
ReadyTalk. 

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

 
 

Date & Time

Date: Thu, Jul 8, 2010

Time: 10:00 AM MST

Duration: 2 hours

Host(s): Tom Furgason, Melissa
Reichard

To opt-out of future email messages or to manage your email preferences please
click here This email was sent to: beverson@fs.fed.us by Readytalk: 1598
Wynkoop Street Denver,  Colorado 80202 USA

http://www.readytalk.com/
mailto:meetings@meetings.readytalk.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
http://www.readytalk.com/
https://cc.readytalk.com/r/6pjiexpylmyy
https://cc.readytalk.com/optout?optOut=duvwg4qwq4gi&host=readytalk


From: Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard
Reply To: Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: Meeting Invitation: US Army Corps of Enginners and Coronado National Forest Conference Call
Date: 06/25/2010 05:49 PM

US Army Corps of Enginners and
Coronado National Forest
Conference Call

Meeting Description: 
All-

This conference call was originally scheduled by
Marjorie Blaine and Mindee Roth to discuss the
Rosemont Copper Project.  An agenda will be sent later
by the Coronado National Forest.  There will be a Power
Point presentation for part of the meeting.  Therefore,
SWCA has been asked to facilitate this through
ReadyTalk. 

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

 
 

Date & Time

Date: Thu, Jul 8, 2010

Time: 10:00 AM MST

Duration: 2 hours

Host(s): Tom Furgason, Melissa
Reichard

To opt-out of future email messages or to manage your email preferences please
click here This email was sent to: beverson@fs.fed.us by Readytalk: 1598
Wynkoop Street Denver,  Colorado 80202 USA

http://www.readytalk.com/
mailto:meetings@meetings.readytalk.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
http://www.readytalk.com/
https://cc.readytalk.com/r/6pjiexpylmyy
https://cc.readytalk.com/optout?optOut=duvwg4qwq4gi&host=readytalk


From: Walter Keyes
To: mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Meeting Notes: ADOT/Rosemont SR-83 Meeting.
Date: 01/31/2010 01:37 PM
Attachments: 20100129_RosemontADOT_MtgKeyesNotes.docx

...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
     This email contains information known to the State of
California to cause lack of reproductive success in the recipient.
..........................................................................

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

MEETING NOTES:   ROSEMONT / ADOT SR-83 MEETING

January 29, 2010





I was told meeting notes will be provided sometime after this meeting occurred, which are hereby referenced.



After introductions for the various personnel present discussion began on the two TetraTech prepared documents.  Unfortunately I had to leave prior to the end of the meeting, but the two concerns that USFS engineering has were presented.  In fact the first of those concerns was brought up by an ADOT person—namely that no discussion of road bed/pavement structure was included in the documents and that this therefore leaves the reports—and eventually NEPA moot with respect to impacts (costs, public impact) to ADOT and the traveling public.



The other concern is that the Level Of Service (LOS) discussion in the document uses only two types of mine operations period scenarios with respect to expected mine generated traffic: 100% and 75% compliance with a vanpool using five (5) employees per van.  The concern stems from the observation that during the last few years of the proposed mine operations the SR-83 LOS will barely meet category “C” with the 75% vanpool scenario.  Vanpool/carpool use is likely historically extremely low in the general population; Rosemont’s efforts to force its workforce—including contractors—to vanpool will likely be either draconian to achieve the 75% level, or will fall short (likely well short) of the 75% compliance level.  If the effort falls discernibly below the 75% level the LOS for SR-83 will drop to “D”, which practically forces ADOT to take action of some sort to preserve efficiency and safety on SR-83.



I was asked whether I had additional concerns as I left the meeting.  My response what that the above two concerns covered the major shortcomings that I had noticed to date.



Walt Keyes

January 31, 2010



From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Reta Laford
Subject: Meeting w/RO
Date: 10/06/2009 09:52 AM

Mindee and Bev,
 
Melissa informed me that you are expecting me to give a presentation on the results of scoping and
issue identification at this Thursdays meeting with the RO.  What are you expectations for my
presentation?  Are you expecting the same presentation that I gave to Jeanine at the end of March this
year?
 
Also, would it be possible to get a copy of the Rosemont EIS art work?  I may still have time to change
the background from the standard SWCA background to a project-specific background.
 
Thanks.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Beverley Everson
Cc: Mindee Roth
Subject: Mitigation List
Date: 12/21/2009 08:38 AM

Bev,

 

I got your message late on Friday.  I did send you a copy of the mitigation by email
but it bounced.  Here is the link on WebEx:
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=161462

 

Tom
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From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; jsturgess@rosemontcopper.com; karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Mitigation tabel update
Date: 06/11/2010 04:41 PM
Attachments: Mitigation Table June 8 Update.docx

Classic forget to actually attach the attachment… 
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com
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Rosemont Copper Project PDEIS: Chapter 2 Mitigation Comment Compilation

June 4, 2010



		Updated Item #

		Initial #

		Proposed Mitigation Measure

		To which Action Alt(s)? 

		Source

		Driver and/or Law, Regulation, and Policy

		Target Issue(s) and Quantitative Units of Measure



		

		

		Air

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		5

		Onsite dust control on Rosemont facilities shall be maintained on access, haul, service, and maintenance roads on site during construction, operation, and closure periods through uses of:

· gravel, 

· water spray, 

· treatment with dust control agents, 

· otherwise as specified in the Air Quality Permit

Specifications for each class of facility to be according to the Air Quality Permit and documented in a Dust Control Plan to maintain compliance with PDEQ air quality regulations or other applicable regulation.

		All

		FS

		Clean Air Act regulations as delegated to Pima County Department Environmental Quality (Dust Control Plan to be updated as needed to comply with PDEQ permit)

		Air Quality – PM10

Plant and Animals – Dust Impacts to plants

Visual – Change in landscape character

Public Safety – CAA standards, PM and GHG

Socioeconomics – Quality of Life

Dark Skies – PM





Green highlights reflect changes from 5/10/2010 version



		

		8

		Set and enforce speed limits within project area

		 All

		FS

		 

		See 1.1.1



		

		12

		Rosemont shall use dust control technology at material transfer points and other point sources at crushing, conveyor, and bulk material handling facilities, as required in the air quality permit, these technologies include:

· water sprays, 

· cover, 

· wind barriers, 

· mechanical controls, or other appropriate measures.

		 All

		FS

		Clean Air Act and PDEQ permit (Shall be specified and monitored as per the PDEQ permit requirement)

		See 1.1.1



		

		14

		Apply soil stabilizers to tails as required by the Air Quality Permit

		 All

		FS

		 

		 See 1.1.1



		

		15

		Rosemont shall maintain MSDS sheets on site as appropriate for chemical materials used onsite, such as:

· chemical or physical dust control agents, 

· organics, 

· inorganic binders, or 

· stabilizing polymers.

Materials to be used on site shall be subject to review and approval as part of the Materials Management Plan/Procedures

		 All

		FS, Public

		Mine Safety and Health Act 

		Drop?  Having MSDS sheets doesn’t mitigate anything



		

		17

		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		All

		FS

		 

		 Move to Monitoring



		

		18

		Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in the air quality permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or closure

		All

		FS

		

		See 1.1.1



		

		19

		Use acid mist controls in electrowinning tank house as required by the Air Quality Permit

		All

		FS

		 

		Air 

Public Safety



		

		22

		Rosemont shall stipulate to usage of low-sulfur diesel fuel on-site for all stationary equipment as per Clean Air Act, and as per the Mine Plan of Operations for mobile equipment

		All

		FS

		Clean Air Act,

PDEQ Air Permit



Arizona Revised Statutes Articles 2, 3, 5, and 7 contain a lot of requirements for combustion engines and fuel.  Some engines may be required by law to use low-sulfur diesel fuel, others may not. To be researched.

		See 1.1.1

Also Air – GHG emission in tons



		

		

		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		

		

		Use exact MPO wording



		

		13

		Compact the tails as specified in the Tailings Operations and Maintenance Plan as they are placed in selected locations within the tailings facilities 



Compaction specifications shall be dependent on location within the tailings area, as specified in the Tailings Operations and Management Plan, to meet both geotechnical stability 

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		

		See 1.1.1



		

		16

		Use emitters, similar to drip irrigation, to apply the acid leaching solution to the heap

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		 See 1.1.1



		

		21

		Establish truck specifications to reduce emissions

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		 Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		24

		RCC shall develop a Transportation Reduction Plan to include a Park and Ride Program and van pooling for workers during all phases of the project to reduce the number of personal vehicle miles driven to and from the project.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		 Air – GHG emissions in tons 





		

		25

		Construct electric lines as a first step in developing the time to eliminate the need for on-site electrical generation

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		  Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		26

		Use alternative methods for power generation such as solar for administration buildings

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		  Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		32

		Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks and heavy equipment.

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		

		 See 1.1.1



		

		6

		Offsite dust management on access road includes development and implementation of a Dust Control Plan for:

· the unpaved section of Santa Rita Road

· dedicated BLM roads used for access

· Forest Service access roads used to access other areas used for Rosemont project activities on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		

		See 1.1.1



		

		20

		Use modern design, progressive operation methods and air quality control strategies as appropriate to the contemporary equipment specified for use at site

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		23

		Operational considerations such as energy, water, and fuel conservation shall be considered as well as dust management at the facility.  Therefore, Rosemont shall select and operate mobile equipment in a manner that takes into consideration the number of road miles driven, and balance the dust control efforts to the activities and miles driven (more haul truck miles = more water truck miles).

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		

		Air – PM and GHG



		

		34             

		Ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained at all times and does not unnecessarily idle, is tuned to manufacturer's specifications. 

		All

		Public

		 

		Move to monitoring



		

		38     

		Plants and Animals (Formerly Biology)

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		

		

		



		

		S8

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specific provisions to prepare seedbed, reseed any project-related disturbances along Pima County ROW or roadway.  

		All (except MPO)

		CA

		

		???



		

		40

		Rosemont shall finalize and implement a Rosemont Reclamation Plan that includes planting of native grasses, Palmer agave, shrubs, and trees. Non-native species may be used with FS approval. 



The Rosemont Reclamation Plan will integrate the requirements of State Mine Inspector, BLM, and USFS, as well as the reclamation-related requirements of cooperating agencies.



Whereas specific plans may apply differently to private, state and federal lands, Rosemont has committed to reclaim all lands to the highest standards identified in the respective plans.

		All (except MPO) 

		FS,  Tribes

		BLM, USFS, SMI, USFWS, AZG&F permit requirements

		Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Long-term stability and risks

· Reveg. Success

· Sediment delivery 

Air - PM

Water – sediment

Plants and Animals

· Change in veg community

· Area reclaimed

· Ecological concerv. Plans

· Noxious weeds

Visual – change in landscape character

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		

		41

		The Invasive Species Management Plan (regarding noxious weeds, aquatic and terrestrial plants and animals) shall be reviewed periodically and adjusted as needed to apply to all project-related land disturbances on Forest Lands.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		 Plants and Animals – noxious weeds



























Move to Monitoring



		

		42

		Rosemont agrees to accept allotment conditions and modifications to develop a Water Source Enhancement and Mitigation Plan (RWSEMP) within the expanse of the Rosemont Ranch lands that surround the Helvetia and Rosemont Mining District.



The RWSEMP shall demonstrate no net loss in numbers of surface water sources for livestock and wildlife.  



For each individual source of seasonal or permanent surface water lost to wildlife or grazing use, whether through direct or indirect project-related impact, mitigation sources shall be created to provide a replacement water source in the area impacted.  



		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number seeps, springs

Plants and Animals – 

· botanical species

· animal habitat

· corridors

Heritage – sacred springs

Water – beneficial uses









Water – beneficial uses, stock tanks

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number seeps, springs

Socioeconomic – rural landscape



Unnecessary detail



		

		46

		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor.  This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Move to monitoring



		

		52

		Process water ponds, such as raffinate ponds, pregnant leach solution collection ponds, or chemical or fuel storage areas, shall be enclosed, covered, or otherwise managed to protect wildlife, livestock, and public safety.   Location and construction criteria for project facilities shall prevent deleterious exposure of livestock, wildlife, or birds to toxic chemicals or hazardous conditions created by, used in, or resulting from processing operations.

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		

		Plants and Animals – habitat?

Public Safety – public health risk



		

		167  

		Rosemont agrees to accept allotment conditions and modifications to fence off selected exclusion areas of highest-value riparian habitat to restrict livestock access from critical breeding areas for sensitive wildlife species within the Rosemont Ranch land system,

		All (except MPO)

		FS, FWS, ACOE

		 

		Animals – avoid impacts, habitat lost



		

		178    

		The Noxious Weed Control Program shall include specifics on reducing noxious weed introduction and weed control throughout the project area. The Reclamation Plan shall acknowledge that noxious weed prevention is preferable to remedial action, and include provisions to this effect. 



If noxious weeds invade revegetated areas, Rosemont shall be responsible to remove by hand, spray, mechanical, or other approved methods as included in the noxious weed control plan. The effectiveness of the noxious weed control plan shall be reported as specified in the approved MPO/Reclamation Plan.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Plants – prevent invasions



		1.1.1. 

		51

		Upon indication or discovery of a cave, sinkhole, underground drainage into a solution cavern, or similar karst features, Rosemont will suspend work at that site and contact the designated Forest Service contact to investigate the discovery before work is re-initiated. The designated FS contact will promptly coordinate the investigation with appropriate FS specialists.  Any natural void in rock that is large enough for a human to enter constitutes a cave.  Any collapse feature in or over carbonate rock constitutes a sinkhole.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		Federal Cave Resources Act of 1988 (as amended in 1990) on Federal land

		Animals – habitat lost



		1.1.1. 

		58

		Linear features such as utilities and pipe lines will be promptly reclaimed with native vegetation to avoid fragmentation of corridors of native biological communities. 

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		 

		Animals - Corridors



		1.1.2. 

		New







		In order to avoid impacts to rocky slopes on the east side of the Santa Ritas, including Talus slopes, Rosemont will locate the west side pit operations power loop within the disturbance perimeter of the ultimate pit.   











		All (except MPO)

		FS







		

		Animals – habitat lost









		1.1.3. 

		New

		Populations and subpopulations of orchids identified in the 2010 survey within the contiguous claim group that can be avoided during mining activities will be protected by a perimeter fence and at least one lockable access gate (exclosure).  The perimeter of a population/subpopulation is identified by connecting the outermost localities (minimum convex polygon) and adding a 100 ft buffer, wherever possible. The perimeter fence will be designed such that it will not be compromised by seasonally high water flows or mining activity. Rosemont is willing to enter into a conservation agreement.



		All (except MPO)

		FS

		

		Plants – Number or acres lost, modified, etc, species viability



		2. 

		62  

		Dark/Night Skies

		

		

		

		



		2.1. 

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		2.2. 

		 

		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		

		

		



		2.2.1. 

		63

		RCC shall develop a lighting plan for operational lights. The plan shall identify how it will design and operate exterior and access route lighting to recognize and achieve the goals of the 2006 City of Tucson/Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code, while also protecting the safety of the workers and visitors to the project facilities.



Where safety requirements allow outdoor lighting shall use:

· appropriate shields, 

· dimmers and/or full cutoff lighting fixtures

· directional lighting

· limited spectrum technologies

· minimum lumens practicable



		All 

		FS

		Corridor Management Plan for the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road objective 3, page 53 bullet 4;  MSHA requires a certain level of safety lighting.

		Dark Skies – sky brightness, meet code

Animals – light effects

Visual – scenic byway 



		

		72

		Energy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		

		

		



		

		76 

		Solar panels shall be used for energy needs of administrative building.

		All

		

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		2.2.2. 

		73             

		Initial construction of the project facilities to include an Energy Conservation and Sustainable Source Demonstration Plan. The ECSSD Plan shall consider:

· the use of alternative energy sources such as solar, and wind to power or supplement energy needs of administrative activities of the mining operations.  

· The project administration building shall be designed to showcase use of LEED and sustainable energy concepts.

		All

		Public

		LEED certification guidelines

		Air – GHG emissions in tons

Water – Quantity?



		3. 

		78     

		Hazardous Materials

		

		

		

		



		3.1. 

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		3.2. 

		80             

		Hazardous materials and substances to be managed and contained within appropriately designed, constructed, and maintained facilities. 



These facilities to include as appropriate secondary containment concrete, asphalt, synthetic, clay lining, and adequate stormwater management and drainage systems to prevent contamination outside of containment areas.  



MSHA regulations require Rosemont to maintain MSDS sheets available to workers.  As required under EPCRA and/or CERCLA MSDS information shall be provided to appropriate emergency response departments, hospitals, and available for visitors entering the site

		All

		Public

		MSHA, RCRA, EPCRA, DOT (site specific)

		Water –quality

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number degraded

Plants and Animals – avoid impacts

Public Safety – transportation, public health risk



		

		

		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		

		

		



		3.2.1. 

		79             

		RCC shall describe and commit to measures to identify and ensure isolation of potentially acid generating waste rock, prevention of acid generation from mine waste, and any additional mitigation measures that may be necessary should prevention measures fail. This will include the development of a plan to identify and manage materials using geo-chemical analysis and acid-base accounting methods. Areas of potential acid generation on the interim and ultimate pit wall shall be identified and appropriate management strategies developed.

		All

		Public

		(Partially described in MPO but no details RE: where in waste rock or tails acid generating materials will be placed, and at what stage of the operation.)

		Water –quality

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number degraded

Plants and Animals – avoid impacts

Public Safety – transportation, public health risk



		4. 

		84     

		Heritage

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		4.1.1. 

		85

		Complete Archaeological Inventory survey for all parts of the Area of Potential Effect not surveyed in the SWCA survey of the initial MPO area and evaluate National Register eligibility for additional sites that are recorded.



Prepare a Historic Properties Treatment Plan that address the adverse effects to all historic properties, and specifies how to mitigate adverse effects on historic properties, which may  include at a minimum: 



· Procedures for the respectful treatment and repatriation of human remains.  

· Data recovery excavations

· Public interpretation

· Recovery of information through oral histories and archival research

· Transplanting 



Prior to ground disturbing activities for the selected alternative, the FS shall conduct archaeological testing at those sites within the Area of Potential Effect where National Register eligibility is undetermined.



Under the programmatic agreement, the FS shall conduct archaeological data recovery at National Register-eligible sites within the project footprint

		Selected Alt.

		FS,  Public,  

		 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA)

		 Heritage 

· # sites

· Future finds

· Burials





		4.1.2. 

		90

		Upon completion of data recovery, all ground-disturbing activities shall be monitored to insure that discovered human remains are repatriated following the provisions of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act and according to the project-specific Historic Properties Treatment Plan. 

		Selected Alt.

		FS, Tribes

		 NHPA and Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)

		 Heritage - burials



		4.1.3. 

		91

		Protect the Ball court Site (AZ EE:2:105). Although waste rock or tailings deposition would not affect the site in the MPO, backfill previously excavated pithouses, and prevent incursions into the site by fencing the perimeter and closing the road across the site.  Complete an archival record of traditional uses, through on-site oral interviews with tribal members.  PENDING INFORMATION ON SCHOLEFIELD ALT

		Barrel Canyon

Alt.

		FS, Tribes

		 NHPA Not req by law… Move?

		Heritage - # sites



		4.1.4. 

		

		Include a tribal representative selected by the Tribes consulted by Coronado National Forest as a member of the group(s) responsible for developing and monitoring reclamation measures, and for making annual selections for the Santa Rita Mountains Community Endowment Trust.

		All 

		

		

		



		

		

		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		

		

		



		4.1.5. 

		92

		RCC shall provide notification of access to tribal interests to facilitate harvesting of traditional food, medicinal, and basketry plants (e.g. agave, beargrass) and traditionally used clays and pigments (generally found in natural cutbanks at springs) before project disturbance.

		All (except MPO)

		FS, Tribes

		 

		Heritage – traditional resource collect areas, sacred springs



		4.1.6. 

		99

		Through consultations with tribal experts, identify whether any plants in the project area could be feasibly/practicably transplanted to tribal lands. Plants may include Palmer agave, yucca, beargrass, oak, mesquite and juniper.

		All (except MPO)

		FS,  Tribes

		FS American Indian Relations Policy

		Heritage – TCPs, collection areas



		

		102   

		Hydrology

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		4.1.7. 

		110

		As required by ADEQ under Aquifer Protection Permit rules and individual facility permit, Rosemont has accepted the design criteria and permit limits as needed to protect groundwater resources. A thorough engineering evaluation was completed for facilities to determine the appropriate Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT) required for design.  Rosemont will develop a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan as per the terms of the APP permit.

Deanne Ritz, Karen Schwab, Salek  and Kathy to combine with #127

		 

		FS,  Tribes

		 

		Water – groundwater quality, Clean Water Act





		4.1.8. 

		116

		Obtain coverage under the AZPDES Construction General Permit and/or Multi-Sector General Permit, as applicable, to control the discharge of pollutants, including sediment, in stormwater discharges from the project. Best management practices associated with these permits include, among others:

· erosion and sediment control,

· good housekeeping,

· routine inspections and maintenance,

Deanne Ritz, Karen Schwab, Salek  and Kathy to integrate with #120,  #124 and #128

		 

		FS

		 AZPDES

		Water – surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act



Land Stability and Soil Productivity - 

· Area of disturbance

· Sediment to Davidson Cyn.

· Reclamation results





		4.1.9. 

		117

		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.



The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.



Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine.  Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities. *** RCC to provide requirements after meeting with ADWR

		

		FS

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act







		4.1.10. 

		120

		Maintain stormwater and erosion control measures until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released.     Deanne Ritz, Karen Schwab, Salek  and Kathy to combine with #116,  #124 and #128

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act





		4.1.11. 

		124

		Deanne Ritz, Karen Schwab, Salek  and Kathy to combine with #120,  #120 and #128 Use non-point source sediment control measures including: 

		 

		FS

		 

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Area of disturbance

· Sediment to Davidson Cyn.

· Reclamation results





		

		

		o   Prepare and implement erosion control actions before starting surface disturbing activities.

		

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Disturb the smallest area practical.

		

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Implement concurrent reclamation when feasible.

		

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Manage runoff from disturbed areas to reduce sediment from leaving the site.

		

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Use berms and ditches to control runoff from road surfaces.

		

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Install settling basins, hay bales, and/or silt fences to control sediment in ditches.

		

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Use stormwater dispersion terraces, silt fences, gabion sediment traps, and/or straw bale barriers as needed to minimize road runoff on the undisturbed areas between and downhill of the roads.

		

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Seed road cuts with an approved seed mix.

		

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Use hydroseeding on steep or more erodible cuts and fills as appropriate.

		

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Maintain sediment control measures after storm events.

		

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Monitor effectiveness of ongoing erosion and sediment control measures and modify where appropriate.

		

		

		

		



		4.1.12. 

		127

		Obtain and maintain an Aquifer Protection Program permit from the ADEQ that determines the requirements to reduce or eliminate the potential for discharge of pollutants to the aquifer through the employment of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology and monitoring at the Points of Compliance. Permit acquisition requires the preparation of necessary studies and technical reports as prescribed by ADEQ that will be relied upon by the ADEQ to issue the authorizing or regulatory permit.



As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be required to agree in writing to comply with enforceable groundwater protection permit conditions of the ADEQ APP.



The APP permit conditions are issued by the State of Arizona and include to:

· Thorough geotechnical and geological site evaluation as part of engineering design review,

· Review by ADEQ that includes designs that include a demonstration of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology suitable to the site and to the application.  

· Prefunding or guarantee of independent sources of funding for all costs for decommissioning plant facilities with potential to discharge pollutants to groundwater

· Monitor plant operations for compliance with permit standards 

· Build and operate monitor wells for groundwater quality at compliance points required by the APP permit throughout facility operations and after closure.

· Pay all expenses related to groundwater protection, monitoring, and as may be necessary to maintain compliance with permit standards

· Prepare a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan that includes requirements in the permit.



Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

Deanne Ritz, Karen Schwab, Salek  and Kathy to combine with #110

		All

		CA,  Tribes

		 

		Water – groundwater quality

















		4.1.13. 

		128

		Obtain a Multi-sector General Permit from ADEQ’s Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program that regulates stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Obtaining this permit includes the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan and implementation of control measures as outlined by ADEQ’s AZPDES MSGP program.

Deanne Ritz, Karen Schwab, Salek  and Kathy to integrate with #120,  #124 and #116

		All

		CA

		 

		Water – surface water quality, beneficial uses



		4.2. 

		 

		Supplemental Mitigation

		 

		 

		 

		 



		4.2.1. 

		103

		As applicable to waste rock and tailings disposal siting alternatives, small retention structures shall facilitate infiltration of storm water on-site to contribute to local groundwater recharge. These retention, infiltration basins shall be managed to optimize maintenance of surface and ground water quality.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses



		4.2.2. 

		104

		Where stormwater rules and management plans allow, diversions consistent with topography shall be designed and operated to route storm water efficiently through or around project facilities and to transport runoff water to downstream watersheds.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Water – surface water beneficial uses



		4.2.3. 

		108

		In the vicinity of the Rosemont water supply wells, Rosemont has agreed to a program to mitigate the potential effects of Rosemont pumping on residential water supply wells in the Sahuarita Heights neighborhood.  The USWO Rosemont USWO agreement includes:

· A legally binding instrument negotiated and implemented by the United Sahuarita Well Owners group and Rosemont. 

· Rosemont has agreed to implement and maintain this residential well protection plan throughout the life of its mineral production operations.  

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement has detailed terms related to pump inspection, pump maintenance, pump replacement, well inspection, well maintenance, and well replacement.

· Costs for the USWO/Rosemont agreement are born by Rosemont for the benefit of the USWO members and Rosemont.  

· The agreement has been signed and recorded in Pima County.  

· A third-party insurance company administers the obligations of Rosemont to protect pumps, wells, and water supply to residential wells under the USWO agreement. 

· The benefits of the USWO/Rosemont agreement are transferable to successors of interest to USWO participants.

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement is binding on successors in interest to Rosemont. 

· The right to pump water from the Rosemont Wells is subject to the requirement of the Mineral Extraction Water Right from ADWR.

· The ADWR permitted water right has been pledged as security for the implementation and continued compliance with the USWO/Rosemont agreement.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 ADWR

		 Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		4.2.4. 

		121

		To minimize infiltration, Rosemont shall either grade the top surface of the tailings storage facility to minimize surface water ponding and infiltration, or grade the surface of the tailings to maximize retention for evaporation without infiltration.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA

		Water – groundwater quality



		4.2.5. 

		125

		Rosemont shall include as a condition in the Final MPO, a detailed description of methods to implement Regional Groundwater Mitigation within the TAMA, including plans implemented or to be implemented for:

· Utilize available CAP water as a source to conduct recharge within Tucson Active Management Area (Lower Santa Cruz).

· Local CAP recharge as close as possible within the TAMA to the Rosemont supply well field in the area of the cone of depression caused by Rosemont water withdrawal.

· To the extent practicable, balance CAP storage credits with water to be pumped from mine supply well field, with the intent to maintain a surplus inventory of storage credits prior to pumping groundwater for mineral extraction use.

· Maintain water storage and use inventory records to show that CAP recharge credits are balanced against groundwater removed from the TAMA, and that the offset-credits are extinguished and not recoverable.



		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 





Not connected actions

		Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		1.1.1. 

		130

		Every 5 years, Rosemont will conduct a review of alternative water sources.  For example, should CAP water, gray water, or effluent become available for mine operations, Rosemont will consider its use.

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		 

		Under feasibility study, drop or include in an alternative.



		1.1.2. 

		138

		Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		 

		Water – groundwater quality



		

		145  

		Land Use

		

		

		

		



		1.2. 

		 

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		 

		 

		 

		 



		1.2.1. 

		149          

		The status and locations of corners and monuments shall be determined during the course of a dependent resurvey performed by the BLM to protect and perpetuate the original corner positions that control property boundaries between NFS and private lands as well as corners for current and future administrative or management purposes. The BLM dependent resurvey shall be completed prior to any ground-disturbing activities occurring on NFS lands. All survey costs shall be borne by the RCC.

		All

		FS

		 43 USC 2 (BLM), 43 USC 722, 43 USC 1364*; Forest Service Manual 7152.03 3(a)(b); ARS 33-103 (D & (E) 



*may have been repealed

		Forest Plan



		1.2.2. 

		150          

		A well-monumented control network set outside of the disturbance area using survey grade Global Positioning System (GPS) referenced to the property corner monuments or postions (mineral survey, section, and quarter corners) shall be established by the BLM during the dependent resurvey and completed prior to any ground-disturbing management activities occurring on NFS lands. Costs shall be borne by the RCC.

		All

		FS

		 Title 18, USC Sec 1858 (62 Stat. 789)

		Forest Plan



		1.2.3. 

		153          

		The approved field notes and plats for the dependent resurvey and control network are filed in the BLM public room and become official records in the public land system.

		 All

		FS

		 43 USC 2 (BLM)

		  Forest Plan



		1.2.4. 

		New

		During reclamation of the Rosemont Copper operations, or as needed during operation, and to a standard satisfactory to the Forest Supervisor, re-establish, monument and re-monument all corners that control the property boundaries between NFS and private lands and other surveyed lines needed for administrative or management purposes and post the property line to Forest Service standard.



At minimum, the relocation or reestablishment of corner monuments and posting of the property line between the NFS and the private land shall comply with the following: applicable land surveying principles, procedures and standards as set forth in the appropriate GLO and BLM Manual of Surveying Instructions, publications, and circulars; current USDI BLM Standards and Guidelines for Cadastral Surveys using GPS Methods; current Arizona Boundary Survey Minimum Standards; appropriate local and state laws and regulations; and monument and posting specifications provided by the FS.

		All

		

		Title 18, USC Sec 1858 (62 Stat. 789); 43 USC 2 (BLM), 43 USC 722, 43 USC 1364*; Forest Service Manual 7152.03 3(a)(b); ARS 33-103 (D & (E);  Forest Service Manual 7152.3- Land Line Location Program Priorities; ARS 33-103(D); ARS 33-103(E)

		Forest Plan



		

		

		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		

		

		



		1.2.5. 

		147          

		Facilitate future management associated with irregularly shaped mineral survey fractions that will more or less become an integral part of the adjoining private land and improve administration and management efficiency of NFS lands via the Small Tracts Act of January 12, 1983.



Rosemont shall make a fair market offer for the mineral survey fractions as allowed by the Small Tracts Act (>40 acres and price not to exceed $150,000).

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		Forest Service Manual 5571.12; 36 CFR 254 Subpart C; Small Tracts Act of 1/12/1983 P.L. 97-465.

		  Forest Plan













		1.2.6. 

		182          

		Following completion of NEPA process, and as may be applicable at that time, Rosemont and the CNF shall work together to effect transfer of surface ownership and/or surface development rights of the fee land parcels within the waste rock and tailings area footprint that belong to Rosemont Ranch to the Coronado NF to ensure that final or interim reclamation of the waste rock and tailings pile would not be compromised by future non-mineral development or the need for public or private access to these property parcels following completion of approved Rosemont operations.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Forest Plan



		

		161   

		Public Health and Safety

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		1.3. 

		S42

		Rosemont will maintain a Site Safety and Health Plan and complete the required site-specific training during operations.

		All

		FS

		MSHA

		Public Safety – Traffic, Haz. Mat., public exposure

Air – GHG, PM2.5



		1.4. 

		

		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		

		

		



		1.5. 

		163          

		Rosemont shall prepare a Production and Operation Blasting Plan as part of the Final MPO. The Blasting Plan shall include acknowledgement that approval of the Rosemont Final MPO includes a condition that Rosemont and any successors in interest or ownership of the Mine shall be required to repair or otherwise pay for all damages to area residential, historical, or other structures due to blasting at the Mine. A blast monitoring program shall be included in the blasting plan with monitoring points located between the areas to be blasted, and sensitive receptor sites.  Results of blast monitoring shall be available on request to agencies and local residents. 

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		 

		Public Safety – public health risk

Heritage – vibration

Plants and Animals – noise

Socioeconomic – noise, vibration

Recreation  - solitude



		1.6. 

		S43

		Coronado to hire, at RCC expense, an outside company to conduct spot check noise monitoring.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		

		See 163



		1.7. 

		162  

		RCC shall work with local emergency service providers to maintain or increase appropriate level of service.

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		

		Public Safety – public health risk



		1.8. 

		165   

		Range/Grazing

		

		

		

		



		1.9. 

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		1.10. 

		

		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		

		

		



		1.10.1. 

		166    

		At least one sustainable surface water source shall be identified in the plan for each of the permanent pastures within the Rosemont Ranch. 

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Water – beneficial uses



		

		170

		Reclamation

		

		

		

		



		1.11. 

		 

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		 

		 

		 

		



		1.11.1. 

		183    

		Annually, Rosemont Copper Company shall submit a summary of reclamation activities and monitoring to the Coronado NF and other appropriate agencies.  This report would include the use of maps and photos to allow accurate accounting of disturbed and reclaimed acreage, plans that project the following year’s disturbance and reclamation work, details on vegetation removal, treatment, soil salvage, storage, and revegetation, and annual reclamation requirements.  Rosemont Copper Company and the Coronado NF would meet to review the MPO and annual report, and the Forest Service administrator would conduct an annual inspection of site reclamation.  Modify or supplement the MPO as necessary to address reclamation issues.

		 All

		FS

		 

		Monitoring?



Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other

Air – PM 2.5, PM 10

Water – surface water beneficial uses

Plants and Animals 

· Change in veg communities

· Acres reclaimed

· Migration corridors

· Invasive species

Visual Quality – degree of change

Recreation

· Acres unavailable

· Hunting opportunities

Heritage – spiritual/emotional impact

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations





		1.11.2. 

		190   

		Require that reclamation performance guarantees be provided upfront.

		All

		Public,  Tribes

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		 See 4.13.1



		

		188   

		Upon finalizing a reclamation plan for the operations, the costs of implementing the plan must be established as per FS funding requirements and other applicable agencies.

		All

		Public

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		1.11.3. 

		187  

		The Final Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include a mutually acceptable method for phasing in reclamation performance guarantees and requirements over the life of the approved project.  The Final Reclamation Plan shall also include a mutually acceptable method for phased adjustment of reclamation performance guarantees and requirements over the life of the approved project. 

		All

		Public

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		

		

		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		

		

		



		11.1.1

		172

		Design slopes on waste rock and tailings piles that are flat enough to support successful revegetation where applicable

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		

		Is 3:1 acceptable?



		1.11.4. 

		96

		The Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include adaptive management practices for:

· Selection of plants and planting methods for trees and shrubs 

· Selection of native plant species as well as important existing grasses during reclamation. 

· Species of trees and shrubs to be considered include those important to traditional native American cultural uses in the area.  

· Traditional and heritage livestock and wildlife uses of local plant species shall be considered in selection of plant species to be used in site revegetation.

· Plant species selection will, as necessary, balance heritage use species with natural environment and stabilization criteria.

		All (except MPO)

		FS,  Tribes

		 

		See 4.13.1





		1.11.5. 

		S8

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specific provisions to prepare seedbed, reseed any project-related disturbances along Pima County ROW or roadway.

		All (except MPO)

		CA

		

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other



		1.11.6. 

		173          

		Rosemont shall contour and blend edges of topographic disturbances with adjacent undisturbed land to avoid sharp topographic breaks wherever practicable

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		 Visual Quality – change in landscape character



		1.11.7. 

		174          

		The updated Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions to treat major erosion and slope failures on reclaimed areas promptly and as they occur.  The Reclamation Plan shall acknowledge that erosion prevention is preferable to remedial action, and include provisions to this effect.  RCC shall provide details in the Reclamation Plan that defines what erosion conditions would require action and how problems shall be addressed.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other

Air – PM 2.5, PM 10

Water – surface water beneficial uses



		1.11.8. 

		176          

		Identify reference sites in the Rosemont mine vicinity to determine native species occurrence, density, and cover to develop a long-term reclamation plan.  Consider aspect, elevation, and location (ridge vs. canyon bottom).  Based on reference site data, provide appropriate native seed mixes and plant lists for Coronado NF approval prior to any site revegetation.  Select species capable of being self-sustaining on the selected site and include species with the ability to provide erosion control and stability.  Establish vegetation re-establishment criteria for reclaimed areas and ensure that all areas meet criteria prior to bond release. 

		All (except MPO)

		FS

Tribes

		 

		  Plants and Animals 

· Change in veg communities

· Acres reclaimed

· Migration corridors

· Invasive species





		1.11.9. 

		179          

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions for field surveys as needed to record species composition, seed mixes used, canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species” in selected representative areas as reclamation proceeds. RCC shall monitor revegetation annually for the life of the mine operations until successful revegetation is confirmed by the Coronado NF.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Monitoring?





		1.11.10. 

		181          

		The Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include specifications and goals for the salvage, storage, and reuse of growth media (topsoil) from disturbed areas to provide sufficient cover on all disturbed areas to be reclaimed.  Unless otherwise specified, Rosemont shall:

· provide for a minimum of  1 foot of growth media cover over

· final waste rock slopes,

· waste rock surfaces,

· waste rock benches,

· completed tailings buttress,

· water diversion fill slopes,

· plant site fill slopes,

· construction laydown areas,

· facility plant-site following final removal of equipment.

· Temporary roads

· The areas to be revegetated shall be contoured, graded, prepared, and seeded in accordance with the specifications in the approved Reclamation Plans.



The Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall provide for conservation of growth media on site.  The details for storage of growth media shall require: 

· Placement of growth media stockpiles in locations that are stable, isolated from surface water, gently sloping, and well drained. 

· Growth media stockpiles shall be convex in shape and have no steeper than three to one slopes.  

· Stockpiles shall be revegetated with native species no later than the first growth season following construction to minimize erosion.

· No persistent non-native species shall be used in reclamation except as allowed in the approved Reclamation Plan, where some locally important non-native species may already be established.  

· Install sediment control structures or other Best Management Practices (BMPs) as needed to protect growth media from loss.

· Use growth media stockpiles quickly during concurrent reclamation to minimize the length of storage time.

		  All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		  Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

Visual Quality – change in landscape character

Plants and Animals - Invasive species

Water – surface water beneficial uses





		1.11.11. 

		187          

		The Forest Service may authorize a phased bond adjustment as needed according to reclamation plan stipulations. 



The Final Reclamation Plan shall include well-defined criteria for determining successful completion for each stage and type of reclamation activity and a reasonable amount of holdback for phased bond release to provide assurance of reclamation success.  These criteria to be as developed or approved by the Forest Service.

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		  FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		 Socioeconomic – social costs



		

		193   

		Recreation

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		1.12. 

		 

		Supplemental Mitigation

		 

		 

		 

		 



		1.1.1. 

		146

		Rosemont shall consider providing public access across Rosemont lands within or adjacent to public lands. 

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 None

		 Duplicative of 4.15.5?

Recreation  - access



		1.12.1. 

		194          

		Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced recreation.  This may include obtaining off-forest lands for Public recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side of Hwy 83), or a combination.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		FSM 2330.2, FSM 2310.2, FSM 2311, LMP Goals p 9 Rec 1

		Recreation – acres available



		1.12.2. 

		196          

		Relocate or restore access to Arizona Trail and OHV trailheads impacted by the mine. This could include parking, OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.



Larry and Debby to specify in conjunction with #201 and #201A



( Jones: These should not be relocated in the same area because it conflicts with the P/A needs of having some contiguous habitat left that hasn’t been altered by the mine.  This same comment applies to the next several.  If carried out, these would be anti-P/A mitigations.)

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Recreation  - acres available, length and # trails



Apply to one alternative and display the differences



		1.12.3. 

		197          

		A Rosemont Recreation Improvement Management Plan (RRIMP) shall be prepared as part of the Final MPO.

· The RRIMP shall include provisions for the Los Colinas Segment of the Arizona Trail. 

· The RRIMP shall provide for a sustainable water station for use by pack stock and horses along the Los Colinas segment of the Arizona Trail.

· Relocate portions of the Arizona Trail as needed to provide a trail for users throughout the mine life and post-mine.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25, FSM 2354.43c, National Trails System Act (16 USC 1241)

		Recreation  - acres available, length and # trails

Water – beneficial uses



		1.12.4. 

		198          

		The RRIMP shall include and schedule details for installation and maintenance of interpretive signs along the Arizona Trail and at the viewpoint on State Route (SR) 83 where mining activity is visible.

· Sign topics, text, graphics, design, materials locations, and installation requirements shall be reviewed and approved by the Coronado NF.

· Installation of signs on SR 83 shall be coordinated with Arizona Department of Transportation.

· During the time period of mine operations under the MPO, maintenance of signs shall be funded by Rosemont Copper Company.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		FSM 2353.32

FSM 2333.58

		Recreation  - offset rec losses

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations, tourism revenue changes

Visual – scenic byway



		1.12.5. 

		201    

		RCC shall provide:

· A perimeter road reconstructed per FS specifications on the west side of waste rock and tailings pile (east of the pit) that provides both north-south  post-mine legal public access through the site and access for RCC closure monitoring.

· A perimeter road on the east side of the waste rock and tailings pile that provides only administrative access for RCC closure monitoring and is not open to the public (in order to protect the non-motorized setting for the Arizona Trail). Inconsistent with RCC access needs?

Larry and Debby to specify acceptable trail use



		All (except MPO)

		FS

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25

		Recreation 

· Area available

· Hunting opportunities

· Trails available

· Offset recreation losses



		1.12.6. 

		201A

		Create a multi-use trailhead facility that would:

· Relocate the Rosemont OHV trailhead to a location that better serves OHV users, Arizona Trail users, and Highway 83 travelers.

· Include parking, a restroom OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.

Larry and Debby to specify acceptable Trail use

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		

		Recreation  - # trails/THs, ROS



		1.12.7. 

		241          

		When consistent with CNF travel management goals, mine roads that are no longer needed for mine operations or access shall be naturalized by restoring natural contours, placing growth media, and revegetating with native plants.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Air, Rec, Visual, Heritage, Plants and Animals, Water, Dark Skies, Socioeconomic



		

		205      

		Riparian

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		1.12.8. 

		208          

		Rosemont will comply with mitigation specifications identified in the individual permit of the Section 404 CWA.

		All

		Public

		 CWA 404 permit conditions

		Riparian – habitat disturbed

Plants and Animals – habitat disturbed

Water – beneficial uses



		

		

		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		

		

		



		1.12.9. 

		207        

		The Final Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall identify specific areas to be developed for the post mining land use of “Riparian Habitat and Surface Water Drainage.”  Specify density and sizes of native riparian species to plant along artificial diversions commensurate with the types of vegetation that would naturally occur with that type of flow regime. Specify reclamation goals and methods for that post mining conditions.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Riparian – habitat lost/disturbed



		

		210      

		Transportation

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		1.13. 

		 

		Supplemental Mitigation

		 

		 

		 

		 



		1.13.1. 

		216          

		Rosemont shall cooperate with ADOT to address SR 83 improvement issues related to mine traffic.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		P.L. 109-59; AASHTO “Geometric Design of Highways and Streets”, current edition.



		Public Safety – traffic, public risk



		1.13.2. 

		227          

		Rosemont shall develop a comprehensive Rosemont Copper Project Transportation Plan consistent with applicable law and USFS regulations and, to the extent possible, policy for all project-related roads on USFS land:

· Maintenance standards

· Levels of appropriate use, 

· Methods to maintain the roadways sufficiently to prevent washboard, rutting and drainage problems

· Commitment to replace surfacing lost to drainage

· Commitment to repair roads damaged by use 

· Install and maintain wildlife-crossing structures (e.g. Corrugated Metal Pipes)  under primary access road at locations of known wildlife concentration. 

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		 

		Air – Visual, Dark Skies

Soils – sediment

Recreation  - access

Public Safety

Water – quality

Socioeconomic – costs

Plants and Animals – traffic conflicts



		1.13.3. 

		199          

		Wherever practicable and subject to public and employee safety concerns, the RCC shall provide for: 

· Public access to RCC private lands not affected by mine-related operations via Arizona Game and Fish Cooperative Land Owner Program (CLOP) 

· Costs for providing and maintaining public access provisions and/or easements to be the responsibility of Rosemont during the period of mine operations under the approved Final MPO.

· Provide a multiplate (or equivalent) underpass to accommodate bicyclists, livestock, wildlife, hikers, and pack stock under the Primary Rosemont Access Road where the Arizona Trail crosses the access road.  It is understood that equestrians and bicyclists may be required to dismount for passage.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Recreation – access, hunting opps

Socioeconomic – costs

Animals – movement corridors



		1.13.4. 

		214 A       

		RCC shall cooperate with CNF travel management goals where feasible on roads under USFS control/jurisdiction within the project area. Travel management details are subject to yearly modification by the USFS.



		All (except MPO)

		FS

		36 CFR 212 (Travel Management Rule).



		Forest Plan



		1.13.5. 

		214 B

		RCC shall dedicate a perpetual public road easement across RCC private lands for the primary and secondary access roads (Gunsight, Lopez, or other) or equivalent feasible routing, to ensure post-mine legal access to USFS lands.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		

		Recreation - access



		1.13.6. 

		228          

		Rosemont shall include in the Rosemont Copper Project Transportation Plan details that:

· Identify carpooling opportunities for employees 

· Establish shifts that reduce peak-hour traffic 

· Distribute peak travel operations during the morning and evening commute periods to minimize congestion

· Manage trucking to minimize loss of level of service to SR83  and minimize overlap with school traffic to the extent possible

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		 

		Air – GHG in tons

Public Safety - traffic



		

		233   

		Visual Quality

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Supplemental Mitigatoin

		

		

		

		



		1.13.7. 

		235 A

		RCC shall revegetate tailings and waste rock piles to return to near natural conditions as described in the Reclamation Plan to minimize the spread of noxious weeds. Revegetation will include the use of species and plant distributions from the surrounding landscape.

		All (except MPO)

		FS,  Tribes

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP Goals p 9 R LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3ec 7,  LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Plants and Animals – noxious weeds



		1.13.8. 

		237

		Apply adaptive management procedures to determine the applicability of treatments to exposed rock faces (tailings and waste rock piles, road cuts, etc.) when exposed rock is lighter than adjacent weathered rock. Areas would be limited to those that are visible at time of closure.  If possible, plant vegetation on broken ledges on visible parts of pit wall.





		All (except MPO)

		FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %





		1.13.9. 

		235 B     

		Replant with a seed mix that includes grasses, forbs, shrubs, and tree species, and plant larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants) in key areas such as highly visible slopes, and where needed for stability.  Container plants will generally be no larger than 5 gallon size.



Provide irrigation to plants in specific areas for the first dry season as needed for successful revegetation. This applies to larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants), not seeding. Irrigation may be via drip irrigation, Dry Water, or other.

		All (except MPO)



		FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP Goals p 9 R LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3ec 7,  LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management

		  Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %





		1.13.10. 

		239          

		Paint or stain buildings or use of other materials for major facilities non-reflective flat shean earth tones (except facilities where this is prohibited by MSHA or other specific requirements, i.e. water tanks) approved by the CNF.

		 All (except MPO)

		Tribes FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

As admissible per MSHA requirements

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %







		1.13.11. 

		240          

		At the end of mine operations, remove all unneeded ore processing, ancillary facilities (including foundations), and utility lines, and naturalize these sites by restoring natural contours, placing growth media on the areas, and revegetating with native grasses, trees, and shrubs.

		All 

		FS, 

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP Goals p 9 Rec 7, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed

		  Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		1.14. 

		 

		Clarification/more information needed

		 

		 

		 

		 



		1.14.1. 

		236

		If required by CNF biologists, grow seedlings and container plants from seeds collected onsite. This may require propagation one or more years prior to planting.



Combine with 196

		All

		FS

		

		Plants and Animals 

· wildlife habitat acres

· Acres reclaimed

· Change in veg. communities

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		2. 

		233   

		Off-site Mitigation Land

		

		

		

		



		2.1.1. 

		S10

		Develop and provide for implementation of a Rosemont Mitigation Land Plan to show details of efforts to:

· Mitigate for impacts to public lands including water resources, riparian lands, wildlife habitat, heritage resources, and recreational access, in cooperation with the CNF, BLM, and ACOE with input from other agencies as appropriate.

· Include specific parcels, areas, or types of lands for non-development agreements, conservation easements, acquisition or exclusion of public access, and Cooperative Land Owner Programs.

· Include specific criteria from agencies with applicable regulations to identify lands that may be suitable for direct or cooperative acquisition efforts where high-value lands may be available for purchase.

		

		CA, Public, Tribes, and FS

		

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation – access

Heritage



		2.1.2. 

		142 and S29

		Mitigate for loss of waters of the U.S. in accordance with the April 10, 2008 Final Rule for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (73 FR 19594), including, potentially, the purchase and set-aside of offsite mitigation areas, payment in-lieu to an established restoration program, and/or permittee-responsible onsite mitigation.  As examples, the ACOE may require:

· Work with Department of Game and Fish, US Fish and Wildlife Service, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and cooperating agencies as appropriate, to evaluate the potential for inclusion of purchase or assignment of surface water rights for Cienega Creek

· Work with private interests  and/or other interested parties in the Rosemont Mitigation Program as described elsewhere in this mitigation summary table.

· Work with regional Land Trusts, The Nature Conservancy, The Audubon Society, and other non-profits and Non-Governmental Organizations as may be interested in land set-asides, water conservation, habitat restoration, and habitat protection.

		 

		 

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation – access



Duplicative – combine w/ others?



		2.1.3. 

		155 

		Land administration controls (fee, lease, etc) and land mitigation commitments shall be recorded and/or enforceable as specified in the land mitigation plan.

		All

		Public

		 

		Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		2.1.4. 

		203 

		Mitigate for loss of hunting on Unit 34A

		All

		Public

		 

		Recreation - hunting



		1.1.1. 

		New

		Rosemont shall agree to work with the FS regarding administrative control on the Rosemont Ranch parcels under the facility footprint.

		

		

		

		Forest Plan



		1.1.2. 

		New

		Upon discovery of significant paleontological resources, Rosemont will suspend work at that site and contact the designated Forest Service contact to investigate the discovery before work is re-initiated. The designated FS contact will promptly coordinate the investigation with appropriate FS specialists.

		

		

		

		



		3. 

		233   

		Other

		

		

		

		



		4.2.6. 

		97

		A community endowment trust is structured to be accessible to heritage and traditional uses and users in the area.  Grants to be made from the annual funds available from the trust can be utilized to:

· provide educational and economic opportunities for public and tribal members 

· Sponsor education or training for tribal students 

· place interns in fields like wildlife biology, hydrology, cultural resource management, impact analysis and mitigation, business, mining technology, and other natural resource-related fields) 

· Develop cultural programs related to the heritage resources in the Santa Rita Mountain area.

· Develop classroom curricula or study units related to Native American history, in collaboration with the tribes whose traditional territories include the mine and Arizona school districts

· Develop displays and educational materials related to heritage resources in the Santa Rita Mountain area.

· Consideration of heritage resources- visual, wildlife, range management, livestock, etc., for the post-mining land use.

		All

		FS

		FS American Indian Relations Policy

		Heritage – qualitative-spiritual, emotional

Socioeconomic – environmental justice























Consideration of heritage resources- visual, wildlife, range management, livestock, etc., for the post-mining land use.



		1.1.3. 

		New

		Upon discovery of significant paleontological resources, Rosemont will suspend work at that site and contact the designated Forest Service contact to investigate the discovery before work is re-initiated. The designated FS contact will promptly coordinate the investigation with appropriate FS specialists.

		All

		FS

		

		



		4. 

		233   

		Monitoring Required by Mitigation Measures Compilation

		

		

		

		



		4.1.1. 

		17

		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		 

		FS

		 

		 Air



		4.1.2. 

		18

		Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in the air quality permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or closure

		 

		FS

		

		Air

Dark Skies



		4.1.3. 

		41

		Rosemont shall develop a Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan  that includes periodic monitoring and eradication of designated noxious plants on Forest Lands. 



The Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan shall be reviewed periodically and adjusted as needed to apply to all project-related land disturbances on Forest Lands.

		 

		FS

		 

		 Plants – noxious weeds



		4.1.4. 

		46

		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor.  This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		 

		FS

		 

		Plants and Animals



		4.1.5. 

		47

		Provide endowment for managing invasive species.

		

		FS

		

		Plants – noxious weeds



		4.1.6. 

		48

		Monitor the nearby Lesser Long-nosed Bat roosts before, during, and after the mine project using accurate exit counts (e.g., infrared video counts).

		

		FS

		

		Animals



		4.1.7. 

		110

		As required by ADEQ under Aquifer Protection Permit rules and individual facility permit, Rosemont has accepted the design criteria and permit limits as needed to protect groundwater resources. A thorough engineering evaluation was completed for facilities to determine the appropriate Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT) required for design.  Rosemont will develop a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan as per the terms of the APP permit.



Throughout the life of the mine, monitor ground disturbance at known heritage sites for human remains and sites not previously detected.  Monitor revegetation  for factors important to Tribes.

		 

		FS















FS

		 

		Will be combined with #127



Water – east-side quality











Heritage – sites, burials, collection areas



		4.1.8. 

		117

		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.



The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.



Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine.  Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities. ***

		

		FS

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Combined with #115 and #119



*** RCC to provide examples



Water – east-side quality



		1.1.1. 

		123

		Monitor groundwater levels and make adjustments to mine management based on results. Monitor groundwater levels and minimize impacts to water levels and quality during reclamation.

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – groundwater quality



		1.1.1. 

		138

		Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		All

		Public

		 

		Water – groundwater quality



		4.1.9. 

		163          

		Rosemont shall prepare a Production and Operation Blasting Plan as part of the Final MPO. The Blasting Plan shall include acknowledgement that approval of the Rosemont Final MPO includes a condition that Rosemont and any successors in interest or ownership of the Mine shall be required to repair or otherwise pay for all damages to area residential, historical, or other structures due to blasting at the Mine. A blast monitoring program shall be included in the blasting plan with monitoring points located between the areas to be blasted, and sensitive receptor sites.  Results of blast monitoring shall be available on request to agencies and local residents.

		All

		Public

		 

		Pending effects determination



Noise and Vibration 

Public Safety



		4.1.10. 

		179          

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions for field surveys as needed to record species composition, seed mixes used, canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species” in selected representative areas as reclamation proceeds.  If seeded/planted species have failed to establish following the first two years, the plan shall provide for supplemental seeding and/or replanting.  

		 All

		FS

		 

		Integrated into #178



Numerous resources/issues addressed



		4.1.11. 

		243          

		Provide funding to the FS for a landscape architect to monitor landforming, revegetation, and other visual quality mitigation throughout the project, and modify or supplement visual quality mitigation measures to address concerns. 

		 

		FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.



FS to confirm these laws

		Visual Quality

Socioeconomic



		1.2. 

		S43

		Coronado to hire, at RCC expense, an outside company to conduct spot check noise monitoring.

		All

		FS

		

		Noise

Public Safety

Socioeconomic – quality of life



		1.3. 

		

		Rosemont will provide funding to the FS for USGS streamflow gage monitoring station at Barrell Canyon.

		

		

		

		



		4.1.12. 

		134

		Monitor water quality and collect/dispose of pollutants in the runoff from waste rock and tailings piles.

		Public

		Public

		 

		Duplicative of #124/#128

Water – east-side quality
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1
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Updated 


Item #


 


Initial #


 


Proposed Mitigation Measure


 


To which 


Action 


Alt(s)? 


 


Source


 


Driver and/or Law, Regulation, 


and Policy


 


Target Issue(s) and Quantitative Units of 


Measure


 


 


 


Air


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Covered under law, regulation, and policy


 


 


 


 


 


1.1.1.


 


 


5


 


Onsite dust control on Rosemont facilities shall be maintained on access, 


haul, service, and maintenance roads on site during construction, 


operation, and closure periods through uses of:


 


·


 


gravel, 


 


·


 


water spray, 


 


·


 


treatment with dust control agents, 


 


·


 


otherwise as specified in the Air Quality Permit


 


Specifications for each class of facility to be according to the Air Quality 


Permit and documented in a Dust Control Plan to maintain compliance 


with PDEQ a


ir quality regulations or other applicable regulation.


 


All


 


FS


 


Clean Air Act regulations as 


delegated to Pima County 


Department Environmental 


Quality (Dust Control Plan to be 


updated as needed to comply 


with PDEQ permit)


 


Air Quality 


–


 


PM10


 


Plant and Animals


 


–


 


Dust Impacts to plants


 


Visual 


–


 


Change in landscape character


 


Public Safety 


–


 


CAA standards, PM and GHG


 


Socioeconomics 


–


 


Quality of Life


 


Dark Skies 


–


 


PM


 


 


 


Green highlights reflect changes from 


5/10/2010 version


 


1.1.2.


 


 


8


 


Set and enforce speed limits within 


project area


 


 


All


 


FS


 


 


 


See 


1.1.1


 


1.1.3.


 


 


12


 


Rosemont shall use dust control technology at material transfer points 


and other point sources at crushing, conveyor, and bulk material handling 


facilities, as required in the air quality permit, these technologies 


include:


 


·


 


water sprays, 


 


·


 


cover, 


 


·


 


wind barriers, 


 


·


 


mechanical controls, or other appropriate measures.


 


 


All


 


FS


 


Clean Air Act and PDEQ permit 


(Shall be specified and monitored 


as per the PDEQ permit 


requirement)


 


See 


1.1.1


 


1.1.4.


 


 


14


 


Apply soil stabilizers to tails 


as required by the Air Quality Permit


 


 


All


 


FS


 


 


 


 


See 


1.1.1


 


1.1.5.


 


 


15


 


Rosemont shall maintain MSDS sheets on site as appropriate for 


chemical materials used onsite, such as:


 


·


 


chemical or physical dust control agents, 


 


·


 


organics, 


 


·


 


inorganic binders, or 


 


·


 


stabilizing


 


polymers.


 


Materials to be used on site shall be subject to review and approval as 


part of the Materials Management Plan/Procedures


 


 


All


 


FS


, 


Public


 


Mine Safety and Health Act 


 


Drop?  Having MSDS sheets doesn’t mitigate 


anything


 


1.1.6.


 


 


17


 


Monitor and report on 


air quality monitoring


 


All


 


FS


 


 


 


 


Move to Monitoring


 


1.1.7.


 


 


18


 


Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in the air quality 


permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation 


measures to address compliance during construction, 


operation, or 


closure


 


All


 


FS


 


 


See 1.1.1


 


1.1.8.


 


 


19


 


Use acid mist controls in electrowinning tank house as required by the Air 


Quality Permit


 


All


 


FS


 


 


 


Air


 


 


Public Safety


 




From: Sarah L Davis
To: Debby Kriegel; jrigg@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: mitigation table additions - dark skies
Date: 01/07/2010 11:45 AM
Attachments: 12-17 Total Compilation Version with Disposition and Comments_SD.doc

I have added the extra column and marked those mitigation measures that apply to
the Dark Sky resource.  The goal is clear dark night skies without light, dust, smoke,
and other pollutants.  There are a lot as I included every measure that would reduce
dust, wildfires (e.g., invasive species reduction), produce a healthy reclaimed area
free of dust pollution and open unvegetated areas.  This also can include controlling
stormwater, monitoring groundwater loss, car-pooling to reduce dust and emissions,
etc.  

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com

Rosemont Copper Project PDEIS: Chapter 2 Mitigation Comment Compilation


1=Covered under law, regulation, and policy; 2=Covered/addressed in MPO; 3=RCC to consider and/or reword as necessary; 4=CNF to edit and/or clarify; 5=Considered but not carried forward 



		#

		Proposed Mitigation Measure

		To which Alternative(s)? 

		Source

		Driver and/or Law, Regulation, and Policy

		Comment

		Disposition

		Other Resource Benefits



		1 

		Air

		



		2 

		Mix tails with a dust suppressant instead of polymers

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		3 

		Use permeable concrete as a dust suppressant instead of polymers.

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		4 

		Cover dry stack tailings conveyor at transfer points

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		Dark Skies



		5 

		Pave roads

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		Dark Skies



		6 

		Implement dust management for Santa Rita road and Forest Service roads on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		Dark Skies



		7 

		Reorient haul road system to facilitate dust control

		

		FS

		

		Alternative dependent

		3

		Dark Skies



		8 

		Set and enforce speed limits within project area

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		Dark Skies



		9 

		Use water sprays on gravel access road

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		DS



		10 

		Use surface binders on all mine roads

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		DS



		11 

		Cover crushing and conveyor facilities

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		DS



		12 

		Use water sprays on crushing and conveyor facilities.

		

		FS

		

		Dependent on permit requirement

		3

		DS



		13 

		Compact the tails as they are placed in the tailings facilities

		

		FS

		

		Dependent on location

		3

		DS



		14 

		Apply soil stabilizers to tails as needed

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		15 

		Mix approved stabilizing polymers with tailings as needed

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		DS



		16 

		Use emitters, similar to drip irrigation, to apply the acid leaching solution to the heap

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		17 

		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		DS



		18 

		Modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address concerns

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		DS



		19 

		Use secondary acid mist controls in electro-winning tank house

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		20 

		Use contemporary equipment

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		21 

		Establish truck specifications to reduce emissions

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		22 

		Stipulate usage of low-sulfur diesel fuel on-site

		

		FS

		

		1 for stationary, 2 for mobile

		3

		DS



		23 

		Select equipment that will reduce the number of road miles

		

		FS

		

		Infeasible as stated

		3

		DS



		24 

		Establish a Park and ride Program for workers to reduce the number of personal vehicle miles driven to and from the Project

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		25 

		Construct electric lines as a first step in developing the time to eliminate the need for on-site electrical generation

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		26 

		Use alternative methods for generation such as solar for administration buildings

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		27 

		Modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address concerns

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		DS



		28 

		Mix tailings with biodegradable material that maintains retention, instead of polymers.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		DS



		29 

		Pave roads.

		All

		Public

		

		

		5 (duplicate)

		



		30 

		Use particle traps and other appropriate controls to reduce emissions of DPM and other air pollutants.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		DS



		31 

		Use diesel fuel with the lowest sulfur content available, or other suitable alternative diesel fuel, which substantially reduces DPM emissions.

		All

		Public

		

		*that is commercially available 

		4

		DS



		32 

		Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks and heavy equipment.

		All

		Public

		

		

		2

		DS



		33 

		Lease or buy newer, cleaner equipment (1996 or newer model)

		All

		Public

		

		

		2

		DS



		34 

		Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained at all times and does not unnecessarily idle, is turned to manufacturer's specifications, and is not modified to increase horsepower except in accordance with established specifications.

		All

		Public

		

		Needs rewording 

		1*

		DS



		35 

		If air quality standards are not met by the mine, operations must stop and RCC pay all expenses for remediation.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		DS



		36 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		37 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		38 

		Biology: Wildlife and Vegetation

		



		39 

		Require compensatory land exchange, preferably with select criteria to negotiate

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		DS



		40 

		Reclamation plan that include replanting of native, local grasses, Palmer Agave, shrubs, and trees

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		DS



		41 

		Reclamation Plan that includes eradication of non-native plants and frequent monitoring

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		DS



		42 

		For each water source lost, three will be created by building similar (with regards to physical features and temporal water storage characteristics) in the vicinity; these artificial structures will not encourage establishment of non-native species (e.g., American Bullfrog)

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		DS



		43 

		All waters potentially affected by contamination must be monitored for quality, and if quality is sub-standard, measures will be taken to exclude wildlife from using these waters

		

		FS

		

		Needs rewording

		1*

		



		44 

		Areas of the northern Santa Ritas that are not within the proposed project footprint will have non-essential roads, trails, and structures decommissioned or obliterated (and no new features will be developed)

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		DS



		45 

		Build standing water catchments along surface water diversions, preferably with slow flow-through design (not close to the facilities).

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		46 

		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor.  This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4

		DS



		47 

		Provide endowment for managing invasive species.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4

		DS



		48 

		Monitor the nearby Lesser Long-nosed Bat roosts before, during, and after the mine project using accurate exit counts (e.g., infrared video counts).

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4

		



		49 

		All mitigations that reduce the amount of light outside the footprint (as per the mitigation table).

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		50 

		Mitigation that will reduce the threat of catastrophic deposition of sediments and resource damage  during “100-year” flood events.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		51 

		If Karst features are discovered, work will halt, and the biological monitor and other specialists will investigate before work can be re-initiated.

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		52 

		All sulfuric acid solution collection ponds and process water and wastewater ponds must be covered.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		53 

		Compensate the USFS and surrounding communities for the loss of habitat, species, and tourism that will attend the proposed project.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		54 

		Prevent exposure of migratory waterfowl and other


wildlife to all toxic waters used in or resulting from processing the ore.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		55 

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Biological Core Management Areas. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 80 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space, with mitigation required at a 4:1 ratio.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)

		DS



		56 

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Important Riparian Area. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 95 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved in a natural and undisturbed condition.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)

		DS



		57 

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Multiple Use Management Area. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 66 2/3 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space, with mitigation required at a 2:1 ratio

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)

		DS



		58 

		Restoration of fragmented corridors of native biological communities.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)

		DS



		59 

		Mitigation land purchase adjacent to the CNF of equal size and wildlife values 

		All

		Public

		

		Refer to #39

		4 (moved from land use section)

		DS



		60 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		61 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		62 

		Dark/Night Skies

		



		63 

		Comply with the 2006 City of Tucson/Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code

		All

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		64 

		Limit mine activities to daytime only.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4

		



		65 

		Use fully shielded or full cutoff lighting fixtures

		All

		Public

		

		*as practical 

		3

		



		66 

		Use 55 watt induction lamps with motion sensor controls on all roads and parking lots to reduce energy consumption and light pollution

		All

		Public

		

		Infeasible due to safety regulations

		5

		



		67 

		Exterior lighting on buildings or trailers should be fully shielded and limited to egress lighting using the lowest level of light sufficient for the purpose.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		68 

		Augusta should voluntarily comply with the Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code even though it is exempt.  (see #63)

		All

		Public

		

		

		2

		



		69 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		70 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		71 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		72 

		Energy

		



		73 

		Use alternative energy sources such as solar, wind and geothermal to power or supplement energy needs of mining operations.

		All

		Public

		

		Reword based on MPO language

		3

		DS



		74 

		Place solar panels on tailings and pit after mining operations.

		All

		Public

		

		Does not mitigate an impact. Would require future study.

		5

		



		75 

		Use natural gas to power mining operations.

		All

		Public

		

		Unavailable energy source

		5

		



		76 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		77 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		78 

		Hazardous Materials

		



		79 

		Describe and commit to measures to ensure isolation of potentially acid generating waste rock, prevention of acid generation from mine waste and pit walls, and any additional


mitigation measures that may be necessary should prevention measures fail.

		All

		Public

		

		

		2

		



		80 

		Clay lining and drainage system to prevent contamination

		All

		Public

		

		Reword based on MPO language

		3

		



		81 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		82 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		83 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		84 

		Heritage

		



		85 

		Complete Archaeological Inventory survey for all parts of the Area of Potential Effect not surveyed in the SWCA survey of the initial MPO area and evaluate National Register eligibility for additional sites that are recorded.

		

		FS & Public

		

		

		1

		



		86 

		Conduct archaeological testing at those sites within the Area of Potential Effect where National Register eligibility is undetermined.

		

		FS

		

		FS to reword and clarify scheduling of testing and data recovery 

		4

		



		87 

		Conduct archaeological data recovery at National Register-eligible  sites within the project footprint

		

		FS & Public

		

		

		1

		



		88 

		Design waste dump and tailings piles to iminimize impacts on properties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and traditional collection areas.

		

		FS

		

		Considered and dismissed during alternative development

		5

		



		89 

		Minimize impacts to human burials from disturbance or dumping.

		

		FS

		

		Considered and dismissed during alternative development

		5

		



		90 

		Where human burials can’t be excluded from the project disturbance areas, recover and repatriate remains to appropriate Native American tribe or nation following the provisions of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act and according to a project-specific burial treatment plan.

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		91 

		Protect the Ballcourt Site (AZ EE:2:105) by selecting an alternative where waste rock or tailings deposition does not affect the site, backfill previously excavated pithouses, and prevent incursions into the site by fencing the perimeter and closing the road across the site.  Complete an archival record of traditional uses, through on-site oral interviews with tribal members.

		

		FS

		

		Reword and separate

		4

		DS



		92 

		Facilitate harvest of traditional plants and traditional mineral resources before project disturbance.

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		93 

		Provide in-lieu-of compensatory conservation easements on endangered land with similar historical and tribal significance.

		

		FS

		

		Reword “compensatory” to mitigation

		4

		DS



		94 

		Ensure protection of springs, riparian areas, and ground water to the extent possible.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		95 

		Ensure restoration of the natural landscape to the extent possible.

		

		FS

		

		“restoration” to reclamation

		3

		DS



		96 

		Plant trees and shrubs, including mesquite, juniper, and oak, as well as grasses during reclamation.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		DS



		97 

		Provide educational and economic  opportunities for tribal members (e.g., sponsor the education of tribal students in fields like wildlife biology and hydrology, and hire them to help monitor the effects of mine operations) and consider dedicating a portion of earnings to tribes for education and resource protection. (Resource protection on or off-site?? SD)

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		98 

		Consider Partial or complete backfilling of the pit or transportation of materials of other, previously opened pits.

		

		FS

		

		Alternative being considered

		5

		DS



		99 

		Transplant important plants. (to on-site or off-site locations? SD)

		

		FS

		

		Clarify and specify

		3 & 4

		DS



		100 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		101 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		102 

		Hydrology

		



		103 

		Store storm water on-site to contribute to groundwater

		

		FS

		

		Reword to state alternative dependent

		3

		DS



		104 

		Route storm water efficiently through the project to help recharge the groundwater outside of the project footprint

		

		FS

		

		Reword to state alternative dependent

		3

		DS



		105 

		Recharge groundwater with supply water from the Santa Cruz Valley

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		DS



		106 

		Where springs or seeps are documented as lost, create three new water sources of similar characteristics.

		

		FS

		

		Reword to match #42

		3

		



		107 

		Purchase and set aside areas of off-site mitigation .

		

		FS

		

		ACOE requirement, Brian to reword

		1

		DS



		108 

		Implement a residential well protection plan

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		DS



		109 

		Monitor groundwater levels and make adjustments to mine management based on results.

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		110 

		Line tailings, waste and/or all facilities.

		

		FS

		

		Reword, required by APP

		3

		



		111 

		Construct large retention structure downstream of the disturbance footprint.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		112 

		Partial or complete backfill of the pit.  See #98

		

		FS

		

		Alternative being developed

		5

		DS



		113 

		Install storm water diversions surrounding the pit.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		114 

		Monitor pit water quality and make adjustments to mine management based on results.

		

		FS

		

		

		4

		



		115 

		Implement prudent design criteria and methods.  This includes high safety factors to create robust designs.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		116 

		Provide a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP).

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		117 

		Install permanent water control structures that would exist beyond the life of the mine.

		

		FS

		

		Reword to match MPO, Alternative dependent

		2 & 3

		DS



		118 

		Install erosion control measures to prevent erosion and retain sediment on site if erosion does occur.

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		DS



		119 

		Change design and increase capacity of process water tailings storage.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		120 

		Maintain stormwater and erosion control measures until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released.

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		DS



		121 

		Grade the top surface of the facility to minimize surface water ponding.

		

		FS

		

		Reword to state alternative dependent

		3

		



		122 

		Use waste rock buttress design to prevent tailings facility failures

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		123 

		Monitor groundwater levels and make adjustments to mine management based on results.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		124 

		Use non-point source sediment control measures including: 


· Prepare and implement erosion control actions before starting surface disturbing activities.


· Disturb the smallest area practical.


· Implement concurrent reclamation when feasible.


· Intercept and treat runoff from disturbed areas to reduce sediment from leaving the site.


· Use berms and ditches to control runoff from road surfaces.


· Install settling basins, hay bales, and/or silt fences to control sediment in ditches.


· Use stormwater dispersion terraces, silt fences, gabion sediment traps, and/or straw bale barriers as needed to minimize road runoff on the undisturbed areas between and downhill of the roads.


· Seed road cuts with an approved seed mix.


· Use hydroseeding on steep or more erodible cuts and fills as appropriate.


· Maintain sediment control measures after storm events.


· Monitor effectiveness of ongoing erosion and sediment control measures annually and modify where appropriate.

		1


1


2


1


Brian to reword per ACOE reqs


Brian to reword per ACOE reqs


1


2


2


1* reword


1




		FS

		

		

		See 3rd Column

		DS



		125 

		Implement Regional Mitigation, including:


· CAP recharge in Tucson Active Management Area (Lower Santa Cruz).


· CAP recharge credits extinguished and not recoverable.


· CAP recharge credits recovered in mine supply well field

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		DS



		126 

		Implement Local Mitigation, including:


· Residential well protection plan.


· CAP recharge in Sahuarita/Green Valley near supply well field area of withdrawal.


· CAP direct delivery to mine site via supply pipeline from CAP terminus (Pima Mine Road Recharge Project).


· Waste water effluent direct delivery to mine site via supply pipeline from Green Valley Wastewater Reclamation Facility (500-2000 AF)

		

		FS

		

		FICO facility and Secretary of Interior effluent from TO

		3

		DS



		127 

		Obtain an Aquifer Protection Program permit from the ADEQ that determines the requirements to reduce or eliminate the potential for discharge of pollutants to the aquifer through the employment of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology and monitoring at the Points of Compliance. Permit aquisition requires the preparation of studies and technical reports completed or planned by ADEQ that will be relied upon by the ADEQ to issue the authorizing or regulatory permits

		All

		CA

		

		

		1

		DS



		128 

		Obtain a Multi-sector General Permit from ADEQ’s Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program that regulates stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Obtaining this permit includes the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan and implementation of control measures as outlined by the EPA’s MSGP 2008.

		All

		CA

		

		

		1

		DS



		129 

		Use gray water, waste water, and/or effluent in place of or to supplement the use of groundwater.

		All

		Public

		

		See #121

		1

		DS



		130 

		Use CAP water for mine operations.

		All

		Public

		

		See #121

		1

		DS



		131 

		Place a lining under the waste rock and tailings piles.

		All

		Public

		

		See #105

		1

		



		132 

		Use desalinated ocean water for mining operations.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		



		133 

		Store CAP water in a new reservoir close to mine that can serve mine’s water needs and be used for Public recreation.

		All

		Public

		

		Infeasible

		5

		



		134 

		Monitor water quality and collect/dispose of pollutants in the runoff from waste rock and tailings piles.

		Public

		Public

		

		

		1

		DS



		135 

		Guarantee water for my home.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3

		



		136 

		Explicit Performance Standards must be established and continuously monitored by an independent entity


at the ongoing expense of Augusta to ensure that the existing water quantity and quality is met during and


following reclamation and closure. Such monitoring shall continue indefinitely until an independent entity


can scientifically confirm that no long-term adverse effects exist.

		All

		Public

		

		

		1

		DS



		137 

		As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in


ownership of the Mine must be required to enter into a well protection agreement with the owner(s) of


each existing well that could be adversely affected by the Mine. Moreover, as a condition of Forest


Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be


required to agree in writing to pay all expenses necessary to restore fresh water service to all affected


homes and businesses in the event the Mine pollutes the groundwater in the region east of the Santa Rita


Mountains.

		All

		Public

		

		JS to reword based on differences between each side

		3

		



		138 

		In the event of failure to comply with all applicable water quality standards, Augusta must be compelled to cease operations and pay all expenses for remediation.

		All

		Public

		

		Reword to match APP 

		3

		DS



		139 

		Require that mitigation measures be subjected to greater scientific rigor; that predictions of impacts be based in part on performance in past predictions and experience at other mines

		All

		Public

		

		Refer to APP

		5

		



		140 

		Require that mitigation measures be designed by persons with the requisite technical expertise and experience, and that all proposed mitigation measures be subjected to independent review and determination of the risk of failure and the likelihood of success.

		All

		Public

		

		Required by NEPA

		5

		



		141 

		All mitigation measures should be subjected to a "worst-plausible case scenario" so that the adverse effects of plausible worst-case scenarios are explicitly studied and considered.

		All

		Public

		

		SWCA to reword

		5

		



		142 

		Purchase surface water rights for Cienega Creek from Del Lago

		

		

		

		RCC to reword and expand

		3

		DS



		143 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		144 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		145 

		Land Use

		



		146 

		Acquire easements from private land owners to the Coronado National Forest which will provide Public access to private lands within Forest boundaries.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		147 

		Sell irregular-shaped mineral fractions adjoining patented lode mining claims using Small Tracts Act authority.  (This is only a draft idea at this point).

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		148 

		Preserve and protect land ownership boundaries between National Forest System and private land.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		149 

		Provide dependent resurvey and establishment of a control network by Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Cadastral Surveyors prior to any ground-disturbing activities.

		

		FS

		

		Needs rewording

		1*

		



		150 

		Protect Arizona State Statute corners and monuments according to Federal Code (U.S.C.)

		

		FS

		

		Needs rewording

		1*

		



		151 

		Re-establish all land ownership boundaries after operation.

		

		FS

		

		Brass caps at corners between FS and RCC, needs rewording

		4

		



		152 

		Protect and preserve all corner monumentation, or fund BLM to provide survey and new monumentation prior to the ground-disturbing activity.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		153 

		Post record of Dependent Resurvey on file in the Public record.

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		



		154 

		Transport waste rock and tailings offsite (i.e. other mines, Canada) to retain current land uses on FS lands.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		



		155 

		Compensatory land purchase placed under the jurisdiction of a federal agency for the purpose of conservation and mitigation of losses of wildlife habitat, watershed values, and recreational opportunities

		All

		Public

		

		

		3 & 4

		DS



		156 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		157 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		158 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		159 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		160 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		161 

		Public Health and Safety

		



		162 

		The Sonoita/Elgin Fire District shall be fully reimbursed by the Applicant for all costs


(equipment, maintenance, and staffing) resulting from the construction, operation, remediation, and reclamation of the proposed project. In no event shall such cost increase be borne by local property taxpayers in Sonoita and Elgin. This mitigation measure should also be applied to other impacted emergency service providers, including, but not limited to those in Patagonia, Vail, Sahuarita, and Corona de Tucson.

		All

		Public

		

		Community endowment and on-site safety

		5

		



		163 

		As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be required to agree in writing to pay for all repairs to residential, historical, or other structures in the event damage due to blasting at the Mine should


occur.

		All

		Public

		

		Pending effects determination

		3 & 4 

		



		164 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		165 

		Range/Grazing

		



		166 

		Develop ranch livestock water system to include one additional, sustainable source per individual pasture on Rosemont Copper’s allotment.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative

		3

		



		167 

		Fence highest-value riparian habitat to better control livestock access.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative

		3 & 4

		DS



		168 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		169 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		170 

		Reclamation

		



		171 

		Provide concurrent reclamation throughout mining operations to establish landforms and native vegetation and maintain water quality.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		172 

		Design slopes on waste rock and tailings piles that are flat enough to support successful revegetation.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		173 

		Blend edges of all topographic disturbances with adjacent undisturbed land to avoid sharp topographic breaks.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		174 

		Treat major erosion and slope failures on reclaimed areas immediately and as they occur.  Provide a plan that defines what conditions would require action and how problems will be addressed.

		

		FS

		

		contingency

		3 & 4

		DS



		175 

		Provide sediment and erosion control measures to prevent erosion to the extent possible on reclaimed surfaces, and to retain sediment onsite if erosion does occur.  All sediment control measures shall be maintained by Rosemont Copper Company until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released.

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		DS



		176 

		Identify reference sites in the Rosemont mine vicinity to determine native species occurrence, density, and cover to develop a long-term reclamation plan.  Consider aspect, elevation, and location (ridge vs canyon bottom).  Based on reference site data, provide appropriate native seed mixes and plant lists for Coronado NF approval prior to any site revegetation.  Select species capable of being self-sustaining on the selected site and include species with the ability to provide erosion control and stability.  Establish vegetation re-establishment criteria for reclaimed areas and ensure that all areas meet criteria prior to bond release.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		177 

		Utilize native species or short-lived non-native species such as annual grasses or forbs for short-term reclamation such as seeding topsoil stockpiles.  Avoid the use of any persistent non-native species shall in reclamation.

		

		FS

		

		Seeding is supplied by the CNF

(Not the seed, the specification  re the seed mix is supplied by CNF/SD)

		5

		DS



		178 

		Provide a weed control plan for Coronado NF review and approval.  This plan would include specifics on reducing noxious weed introduction and weed control in the project area.  Rosemont Copper Company would provide ongoing noxious weed control at the site to prevent the establishment of noxious weed populations.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative and noxious weeds plan

		3

		DS



		179 

		Record species composition and canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species”.  If seeded/planted species have not established following the first year, provide supplemental seedings and plantings.  If noxious weeds invade revegetated areas, remove by mechanical or other approved methods in the weed control plan.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		3 & 4

		DS



		180 

		Monitor revegetation annually for a minimum of 3 years and until successful revegetation is confirmed by the Coronado NF.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		3 & 4

		DS



		181 

		Salvage growth media (topsoil) from disturbed areas to provide sufficient cover on all disturbed areas with 1 foot of cover.  Place soil stockpiles in locations that are stable, isolated from surface and subsurface water, gently sloping, and well drained.  Stockpiles shall be convex in shape and have no more than three to one slopes.  Stockpiles shall be revegetated with native species immediately to minimize erosion.  No persistent non-native species shall be used in reclamation.  Install sediment control structures as needed to ensure that no soil material is lost.  Use soil stockpiles quickly during concurrent reclamation to minimize the loss of topsoil quality.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		DS



		182 

		Transfer the ownership of Rosemont Ranch to the Coronado NF to ensure that reclamation of the waste rock and tailings pile would not be impacted by future development or the need for access to this property.

		

		FS

		

		Alternative being developed

		3 & 4

		DS



		183 

		Annually, Rosemont Copper Company shall submit a summary of reclamation activities and monitoring to the Coronado NF and other appropriate agencies.  This report would include the use of maps and photos to allow accurate accounting of disturbed and reclaimed acreage, plans that project the following year’s disturbance and reclamation work, details on vegetation removal, treatment, soil salvage, storage, and revegetation, and annual reclamation requirements.  Rosemont Copper Company and the Coronado NF would meet to review the MPO and annual report, and the Forest Service administrator would conduct an annual inspection of site reclamation.  Modify or supplement the MPO as necessary to address reclamation issues.

		

		FS

		

		

		1

		DS



		184 

		Backfill the pit after mining operations are finished.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative being developed

		5

		DS



		185 

		Use waste rock and tailings piles as a location for solar arrays after mining operations are complete.

		All

		Public

		

		Does not mitigate an impact. Would require future study.

		5

		



		186 

		Create a lake out of the pit after mining operations for fish habitat and recreation

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed; safety issue

		5

		



		187 

		The Forest Service must not authorize a phased bond release until the underlying reclamation activity is successfully completed. Well defined criteria for determining successful completion for each reclamation activity must be developed by the Forest Service.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		188 

		Upon finalizing a mitigation plan for the Mine, the


costs of implementing the plan must be estimated and included in the reclamation bond estimate.


Mitigation should also be in concurrence with the guidelines of Pima County's Sonoran Desert


Conservation Plan and Conservation Land System. 


In addition, the estimated costs of remediation of any


environmental contamination by the Mine that may be discovered either before or afater mine closure


must also be included in the bond cost estimate. 


These costs must be included in the reclamation bond


cost estimate since the Forest Service must rely upon the reclamation bond to accomplish the mitigation


plan and remediation of any environmental contamination by the Mine in the event that Augusta does not. 


The burden of financial liabilities arising from Augusta's failure to successfully implement the mitigation plan or from environmental contamination by the Mine must not be borne by the public.

		1


5 (see biology section #’s 56 - 59 regarding CLS)


1


1


1

		Public

		

		

		See 3rd Column

		



		189 

		The costs of mine closure must be estimated and included in the reclamation bond estimate.


These costs must be included in the reclamation bond cost estimate since the Forest Service must rely


upon the reclamation bond to accomplish mine closure in the event that Augusta does not. Well defined criteria for determining successful completion of mine closure must be developed by the Forest


Service.

		1


1

		Public

		

		

		See 3rd column

		



		190 

		Require that mitigation funding be provided upfront in a separate, autonomous account/bond.

		All

		Public

		

		

		1

		



		191 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		192 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		193 

		Recreation

		



		194 

		Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced recreation.  This may include obtaining off-forest lands for Public recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side of Hwy 83), or a combination.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		195 

		Relocate portions of the Arizona Trail as needed to provide a trail for users throughout the mine life and post-mine.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		196 

		Relocate or restore access to Arizona Trail and OHV trailheads impacted by the mine.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		197 

		If desired by the Arizona Trail Association (ATA) and permanently maintained by ATA or Rosemont Copper Company, provide a water station for horses along the Arizona Trail.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		198 

		Install interpretive signs along the Arizona Trail and at the viewpoint on State Route (SR) 83 where mining activity is visible.  If desired by ATA, construct a spur segment of new trail to “Sentinel Peak” and install an interpretive sign at this location.  Sign topics, text, graphics, design, and locations shall be reviewed and approved by the Coronado NF.  Installation of signs on SR 83 shall be coordinated with Arizona Department of Transportation.  Sign materials and installation requirements shall be specified by the Coronado NF.  During mine operations, maintenance of signs shall be provided by Rosemont Copper Company.

		

		FS

		

		Match language to MPO and split into two measures

		3

		



		199 

		Ensure Public access to private lands not affected by mine-related operations via Arizona Game and Fish Cooperative Land Owner Program (CLOP) or easements.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative

		3

		



		200 

		Maintain Public road access across the Santa Rita Mountains at Gunsight Pass.

		

		FS

		

		FS and RCC to follow up regarding Lopez Pass

		3 & 4 

		



		201 

		At the end of mine operations, consider one or more roads or trails on top of the tailings and waste rock pile (Note: recommendations shall be incorporated into reclamation plan and landforming work).  Restore at least one OHV loop road through the mine area.  Consult with the Travel Management map and process to determine location(s).  This will require construction of a road around or over the waste rock and tailings piles.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		202 

		Provide an underpass large enough to accommodate equestrians under the access road where the Arizona Trail crosses this road.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		203 

		Mitigate for loss of hunting on Unit 34A

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)

		



		204 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		205 

		Riparian

		



		206 

		Remove all access roads from drainages

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		



		207 

		Plant native riparian tree species along artificial diversions, commensurate with the types of vegetation that would naturally occur with that type of flow regime

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		208 

		Mitigation should be implemented in advance of the impacts to avoid habitat losses due to the lag time between the occurrence of the impact and successful mitigation. The discussion should include the following information:


* acreage and habitat type of waters of the the U.S. that would be created or restored;


* water sources to maintain the mitigation area;


*the revegetation plans including the numbers and age of each species to be planted;


*maintenance and monitoring plans, including performance standards to determine mitigation success;


*the size and location of mitigation zones;


*the parties that would be ultimately responsible for the plan's success; and


*contingency plans that would be enacted if the original plan fails


		All

		Public

		

		Brian to reword according to ACOE requirements and include info regarding #107 off-site mitigation

		1, 3, 4

		DS



		209 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		210 

		Transportation

		



		211 

		For roads on USFS land, apply dust palliative other than water, water, or shall pave the road.

		

		FS

		

		Addressed in AQ section

		5

		



		212 

		For roads on USFS land, maintain the roadways sufficiently to prevent washboard, rutting and drainage problems and replace surfacing lost to drainage and use of the road by the proponent.

		

		FS

		

		Clarify

		3

		DS



		213 

		For roads on USFS land, Install and maintain wildlife crossing structures under primary access road at locations of known wildlife concentration.

		

		FS

		

		Clarify

		3 & 4

		



		214 

		For USFS lands previously more difficult to access, block off more access than existed prior to project work.


Accept or dedicate a Public road easement over the primary and/or secondary access roads, and/or any other segment of roadway identified by the USFS as desirable for Public access over which the proponent has control.

		4


3 & 4

		FS

		

		

		See 3rd column

		



		215 

		Alter trucking schedule around school busses to the extent determined reasonable by ADOT.

		

		FS

		

		Needs clarification

		2 & 4

		



		216 

		Cooperate with ADOT to address SR 83 improvement issues.

		

		FS

		

		

		1, 2 & 3

		



		217 

		Include construction labor in the travel reduction program envisioned for employees.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		



		218 

		Transport ore via railroad instead of truck.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		



		219 

		Hold off on construction until ADOT improves SR83 in order to better accommodate truck traffic.

		All

		Public

		

		Infeasible, ADOT responsibility 

		5

		



		220 

		Construct rail spur along I-19 and reduce truck traffic on SR83 by having trucks travel over the mountain to I-19 to a 

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		



		221 

		Construct a system of private roads on FS land to be used for mining operations and to keep trucks off of SR83 and other Public roads.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		



		222 

		Transport ore via conveyor to rail spur.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5

		



		223 

		Use existing Rosemont Junction Road as primary road instead of creating new access road.

		All

		Public

		

		Infeasible

		5

		



		224 

		Improve the interchange at Highway 83 and U.S. Interstate 10 to accommodate the levels and types of equipment necessary to sustain the proposed project over its anticipated lifetime

		All

		Public

		

		ADOT responsibility; LOS change undetermined

		5

		



		225 

		Improve the intersections at all roads serving residential properties along SR83 to accommodate the levels and types of equipment necessary to sustain the proposed project over its anticipated lifetime

		All

		Public

		

		ADOT responsibility; LOS change undetermined

		5

		



		226 

		Provide additional driving lanes on Highway 83 between mile marker 44 and U.S. Interstate 10

		All

		Public

		

		ADOT responsibility; LOS change undetermined

		5

		



		227 

		Require carpooling by employees

		All

		Public

		

		Carpooling option will be provided, per the MPO

		2 & 3

		DS



		228 

		Establish split-shifts to reduce peak-hour traffic

		All

		Public

		

		Clarify per MPO language

		2 & 3

		



		229 

		Suspend travel operations during the morning and evening commute periods and during travel times for all school buses

		All

		Public

		

		Clarify per MPO language

		2 & 3

		



		230 

		Minimize truck traffic on SR 83 by constructing a slurry pipeline carrying concentrate from the mine to the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains to a newly constructed dewatering plant.

		

		

		

		

		3 & 4

		DS



		231 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		232 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		233 

		Visual Quality

		



		234 

		Provide a reclamation plan that shapes the tailings and waste rock piles to mimic natural landforms from the surrounding landscape and revegetates the entire mine site with native plant species in densities, distributions, and sizes to mimic those in the surrounding landscape.  New landforms shall avoid monolithic forms, flat tops, and even sided slopes.  (how about “flat tops, and shapes with uniform slope ratios”. SD) Landforms shall incorporate natural, dendritic drainage patterns on all sides of the new piles that release stormwater off the site and allow it to flow downstream.  Channels shall be armored as necessary with riprap rock, and riprap shall be weathered rock with dark colors from the landscape (not light-colored quarry rock).  Grades along the new drainageways on tailings and waste rock piles shall vary, with random flatter areas to slow and/or hold water, which will help support vegetation growth.  Surface treatments on side slopes shall include warping, random ledges, and varying slope lengths and angles.  Boulders and rocky patches on side slopes that mimic rockform in the surrounding landscape should be included.  The reclamation plan and lanforming work shall also support post-mine land uses such as restoration of a road linkage across the final waste rock or tailings pile.  The reclamation plan shall be approved by the Coronado NF’s Landscape Architect prior to starting operations.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		DS



		235 

		Revegetate tailings and waste rock piles to return to near natural conditions as quickly as possible and minimize the spread of non-native species.  

Replant with a seed mix that includes grasses, forbs, shrubs, and tree species, and plant larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants) in key areas such as highly visible slopes and in drainageways.  

Use species and plant distributions from the surrounding landscape.  

Provide irrigation for the first season if necessary.

		2


3


2


3

		FS

		

		

		See 3rd Column

		DS



		236 

		If required by Coronado NF biologists, grow seedlings and container plants from seeds collected onsite.  This may require propagation one or more years prior to planting.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		DS



		237 

		Apply Permeon to exposed rock faces on tailings and waste rock piles, road cuts, and other mine impacts when exposed rock is lighter in color than adjacent weathered rock.

		

		FS

		

		

		3

		



		238 

		Treat all portions of the pit wall that are visible from Concern Level 1 and 2 travelways and residential areas by removing lines of horizontal benches and applying Permeon to darken rock to match weathered rock on ridge. 

If possible, plant vegetation on broken ledges on visible parts of pit wall.

		3 & 4


2

		FS

		

		According to MSHA regulations, cannot enter the pit after closure

		See 3rd column

		



		239 

		Paint or stain buildings and other major facilities non-reflective earth tones.  All paint and stain colors shall be approved by the Coronado NF landscape architect.

		

		FS

		

		As admissible per MSHA requirements

		3 & 4

		



		240 

		At the end of mine operations, remove all unneeded ore processing, ancillary facilities (including foundations), and utility lines, and naturalize these sites by restoring natural contours, placing topsoil on the areas, and revegetating with native plants.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4

		DS



		241 

		As soon as mine roads are no longer needed for mine operations or access, naturalize roadways by restoring natural contours, placing topsoil, and revegetating with native plants.

		

		FS

		

		

		2

		DS



		242 

		Apply mitigation required for night skies to minimize visual impacts at night.

		

		FS

		

		Reword to match MPO, “After min operations have ceased, unneeded mine roads…”

		2 & 3

		DS



		243 

		Employ a landscape architect throughout mine operations to monitor landforming, revegetation, and visual quality throughout the project, regularly consult with Forest Landscape Architect, and modify or supplement visual quality mitigation measures to address concerns.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4

		



		244 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		245 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		





Draft, Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: Mitigation table edits
Date: 06/28/2010 11:31 AM
Attachments: Mitigation Table June 8 2010 Update salek.docx

Hello Bev,
I made some edits to the mitigation table.  It is attached.  This is not a finished
product as other permitting agencies will be adding to it and since presently I am
not privy to that information, I cannot include it yet.  Within the original June 8th
table, there were notes that Rosemont and SWCA were supposed to modify it as
well.  I have not seen any of their edits yet.  Have you?  

 

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

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Rosemont Copper Project PDEIS: Chapter 2 Mitigation Comment Compilation

June 4, 2010



		Updated Item #

		Initial #

		Proposed Mitigation Measure

		To which Action Alt(s)? 

		Source

		Driver and/or Law, Regulation, and Policy

		Target Issue(s) and Quantitative Units of Measure



		

		

		Air

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		1.1.1. 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		1.1.2. 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		102   

		Hydrology

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		1.1.3. 

		110

		Groundwater Protection

Obtain and maintain an Aquifer Protection Program permit from the ADEQ that determines the requirements to reduce or eliminate the potential for discharge of pollutants to the aquifer through the employment of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology and monitoring at the Points of Compliance. Permit acquisition requires the preparation of necessary studies and technical reports as prescribed by ADEQ that will be relied upon by the ADEQ to issue the authorizing or regulatory permit.



As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be required to agree in writing to comply with enforceable groundwater protection permit conditions of the ADEQ APP.



The APP permit conditions are issued by the State of Arizona and include to:

· Thorough geotechnical and geological site evaluation as part of engineering design review,

· Review by ADEQ that includes designs that include a demonstration of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology suitable to the site and to the application.  

· Prefunding or guarantee of independent sources of funding for all costs for decommissioning plant facilities with potential to discharge pollutants to groundwater

· Monitor plant operations for compliance with permit standards 

· Build and operate monitor wells for groundwater quality at compliance points required by the APP permit throughout facility operations and after closure.

· Pay all expenses related to groundwater protection, monitoring, and as may be necessary to maintain compliance with permit standards

· Prepare a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan that includes requirements in the permit.



Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.





		 

		FS,  Tribes

		 

		Water – groundwater quality, Clean Water Act

GW quality



		1.1.4. 

		116

		Surface Water Protection

Obtain a Multi-sector General Permit from ADEQ’s Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program that regulates stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Obtaining this permit includes the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan and implementation of control measures as outlined by ADEQ’s AZPDES MSGP program.  The uses of Best Management Practices (BMP’s) are an integral part of these plans and permits.  



General BMP’s associated with these permits may include, among others:

· erosion and sediment control,

· good housekeeping,

· routine inspections and maintenance,

· Maintain stormwater and erosion control measures until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released.    

· Prepare and implement erosion control actions before starting surface disturbing activities.

· Disturb the smallest area practical.

· Implement concurrent reclamation when feasible.

· Manage runoff from disturbed areas to reduce sediment from leaving the site.

· Use berms and ditches to control runoff from road surfaces.

· Install settling basins, hay bales, and/or silt fences to control sediment in ditches.

· Use stormwater dispersion terraces, silt fences, gabion sediment traps, and/or straw bale barriers as needed to minimize road runoff on the undisturbed areas between and downhill of the roads.

· Seed road cuts with an approved seed mix.

· Use hydroseeding on steep or more erodible cuts and fills as appropriate.

· Maintain sediment control measures after storm events.

· Monitor effectiveness of ongoing erosion and sediment control measures and modify where appropriate.

 

		 

		FS

		 AZPDES

		Water – surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act



Land Stability and Soil Productivity - 

· Area of disturbance

· Sediment to Davidson Cyn.

· Reclamation results



SW quality



		1.1.5. 

		117

		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.



The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.



Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine.  Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities. *** RCC to provide requirements after meeting with ADWR

		

		FS

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act





Engineering Safety Factor





		1.2. 

		 

		Supplemental Mitigation

		 

		 

		 

		 



		1.2.1. 

		103

		As applicable to waste rock and tailings disposal siting alternatives, small retention structures shall facilitate infiltration of storm water on-site to contribute to local groundwater recharge. These retention, infiltration basins shall be managed to optimize maintenance of surface and ground water quality.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses



		1.2.2. 

		104

		Where stormwater rules and management plans allow, diversions consistent with topography shall be designed and operated to route storm water efficiently through or around project facilities and to transport runoff water to downstream watersheds.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Water – surface water beneficial uses



		1.2.3. 

		108

		In the vicinity of the Rosemont water supply wells, Rosemont has agreed to a program to mitigate the potential effects of Rosemont pumping on residential water supply wells in the Sahuarita Heights neighborhood.  The USWO Rosemont USWO agreement includes:

· A legally binding instrument negotiated and implemented by the United Sahuarita Well Owners group and Rosemont. 

· Rosemont has agreed to implement and maintain this residential well protection plan throughout the life of its mineral production operations.  

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement has detailed terms related to pump inspection, pump maintenance, pump replacement, well inspection, well maintenance, and well replacement.

· Costs for the USWO/Rosemont agreement are born by Rosemont for the benefit of the USWO members and Rosemont.  

· The agreement has been signed and recorded in Pima County.  

· A third-party insurance company administers the obligations of Rosemont to protect pumps, wells, and water supply to residential wells under the USWO agreement. 

· The benefits of the USWO/Rosemont agreement are transferable to successors of interest to USWO participants.

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement is binding on successors in interest to Rosemont. 

· The right to pump water from the Rosemont Wells is subject to the requirement of the Mineral Extraction Water Right from ADWR.

· The ADWR permitted water right has been pledged as security for the implementation and continued compliance with the USWO/Rosemont agreement.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 ADWR

		 Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		1.2.4. 

		121

		To minimize infiltration, Rosemont shall either grade the top surface of the tailings storage facility to minimize surface water ponding and infiltration, or grade the surface of the tailings to maximize retention for evaporation without infiltration.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA

		Water – groundwater quality



		1.2.5. 

		125

		Rosemont shall include as a condition in the Final MPO, a detailed description of methods to implement Regional Groundwater Mitigation within the TAMA, including plans implemented or to be implemented for:

· Utilize available CAP water as a source to conduct regional recharge within Tucson Active Management Area.

· Local CAP recharge as close as possible within the TAMA to the Rosemont supply well field in the area of the cone of depression caused by Rosemont water withdrawal.

· To the extent practicable, balance CAP storage credits with water to be pumped from mine supply well field, with the intent to maintain a surplus inventory of storage credits prior to pumping groundwater for mineral extraction use.

· Maintain water storage and use inventory records to show that CAP recharge credits exceed groundwater removed from the TAMA, and that the offset-credits are extinguished and not recoverable.



		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 





Not connected actions

		Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		1.1.1. 

		130

		Every 5 years, Rosemont will conduct a review of alternative water sources.  For example, should CAP water, gray water, or effluent become available for mine operations, Rosemont will consider its use.

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		 

		Under feasibility study, drop or include in an alternative.



		1.1.2. 

		138

		Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		All (except MPO)

		Public

		 

		Water – groundwater quality



		1.1.3. 

		

		Ground water quantity monitoring plan will be developed.  It will be an evaluation of groundwater level data for comparison to groundwater model predictions.  Model recalibration will be conducted if threshold values are reached.  Annual reporting.  This will occur on both groundwater systems affected by the proposal including Santa Cruz Valley and Davidson Canyon/Cienega Creek.  A network of wells and piezometers will be used including existing wells and new wells.

		

		

		

		



		1.1.4. 

		

		A Rosemont Mine water website will be constructed, updated annually and maintained by Rosemont with concurrence by the forest service.  All water related data and reports will be accessible to the general public at this location.  This includes all surface and ground water quality and quantity data.  Executive summaries will be provided annually and written for the non technical person.

		

		

		

		



		1.1.5. 

		

		Annually fund the USGS (United States Geological Survey) to operate and maintain existing surface water flow measurement gages at the Barrel Canyon near Sonoita (09484580), Cienega Creek near Sonoita (09484550), and Pantano Wash near Vail AZ (09484600).

		

		

		

		



		1.1.6. 

		

		Water conservation measures would be implemented to minimize the need for ground water pumping.
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us

Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; jrigg@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Mitigation Table Review needs
Date: 01/25/2010 11:24 AM

Bev sent out the latest draft of the Mitigation Table on Friday.  I reviewed it and
found the following items for Forest action:

Air #34
Plants and Animals #51
Hydrology #110, 111, 116, 120, 124, 126, 127, 128, 105, 107
Transportation #228 (says Larry will reword?)
Visual #234, 237, 238

We can talk about this need at Wednesday's IDT meeting, especially in light of
Forest Plan Revision assignments and timeframes.  Please keep Bev apprised if you
complete your section before Wednesday.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; jsturgess@rosemontcopper.com; karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Mitigation Table Updated per June 8 Meeting
Date: 06/11/2010 04:39 PM

All,
 
Attached for your review is the mitigation meeting that was updated per the June 8, 2010,
meeting.  Items highlighted in yellow are measures that remain to be worked on (mostly
hydrology), or have had text added since the meeting (heritage).  Please review the table and let
me know if your notes from the meeting differ from these updates.  It looks like we will need one
more final go through to hammer out the final details.  I am available Tuesday afternoon,
Wednesday or Thursday all day, and Friday morning next week.  Please let me know if these dates
work for you to wrap this up.
 
Best,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson; jrigg@swca.com
Subject: Mitigation table with Laws
Date: 01/07/2010 04:32 PM
Attachments: 12-17 Total Compilation Version with Disposition and Comments_Lefevre12312009.doc

Draft table with some of the laws and polices filled in for air and hydrology.  Thanks.

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
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Rosemont Copper Project PDEIS: Chapter 2 Mitigation Comment Compilation


1=Covered under law, regulation, and policy; 2=Covered/addressed in MPO; 3=RCC to consider and/or reword as necessary; 4=CNF to edit and/or clarify; 5=Considered but not carried forward 



		#

		Proposed Mitigation Measure

		To which Alternative(s)? 

		Source

		Driver and/or Law, Regulation, and Policy

		Comment

		Disposition



		1 

		Air



		2 

		Mix tails with a dust suppressant instead of polymers

		

		FS

		Not specifically driven by Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Pima County Department of Environmental Quality 

Title 17.12 requires a permit for fugitive dust activity from tailings.  If the permit requires a specific type of dust suppressant, then it carries the force of law.

		Is this a law, regulation, or policy?

		1



		3 

		Use permeable concrete as a dust suppressant instead of polymers.

		

		FS

		Not specifically driven by Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Pima County Department of Environmental Quality 


Title 17.12 requires a permit for fugitive dust activity from tailings.  If the permit requires a specific type of dust suppressant, then it carry the force of law.

		Who knows about this?  We will need someone to help edit or clarify.

		4



		4 

		Cover dry stack tailings conveyor at transfer points

		

		FS

		Not driven by a Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Arizona Administrative Code Article R18-2-607 requires dust mitigation from conveying facilities, but does not specify how to do it.

		Same as 11

		1



		5 

		Pave roads

		

		FS

		Not specifically driven by Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Pima County Department of Environmental Quality 


Title 17.16 requires that fugitive dust from roads be controlled.  Paving, dust suppressants, and water are suggested but no single method is required.

		Same as 9, 10

		3



		6 

		Implement dust management for Santa Rita road and Forest Service roads on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains.

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy

		

		3



		7 

		Reorient haul road system to facilitate dust control

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy

		Alternative dependent

		3



		8 

		Set and enforce speed limits within project area

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy

		

		1



		9 

		Use water sprays on gravel access road

		

		FS

		Not specifically driven by Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Pima County Department of Environmental Quality 


Title 17.16 requires that fugitive dust from roads be controlled.  Paving, dust suppressants, and water are suggested but no single method is required.

		Same as 5, 10

		3



		10 

		Use surface binders on all mine roads

		

		FS

		Not specifically driven by Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Pima County Department of Environmental Quality 


Title 17.16 requires that fugitive dust from roads be controlled.  Paving, dust suppressants, and water are suggested but no single method is required.

		Same as 5, 9

		3



		11 

		Cover crushing and conveyor facilities

		

		FS

		Not driven by a Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Arizona Administrative Code Article R18-2-607 requires dust mitigation from conveying facilities, but does not specify how to do it.

		Same as 4

		1



		12 

		Use water sprays on crushing and conveyor facilities.

		

		FS

		Not driven by a Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Arizona Administrative Code Article R18-2-607 requires dust mitigation from crushing or conveying facilities, but does not specify how to do it.

		Dependent on permit requirement

		3



		13 

		Compact the tails as they are placed in the tailings facilities

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy

		Dependent on location

		3



		14 

		Apply soil stabilizers to tails as needed

		

		FS

		Not specifically driven by Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Pima County Department of Environmental Quality 


Title 17.12 requires a permit for fugitive dust activity from tailings.  If the permit requires a specific type of dust suppressant, then it carries the force of law.

		

		2



		15 

		Mix approved stabilizing polymers with tailings as needed

		

		FS

		Not specifically driven by Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Pima County Department of Environmental Quality 


Title 17.12 requires a permit for fugitive dust activity from tailings.  If the permit requires a specific type of dust suppressant, then it carries the force of law.

		

		3



		16 

		Use emitters, similar to drip irrigation, to apply the acid leaching solution to the heap

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy

		

		2



		17 

		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		

		FS

		The permits that are required for this project will be monitored and reported.

		

		1



		18 

		Modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address concerns

		

		FS

		The permits that are required for this project will be monitored and reported.

		A “concern” is not the same as a permit violation, which would require supplemental or modified measures.  “Concern” should be defined

		3



		19 

		Use secondary acid mist controls in electro-winning tank house

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy

		

		2



		20 

		Use contemporary equipment

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy

		

		3



		21 

		Establish truck specifications to reduce emissions

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy

		

		2



		22 

		Stipulate usage of low-sulfur diesel fuel on-site

		

		FS

		Arizona Revised Statutes Articles 2, 3, 5, and 7 contain a lot of requirements for combustion engines and fuel.  Some engines may be required by law to use low-sulfur diesel fuel, others may not.

		1 for stationary, 2 for mobile

		3



		23 

		Select equipment that will reduce the number of road miles

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy.

		Infeasible as stated

		3



		24 

		Establish a Park and ride Program for workers to reduce the number of personal vehicle miles driven to and from the Project

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy.

		

		2



		25 

		Construct electric lines as a first step in developing the time to eliminate the need for on-site electrical generation

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy.

		

		2



		26 

		Use alternative methods for generation such as solar for administration buildings

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy.

		

		2



		27 

		Modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address concerns

		

		FS

		The permits that are required for this project will be monitored and reported.

		Same as 18

		3



		28 

		Mix tailings with biodegradable material that maintains retention, instead of polymers.

		All

		Public

		Not specifically driven by Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Pima County Department of Environmental Quality 


Title 17.12 requires a permit for fugitive dust activity from tailings.  If the permit requires a specific type of dust suppressant, then it carries the force of law.

		

		3



		29 

		Pave roads.

		All

		Public

		Not specifically driven by Law, Regulation, or Policy.  Pima County Department of Environmental Quality 


Title 17.16 requires that fugitive dust from roads be controlled.  Paving, dust suppressants, and water are suggested but no single method is required.

		

		5 (duplicate)



		30 

		Use particle traps and other appropriate controls to reduce emissions of DPM and other air pollutants.

		All

		Public

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy

		What is DPM?

		3



		31 

		Use diesel fuel with the lowest sulfur content available, or other suitable alternative diesel fuel, which substantially reduces DPM emissions.

		All

		Public

		Arizona Revised Statutes Articles 2, 3, 5, and 7 contain a lot of requirements for combustion engines and fuel.  Some engines may be required by law to use low-sulfur diesel fuel, others may not.

		*that is commercially available 

What is DPM?

		4



		32 

		Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks and heavy equipment.

		All

		Public

		Arizona Revised Statutes Articles 2, 3, 5, and 7 contain a lot of requirements for combustion engines and fuel.  Some engines may be required by law to use low-sulfur diesel fuel, others may not.

		

		2



		33 

		Lease or buy newer, cleaner equipment (1996 or newer model)

		All

		Public

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy.

		

		2



		34 

		Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained at all times and does not unnecessarily idle, is turned to manufacturer's specifications, and is not modified to increase horsepower except in accordance with established specifications.

		All

		Public

		The permits that are required for this project will be monitored and reported.

		Needs rewording 

The word “turned” is probably supposed to be “tuned”

		1*



		35 

		If air quality standards are not met by the mine, operations must stop and RCC pay all expenses for remediation.

		All

		Public

		The permits that are required for this project will be monitored and reported.

		To make this a workable mitigation, some sideboards for remediation will have to be defined.  Many factors influence air quality, some of which cannot be changed with money (wind direction and speed for example)

		3



		36 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		37 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		38 

		Biology: Wildlife and Vegetation



		39 

		Require compensatory land exchange, preferably with select criteria to negotiate

		

		FS

		

		

		3



		40 

		Reclamation plan that include replanting of native, local grasses, Palmer Agave, shrubs, and trees

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, or Regulation.  Current Forest activities use only native species when available.

		Using only native species  is in the MPO

		3



		41 

		Reclamation Plan that includes eradication of non-native plants and frequent monitoring

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy.

		Monitoring is planned is in the MPO.  Eradication of non-native plants is not spelled out.  Perhaps this is why it is rated a “3”?

		3



		42 

		For each water source lost, three will be created by building similar (with regards to physical features and temporal water storage characteristics) in the vicinity; these artificial structures will not encourage establishment of non-native species (e.g., American Bullfrog)

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy

		

		3



		43 

		All waters potentially affected by contamination must be monitored for quality, and if quality is sub-standard, measures will be taken to exclude wildlife from using these waters

		

		FS

		Permits required for this project will include monitoring.  Excluding wildlife from substandard water is not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy

		Needs rewording

Does this include natural waters that could be contaminated, or artificially developed water?  If it is only artificially developed water, the opportunity to exclude wildlife may be possible.  If this includes natural waters, they are usually too large (or long) to effectively exclude wildlife.

		1*



		44 

		Areas of the northern Santa Ritas that are not within the proposed project footprint will have non-essential roads, trails, and structures decommissioned or obliterated (and no new features will be developed)

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy.

		“Non-essential” must be defined, and allowance for new technology of management techniques must be made before prohibiting new features.

		4



		45 

		Build standing water catchments along surface water diversions, preferably with slow flow-through design (not close to the facilities).

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy.

		

		3



		46 

		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor.  This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		

		FS

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy.

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4



		47 

		Provide endowment for managing invasive species.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4



		48 

		Monitor the nearby Lesser Long-nosed Bat roosts before, during, and after the mine project using accurate exit counts (e.g., infrared video counts).

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4



		49 

		All mitigations that reduce the amount of light outside the footprint (as per the mitigation table).

		

		FS

		

		

		2



		50 

		Mitigation that will reduce the threat of catastrophic deposition of sediments and resource damage  during “100-year” flood events.

		

		FS

		 

		

		2



		51 

		If Karst features are discovered, work will halt, and the biological monitor and other specialists will investigate before work can be re-initiated.

		

		FS

		

		

		4



		52 

		All sulfuric acid solution collection ponds and process water and wastewater ponds must be covered.

		All

		Public

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy.

		

		3



		53 

		Compensate the USFS and surrounding communities for the loss of habitat, species, and tourism that will attend the proposed project.

		All

		Public

		

		Sideboards must be developed for compensation to make this workable.

		3



		54 

		Prevent exposure of migratory waterfowl and other


wildlife to all toxic waters used in or resulting from processing the ore.

		All

		Public

		Not required by Law, Regulation, or Policy.

		

		3



		55 

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Biological Core Management Areas. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 80 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space, with mitigation required at a 4:1 ratio.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)



		56 

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Important Riparian Area. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 95 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved in a natural and undisturbed condition.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)



		57 

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Multiple Use Management Area. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 66 2/3 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space, with mitigation required at a 2:1 ratio

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)



		58 

		Restoration of fragmented corridors of native biological communities.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)



		59 

		Mitigation land purchase adjacent to the CNF of equal size and wildlife values 

		All

		Public

		

		Refer to #39

		4 (moved from land use section)



		60 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		61 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		62 

		Dark/Night Skies



		63 

		Utilize the 2006 City of Tucson/Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code

		All

		FS

		

		

		3



		64 

		Limit mine activities to daytime only.

		All

		Public

		

		

		4



		65 

		Use fully shielded or full cutoff lighting fixtures

		All

		Public

		

		*as practical 

		3



		66 

		Use 55 watt induction lamps with motion sensor controls on all roads and parking lots to reduce energy consumption and light pollution

		All

		Public

		

		Infeasible due to safety regulations

		5



		67 

		Exterior lighting on buildings or trailers should be fully shielded and limited to egress lighting using the lowest level of light sufficient for the purpose.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3



		68 

		Augusta should voluntarily comply with the Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code even though it is exempt.

		All

		Public

		

		

		2



		69 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		70 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		71 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		72 

		Energy



		73 

		Use alternative energy sources such as solar, wind and geothermal to power or supplement energy needs of mining operations.

		All

		Public

		

		Reword based on MPO language

		3



		74 

		Place solar panels on tailings and pit after mining operations.

		All

		Public

		

		Does not mitigate an impact. Would require future study.

		5



		75 

		Use natural gas to power mining operations.

		All

		Public

		

		Unavailable energy source

		5



		76 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		77 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		78 

		Hazardous Materials



		79 

		Describe and commit to measures to ensure isolation of potentially acid generating waste rock, prevention of acid generation from mine waste and pit walls, and any additional


mitigation measures that may be necessry should prevention measures fail.

		All

		Public

		

		

		2



		80 

		Clay lining and drainage system to prevent contamination

		All

		Public

		

		Reword based on MPO language

		3



		81 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		82 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		83 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		84 

		Heritage



		85 

		Complete Archaeological Inventory survey for all parts of the Area of Potential Effect not surveyed in the SWCA survey of the initial MPO area and evaluate National Register eligibility for additional sites that are recorded.

		

		FS & Public

		

		

		1



		86 

		Conduct archaeological testing at those sites within the Area of Potential Effect where National Register eligibility is undetermined.

		

		FS

		

		FS to reword and clarify scheduling of testing and data recovery 

		4



		87 

		Conduct archaeological data recovery at National Register-eligible  sites within the project footprint

		

		FS & Public

		

		

		1



		88 

		Design waste dump and tailings piles to iminimize impacts on properties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and traditional collection areas.

		

		FS

		

		Considered and dismissed during alternative development

		5



		89 

		Minimize impacts to human burials from disturbance or dumping.

		

		FS

		

		Considered and dismissed during alternative development

		5



		90 

		Where human burials can’t be excluded from the project disturbance areas, recover and repatriate remains to appropriate Native American tribe or nation following the provisions of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act and according to a project-specific burial treatment plan.

		

		FS

		

		

		1



		91 

		Protect the Ballcourt Site (AZ EE:2:105) by selecting an alternative where waste rock or tailings deposition does not affect the site, backfill previously excavated pithouses, and prevent incursions into the site by fencing the perimeter and closing the road across the site.  Complete an archival record of traditional uses, through on-site oral interviews with tribal members.

		

		FS

		

		Reword and separate

		4



		92 

		Facilitate harvest of traditional plants and traditional mineral resources before project disturbance.

		

		FS

		

		

		4



		93 

		Provide in-lieu-of compensatory conservation easements on endangered land with similar historical and tribal significance.

		

		FS

		

		Reword “compensatory” to mitigation

		4



		94 

		Ensure protection of springs, riparian areas, and ground water to the extent possible.

		

		FS

		

		

		2



		95 

		Ensure restoration of the natural landscape to the extent possible.

		

		FS

		

		“restoration” to reclamation

		3



		96 

		Plant trees and shrubs, including mesquite, juniper, and oak, as well as grasses during reclamation.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4



		97 

		Provide educational and economic  opportunities for tribal members (e.g., sponsor the education of tribal students in fields like wildlife biology and hydrology, and hire them to help monitor the effects of mine operations) and consider dedicating a portion of earnings to tribes for education and resource protection.

		

		FS

		

		

		3



		98 

		Consider Partial or complete backfilling of the pit or transportation of materials of other, previously opened pits.

		

		FS

		

		Alternative being considered

		5



		99 

		Transplant important plants.

		

		FS

		

		Clarify and specify

		3 & 4



		100 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		101 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		102 

		Hydrology



		103 

		Store storm water on-site to contribute to groundwater

		

		FS

		None

		Reword to state alternative dependent

		3



		104 

		Route storm water efficiently through the project to help recharge the groundwater outside of the project footprint

		

		FS

		None

		Reword to state alternative dependent

		3



		105 

		Recharge groundwater with supply water from the Santa Cruz Valley

		

		FS

		None

		

		4



		106 

		Where springs or seeps are documented as lost, create three new water sources of similar characteristics.

		

		FS

		None

		Reword to match #42

		3



		107 

		Purchase and set aside areas of off-site mitigation .

		

		FS

		Potentially Army Corp of Engineers 404 permit requirement

		ACOE requirement, Brian to reword

		1



		108 

		Implement a residential well protection plan

		

		FS

		None

		

		3



		109 

		Monitor groundwater levels and make adjustments to mine management based on results.

		

		FS

		None

		

		4



		110 

		Line tailings, waste and/or all facilities.

		

		FS

		APP is Aqifer Protection Permit issued by ADEQ under ARS241-252 and AAC Revised Title 18-9-101 to 403

		Reword, required by APP

		3



		111 

		Construct large retention structure downstream of the disturbance footprint.

		

		FS

		None

		

		3 & 4



		112 

		Partial or complete backfill of the pit.

		

		FS

		None

		Alternative being developed

		5



		113 

		Install storm water diversions surrounding the pit.

		

		FS

		None?

		

		2



		114 

		Monitor pit water quality and make adjustments to mine management based on results.

		

		FS

		None

		

		4



		115 

		Implement prudent design criteria and methods.  This includes high safety factors to create robust designs.

		

		FS

		APP

		

		3



		116 

		Provide a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP).

		

		FS

		AZPDES is the Arizona Pollution Discharge Elimination System Arizona Administrative Code (AAC) Title 18- chapter 9 Article 9

		

		1



		117 

		Install permanent water control structures that would exist beyond the life of the mine.

		

		FS

		

		Reword to match MPO, Alternative dependent

		2 & 3



		118 

		Install erosion control measures to prevent erosion and retain sediment on site if erosion does occur.

		

		FS

		APP

		

		1



		119 

		Change design and increase capacity of process water tailings storage.

		

		FS

		APP

		

		3



		120 

		Maintain stormwater and erosion control measures until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released.

		

		FS

		APP

		

		1



		121 

		Grade the top surface of the facility to minimize surface water ponding.

		

		FS

		None

		Reword to state alternative dependent

		3



		122 

		Use waste rock buttress design to prevent tailings facility failures

		

		FS

		None

		

		2



		123 

		Monitor groundwater levels and make adjustments to mine management based on results.

		

		FS

		None

		

		2



		124 

		Use non-point source sediment control measures including: 


· Prepare and implement erosion control actions before starting surface disturbing activities.


· Disturb the smallest area practical.


· Implement concurrent reclamation when feasible.


· Intercept and treat runoff from disturbed areas to reduce sediment from leaving the site.


· Use berms and ditches to control runoff from road surfaces.


· Install settling basins, hay bales, and/or silt fences to control sediment in ditches.


· Use stormwater dispersion terraces, silt fences, gabion sediment traps, and/or straw bale barriers as needed to minimize road runoff on the undisturbed areas between and downhill of the roads.


· Seed road cuts with an approved seed mix.


· Use hydroseeding on steep or more erodible cuts and fills as appropriate.


· Maintain sediment control measures after storm events.


· Monitor effectiveness of ongoing erosion and sediment control measures annually and modify where appropriate.

		1


1


2


1


Brian to reword per ACOE reqs


Brian to reword per ACOE reqs


1


2


2


1* reword


1




		FS

		MSGP is the Multi Sector General Permit issued by ADEQ under AAC R 18-9-C905

MSGP


MSGP


ACOE


AZPDES

FSM 2209.22



		

		See 3rd Column



		125 

		Implement Regional Mitigation, including:


· CAP recharge in Tucson Active Management Area (Lower Santa Cruz).


· CAP recharge credits extinguished and not recoverable.


· CAP recharge credits recovered in mine supply well field

		

		FS

		None


None


None

		

		3



		126 

		Implement Local Mitigation, including:


· Residential well protection plan.


· CAP recharge in Sahuarita/Green Valley near supply well field area of withdrawal.


· CAP direct delivery to mine site via supply pipeline from CAP terminus (Pima Mine Road Recharge Project).


· Waste water effluent direct delivery to mine site via supply pipeline from Green Valley Wastewater Reclamation Facility (500-2000 AF)

		

		FS

		None

None


None


None

		FICO facility and Secretary of Interior effluent from TO

		3



		127 

		Obtain an Aquifer Protection Program permit from the ADEQ that determines the requirements to reduce or eliminate the potential for discharge of pollutants to the aquifer through the employment of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology and monitoring at the Points of Compliance. Permit aquisition requires the preparation of studies and technical reports completed or planned by ADEQ that will be relied upon by the ADEQ to issue the authorizing or regulatory permits

		All

		CA

		APP

		

		1



		128 

		Obtain a Multi-sector General Permit from ADEQ’s Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program that regulates stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Obtaining this permit includes the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan and implementation of control measures as outlined by the EPA’s MSGP 2008.

		All

		CA

		MSGP

		

		1



		129 

		Use gray water, waste water, and/or effluent in place of or to supplement the use of groundwater.

		All

		Public

		None

		See #121

		1



		130 

		Use CAP water for mine operations.

		All

		Public

		None

		See #121

		1



		131 

		Place a lining under the waste rock and tailings piles.

		All

		Public

		None

		See #105

		1



		132 

		Use desalinated ocean water for mining operations.

		All

		Public

		None

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5



		133 

		Store CAP water in a new reservoir close to mine that can serve mine’s water needs and be used for Public recreation.

		All

		Public

		None

		Infeasible

		5



		134 

		Monitor water quality and collect/dispose of pollutants in the runoff from waste rock and tailings piles.

		Public

		Public

		APP

MSGP


AZPDES

		

		1



		135 

		Guarantee water for my home.

		All

		Public

		None

		

		3



		136 

		Explicit Performance Standards must be established and continuously monitored by an independent entity


at the ongoing expense of Augusta to ensure that the existing water quantity and quality is met during and


following reclamation and closure. Such monitoring shall continue indefinitely until an independent entity


can scientifically confirm that no long-term adverse effects exist.

		All

		Public

		APP

		

		1



		137 

		As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in


ownership of the Mine must be required to enter into a well protection agreement with the owner(s) of


each existing well that could be adversely affected by the Mine. Moreover, as a condition of Forest


Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be


required to agree in writing to pay all expenses necessary to restore fresh water service to all affected


homes and businesses in the even the Mine pollutes the groundwater in the region east of the Santa Rita


Mountains.

		All

		Public

		None

		JS to reword based on differences between each side

		3



		138 

		In the event of failure to comply with all applicable water quality standards, Augusta must be compelled to cease operations and pay all expenses for remediation.

		All

		Public

		APP

		Reword to match APP 

		3



		139 

		Require that mitigation measures be subjected to greater scientific rigor; that predictions of impacts be based in part on performance in past predictions and experience at other mines

		All

		Public

		None

		Refer to APP

		5



		140 

		Require that mitigation measures be designed by persons with the requisite technical expertise and experience, and that all proposed mitigation measures be subjected to independent review and determination of the risk of failure and the likelihood of success.

		All

		Public

		

		Required by NEPA

		5



		141 

		All mitigation measures should be subjected to a "worst-plausible case scenario" so that the adverse effects of plausible worst-case scenarios are explicitly studied and considered.

		All

		Public

		

		SWCA to reword

		5



		142 

		Purchase surface water rights for Cienega Creek from Del Lago

		

		

		None

		RCC to reword and expand

		3



		143 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		144 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		145 

		Land Use



		146 

		Acquire easements from private land owners to the Coronado National Forest which will provide Public access to private lands within Forest boundaries.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4



		147 

		Sell irregular-shaped mineral fractions adjoining patented lode mining claims using Small Tracts Act authority.  (This is only a draft idea at this point).

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4



		148 

		Preserve and protect land ownership boundaries between National Forest System and private land.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4



		149 

		Provide dependent resurvey and establishment of a control network by Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Cadastral Surveyors prior to any ground-disturbing activities.

		

		FS

		

		Needs rewording

		1*



		150 

		Protect Arizona State Statute corners and monuments according to Federal Code (U.S.C.)

		

		FS

		

		Needs rewording

		1*



		151 

		Re-establish all land ownership boundaries after operation.

		

		FS

		

		Brass caps at corners between FS and RCC, needs rewording

		4



		152 

		Protect and preserve all corner monumentation, or fund BLM to provide survey and new monumentation prior to the ground-disturbing activity.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4



		153 

		Post record of Dependent Resurvey on file in the Public record.

		

		FS

		

		

		1



		154 

		Transport waste rock and tailings offsite (i.e. other mines, Canada) to retain current land uses on FS lands.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5



		155 

		Compensatory land purchase placed under the jurisdiction of a federal agency for the purpose of conservation and mitigation of losses of wildlife habitat, watershed values, and recreational opportunities

		All

		Public

		

		

		3 & 4



		156 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		157 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		158 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		159 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		160 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		161 

		Public Health and Safety



		162 

		The Sonoita/Elgin Fire District shall be fully reimbursed by the Applicant for all costs


(equipment, maintenance, and staffing) resulting from the construction, operation, remediation, and reclamation of the proposed project. In no event shall such cost increase be borne by local property taxpayers in Sonoita and Elgin. This mitigation measure should also be applied to other impacted emergency service providers, including, but not limited to those in Patagonia, Vail, Sahuarita, and Corona de Tucson.

		All

		Public

		

		Community endowment and on-site safety

		5



		163 

		As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be required to agree in writing to pay for all repairs to residential, historical, or other structures in the event damage due to blasting at the Mine should


occur.

		All

		Public

		

		Pending effects determination

		3 & 4 



		164 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		165 

		Range/Grazing



		166 

		Develop ranch livestock water system to include one additional, sustainable source per individual pasture on Rosemont Copper’s allotment.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative

		3



		167 

		Fence highest-value riparian habitat to better control livestock access.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative

		3 & 4



		168 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		169 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		170 

		Reclamation



		171 

		Provide concurrent reclamation throughout mining operations to establish landforms and native vegetation and maintain water quality.

		

		FS

		

		

		2



		172 

		Design slopes on waste rock and tailings piles that are flat enough to support successful revegetation.

		

		FS

		

		

		2



		173 

		Blend edges of all topographic disturbances with adjacent undisturbed land to avoid sharp topographic breaks.

		

		FS

		

		

		3



		174 

		Treat major erosion and slope failures on reclaimed areas immediately and as they occur.  Provide a plan that defines what conditions would require action and how problems will be addressed.

		

		FS

		

		contingency

		3 & 4



		175 

		Provide sediment and erosion control measures to prevent erosion to the extent possible on reclaimed surfaces, and to retain sediment onsite if erosion does occur.  All sediment control measures shall be maintained by Rosemont Copper Company until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released.

		

		FS

		

		

		1



		176 

		Identify reference sites in the Rosemont mine vicinity to determine native species occurrence, density, and cover to develop a long-term reclamation plan.  Consider aspect, elevation, and location (ridge vs canyon bottom).  Based on reference site data, provide appropriate native seed mixes and plant lists for Coronado NF approval prior to any site revegetation.  Select species capable of being self-sustaining on the selected site and include species with the ability to provide erosion control and stability.  Establish vegetation re-establishment criteria for reclaimed areas and ensure that all areas meet criteria prior to bond release.

		

		FS

		

		

		2



		177 

		Utilize native species or short-lived non-native species such as annual grasses or forbs for short-term reclamation such as seeding topsoil stockpiles.  Avoid the use of any persistent non-native species shall in reclamation.

		

		FS

		

		Seeding is supplied by the CNF

		5



		178 

		Provide a weed control plan for Coronado NF review and approval.  This plan would include specifics on reducing noxious weed introduction and weed control in the project area.  Rosemont Copper Company would provide ongoing noxious weed control at the site to prevent the establishment of noxious weed populations.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative and noxious weeds plan

		3



		179 

		Record species composition and canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species”.  If seeded/planted species have not established following the first year, provide supplemental seedings and plantings.  If noxious weeds invade revegetated areas, remove by mechanical or other approved methods in the weed control plan.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		3 & 4



		180 

		Monitor revegetation annually for a minimum of 3 years and until successful revegetation is confirmed by the Coronado NF.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		3 & 4



		181 

		Salvage growth media (topsoil) from disturbed areas to provide sufficient cover on all disturbed areas with 1 foot of cover.  Place soil stockpiles in locations that are stable, isolated from surface and subsurface water, gently sloping, and well drained.  Stockpiles shall be convex in shape and have no more than three to one slopes.  Stockpiles shall be revegetated with native species immediately to minimize erosion.  No persistent non-native species shall be used in reclamation.  Install sediment control structures as needed to ensure that no soil material is lost.  Use soil stockpiles quickly during concurrent reclamation to minimize the loss of topsoil quality.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4



		182 

		Transfer the ownership of Rosemont Ranch to the Coronado NF to ensure that reclamation the waste rock and tailings pile would not be impacted by future development or the need for access to this property.

		

		FS

		

		Alternative being developed

		3 & 4



		183 

		Annually, Rosemont Copper Company shall submit a summary of reclamation activities and monitoring to the Coronado NF and other appropriate agencies.  This report would include the use of maps and photos to allow accurate accounting of disturbed and reclaimed acreage, plans that project the following year’s disturbance and reclamation work, details on vegetation removal, treatment, soil salvage, storage, and revegetation, and annual reclamation requirements.  Rosemont Copper Company and the Coronado NF would meet to review the MPO and annual report, and the Forest Service administrator would conduct an annual inspection of site reclamation.  Modify or supplement the MPO as necessary to address reclamation issues.

		

		FS

		

		

		1



		184 

		Backfill the pit after mining operations are finished.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative being developed

		5



		185 

		Use waste rock and tailings piles as a location for solar arrays after mining operations are complete.

		All

		Public

		

		Does not mitigate an impact. Would require future study.

		5



		186 

		Create a lake out of the pit after mining operations for fish habitat and recreation

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed; safety issue

		5



		187 

		The Forest Service must not authorize a phased bond release until the underlying reclamation activity is successfully completed. Well defined criteria for determining successful completion for each reclamation activity must be developed by the Forest Service.

		All

		Public

		

		

		3 & 4



		188 

		Upon finalizing a mitigation plan for the Mine, the


costs of implementing the plan must be estimated and included in the reclamation bond estimate.


Mitigation should also be in concurrence with the guidelines of Pima County's Sonoran Desert


Conservation Plan and Conservation Land System. 


In addition, the estimated costs of remediation of any


environmental contamination by the Mine that may be discovered either before or afater mine closure


must also be included in the bond cost estimate. 


These costs must be included in the reclamation bond


cost estimate since the Forest Service must rely upon the reclamation bond to accomplish the mitigation


plan and remediation of any environmental contamination by the Mine in the event that Augusta does not. 


The burden of financial liabilities arising from Augusta's failure to successfully implement the mitigation plan or from environmental contamination by the Mine must not be borne by the public.

		1


5 (see biology section #’s 56 - 59 regarding CLS)


1


1


1

		Public

		

		

		See 3rd Column



		189 

		The costs of mine closure must be estimated and included in the reclamation bond estimate.


These costs must be included in the reclamation bond cost estimate since the Forest Service must rely


upon the reclamation bond to accomplish mine closure in the event that Augusta does not. Well defined criteria for determining successful completion of mine closure must be developed by the Forest


Service.

		1


1

		Public

		

		

		See 3rd column



		190 

		Require that mitigation funding be provided upfront in a separate, autonomous account/bond.

		All

		Public

		

		

		1



		191 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		192 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		193 

		Recreation



		194 

		Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced recreation.  This may include obtaining off-forest lands for Public recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side of Hwy 83), or a combination.

		

		FS

		

		

		2



		195 

		Relocate portions of the Arizona Trail as needed to provide a trail for users throughout the mine life and post-mine.

		

		FS

		

		

		2



		196 

		Relocate or restore access to Arizona Trail and OHV trailheads impacted by the mine.

		

		FS

		

		

		2



		197 

		If desired by the Arizona Trail Association (ATA) and permanently maintained by ATA or Rosemont Copper Company, provide a water station for horses along the Arizona Trail.

		

		FS

		

		

		3



		198 

		Install interpretive signs along the Arizona Trail and at the viewpoint on State Route (SR) 83 where mining activity is visible.  If desired by ATA, construct a spur segment of new trail to “Sentinel Peak” and install an interpretive sign at this location.  Sign topics, text, graphics, design, and locations shall be reviewed and approved by the Coronado NF.  Installation of signs on SR 83 shall be coordinated with Arizona Department of Transportation.  Sign materials and installation requirements shall be specified by the Coronado NF.  During mine operations, maintenance of signs shall be provided by Rosemont Copper Company.

		

		FS

		

		Match language to MPO and split into two measures

		3



		199 

		Ensure Public access to private lands not affected by mine-related operations via Arizona Game and Fish Cooperative Land Owner Program (CLOP) or easements.

		

		FS

		

		Phased tailings alternative

		3



		200 

		Maintain Public road access across the Santa Rita Mountains at Gunsight Pass.

		

		FS

		

		FS and RCC to follow up regarding Lopez Pass

		3 & 4 



		201 

		At the end of mine operations, consider one or more roads or trails on top of the tailings and waste rock pile (Note: recommendations shall be incorporated into reclamation plan and lanforming work).  Restore at least one OHV loop road through the mine area.  Consult with the Travel Management map and process to determine location(s).  This will require construction of a road around or over the waste rock and tailings piles.

		

		FS

		

		

		3



		202 

		Provide an underpass large enough to accommodate equestrians under the access road where the Arizona Trail crosses this road.

		

		FS

		

		

		3



		203 

		Mitigate for loss of hunting on Unit 34A

		All

		Public

		

		

		4 (moved from land use section)



		204 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		205 

		Riparian



		206 

		Remove all access roads from drainages

		

		FS

		Not Law, Regulation, or Policy

		This already be in the RCC alternative developed from MPO

This practice is recommended by the EPA

		3 & 4



		207 

		Plant native riparian tree species along artificial diversions, commensurate with the types of vegetation that would naturally occur with that type of flow regime

		

		FS

		Not Law, Regulation, or Policy

		This is a good idea.  It may occur even without planning.

		3



		208 

		Mitigation should be implemented in advance of the impacts to avoid habitat losses due to the lag time between the occurrence of the impact and successful mitigation. The discussion should include the following information:


* acreage and habitat type of waters of the the U.S. that would be created or restored;


* water sources to maintain the mitigation area;


*the revegetation plans including the numbers and age of each species to be planted;


*maintenance and monitoring plans, including performance standards to determine mitigation success;


*the size and location of mitigation zones;


*the parties that would be ultimately responsible for the plan's success; and


*contingency plans that would be enacted if the original plan fails


		All

		Public

		Executive Order 11990, Clean Water Act Section 404

		Brian to reword according to ACOE requirements and include info regarding #107 off-site mitigation

		1, 3, 4



		209 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		210 

		Transportation



		211 

		For roads on USFS land, apply dust palliative other than water, water, or shall pave the road.

		

		FS

		

		Addressed in AQ section

		5



		212 

		For roads on USFS land, maintain the roadways sufficiently to prevent washboard, rutting and drainage problems and replace surfacing lost to drainage and use of the road by the proponent.

		

		FS

		

		Clarify

		3



		213 

		For roads on USFS land, Install and maintain wildlife crossing structures under primary access road at locations of known wildlife concentration.

		

		FS

		

		Clarify

		3 & 4



		214 

		For USFS lands previously more difficult to access, block off more access than existed prior to project work.


Accept or dedicate a Public road easement over the primary and/or secondary access roads, and/or any other segment of roadway identified by the USFS as desirable for Public access over which the proponent has control.

		4


3 & 4

		FS

		

		

		See 3rd column



		215 

		Alter trucking schedule around school busses to the extent determined reasonable by ADOT.

		

		FS

		

		Needs clarification

		2 & 4



		216 

		Cooperate with ADOT to address SR 83 improvement issues.

		

		FS

		

		

		1, 2 & 3



		217 

		Include construction labor in the travel reduction program envisioned for employees.

		

		FS

		

		

		2



		218 

		Transport ore via railroad instead of truck.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5



		219 

		Hold off on construction until ADOT improves SR83 in order to better accommodate truck traffic.

		All

		Public

		

		Infeasible, ADOT responsibility 

		5



		220 

		Construct rail spur along I-19 and reduce truck traffic on SR83 by having trucks travel over the mountain to I-19 to a 

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5



		221 

		Construct a system of private roads on FS land to be used for mining operations and to keep trucks off of SR83 and other Public roads.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5



		222 

		Transport ore via conveyor to rail spur.

		All

		Public

		

		Alternative considered and dismissed

		5



		223 

		Use existing Rosemont Junction Road as primary road instead of creating new access road.

		All

		Public

		

		Infeasible

		5



		224 

		Improve the interchange at Highway 83 and U.S. Interstate 10 to accommodate the levels and types of equipment necessary to sustain the proposed project over its anticipated lifetime

		All

		Public

		

		ADOT responsibility; LOS change undetermined

		5



		225 

		Improve the intersections at all roads serving residential properties along SR83 to accommodate the levels and types of equipment necessary to sustain the proposed project over its anticipated lifetime

		All

		Public

		

		ADOT responsibility; LOS change undetermined

		5



		226 

		Provide additional driving lanes on Highway 83 between mile marker 44 and U.S. Interstate 10

		All

		Public

		

		ADOT responsibility; LOS change undetermined

		5



		227 

		Require carpooling by employees

		All

		Public

		

		Carpooling option will be provided, per the MPO

		2 & 3



		228 

		Establish split-shifts to reduce peak-hour traffic

		All

		Public

		

		Clarify per MPO language

		2 & 3



		229 

		Suspend travel operations during the morning and evening commute periods and during travel times for all school buses

		All

		Public

		

		Clarify per MPO language

		2 & 3



		230 

		Minimize truck traffic on SR 83 by constructing a slurry pipeline carrying concentrate from the mine to the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains to a newly constructed dewatering plant.

		

		

		

		

		3 & 4



		231 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		232 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		233 

		Visual Quality



		234 

		Provide a reclamation plan that shapes the tailings and waste rock piles to mimic natural landforms from the surrounding landscape and revegetates the entire mine site with native plant species in densities, distributions, and sizes to mimic those in the surrounding landscape.  New landforms shall avoid monolithic forms, flat tops, and even side slopes.  Landforms shall incorporate natural, dendritic drainage patterns on all sides of the new piles that release stormwater off the site and allow it to flow downstream.  Channels shall be armored as necessary with riprap rock, and riprap shall be weathered rock with dark colors from the landscape (not light-colored quarry rock).  Grades along the new drainageways on tailings and waste rock piles shall vary, with random flatter areas to slow and/or hold water, which will help support vegetation growth.  Surface treatments on side slopes shall include warping, random ledges, and varying slope lengths and angles.  Boulders and rocky patches on side slopes that mimic rockform in the surrounding landscape should be included.  The reclamation plan and lanforming work shall also support post-mine land uses such as restoration of a road linkage across the final waste rock or tailings pile.  The reclamation plan shall be approved by the Coronado NF’s Landscape Architect prior to starting operations.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4



		235 

		Revegetate tailings and waste rock piles to return to near natural conditions as quickly as possible and minimize the spread of non-native species.  

Replant with a seed mix that includes grasses, forbs, shrubs, and tree species, and plant larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants) in key areas such as highly visible slopes and in drainageways.  

Use species and plant distributions from the surrounding landscape.  

Provide irrigation for the first season if necessary.

		2


3


2


3

		FS

		

		

		See 3rd Column



		236 

		If required by Coronado NF biologists, grow seedlings and container plants from seeds collected onsite.  This may require propagation one or more years prior to planting.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4



		237 

		Apply Permeon to exposed rock faces on tailings and waste rock piles, road cuts, and other mine impacts when exposed rock is lighter in color than adjacent weathered rock.

		

		FS

		

		

		3



		238 

		Treat all portions of the pit wall that are visible from Concern Level 1 and 2 travelways and residential areas by removing lines of horizontal benches and applying Permeon to darken rock to match weathered rock on ridge. 

If possible, plant vegetation on broken ledges on visible parts of pit wall.

		3 & 4


2

		FS

		

		According to MSHA regulations, cannot enter the pit after closure

		See 3rd column



		239 

		Paint or stain buildings and other major facilities non-reflective earth tones.  All paint and stain colors shall be approved by the Coronado NF landscape architect.

		

		FS

		

		As admissible per MSHA requirements

		3 & 4



		240 

		At the end of mine operations, remove all unneeded ore processing, ancillary facilities (including foundations), and utility lines, and naturalize these sites by restoring natural contours, placing topsoil on the areas, and revegetating with native plants.

		

		FS

		

		

		3 & 4



		241 

		As soon as mine roads are no longer needed for mine operations or access, naturalize roadways by restoring natural contours, placing topsoil, and revegetating with native plants.

		

		FS

		

		

		2



		242 

		Apply mitigation required for night skies to minimize visual impacts at night.

		

		FS

		

		Reword to match MPO, “After min operations have ceased, unneeded mine roads…”

		2 & 3



		243 

		Employ a landscape architect throughout mine operations to monitor landforming, revegetation, and visual quality throughout the project, regularly consult with Forest Landscape Architect, and modify or supplement visual quality mitigation measures to address concerns.

		

		FS

		

		Should go into Monitoring Report

		4



		244 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		245 
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Beverley Everson
Subject: Mitigation Table
Date: 12/01/2009 05:08 PM

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go
directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please
note that some email clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link
appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=159164>

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:notify@weboffice.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=159164


From: E Webb
To: Jeanine Derby; JJ Lamb
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charlotte Cook; Davita Mueller; Sandy WHITEHOUSE; Richard Elias; Faye Fentiman; Faye

Fentiman; new Anne Gibson; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Nicole F Pima County; Reta Laford; Scott Eagan-Ray
Carrolls Office; tfurgason@swca.com; Liana Abarca-Smith (Pecan); Kim Beck; Zoe  Heller EPA; Tim  Bee;
karinger@ecr.gov

Subject: Mo Udall Center Help- April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community me
Date: 03/14/2008 12:58 PM

Ms. Everson,
 
We are really trying to make this work, especially give the incredibly short amount of time involved. I
am not sure why you will not release an expected time or date before issuing an official release. This
communinty has been overwhelmed with a vast amount of enviromental polluters in recent times and
is beginning to suffer from learned helplessness. Additionally, although our general census date may
show the income levels on the upper end, many of the stakeholders along Sonoita Highway live in
modest manfactured housing and work very hard for their incomes during the week. To ask them to
take an entire day (which is what will happen if it is in the middle of the day) on a Saturday to attend
a meeting away from their families is not in the spirit of what NEPA intended. We have given the
information for a location, worked with 6 community leaders within our bigger area and I am not exactly
sure what the resistance to working together is. Whether one is for or against the mine, this is not the
way to engage the stakeholders who will be most affected. I am at a loss and have been in contact
with the U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution as suggested in the Citizen's Guide to the NEPA in
the hopes we can resolve this issue quickly.
 
Thank You,
Elizabeth Webb
Vail Team Leader
247-3838

 
The Vail Connection

                ....a drive worth miles in value
Thanks again,
Elizabeth Webb
(520)762-0000
www.thevailconnection.com

> Subject: RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting
space and ra
> To: jjlambken@yahoo.com
> CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; ccook520@aol.com; davitamueller@cox.net; deadlass14@msn.com;
district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@gmail.com; ffentiman@fs.fed.us; gibson@q.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
jable@fs.fed.us; jjlambken@yahoo.com; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com;
rlaford@fs.fed.us; scott.egan@pima.gov; tfurgason@swca.com
> From: jderby@fs.fed.us
> Date: Fri, 14 Mar 2008 11:52:17 -0700
> 
> We are glad to accommodate the communities near Vail and will try to come
> close to the time that you request, however there are many people involved
> in staffing this open house and all schedules need to be considered. Many
> of us are volunteering our time with you to provide this opportunity. We
> will get a news release out soon with the new information. Please note
> that the meetings are designed in Open House format, so people can come and
> go as it fits their schedules. Also, it is not necessary to attend a
> meeting to provide comments. A web address, FAX address and mailing
> address were announced in the news release and will be repeated in the

mailto:rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
mailto:jderby@fs.fed.us
mailto:jjlambken@yahoo.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:davitamueller@cox.net
mailto:deadlass14@msn.com
mailto:district5@pima.gov
mailto:ffentiman@gmail.com
mailto:ffentiman@fs.fed.us
mailto:ffentiman@fs.fed.us
mailto:gibson@q.com
mailto:hschewel@fs.fed.us
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:scott.egan@pima.gov
mailto:scott.egan@pima.gov
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com
mailto:coyotes@cox.net
mailto:heller.zoe@epamail.epa.gov
mailto:tbee@azleg.gov
mailto:karinger@ecr.gov


> supplementary release. Thanks for your interest.
> 
> 
> Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
> Coronado National Forest
> phone: 520 388-8306
> FAX: 520 388-8305
> 
> 
> 
> JJ Lamb 
> <jjlambken@yahoo 
> .com> To 
> E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com>, 
> 03/14/2008 10:59 Beverley A Everson 
> AM <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
> cc 
> Richard Elias <district5@pima.gov>, 
> Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, 
> Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com>, 
> Heidi Schewel <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, 
> John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine 
> Derby <jderby@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F 
> Pima County <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, 
> Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 
> Scott Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office 
> <scott.egan@pima.gov>, 
> tfurgason@swca.com, Sandy WHITEHOUSE 
> <deadlass14@msn.com>, Davita Mueller 
> <davitamueller@cox.net>, JJ Lamb 
> <jjlambken@yahoo.com>, Charlotte 
> Cook <ccook520@aol.com>, new Anne 
> Gibson <gibson@q.com> 
> Subject 
> RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA 
> Community Input for the Impacted 
> Community meeting space and ra 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Ms. Everson and Fellow Team Members,
> 
> I have spoke with my core team in the New Tucson area of the Cienega
> Corridor and we have decided that later in the evening, 5:30 to 6:00pm
> would be preferable. A large population within our community have full
> schedules with family activities and it is important to involve them in the
> process. I am delighted that the Forest Service has decided to include our
> area in these important public meetings and look forward to connecting
> everyone on April 5th.
> 
> J.J. Lamb
> New Tucson Team Leader
> 762-1073



> 
> E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com> wrote:
> Beverley,
> 
> I appreciate that the paid Forest Service staff might have more
> availability in the earlier afternoon but we are volunteers and as this is
> a day when families traditionally have other activities scheduled, the
> later in the day would be better, especially as the county has agreed to
> 6pm. I am sure you understand. it is difficult to have to plan around a
> meeting in middle of the day when we have family responsibilities.
> 
> Thanks again,
> Elizabeth Webb
> Vail Team Leader
> (520)247-3838
> 
> 
> 
> 
> > Subject: Re: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the
> Impacted Community meeting space and rates
> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> > CC: district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@gmail.com;
> hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us;
> nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rlaford@fs.fed.us; scott.egan@pima.gov;
> tfurgason@swca.com
> > From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 16:16:10 -0700
> >
> > Elizabeth,
> >
> > It's looking like the availability of the Forest Service meeting staff
> will
> > more likely be earlier in the day, ie. in the afternoon. I am still
> > firming this up, as well as firming up the day, and will keep you
> informed
> > of the scheduling.
> >
> > Just wanted to let you know of our availability as it currently stands,
> as
> > I continue to coordinate with my coworkers.
> >
> > Bev Everson
> >
> > Beverley A. Everson
> > Forest Geologist
> > Coronado National Forest
> > 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
> > Tucson, AZ. 85701
> >
> > Voice: 520-388-8428
> > Fax: 520-388-8305
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > E Webb
> > <rinconvalleyis@h
> > otmail.com> To
> > Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com>



> > 03/13/2008 03:47 cc
> > PM Beverley A Everson
> > <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine Derby
> > <jderby@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford
> > <rlaford@fs.fed.us>,
> > <tfurgason@swca.com>, Heidi Schewel
> > <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, John Able
> > <jable@fs.fed.us>, Faye Fentiman
> > <ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F
> > Pima County
> > <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott
> > Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office
> > <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard
> > Elias <district5@pima.gov>
> > Subject
> > April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA
> > Community Input for the Impacted
> > Community meeting space and rates
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > Beverley
> >
> > I have spoken with the team leaders of Rita Ranch, Corona de Tucson, Old
> > Sonoita, New Tucson, Hilton Ranch and I am team leader for Vail Proper.
> > That date will work for us, although we would like to request a time
> near
> > or around 6pm and for the refreshments we would like to request that
> there
> > also be items available for our diabetic and hypoglycemic community
> > members. (IE salty type items, not just cookies and so on). Nicole Fyffe
> > from the Pima County adminstrator's office said that would work as well.
> >
> > Thanks again,
> > Elizabeth Webb
> > (520)247-3838
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
> > tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us;
> > ffentiman@fs.fed.us; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
> > From: ffentiman@gmail.com
> > Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting
> > space and rates
> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 15:07:55 -0700
> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> >
> > This day does not work for me as I have committed to something else
> > on that day. Faye
> >



> > On Mar 13, 2008, at 2:51 PM, E Webb wrote:
> >
> > Beverley-
> >
> > I will ask around and see if that will work for the others. I
> > think I am available that day. Do you have a time in mind? Most
> > parents have activities for their kids in the morning early
> > afternoon. Would refreshments be served if it is around lunch
> > or dinner?
> >
> > Thanks for considering us,
> > Elizabeth Webb
> > 247-3838
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > > Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community
> > meeting space and rates
> > > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com; jderby@fs.fed.us;
> > rlaford@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
> > jable@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@fs.fed.us
> > > From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> > > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 14:06:03 -0700
> > >
> > > Elizabeth,
> > >
> > > We are currently considering Saturday, April 5, as a possible
> > meeting date.
> > > Could you please pass this infomation on to others that would
> > need to
> > > consider it?
> > >
> > > Thank you.
> > >
> > > Bev Everson
> > >
> > > Beverley A. Everson
> > > Forest Geologist
> > > Coronado National Forest
> > > 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
> > > Tucson, AZ. 85701
> > >
> > > Voice: 520-388-8428
> > > Fax: 520-388-8305
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > E Webb
> > > <rinconvalleyis@h
> > > otmail.com> To
> > > <beverson@fs.fed.us>
> > > 03/13/2008 11:09 cc
> > > AM "'Albert D. Flores'"
> > > <floresa@vail.k12.az.us>, Jeff
> > > Rutherford
> > > <rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us>,
> > > Nicole F Pima County



> > > <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott
> > > Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office
> > > <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard
> > > Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Kim
> > > Beck <coyotes@cox.net>, Kristen
> > > Almquist <kalmquist@az.gov>, "Tim
> > > Bee" <tbee@azleg.gov>
> > > Subject
> > > NEPA Community Input for the
> > > Impacted Community meeting space
> > > and rates
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > Ms. Everson,
> > >
> > > I was asked by Nicole Fyffe to contact you in regard to
> > possible meeting
> > > locations in the Vail/Cienega Corridor location.
> > >
> > > I spent some time with Ms. Derby explaining the situation of
> > how important
> > > it is that our community is an active participant in this
> > public process
> > > from the beginning. Our community will feel direct impacts if
> > this mine is
> > > approved. We are already experiencing the direct impact of
> > increased
> > > traffic on Sonoita Highway. To wait and see if a 4th meeting
> > is needed is
> > > not in the spirit of the NEPA process. I am sure you
> > understand my
> > > concerns.
> > >
> > > I have included the attached facilities rental agreement for
> > the Vail
> > > School District with the contact information for Jeff
> > Rutherford who
> > > schedules the facilities. Unfortunately the meetings were not
> > scheduled in
> > > advance during a time when all of the buildings were empty
> > during Spring
> > > Break, although that has its own issues.
> > >
> > > Some dates we might suggest for consideration are: March
> > 25th, 26th or 27th
> > > , or possibly a Saturday, but I would have to check with
> > Community Leaders
> > > to see if a Saturday conflicts with other civic activities.
> > >
> > > Thank you for your consideration,
> > > Elizabeth Webb
> > > Community Advocate



> > > 247-3838
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > From: rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us
> > > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> > > CC: floresa@vail.k12.az.us
> > > Subject: meeting space and rates
> > > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 10:37:31 -0700
> > >
> > >
> > > Hi Elizabeth,
> > >
> > > I have not been contacted for any meeting space by anyone
> > concerning
> > > the Rosemont Mine. We have space available at our schools I
> > just need
> > > a firm date and time. I have also attached our Facility
> > Rental
> > > Package that has a rate sheet available. Please let me know
> > if I can
> > > be of future help.
> > >
> > > Thanks Jeff R(See attached file: Vail School District
> > Facility
> > > Agreement[1].doc)
> >
> >
> 
> 
> 
> Never miss a thing. Make Yahoo your homepage.
> 
> 
> 



From: Roger D Congdon
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: MODFLOW files
Date: 06/11/2009 07:34 AM
Importance: High

Hi Bev,

I have the west side modeling report, which I am reviewing. I would really like to
see their MODFLOW input files (the ones that end in things like .BA6, .BC6, .nam,
etc. They'll know what I'm talking about). The company, or SWCA says that you
have to authorize that data transfer. If I'm to properly evaluate what they did, I will
need the input files. They should give them to me routinely.

Let me know if there are any problems/issues with this request.

Thanks a bunch.

Roger

Roger D. Congdon, PhD
Hydrogeologist
USDA Forest Service
333 Broadway Blvd SE
Albuquerque, NM 87102
(505)842-3835
FAX: (505)842-3152

mailto:CN=Roger D Congdon/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Debby Kriegel
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson

Subject: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP
Date: 12/15/2009 03:40 PM

SWCA should have the new consolidated mitigation table available later today.  I
know that Tami and Walt wanted to make some edits, and I believe that all IDT
members should minimally take 1/2 an hour to read through the whole thing so
we're not going "Huh? Where did THAT come from??" as we go through the list in
front of Rosemont.

Also, since the team really hasn't really had any comprehensive discussion about the
latest list of mitigation, we might want to meet briefly to discuss before Monday's
meeting.  This list is still draft and will undoubtedly change as we finalize alternatives
and proceed with analysis.  We don't need to have everything worked out, but it'd
be good to have some rough consensus as a team.

Since the regular meeting tomorrow got cancelled, perhaps we can edit SWCA's list
in the morning and meet for an hour or two right after lunch?  Alternately, we could
meet Thursday or Friday...or even just before the 10:00 meeting on Monday.

Please let me know who can be available.

Thanks.

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_032709.xls
Date: 03/27/2009 03:59 PM
Attachments: Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_032709.xls

Bev,
 
Attached is the revised monthly tracking sheet. 
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com

FS & SWCA Process

						Supporting EIS Deliverables		Percent Completion of Deliverables		MOU Deliverable Date (where applicable)		Actual Delivery Date to CNF from SWCA (where applicable)						CNF Final Review and Acceptance

				NEPA Process Milestones						other dates in italic		1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		1		Section 106 consultation initiated		5.4		100%				Jul. 08		Aug. 08

		2		Administrative Record Set-Up Procedures		N/A		100%		N/A		Jul. 08		Aug. 09

		3		Communication Plan		N/A		100%		N/A		Feb. 08		Jun. 08

		4		Purpose and Need		6.1.4		100%		Oct. 08		Oct. 08		Jan. 09		Feb. 09

		5		Cooperating Agency invitations sent		2.1		100%		Dec. 08		Dec. 08

		6		Tribal Field Visits		5.4		70%				Sep. 08		Oct. 08

		7		Forest Supervisor review of draft Issue Statements		4.3		90%		Jan-09		Mar. 09

		8		Forest Supervisor review of Scoping Reports		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Jan-09		Mar. 09

		9		Regional USFS review of scoping/draft issues		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Feb-09		Mar. 09

		10		Technical Reports from RCC		5.1, 5.3, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7		85%		Mar-09		Mar. 09

		11		Cooperating Agency MOUs accepted		2.1		50%		Apr. 09

		12		Cooperating Agency MOUs executed		2.1		0%		Apr. 09

		13		Cooperating Agency participation in alternatives development		2.1				Apr. 09

		14		Draft Alternatives		6.2				Apr. 09

		15		Forest Supervisor review of draft alternatives		6.2				Feb/March 09

		16		Forest NFMA consistency review of alternatives		6.2				Feb/March 09

		17		Forest Supervisor review of draft bounds of cumulative effects analysis/reasonably foreseeable actions		6.1.7				Mar-09

		18		Cultural Resource Reports Delivered to Tribes		5.4		90%				Mar. 09

		19		Biological Assessment and Evaluation (BA&E)		5.3						Apr-09

		20		Draft Affected Environment		6.3		20%				Apr-09

		21		Forest Supervisor review of Affected Environment		6.3				Apr-09

		22		Draft Effects Analysis		6.4				Jun-09

		23		Forest Supervisor review of Effects Analysis		6.4				Jul-09

		24		Regional review of draft Affected Env. and Effects Analysis		6.3, 6.4				Aug-09

		25		Regional review of DEIS		6.1 - 6.5				Sep-09

		26		Final Forest, proponent and cooperating agency review of Draft EIS		6.1 - 6.5				Oct-09

		27		Camera-ready DEIS to Regional Office		7				Nov-09

		28		Publish NOA and begin 90-day comment period						Nov-09

		28		Compilation of FOIA requests for 2009

		29		Public meetings/comment period						Jan. 10

		30		Comment Analysis for DEIS						Feb-10

		31		Integration of other local, state and federal regulatory requirements into the FEIS

		32		Regional Mtg/review of comments and strategy to address in FEIS						Mar-10

		33		Response to comments and FEIS revised; proponent and cooperating agency input						Apr-10

		34		Regional review of FEIS and draft decision rationale						May-10

		35		Final revision to FEIS						Jun-10

		36		Camera-ready FEIS to Regional Office for printing						Jul-10

		37		Print and distribute FEIS						Jul-10

		38		EPA publishes NOA of FEIS						Jul-10

		39		Record of Decision issued						Jul-10

		40		Delivery of Administrative Record
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FS & SWCA EIS

				2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 1. Management of the NEPA Process

		1.1 Weekly Project Status Meetings								NA

		1.2 Proponent Status Meetings								NA

		1.3 Monthly Process Milestone Management								NA

		1.4 Other Meetings

		Task 1 NTE

		Task 2. Cooperating Agency Process and Interdisciplinary Team Lead

		2.1 Cooperating Agency Liaison

		2.2 Review of EIS for Forest Plan Consistency

		Task 2 NTE

		Task 3. Management of Administrative Record

		3.1 Quarterly compilation of AR

		3.2 Response to FOIA Inquiries								NA

		Task 3 NTE

		Task 4. Scoping Summary

		4.1 Scoping Process and Quantitative Results				100%		95%		Feb-09

		4.2  Content Analysis and Thematic Grouping of Issues				100%		95%		Feb-09

		4.3  Issue Statements and Issues to be Analyzed in Detail				75%		50%		Feb-09

		Task 4 NTE

		Task 5. Detailed Technical Reports to Address Significant Issues

		5.1 Issue 1  Water Resources		$250,000

		5.2 Issue 2. Visual Resources		$35,000						NA

		5.3 Issue 6. Biological Resources (BA&E, MIS, MBTA)		$38,000		30%		30%		NA

		5.4 Issue 7. Cultural Resources (inc.Ethnohistory Report)		$116,000		25%		25%		NA

		Task 5 NTE

		TASK 6: EIS DOCUMENT

		Task 6.1 Chapter 1 - Introduction and Purpose and Need

		6.1.1 Introduction								NA

		6.1.2 Document Organization								NA

		6.1.3 Project History and Background

		6.1.4 Purpose & Need for Action				100%		100%		Oct-08

		6.1.5 Regulatory Framework and Authorizing Actions								NA

		6.1.6 Issues Raised During Scoping								NA

		6.1.7 Interrelated Actions (Introduction & Past, Present,…)								NA

		Chapter 1 completed				30%		25%		Apr-09

		Task 6.1 NTE

		Task 6.2 Chapter 2 - Alternatives Development

		6.2.1 No Action Alternative

		6.2.2 Proposed Action				100%		85%		Oct-08

		6.2.3 Alternative 3								NA

		6.2.4 Alternative 4

		6.2.5 Alternatives Eliminated								NA

		6.2.6 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives								NA

		Alternatives Analysis Completed				0%		0%		Mar-09

		Task 6.2 NTE

		Task 6.3 Chapter 3 - Affected Environment

		6.3.1 Air Quality				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.2 Hydrology

		6.3.3 Geology and Minerals				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.4 Soils & Reclamation				25%		25%		Apr-09

		6.3.5 Biological Resources				10%		10%		Apr-09

		6.3.6 Cultural Resources				15%		15%		Apr-09

		6.3.7 Socioeconomics/EJ				30%		30%		Apr-09

		6.3.8 Visual Resources				15%		15%		Apr-09

		6.3.9 Transportation/Access				20%		20%		Apr-09

		6.3.10 Recreation				10%		10%		Apr-09

		6.3.11 Livestock and Grazing				5%		5%		Apr-09

		6.3.12 Land Use and Wilderness				5%		5%		Apr-09

		6.3.13 Noise				10%		10%		Apr-09

		6.3.14 Lighting				20%		10%		Apr-09

		6.3.15 Hazardous Materials				0%		0%		Apr-09

		6.3.16 Public Health and Safety				20%		20%		Apr-09

		Chapter 3 AE Completed				15%		15%		Apr-09

		Task 6.3 NTE

		Task 6.4 Chapter 3- Environmental Consequences

		6.4.1 Air Quality				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.2 Hydrology

		6.4.3 Geology and Minerals				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.4 Soils & Reclamation				25%		25%		Aug-09

		6.4.5 Biological Resources				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.6 Cultural Resources				15%		15%		Aug-09

		6.4.7 Socioeconomics/EJ				30%		30%		Aug-09

		6.4.8 Visual Resources				15%		15%		Aug-09

		6.4.9 Transportation/Access				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.10 Recreation				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.11 Livestock and Grazing				5%		5%		Aug-09

		6.4.12 Land Use and Wilderness				5%		5%		Aug-09

		6.4.13 Noise				10%		10%		Aug-09

		6.4.14 Lighting				0%		0%		Aug-09

		6.4.15  Hazardous Materials				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.16 Public Health and Safety				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.17 Monitoring and Mitigation				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.18 Unavoidable Adverse Effects				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.19 Short-term use/Long-term Prod.				20%		20%		Aug-09

		6.4.20 Irreversible/ Irretrievable Commitment of Resources				20%		20%		Aug-09

		Chapter 3 EC Completed				15%		15%		Sep-09

		Task 6.4 NTE

		Task 6.5 Chapters 4-9 and Appendices

		Chapter 4. Consultation & Coordination				10%		10%		Sep-09

		Chapter 5. List of Preparers								Oct-09

		Chapter 6. References								NA

		Chapter 7. Acronyms and Abbreviations								NA

		Chapter 8. Glossary				0%		0%		NA

		Chapter 9. Index								NA

		Task 6.5 NTE

		Task 7. Compilation and  Formatting  of the DEIS

		7.1 Administrative DEIS				0%		0%		Nov-09

		7.2 Team Review of Admin. DEIS

		7.3 Development of the DEIS

		Task 7 NTE

		Total 2009 NTE

		Task 8: CNF Out-of-Scope Requests		2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 8 Cumulative Cost
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Charles Coyle; Jeff Connell; Ken Houser; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_TF.xls
Date: 02/25/2009 12:02 PM
Attachments: Monthly Tracking Sheet process rev_TF.xls

Teresa Ann,
 
Attached is the monthly tracking sheet for your review. You'll probably note a fair amount of progress
on Chapter 3 despite SWCA not having recieved the majority of baseline technical reports from
Rosemont.  This progress reflects work that we have done internally on archaeology and biology.  It
also refects the work that our specialists have done to prepare the cause and effect statements.  It is
my impression that Jaime does not understand the level of effort that this entails.  As Reta pointed out
yesterday, much of this work will give us a head start on Chapter 3 so we should take credit where it is
due.  I have a phone conference from 1:00 to around 1:45 today.  Otherwise, I'll be available to discuss
this with you.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:jconnell@swca.com
mailto:Khouser@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com

FS & SWCA EIS

		MOU Target Date		EIS Chapter		Subject		SWCA				Forest Service

								% Budget Spent		Estimated          % Task Completed		% Budget Spent		Estimated           % Task Completed *

		Oct-08		2		Proposed Action		100%		85%		Forest Service budget does not have task designations

		Oct-08		1		Purpose & Need		100%		100%

		Jan-09		1		Scoping comment analysis		100%		100%

		Jan-09		1		Issue Statements		100%		80%

		Feb-09				Scoping Report 1		100%		95%

		Feb-09				Scoping Report 2		100%		95%

		Feb-09				Scoping Report 3		75%		50%

		Mar-09		2		Alternatives completed		0%		0%

		Apr-09				Chapters 1 & 2 completed		30%		25%

		Apr-09		3		Affected Environment (includes SWCA-supported resource studies)		25%		25%

		Apr-09				Air,Noise & Lighting		20%		20%

		Apr-09				Geology & Minerals		25%		25%

		Apr-09				Water Resources/Hydrology		10%		10%

		Apr-09				Soils & Reclamation		15%		15%

		Apr-09				Biological Resources		30%		30%

		Apr-09				Cultural Resources**		90%		85%

		Apr-09				Socioeconomics/EJ		20%		20%

		Apr-09				Land Use		10%		10%

		Apr-09				Recreation		5%		5%

		Apr-09				Wilderness		10%		10%

		Apr-09				Visual Resources		20%		10%

		Apr-09				Public Health & Safety		0%		0%

		Apr-09				Transportation		20%		20%

		Apr-09				Hazardous Materials		0%		0%

		Sep-09				Chapter 3 completed		15%		15%

		Sep-09		4		Environmental Consequences		5%		5%

		Sep-09		5		Consultation & Coordination		10%		10%

		Oct-09		6		List of Preparers		0%		0%

		Nov-09				Camera-ready DEIS		0%		0%

		Jul-10				Final camera-ready FEIS		0%		0%

		Jul-10				Record of Decision		0%		0%

						YEAR TOTAL

		* To be completed by CNF

		** % of budget assumes RCC accepts 2008 Change Order
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FS & SWCA Process

		MOU Target Date		EIS Chapter		Task/Action Required		SWCA				Forest Service

								% Budget Spent		Estimated          % Task Completed		% Budget Spent		Estimated           % Task Completed *

		MOU timelines were revised				IDT established		100%		100%		Forest Service budget does not have task designations		100%

						MOU signed		100%		100%				100%

						Third Party contract signed		100%		100%				100%

						NOI published		100%		100%				100%

						NOI mailing		100%		100%				100%

						Scoping meetings held		100%		100%				100%

						Communication Plan approved		100%		100%

		Jan-09				Forest Supervisor review of draft issues		NA		NA

		Feb-09				Regional USFS review of scoping/draft issues		NA		NA

		Mar-09				Receive Technical Reports from RCC		NA		NA

		Mar-09				Complete BA and E		0%		0%

		Mar-09				Complete Visual Resource Report		0%		0%

		Feb/March 09				Forest Supervisor review of draft alternatives		NA		NA

		Mar-08				Class I Arch. Survey (Research)		100%		100%

		Jul-08				Class III Arch. Survey (Field)		100%		100%

		Mar-09				Draft Cultural Resources Report		100%		95%

		Aug-09				Ethnohistory Report		50%		50%

		Feb/March 09				Forest NFMA consistency review of alternatives		NA		NA

		Mar-09				Forest Supervisor review of draft bounds of cumulative impacts analysis/reasonably foreseeable actions		NA		NA

		Apr-09				Forest Supervisor review of Affected Environment		NA		NA

		Jul-09				Forest  Supervisor review of Effects analysis		NA		NA

		Aug-09				Regional review of draft Affected Env. And Effects Analysis		NA		NA

		Sep-09				Regional review of DEIS		NA		NA

		Oct-09				Final Forest, proponent and cooperating agency review of Draft EIS		NA		NA

		Nov-09				Camera-ready DEIS to Regional Office		NA		NA

		Nov-09				Publish NOA and begin 90-day comment period		NA		NA

		Nov 09 - Jan 10				Public meetings/comment period		NA		NA

		Feb-10				Comment Analysis		NA		NA

		Mar-10				Regional Mtg/review of comments and strategy to address in FEIS		NA		NA

		Apr-10				Response to comments and FEIS revised; Proponent an CA input		NA		NA

		May-10				Regional review of FEIS and draft decision rationale		NA		NA

		Jun-10				Final revision to FEIS		NA		NA

		Jul-10				Camera-ready FEIS to Regional Office for printing		NA		NA

		Jul-10				Print and distribute FEIS		NA		NA

		Jul-10				EPA publishes NOA of FEIS		NA		NA

		Jul-10				Record of Decision issued		NA		NA

						YEAR TOTAL

		* To be completed by CNF
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Monthly Tracking Sheet_032009.xls
Date: 03/20/2009 10:44 AM
Attachments: Monthly Tracking Sheet_032009.xls

Teresa Ann,
 
Attached is the tracking sheet that includes revisions per the request of Jamie.  This tracking sheet
matches our Scope of Work and Rosemont intends to use to measure expenditures against progress. 
Charles and I updated the percent complete for your consideration.  Please call either one of us if you
have any questions.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us

FS & SWCA Process

						Supporting EIS Deliverables		Percent Completion of Deliverables		MOU Deliverable Date (where applicable)		Actual Delivery Date to CNF from SWCA (where applicable)						CNF Final Review and Acceptance

				NEPA Process Milestones						other dates in italic		1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		1		Section 106 consultation initiated		5.4		100%				Jul. 08		Aug. 08

		2		Administrative Record Set-Up Procedures		N/A		100%		N/A		Jul. 08		Aug. 09

		3		Communication Plan		N/A		100%		N/A		Feb. 08		Jun. 08

		4		Purpose and Need		6.1.4		100%		Oct. 08		Oct. 08		Jan. 09		Feb. 09

		5		Cooperating Agency invitations sent		2.1		100%		Dec. 08		Dec. 08

		6		Tribal Field Visits		5.4		70%				Sep. 08		Oct. 08

		7		Forest Supervisor review of draft Issue Statements		4.3		90%		Jan-09		Mar. 09

		8		Forest Supervisor review of Scoping Reports		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Jan-09		Mar. 09

		9		Regional USFS review of scoping/draft issues		4.1, 4.2, 4.3		80%		Feb-09		Mar. 09

		10		Technical Reports from RCC		5.1, 5.3, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7		85%		Mar-09		Mar. 09

		11		Cooperating Agency MOUs accepted		2.1		50%		Apr. 09

		12		Cooperating Agency MOUs executed		2.1		0%		Apr. 09

		13		Cooperating Agency participation in alternatives development		2.1				Apr. 09

		14		Draft Alternatives		6.2				Apr. 09

		15		Forest Supervisor review of draft alternatives		6.2				Feb/March 09

		16		Forest NFMA consistency review of alternatives		6.2				Feb/March 09

		17		Forest Supervisor review of draft bounds of cumulative effects analysis/reasonably foreseeable actions		6.1.7				Mar-09

		18		Cultural Resource Reports Delivered to Tribes		5.4		90%				Mar. 09

		19		Biological Assessment and Evaluation (BA&E)		5.3						Apr-09

		20		Draft Affected Environment		6.3		20%				Apr-09

		21		Forest Supervisor review of Affected Environment		6.3				Apr-09

		22		Draft Effects Analysis		6.4				Jun-09

		23		Forest Supervisor review of Effects Analysis		6.4				Jul-09

		24		Regional review of draft Affected Env. and Effects Analysis		6.3, 6.4				Aug-09

		25		Regional review of DEIS		6.1 - 6.5				Sep-09

		26		Final Forest, proponent and cooperating agency review of Draft EIS		6.1 - 6.5				Oct-09

		27		Camera-ready DEIS to Regional Office		7				Nov-09

		28		Publish NOA and begin 90-day comment period						Nov-09

		28		Compilation of FOIA requests for 2009

		29		Public meetings/comment period						Jan. 10

		30		Comment Analysis for DEIS						Feb-10

		31		Integration of other local, state and federal regulatory requirements into the FEIS

		32		Regional Mtg/review of comments and strategy to address in FEIS						Mar-10

		33		Response to comments and FEIS revised; proponent and cooperating agency input						Apr-10

		34		Regional review of FEIS and draft decision rationale						May-10

		35		Final revision to FEIS						Jun-10

		36		Camera-ready FEIS to Regional Office for printing						Jul-10

		37		Print and distribute FEIS						Jul-10

		38		EPA publishes NOA of FEIS						Jul-10

		39		Record of Decision issued						Jul-10

		40		Delivery of Administrative Record
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FS & SWCA EIS

				2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 1. Management of the NEPA Process

		1.1 Weekly Project Status Meetings						20%		NA

		1.2 Proponent Status Meetings						25%		NA

		1.3 Monthly Process Milestone Management						25%		NA

		1.4 Other Meetings

		Task 1 NTE

		Task 2. Cooperating Agency Process and Interdisciplinary Team Lead

		2.1 Cooperating Agency Liaison						10%

		2.2 Review of EIS for Forest Plan Consistency

		Task 2 NTE		XX

		Task 3. Management of Administrative Record

		3.1 Quarterly compilation of AR						25%

		3.2 Response to FOIA Inquiries								NA

		Task 3 NTE		XX

		Task 4. Scoping Summary

		4.1 Scoping Process and Quantitative Results						95%		Feb-09

		4.2  Content Analysis and Thematic Grouping of Issues						95%		Feb-09

		4.3  Issue Statements and Issues to be Analyzed in Detail						85%		Feb-09

		Task 4 NTE

		Task 5. Detailed Technical Reports to Address Significant Issues

		5.1 Issue 1  Water Resources

		5.2 Issue 2. Visual Resources								NA

		5.3 Issue 6. Biological Resources (BA&E, MIS, MBTA)						30%		NA

		5.4 Issue 7. Cultural Resources (inc.Ethnohistory Report)						80%		NA

		Task 5 NTE

		TASK 6: EIS DOCUMENT

		Task 6.1 Chapter 1 - Introduction and Purpose and Need

		6.1.1 Introduction						10%		NA

		6.1.2 Document Organization						85%		NA

		6.1.3 Project History and Background						25%

		6.1.4 Purpose & Need for Action						100%		Oct-08

		6.1.5 Regulatory Framework and Authorizing Actions						20%		NA

		6.1.6 Issues Raised During Scoping						90%		NA

		6.1.7 Interrelated Actions (Introduction & Past, Present,…)						10%		NA

		Chapter 1 completed						25%		Apr-09

		Task 6.1 NTE

		Task 6.2 Chapter 2 - Alternatives Development

		6.2.1 No Action Alternative

		6.2.2 Proposed Action				100%		85%		Oct-08

		6.2.3 Alternative 3								NA

		6.2.4 Alternative 4

		6.2.5 Alternatives Eliminated								NA

		6.2.6 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives								NA

		Alternatives Analysis Completed				0%		0%		Mar-09

		Task 6.2 NTE

		Task 6.3 Chapter 3 - Affected Environment

		6.3.1 Air Quality						25%		Apr-09

		6.3.2 Hydrology						5%

		6.3.3 Geology and Minerals						25%		Apr-09

		6.3.4 Soils & Reclamation						25%		Apr-09

		6.3.5 Biological Resources						10%		Apr-09

		6.3.6 Cultural Resources						15%		Apr-09

		6.3.7 Socioeconomics/EJ						30%		Apr-09

		6.3.8 Visual Resources						15%		Apr-09

		6.3.9 Transportation/Access						20%		Apr-09

		6.3.10 Recreation						10%		Apr-09

		6.3.11 Livestock and Grazing						10%		Apr-09

		6.3.12 Land Use and Wilderness						5%		Apr-09

		6.3.13 Noise						10%		Apr-09

		6.3.14 Lighting						10%		Apr-09

		6.3.15 Hazardous Materials						5%		Apr-09

		6.3.16 Public Health and Safety						20%		Apr-09

		Chapter 3 Completed						15%		Apr-09

		Task 6.3 NTE

		Task 6.4 Chapter 4- Environmental Consequences

		6.4.1 Air Quality						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.2 Hydrology						5%

		6.4.3 Geology and Minerals						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.4 Soils & Reclamation						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.5 Biological Resources						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.6 Cultural Resources						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.7 Socioeconomics/EJ						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.8 Visual Resources						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.9 Transportation/Access						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.10 Recreation						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.11 Livestock and Grazing						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.12 Land Use and Wilderness						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.13 Noise						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.14 Lighting						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.15  Hazardous Materials						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.16 Public Health and Safety						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.17 Monitoring and Mitigation						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.18 Unavoidable Adverse Effects						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.19 Short-term use/Long-term Prod.						5%		Aug-09

		6.4.20 Irreversible/ Irretrievable Commitment of Resources						5%		Aug-09

		Chapter 4 Completed						5%		Sep-09

		Task 6.4 NTE

		Task 6.5 Chapters 5-10 and Appendices

		Chapter 5. Consultation & Coordination				10%		10%		Sep-09

		Chapter 6. List of Preparers								Oct-09

		Chapter 7. References								NA

		Chapter 8. Acronyms and Abbreviations						5%		NA

		Chapter 9. Glossary				0%		0%		NA

		Chapter 10. Index								NA

		Task 6.5 NTE

		Task 7. Compilation and  Formatting  of the DEIS

		7.1 Administrative DEIS				0%		0%		Nov-09

		7.2 Team Review of Admin. DEIS

		7.3 Development of the DEIS

		Task 7 NTE

		Total 2009 NTE

		Task 8: CNF Out-of-Scope Requests		2009 Budget		Percent 2009 Budget Expended		Estimated Percent Complete		MOU Deliverable Date		Date Delivered to CNF by SWCA						CNF Final Review & Acceptance

												1st Draft		2nd Draft		Final

		Task 8 Cumulative Cost
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: more PoO info
Date: 02/27/2008 07:12 AM

Kathy can you please provide some engineering specs for both the new road
construction and the road maintnenaance for the drilling project?

Thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri; Camille Ensle; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: More style q's for Rosemont
Date: 06/30/2009 12:17 PM

Here are a few more clarifications:
 
1) CNF deleted the periods from the figure captions, but they need to be there, so I added them
back in.
 
2) For indented quotes, they indented the right margin, but this is not correct. The right margin
should be flush right (‘normal’) for indented text—only the left margin gets indented.
 
 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2009 12:15 PM
To: Reta Laford; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri; Camille Ensle; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Some style q's for Rosemont
 
Reta, Bev, and Mindee,
 
Our editor has raised some questions regarding formatting and editing standards.  Can you please
provide further direction on these?  Thanks.
 
Tom
 
 

1) CNF is requesting that we insert the entire name of a figure and a table when we call them out
in the text, e.g., (Figure 1. Project location). Would the CNF be willing to reconsider this? In the EIS,
it may get out of control in terms of length and clunkiness, and whatever we do for the scoping
reports that is the style we should keep for the EIS.
 
2) Regarding lowercasing the table titles, and I do not recall seeing anything in their style guide
with that requirement—I might be wrong about that, but capping the titles is standard for the field
and for every EIS I have ever seen, including for multiple national forests. Please advise.
 
3) CNF is suggesting that we consider changing our appendix title page style so that we do not
have a title page and instead we just put Appendix A as a header. I wouldn’t recommend it because
having the appendix title page helps the reader to better identify the beginning and end of each
appendix.
 
4) There seems to be confusion about footnotes. In the edited draft, the footnotes are all correctly
placed in the text and footer. I fixed them, but if CNF has any further questions about footnotes, let
me know before we change anything because they are a mess to sort out once the in-text
reference has been deleted. I have to go back to an old version then to figure out where it was
originally.
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:hgachiri@swca.com
mailto:censle@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


5) For the table of contents, CNF asked us to use leaders (dots) for the Appendix page numbers so
that that section matches the figure and table section. The first page of an appendix is always the
appendix letter and then 1, so we never put page numbers for appendices. No one does, actually.
Would the CNF consider striking this request?
 
6) I have verified that CNF’s own template uses title case for tables, not sentence style, so I am
changing all title headings back to title case. I can show you the document if needed. Also, there is
nothing in their documents about having to put the entire figure or table name in the callout, so I
see no reason to do this—it is just introducing a substantial amount of work into the document,
especially when we get to a document the size of the EIS.
 

7) Some colon stuff: CNF wants colons after ‘to,’ and ‘will, but we can’t put a colon after to (or will
for the other bullets) because it has to have ‘as follows’ or ‘the following’ in order to use a colon. If
they want colons, then they need to let me add ‘do the following’ to all of these sets, and then we
can use a colon. I will go ahead and add that in, but they will probably want to remove it and we
can’t.
 

This first report is intended to

·         explain the framework for scoping;
·         detail Coronado’s outreach for public participation;
·         identify and quantify the types of responses;
·         quantify the geographic origin of submittals; and
·         summarize the response submittals collected at meetings.

The second scoping report, Scoping Summary Report #2, Theme of Comments, will explain the content analysis
process and provide an overview of the prominent themes identified in the public comments. 
The report will

·         describe the methodology used to process response submissions;
·         categorize the comments received during scoping into thematic groupings; and
·         list comments grouped by category and subcategory.

 
 



From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: sldavis@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; ehornung@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;

rbowers@swca.com; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; awcampbell@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us;
jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; jhesse@swca.com; klgraves@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
wgillespie@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; ccoyle@swca.com; jderby@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us;
khouser@swca.com; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; jgrams@swca.com;
temmett@fs.fed.us; gsoroka@swca.com; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us;
kpohs@swca.com; hhall@swca.com; mbidwell@swca.com; rellis@swca.com; jconnell@swca.com;
rmraley@fs.fed.us; dkeane@swca.com; mroth@fs.fed.us; daleortmanpe@live.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
lcgarrett77@msn.com; devinquintana@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us;
kkertell@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; bgaddis@swca.com; kserrato@swca.com; dsebesta@fs.fed.us;
cbellavia@swca.com

Subject: More Tech Reports!
Date: 05/14/2009 04:19 PM

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see.
To go directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web
browser. Please note that some email clients require that all the letters
and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right
place.

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=3&id=10226
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: sldavis@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; ehornung@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;

rbowers@swca.com; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; awcampbell@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us;
jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; jhesse@swca.com; klgraves@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
wgillespie@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; ccoyle@swca.com; jderby@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us;
khouser@swca.com; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; jgrams@swca.com;
temmett@fs.fed.us; gsoroka@swca.com; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us;
kpohs@swca.com; hhall@swca.com; mbidwell@swca.com; rellis@swca.com; jconnell@swca.com;
rmraley@fs.fed.us; dkeane@swca.com; mroth@fs.fed.us; daleortmanpe@live.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
lcgarrett77@msn.com; devinquintana@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us;
kkertell@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; bgaddis@swca.com; kserrato@swca.com; dsebesta@fs.fed.us;
cbellavia@swca.com

Subject: More Tech Reports!
Date: 05/14/2009 04:18 PM

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see.
To go directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web
browser. Please note that some email clients require that all the letters
and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right
place.

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=3&id=10226
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From: Charles A Blair
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Most Recent Draft of DEIS
Date: 05/11/2010 02:14 PM

Mindy,

     When reviewing the DEIS in January2010 I did not read the glossary. Recently I
did happen to browse through it and found that much of the mining terminology is
inadequately or incorrectly defined. I would be glad to author correct ones or make
a list for SWCA of ones that are incorrect. At the very least they should probably
know that the mining definitions need fixed.

Thanks,

Chuck Blair
Minerals Technician
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

 520-388-8341

mailto:CN=Charles A Blair/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Lara Mitchell
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: MPO area calcs
Date: 08/06/2010 03:17 PM

Here are the area calcs for the MPO, there is a bit of overlap with the tailings and the waste rock.
Pit = 2824732.0 sq meters = 698.0 acres
Tailings = 4866665.2 sq meters = 1202.6 acres
Waste rock = 6246022.3 sq meters = 1543.4 acres
 
Please let me know if you need anything else.
-Lara
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: MWH and SRK recommendations
Date: 10/15/2008 10:31 AM

Hi Sal,

Can you give me your recommendations on the full suite of MWH and SRK specialists
whose qualifications you reviewed?  I would like to get Sylvia's approval of the
subcontractors so that SWCA can move forward with hiring.

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown; beverson@fs.fed.us

Cc: mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Naming convension for project record documents
Date: 01/20/2010 03:53 PM

Per Melissa at SWCA, here is some direction on sending documents and cover sheets for the project
record: 

Please format electronic file names as: “yyyymmdd_description” and the cover page as a duplicate of the file

name with “_CVR”. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Melinda D Roth
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Sarah L Davis; Tom Furgason
Subject: Need a list of people's titles for Index
Date: 01/21/2010 03:09 PM

Mindee-
Could you please send me a list of all the IDT members’ titles for entry on the index. We have not
put many titles to date and need to. We currently have many different titles for different people.
For example,
 
Bev Everson: Forest Geologist, Geology & Minerals Program Specialist, IDT Leader.
 
Whatever title you send me will be the title that will be recorded into the index.
 
Thanks for the help!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Need for mitigation concepts from regulations and handbook by Friday
Date: 12/16/2009 01:56 PM

Please bring these to the meeting on Friday, or if you are not attending, try to get
this input to me by COB tomorrow.  I need all of the IDT to pitch in on this since
several members are already on leave for the holidays.

Thanks!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Need for mitigation concepts from regulations and handbook by Friday
Date: 12/16/2009 01:56 PM

Please bring these to the meeting on Friday, or if you are not attending, try to get
this input to me by COB tomorrow.  I need all of the IDT to pitch in on this since
several members are already on leave for the holidays.

Thanks!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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would be good to be able to have some certainty iin disclosing effects to those
resources.  Alternatively, we could require as mitigation that the company
sequentially survey parts of the project area ahead of ground disturbing activities. 
This strategy however, may slow the project down, especially if there are finds that
require excavation and documentation along the way.

Thanks for your consideration of this request.  Please let me know if you need
further information.

Bev  

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; Ken Kertell
Subject: Need for updated information
Date: 05/18/2009 10:14 AM

Bev-
The information below is from MPO Table 1. Kathy Arnold has spoken a few times about
boundaries getting clarification and acreage totals changing. Could you please request an updated
chart ASAP. Our Biologist needs this information for our BA.
 
Thank you for your help!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

 

Table 2-1. Anticipated Project Disturbance (Acres)

Disturbance
Category Private Lands CNF Surface

Ownership BLM Lands State Trust
Lands Other Private Total

Primary access road 10 65 0 0 0 75

Plant site 40 240 0 0 0 280

Tailings/waste
rock/leach pad 235 2,660 0 0 0 2,895

Pit 590 360 0 0 0 950

West access road and
utility corridor 0 5 15 75 120 215

Total 875 3,330 15 75 120 4,415
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Walter Keyes; Alan Belauskas
Subject: Need your help, ASAP
Date: 08/23/2010 05:29 PM

Alan and Walt, 

Please see the bolded statement below.  I'm trying to track down the incoming letter
dated June 18 from Rosemont.  I can't remember seeing it, and neither can
Mindee...did you receive it?

Please let me know.

Thanks!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/23/2010 05:27 PM -----

"tjchute@msn.com"
<tjchute@msn.com> 

08/23/2010 04:49 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Re: Elements Common / Mitigation: Loose Ends

Bev,
According to Rosemont, they did not receive a reply. If we cannot locate a copy of the letter
they sent you may want to call Kathy and ask for a copy.

Sent from my Verizon Wireless Phone

----- Reply message -----
From: "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Date: Mon, Aug 23, 2010 4:56 pm
Subject: Elements Common / Mitigation:  Loose Ends
To: "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>,
<tjchute@msn.com>

Reta,

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Alan Belauskas/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Can you please help me with the second item on Terry's list, below?  I 
don't recall the letter from Rosemont, don't have a copy, and don't know 
who would have responded.  I have searched CDB and was unable to find the 
response letter.  Do you remember who wrote it for you?

FYI, Mindee has a call in to SWCA (Melissa) to see if either the incoming 
June 18 letter or our response is in the record.

Thank you,

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/23/2010 03:52 PM 
-----

"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com> 
08/23/2010 11:05 AM

To
"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 
"Katherine Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Beverley A Everson" 
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan Rigg" 
<jrigg@swca.com>
cc

Subject
Elements Common / Mitigation:  Loose Ends

I've made most of the edits we agreed to last week to the Elements Common 
section that will go into Chapter 2.  Here are the loose ends that others 
agreed to follow-up on.  Once we get these taken care of, this section 
will be ready for one last look by Rosemont, then it can be inserted into 
Chapter 2.

1.  I need the names of the grazing permits held by Rosemont - I think 
Mindee was going to get these.



2.  We need to track down the Coronado response to Rosemont's June 18 
letter to Reta re: jurisdiction of Gunsite & Lopez roads and MSHA road 
standard requirements.  I sent an email to Bev last week asking her to 
follow up on this.

3.  As per our discussion last week, I combined the sections on Riparian 
and Off-Site Land Mitigation.  Seems that everything here revolves around 
whatever we end up with from the Army Corps of Engineers.  We need to 
decide whether we want this section "buried" in amongst the rest of the 
Elements Common, or if we should make it it's own section in Chapter 2.  I 



From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: dmorrow@swca.com; sldavis@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; ehornung@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com;

tfurgason@swca.com; rbowers@swca.com; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; jezzo@swca.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
awcampbell@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; teuler@swca.com;
aelek@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; ccoyle@swca.com; jderby@fs.fed.us;
mfarrell@fs.fed.us; khouser@swca.com; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
jgrams@swca.com; temmett@fs.fed.us; gsoroka@swca.com; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; kpohs@swca.com; hhall@swca.com; mbidwell@swca.com; rellis@swca.com;
jconnell@swca.com; rmraley@fs.fed.us; dkeane@swca.com; klgraves@fs.fed.us; daleortmanpe@live.com;
kellett@fs.fed.us; lcgarrett77@msn.com; devinquintana@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; bgaddis@swca.com; kserrato@swca.com; dsebesta@fs.fed.us;
cbellavia@swca.com

Subject: New Tech Reports!
Date: 04/28/2009 03:33 PM

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see.
To go directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web
browser. Please note that some email clients require that all the letters
and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right
place.

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=3&id=10213
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; John MacIvor
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: NFMA Consistency Check
Date: 09/22/2009 03:30 PM

Bev,
 
I was please to hear that the Alternatives are on “pretty solid ground” and that we can proceed with the
assumption that they are not likely to substantively change.  With that assumption, I have asked John
MacIvor to begin the NFMA Consistency check.  In order to do a thorough job and ensure we don’t
miss anything, it would be useful to have somebody at the CNF do the same check (TA or Mindee?). 
That way, the two teams could confer at the end of the process and make certain that nothing was
missed. 
 
As you are aware, this is one of the milestones in the MOU.  It would be great to get this started now
that we are comfortable with the alternatives.  I don’t really see any downside with starting this now. 
We can still add alternatives or drop them from further consideration if the Line Officer directs us.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; Walter
Keyes; tfurgason@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth

Subject: No IDT meeting this week.  PLEASE PLAN ON A FULL DAY MEETING ON AUGUST 12, BOTH CORE AND
EXTENDED

Date: 08/03/2009 04:35 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:abelauskas@fs.fed.us
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:kbrown03@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Alan Belauskas; Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel;

Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; Janet Jones; John Able; Keith L Graves; Kendall
Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell; mriechard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; Salek
Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: No Rosemont IDT meeting tomorrow
Date: 04/28/2009 12:39 PM

I will be sending a second message concerning work that you can be doing before
our next meeting.  Thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter; Kendall
Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: NoRosemont  IDT meeting tomorrow
Date: 08/10/2010 12:45 PM

Please continue working on the project on your own.  Thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jeanine Derby; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; jsturgess@augustaresource.com;

karnold@rosemontcopper.com; gcheniae; tfurgason@swca.com; Heidi Schewel
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: Nov 12 meeting reminder
Date: 11/06/2009 04:20 PM

We will meet on Thursday, Nov. 12th in Room 6V6 of the Forest Service office
beginning at 1:00 pm.  The main topic will be project schedule.  Does anyone have
other specific topics to discuss?  
Thanks all.  Have a nice weekend.  See you next week.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jeanine Derby; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; jsturgess@augustaresource.com;

karnold@rosemontcopper.com; gcheniae; tfurgason@swca.com; Heidi Schewel
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: Nov 12 meeting reminder
Date: 11/06/2009 04:20 PM

We will meet on Thursday, Nov. 12th in Room 6V6 of the Forest Service office
beginning at 1:00 pm.  The main topic will be project schedule.  Does anyone have
other specific topics to discuss?  
Thanks all.  Have a nice weekend.  See you next week.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Tom Furgason
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; mroth@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Nov 24 Site Visit Confirmation
Date: 11/21/2009 05:20 PM

Debby,
 
We will be departing from the front of the Hotel Arizona at 7:30 on Tuesday, November 24.  I have
rented a suburban for us (you, Dale, George, Dave Kidd, and me).  We will meet Rosemont's Geologist
near FS 231 and SR 83 at about 8:15.  After touring the site, we will have lunch at Singing Valley
Ranch.  Melissa is ordering Baggins, and we can place an order for you if you let us know.  It will cost
around $8.00.  We'll also have snacks and drinks if you like, but I understand if you decline the offer.
 
I don't know what time we'll return, but I suspect that it will be close to 4:30.  We'll see you at the Hotel
Arizona.
 
Tom

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com]
Sent: Fri 11/20/2009 6:48 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: Things for George Annandale Visit

Melissa,
 
Here’s a short list of what I think we will need for the work session with George:
 

1.       Two large topo maps (the same ones Lara made for me to play with waste location
alternatives)

a.       If possible, have Lara do the following:
                                                               i.       Remove the red blotches that marked the sensitive heritage areas
                                                             ii.      Add the outline of the Ball Court and, if it is real, I’ve also heard about a

location called Bumblebee Village
                                                            iii.       Add a line for the toe of the Upper Barrel Alternative as developed by

Rosemont
2.       Two copies of the plan map figures developed by Rosemont or SWCA, whichever are

better, for all the waste location alternatives
3.       One hard copy of the MPO with figures
4.       Easel & 2 pads (one for the easel and one for the table)
5.       Assorted color markers
6.       Lunch, snacks & drinks (assuming we are going to Singing Valley Ranch) – Assume Tom, me,

George, one other Golder person, and check with Tom if we should include the Forest
Service types; I assume the Rosemont people won’t be with us for the work session.

 
Some short list, huh?
 
Dale
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_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: November 4 IDT meeting
Date: 11/02/2009 01:13 PM

Please plan on a full day meeting on Wednesday, from 9:00 to 4:30 with a half hour
lunch break.  We'll be discussing the DEIS review and other topics, including your
other homework.  This is a core team meeting, but I encourage extended team
members to attend if possible.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: November 4 IDT meeting
Date: 11/02/2009 01:13 PM

Please plan on a full day meeting on Wednesday, from 9:00 to 4:30 with a half hour
lunch break.  We'll be discussing the DEIS review and other topics, including your
other homework.  This is a core team meeting, but I encourage extended team
members to attend if possible.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Deborah K Sebesta; Kent C Ellett

Subject: November Rosemont extended team rescheduling
Date: 10/27/2009 09:01 AM

Thanks to Art and others for reminding me about the Veteran's Day holiday.  Let's
plan on an extended team meeting on November 18.  Thank you - Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 10/27/2009 08:56 AM -----

Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS

10/27/2009 07:55 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Schedule for various Rosemont meetings

Bev,
Second Wednesday in Nov. is a holiday. Have you rescheduled?

ART ELEK
Fire Prevention Officer
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales AZ. 85621
Office:  (520) 761-6010
Cell:      (520) 975-7814
Fax:      (520) 281-2396
e-mail    aelek@fs.fed.us
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

10/26/2009 04:16 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
gmckay@fs.fed.us, kbrown03@fs.fed.us,
kellett@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
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rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Schedule for various Rosemont meetings

For those of you interested in non-IDT meeting scheduling for Rosemont, here is the
schedule: 

Rosemont strategy meetings, 1:30 on Mondays. 

SWCA/FS overview meetings, 9:30 on Tuesdays 

(core IDT every Wednesday, extended every second Wednesday of the month) 

Status meetings with company twice a month, date variable and set at previous
meeting. 

EPG powerline stakeholders meetings, no regular date; Kent do you know when the
next meeting is?) 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

notes://entr3a/882568C5003C60AE/0/DB9E2EB653A39AA307257655000855EC


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: Official Direction & Guidance Binder
Date: 02/26/2009 11:05 AM

TA-
I know you will be out for a bit, but I was hoping to get together when you get back. I started
compiling an official guidance binder as well and want to be sure that ours match. Let me know
when it would work for you to squeeze about a half hour in.
 
I can’t wait to see your new & improved eyes!
Thanks!
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Sarah L Davis
To: Marc Kaplan; Andrea W Campbell
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: ongoing public review of our Rosemont Project Record
Date: 01/25/2010 11:33 AM

For members of the public to review the Record they will need to make a request (5
days in advance) naming specific documents they wish to see. SWCA will provide
copies of these documents to the SO where they can be reviewed.  Members of the
public will not be going to the SWCA office to review anything.  

Thanks for your inquiry.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Larry Jones; Reta Laford; tjchute@msn.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Orchid report received
Date: 07/29/2010 08:02 AM

I see 3 copies of the orchid survey report in Bev's mailbox.  YIPPEE!

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com; jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Subject: Outstanding Tech Reports
Date: 10/15/2009 11:21 AM

Kathy, Can you pull together a list of outstanding/ongoing/planned techical reports
and studies, including a brief description of the scope and anticipated timeframe of
each?  This info would be very useful and enlightening to me and others as we
proceed with environmental analysis.  Thanks.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com; jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Subject: Outstanding Tech Reports
Date: 10/15/2009 11:21 AM

Kathy, Can you pull together a list of outstanding/ongoing/planned techical reports
and studies, including a brief description of the scope and anticipated timeframe of
each?  This info would be very useful and enlightening to me and others as we
proceed with environmental analysis.  Thanks.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: OVERALL APPROACH.doc
Date: 09/27/2009 09:25 PM
Attachments: OVERALL APPROACH.doc
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ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT DEIS


OUTSTANDING TASKS / NEEDS




1.0 OVERALL APPROACH


Where we’ve been:  Our large IDT approach has ensured a thorough and comprehensive consideration of public comments and exploration of potential issues and alternatives.


Where to go:  I believe we are now to a point in the process where we need to designate a smaller group of individuals to focus on specific tasks and coordination to ensure a timely development of the DEIS.  Below is a potential multi-part realignment to that end:


1. Mindee be assigned the responsibility and accountability for project coordination and execution.


2. A handful of passionate staff be designated to work on the project near full-time for the next two months, with the objective of producing a DEIS.  These hand-selected individuals would be given specific tasks to accomplish, both within and outside of their areas of expertise.  Tasks would vary as needed.  Tasks could potentially include items such as:  co-authoring products with SWCA; conducting individual and interdisciplinary product review; facilitating the filling of data gaps; providing documentation necessary for the record; consolidating information from external sources; etc.


FS action: Identify passionate staff, define roles, responsibilities, and time commitments.


SWCA action: Same as FS above.


3. Bev be re-prioritized to participate as part of the aforementioned hand-picked staff, while retaining IDT Leadership.  Additional tasks could include various items such as:  coordinating clarification of Rosemont’s water permits and recharge; coordinating clarification to questions about claims; coordinating clarification on the Agency’s bonding process, coordinating clarification of land ownership matters (e.g., disposition of private land under the waste rock and tailings pile), compilation of monitoring elements, etc.


4. Andrea be assigned to the pre-RO review of draft Chapter 3 materials.


2.0 PROPOSED MOU / COLLECTION AGREEMENT CHANGES


Anything new noted in the above, such as HTMLs, GIS shape files.


Schedule revision.


Review/revise ITD and SWCA counterparts


Anything not previously covered such as meeting costs (facility rental, products, court reporter…)


Provide clearer direction regarding the use of SWCA’s sub consultants. (C 6).


Include language about other decision makers (BLM and COE) (C 7)???


Identify as draft for Monday, Sept. 28th.


Consider following word/language changes:


Revise Purpose to articulate not only the selection of the Prime Consultant but also the responsibilities of the FS, Proponent, and Prime Consultant.  Furthermore, the Purpose should include discussion of the establishment of communication protocols between the three parties and other agencies.


D 1. Current language is out of date


D 2. FS assistance preparing contract.


D 4. Strike “will” from sentence.


D 6 (e) Change wording to match prior bullets (e.g., strike “prior” add review).  Consider combining bullets b and e.


D 6  Include bullet addressing FS making substantial changes to staffing allocation to the project as it pertains to additional cost or schedule. 


D 11 Replace first sentence with “Ensure that adequate information is provided for the regulatory and stylistic framework of the EIS.”


D 12 Replace entirely with “Ensure that pertinent information and data from the FS and other outside sources is provided to the Prime Consultant for use in the analysis of potential impacts.”


D 20 Sarah should validate that this direction is correct.

D 21 Is the FS required to bear the responsibility for cost and preparation of the ROD?

E 5 Incorporate specifications listed in Attachment X of Modification 2.


E 7 Insert “final” before “technical”; add to the end of the sentence “in a timeframe to allow for the completion of the EIS on schedule.”  And “Information will be submitted in a format requested by the FS.  All reports will be provided in paper (four copies each) and electronic copies.  Electronic copies will be submitted on compact disks, or DVDs, in .pdf and HTML formats.  Geographical Information System (GIS) data will be submitted as shape files that are compatible with Esri’s ArcMap.

E 8 Review contract between the Company and SWCA.


E 9 add “…in a timely fashion.” To the end of the sentence.


E 14 Include costs for paper and electronic media (including, but not limited to compact disks, DVDs, web-based, and HTML)

E X Bear the cost of all methods the FS uses to notify the public of the availability of the DEIS and FEIS.  This may include, but is not limited to, direct mailings, paid advertisements, public meetings, etc.

E X At the request of the FS, arrange for and bear the cost of  “Technical Transfer Meetings” between FS Specialists, Prime Consultant (and when appropriate their subconsultants), and the Company’s Specialists and technical consulting team.  These meetings may include Cooperating Agencies.  These meetings will be an opportunity to provide an interim review by the FS, Cooperating Agencies, and the Prime Consultant to review and evaluate progress on a variety of technical analyses, validate the processes, and provide the opportunity for dialogue between all parties.

F 6  Include language that clarifies that all data, etc. relevant to the decision to be made will be included in AR.

F 12.  Who should be the FS Principal Contact?



Attachment 1

I. Responsibilities


First sentence include at the beginning “ At the request of the Forest Service…)


3. Revise completely.  “Distribute DEIS, FEIS, ROD, and any supplemental information, and all notices announcing public participation opportunities.”


5. Change “Indian tribes” to “Tribal Governments”.


9. Strike entirely.


Last paragraph. Change “resources” to “resource”


Include new item: FS may invite, as deemed necessary, Cooperating Agencies and other Consulting Parties to  participate during meetings.


A 2. Revise first sentence to “ Prepare a checklist of all environmental requirements per Federal, state, and local agencies…”


3.0 PRELIMINARY LIST OF TASKS AND DUE DATES

All due dates assume by COB (MST) unless otherwise noted.


Transmittal to Region on October 2, 2009: Scoping Report 3 (with Issues), Units of Measure, and Conceptual Alternatives to be Considered in Detail (to include: maps, tabular summary, and brief descriptions).

Milestones:  
Scoping Report 3 (with Final Issues) - Due 10/20/09




Chapter 1 (PDEIS) – Due 11/25/09




Chapter 2 (PDEIS) – Due 11/25/09




Chapter 3 (PDEIS) – Due 


SCOPING REPORTS

Scoping Report 1.  Completed.


Scoping Report 2. Completed.


Scoping Report 3.

FS Action: Complete review of SR3. (Reta) Due 9/28/09 at 8:00 am.


SWCA Action: Make revisions to date based on 9/24/09 meeting.  (Melissa) Due 9/28/09 at 8:00 am.


FS and SWCA:  Finalize Issue Tracking Table to identify Issues recommended as: 1) driving Alternatives and Units of Measures; 2) focusing Effects and Units of Measures; 3) Addressing the Process; and 4)  Out of Scope.  SWCA to provide rational for each. Due 9/29/09.


FS and SWCA: Finalize Draft SR3.  (Bev, Mindee, Melissa, Reta) Due 9/29/09.


SWCA Deliverable: Technical edit and formatting of  SR3. 10/02/09 at 8:00 am.  Post to WebEx in .doc and .pdf formats.


FS Action: Submit SR3 to Region for review. (Reta) 10/02/09 by 9:00 am.


FS Action: Region review of SR3. Provide input to CNF (Jeanine, Reta, Kent, Bev, and Mindee) on 10/08/09 in Tucson, AZ or via video conference. Note: Requires Bev to ensure Line Officers listed will attend the meeting with Region and will schedule time to cover this topic.

FS and SWCA Action: If necessary, revise SR3 per Region input. Submit to the Line Officer to approve Issues. Due 10/14/09

FS Action: Distributes SR3 to Cooperating Agencies at the 10/15/09 meeting. (Teresa Ann) 


FS Action: Line Officer responds to Issues. Due 10/16/09.

SWCA Deliverable: Incorporate any modifications to Issues into SR3.  Post to WebEx by 10/18/09.


FS: Post SR3 to internet. (Barbara) Due 10/20/09.


CHAPTER 1


FS Action:  Purpose and Need – Dust off/Review/Finalize text using Federal Register Notice w/previously discussed clarification about rights of mining claimant, etc.  Add acknowledgement of public misunderstanding and cooperating agency input, with restatement of Forest position.  (Reta) Due 10/16/09.

FS Action:  Decision Framework – Text done for FS.  Need COE and BLM review of revised paragraphs regarding their decisions to be made.  (Reta/TA) Due 10/16/09.

FS Action:  Proposed Action Summary – Finalize using essentially previous materials such as Federal Register Notice and public meeting items.  (Reta) Due 10/16/09 (Ideally, this would be completed early and submitted to Region with the 10/02/09 submittal package).

SWCA Deliverable:  Revised Vicinity Map based on FS input. Due 10/12/09

(Note – See Chapter 3 section for expectations related to maps.)


FS Action:  Submit entire Chapter for formal RO review, concurrent w/Proponent and Cooperating Agency review. (Mindee) Due 10/20/09.

FS Action: Region to review Chapter 1 and provide comments. Due 11/09/09


FS Action:  Determine how to use received input.


FS Action:  Revise text incorporating review items deemed appropriate.  (Reta) Due 11/16/09

SWCA Deliverable:  Final Chapter 1 formatted per FS DEIS template and final edit (for grammar, punctuation, etc.). Due 11/19/09.

FS Action: Acceptance of the PDEIS version of Chapter 1. Due 11/25/09. (This means this chapter is accepted as ready by the FS to be sent to cooperating agencies with Chapter 2 for final review prior to publication.)


CHAPTER 2


SWCA Deliverable:  Four electronic copies of coded comment materials, including attachments (May 29, 2009 submission).  (Reta wants working copy set to read and mark up.  Reta can share with other FS staff if needed to reduce the need for extra copies.). Due 9/28/09.

FS Action: Letter from the Deciding Official to the IDT Lead explaining the rationale for the DO to withhold the final sign-off on Alternatives until the completion of Chapter 2.  The purpose of this is to document that the DO would like to consider all of the supporting documentation in Alternative Development prior to confirming the reasonable range of Alternatives. Due 10/9/09


FS Action: Draft statement for IDT to sign acknowledging that they read coded comments. (Mindee) Due 10/13/09.


FS Action:  IDT member sign statement that they read comments coded X, Y, Z for their areas of responsibilities.  Due 10/19/09.

FS Action:  IDT Leader sign statement that she read all comments. Due 10/19/09.

FS Action:  FS/DFS sign statement that they read all comments. Due 10/19/09.

SWCA Deliverable:   Listing, in tabular format, of all letter attachments that consist of original input, as opposed to a copy of an existing publication.  List elements should at a minimum identify: submittal number, Submitter(s), title or brief description, categorize as “Coding Needed”, “Forward to Specialist for Consideration in Analysis”, or not relevant to the Decision.  Due 10/12/09.

SWCA Deliverable:  If verification cannot be made that form letter attachments constituting original input were coded and appropriate considered, coding and disposition will be required.  Due 10/12/09.

FS Action:  IDT review all coded comments from the attachments to ensure all issues were identified.  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for revision if needed.  Due 10/14/09. 

Rosemont Deliverable: Revised details of Scholefield/McCleary Alternative avoiding covering of mineral resources with waste and tailings, and Sycamore Canyon Alternative using a slurry pipeline to convey tailings, locally quarry rock for buttresses, and changing waste placement location to only Barrel Canyon. Due 9/28/09.

SWCA Deliverable:  Identification of Conceptual Alternatives recommended to be Considered in Detail (includes maps, tabular summary, and brief descriptions). 10/02/09.

FS Action: Briefing - Prepare for and provide informal presentation to RO staff on issue and alternative process. Deciding Official and Region preliminarily reviews reasonable range of Alternatives for fatal flaws.  If necessary, Deciding Official recommends modifications to prevent unnecessary work or delays. Due 10/8/09. 

FS Action: Finalize Proposed Action description for Chapter 2. (Reta) Due 10/9/09. 

SWCA Action: Draft Alternatives to be considered (Chapter 2 text) based on level of effort for PA. Due 10/19/09.

SWCA and FS Action: Independently conduct Forest Plan Consistency review. No product from the IDT is expected. Due 10/16/09.

SWCA Deliverable: SWCA briefs IDT on Forest Plan Consistency review.  IDT will validate SWCA’s work. Due 10/21/09? 

FS or SWCA (TBD) Deliverable: If appropriate, draft Plan amendment language to follow the Proposed Action and each Alternative. Due 10/30/09.

SWCA Deliverable:  Identification of recommended Features Common to All Action Alternatives.  As appropriate, include citation to source entity and document. Draft Due 10/19/09.

SWCA Deliverable:  Identification of recommended Features Common to More than One Action Alternatives.  Include citation to source entity and document. Due 10/19/09.

FS Action: Review Features Common to all Action Alternatives and More than One Action Alternative. Provide requested revisions to SWCA. Due 10/23/09.


Rosemont Deliverable:  Revision of Alternatives and Alternative Elements recommended to be Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Study. Due 10/9/09.

SWCA (SRK) Deliverable: Review of Alternatives and Alternative Elements recommended to be Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Study. Due 10/16/09.

FS Action: Review Alternatives and Alternative Elements recommended to be Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Study. Due 10/23/09.

SWCA Deliverable:  Comprehensive rationale for Dismissing an Alternative or Alternative Element from Detailed Study.  Include citation to source entity and document. Due 10/30/09.

SWCA Deliverable: Draft Chapter 2. Due 10/30/09.

FS Action: Briefing - IDT recommends Alternatives to be considered in detail to the Deciding Official. Due 11/04/09.


FS Action: Deciding Official considers Alternatives and signs off on the range of reasonable alternatives.  The DO may request additional information or modify the Alternatives to be considered in detail at her discretion. Due 11/16/09.


FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize Chapter 2.  Due 11/09/09.

SWCA Action: Make revisions per FS input. Final Chapter 2 formatted per FS DEIS template and final edit (for grammar, punctuation, etc.). Due 11/19/09.


FS Action: Acceptance of the PDEIS version of Chapter 2. Due 11/25/09. (This means this chapter is accepted as ready by the FS to be sent to cooperating agencies with Chapter 1 for final review prior to publication.)


CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES


Note: Completion of this task on schedule will require the timely and complete submission and revision of all technical reports by Rosemont. It is recommended that Rosemont’s consultants confer with Forest Specialists to understand the Bounds of Analysis for each resource and agency requirements for content.

Note: FS will continue to dialogue with and consider input from Cooperating Agencies (e.g., Stormwater Tech Transfer).


Rosemont Deliverable: All final technical reports, including but not limited to the following list.  Due 11/2/09



East side Modeling (Hydrology)



Surface Stormwater Management



Pit Lake Geochemistry



Slope and Reclamation Treatments



Jurisdictional Waters Delineation



Wildlife Specialist Report (per Larry Jones’ direction)



Detailed Vegetation Map, including riparian areas mapped per FS standards



Revised Socioeconomic



Air Quality


FS and SWCA Action: Review of all technical reports. Due 11/30/09 or up to one month following submission by Rosemont.

FS and SWCA Deliverable:  Finalized Bounds of Analysis. This includes maps with a narrative of spatial and temporally bounds. Due 10/16/09. (Note:  Individual bounds can be reviewed and finalized as they are developed)

SWCA Deliverable:  Outline and regulatory framework – Contents of each section in Affected Environment. These outlines will list anticipated content, tables, and maps or graphics (charts, photos, flow charts, etc.) that are expected to be needed (work w/FS IDT specialist or point). Due 10/23/09.

(Note:  Maps should be designed to show multiple items of interest) 


(Note:  Individual frameworks can be reviewed and finalized as they are developed)

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework


FS Action:  Review/Concur or identify additions/deletions. Due 10/30/09.


FS and SWCA Deliverable: Complete brief (one page or less) Plan of Analysis for each section of Environmental Consequences. Due 10/23/09. 


FS Deliverable:  Outline/List – Relevant past actions for each section. Due 10/23/09.


FS Deliverable:  Outline/List – Relevant ongoing actions for each section. Due 10/23/09.


FS Action:  Review/Concur or Identify additions/deletions, consider input from Cooperating Agencies. Due 10/23/09.


FS Action:  Consideration of input from select external sources TBD.


FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


SWCA Deliverable: Complete draft Affected Environment portions of Chapter 3. This should include, to the extent possible, past and present activities. Due 12/04/09.


SWCA Deliverable:  Affected Environment GIS map layers (shape files) with metadata to Federal standards.


FS Action:  Review/Concur or send back for Rework, compare to Forest and Cooperating Agency information.


(Note:  Approved map layers will be posted to County web site w/link from www.RosemontEIS.us) Due 12/04/09.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for revision. Due 12/11/09

SWCA Deliverable:  Affected Environment GIS map products formatted for DEIS text and map packet.


FS Action:  Review/Concur or send back for Rework.


(Note:  Maps for DEIS text and map package should be B&W, unless otherwise agreed)


(Note:  Maps for DEIS text should not exceed 8 ½” x 11”, unless otherwise agreed)


(Note:  Maps for map package should be at the same scale and orientation, unless otherwise agreed)


(Note:  Maps in text that are included in the map package should have such notation)


SWCA Deliverable: Revised Affected Environment. Due 12/23/09. (Note: this should be completed to the level of PDEIS. We anticipate that some sections, such as Surface Water Management, may not be completed due to pending report submission by Rosemont.)


FS Action: Validate revisions were sufficient.  Due 01/08/10.

FS Action:  Informal Regional specialist review of draft write-up for each section. Due 01/29/10.


FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for revision. Due 01/29/10.


SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Contents of each section in Consequences. These outlines will list plan of analysis, anticipated content, tables, and maps or graphics (charts, photos, flow charts, etc.) that are expected to be needed (work w/FS IDT specialist or point). Due 11/16/09. 

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for revision. 11/30/09.

FS Deliverable:  Outline/List – Relevant reasonably foreseeable actions for each section of Consequences. (Note: FS is currently gathering this information with the assistance of Cooperating Agencies.) Due 10/30/09.

SWCA Deliverable: Consequences. This should include, to the extent possible foreseeable actions. Due 1/15/10.


Note: Completion of the this task prior to this date may be possible if Rosemont has submitted all final and completed technical documents, including Surface Water Management.


SWCA Deliverable:  Consequences GIS map layers (shape files) with metadata to Federal standards.


FS Action:  Review/Concur or send back for revision, compare to Forest and Cooperating Agency information.


(Note:  Approved map layers will be posted to County web site w/link from www.RosemontEIS.us) Due 1/15/10.

SWCA Deliverable:  Consequences GIS map products formatted for DEIS text and map packet per above formatting notes. Due 01/15/10.


FS Action: Send sections to Region for informal review. Due 1/18/10. (Sections will be sent as completed prior to this due date.)

FS Action:  CNF Review/Concur Consequences or send back for revision. Due 02/01/10.

FS Action:  Informal Regional specialist review of draft write-up for each section. Due 02/01/10.


SWCA Deliverable: Revised Consequences. Due 2/15/10. 


FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for revisions. Due 02/22/10.


FS Action: Validate revisions were sufficient.  Due 03/05/10.  (Note: this should be completed to the level of PDEIS.)

FS Action: Distribute PDEIS to Region, Cooperating Agencies and other parties (EPA, Washington Offices, etc.) for formal review. Due 3/12/10. 


FS Action:  Formal Regional review of PDEIS, concurrent with Proponent and Cooperating Agency review whose input is due approximately 30 days after distribution (4/13/10).


FS and SWCA Action:  Incorporate received input. Due 4/23/10.


FS and SWCA Action: Send DEIS to GPO. Due 4/28/10.

FS Action: Publish Notice of Availability. Due 5/30/10.


CHAPTERS 4- 6


SWCA Action: Submit draft Chapters 4-6 and appendices. Due 2/22/10.


Note: Large or highly technical appendices will need to be submitted prior to this date for detailed review. 


FS Action: Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for revisions. Due 2/29/10.

SWCA Action: Incorporate input. Submit PDEIS ready chapters and appendices. Due 3/12/10.


PROJECT RECORD


FS Action:  Review and Finalize Sarah’s draft requirements. Due 10/9/09.

SWCA Deliverable: Monthly updates on the project index. Due last working day of the month.


SWCA Deliverable:  Complete Project Record index, through date of DEIS Federal Register Notice. Due 5/30/10

FS Action: Research where records need to be located (SO and District?). 

SWCA Deliverable:  Paper copy of DEIS record. Due 5/30/10.

SWCA Deliverable:  Electronic copy of record in pdf and HTML. Due 5/30/10.

FS Action:  Post electronic record to www.Rosemont EIS.us at time of DEIS availability.  Due 5/30/10.  (Use Enterprise Team)


OTHER


· Clarification/documentation of claim stuff.


· Clarification/documentation of bonding process.


· Clarification/documentation of Rosemont Water permit from ADEQ (John Bodenchuk), CAP water recharge, CAP water storage credit.


· Add weblink to TEP site.


· Have more working sessions between IDT, SWCA, Rosemont Consultants, and Cooperating Agencies.


· Tech report tracking sheet (SWCA/FS received date, SWCA review date, SWCA transmit review to FS, FS review date, Final accepted date.


· IDT Specialist review and follow-up on Tech reports.


· All products to be provided in pdf and HTML.


· Contract Limehouse for public participation and management for taking on-line comments.

· FS WO NEPA Services Group DEIS Comment collection and analysis.


· Preparation, printing, and mailing DEIS update postal card.


· Preparation and GPO printing of DEIS summary document.


· FS GPO printing of DEIS summary document and DEIS.

· Formalize agreement with Enterprise Team to complete Content Analysis on public comments.


· Prepare a comprehensive Public Communications Plan for the roll out of the DEIS and public participation in providing comments. 


MISC. PENDING / NOT CONFIRMED


EPA review of reclamation plans.


WO-contracted third party auto-generation of socio-economic data for comparison/validation to the other two economic reports.
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; tefurgason@yahoo.com
Subject: OVERALL APPROACH.doc
Date: 09/26/2009 04:34 PM
Attachments: OVERALL APPROACH.doc

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:tefurgason@yahoo.com

ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT DEIS


NOTES ON OUTSTANDING TASKS / NEEDS


(RL 9/23/09)



OVERALL APPROACH


Where we’ve been:  Our large IDT approach has ensured a thorough and comprehensive consideration of public comments and exploration of potential issues and alternatives.


Where to go:  I believe we are now to a point in the process where we need to designate a smaller group of individuals to focus on specific tasks and coordination to ensure a timely development of the DEIS.  Below is a potential multi-part realignment to that end:


1. Mindee be assigned the responsibility and accountability for project coordination and execution.


2. A handful of passionate staff be designated to work on the project near full-time for the next two months, with the objective of producing a DEIS.  These hand-selected individuals would be given specific tasks to accomplish, both within and outside of their areas of expertise.  Tasks would vary as needed.  Tasks could potentially include items such as:  co-authoring products with SWCA; conducting individual and interdisciplinary product review; facilitating the filling of data gaps; providing documentation necessary for the record; consolidating information from external sources; etc.


FS action: Identify passionate staff, define roles, responsibilities, and time commitments.


SWCA action: Same as FS above.


3. Bev be re-prioritized to participate as part of the aforementioned hand-picked staff, while retaining IDT Leadership.  Additional tasks could include various items such as:  coordinating clarification of Rosemont’s water permits and recharge; coordinating clarification to questions about claims; coordinating clarification on the Agency’s bonding process, coordinating clarification of land ownership matters (e.g., disposition of private land under the waste rock and tailings pile), compilation of monitoring elements, etc.


4. Andrea be assigned to the pre-RO review of draft Chapter 3 materials.

*** NEED DRAFT MOU / COLLECTION AGREEMENT CHANGES FOR MONDAY, SEPT 28th ***

MOU / COLLECTION AGREEMENT CHANGES


Anything new noted in the above, such as HTMLs, GIS shape files.


Schedule revision.


Review/revise ITD and SWCA counterparts


Anything not previously covered such as meeting costs (facility rental, products, court reporter…)


Provide clearer direction regarding the use of SWCA’s sub consultants. (C 6).


Include language about other decision makers (BLM and COE) (C 7)???


Identify as draft for Monday, Sept. 28th.


Consider following word/language changes:


Revise Purpose to articulate not only the selection of the Prime Consultant but also the responsibilities of the FS, Proponent, and Prime Consultant.  Furthermore, the Purpose should include discussion of the establishment of communication protocols between the three parties and other agencies.


D 1. Current language is out of date


D 2. FS assistance preparing contract.


D 4. Strike “will” from sentence.


D 6 (e) Change wording to match prior bullets (e.g., strike “prior” add review).  Consider combining bullets b and e.


D 6  Include bullet addressing FS making substantial changes to staffing allocation to the project as it pertains to additional cost or schedule. 


D 11 Replace first sentence with “Ensure that adequate information is provided for the regulatory and stylistic framework of the EIS.”


D 12 Replace entirely with “Ensure that pertinent information and data from the FS and other outside sources is provided to the Prime Consultant for use in the analysis of potential impacts.”


D 20 Sarah should validate that this direction is correct.

D 21 Is the FS required to bear the responsibility for cost and preparation of the ROD?

E 5 Incorporate specifications listed in Attachment X of Modification 2.


E 7 Insert “final” before “technical”; add to the end of the sentence “in a timeframe to allow for the completion of the EIS on schedule.”  And “Information will be submitted in a format requested by the FS.  All reports will be provided in paper (four copies each) and electronic copies.  Electronic copies will be submitted on compact disks, or DVDs, in .pdf and HTML formats.  Geographical Information System (GIS) data will be submitted as shape files that are compatible with Esri’s ArcMap.

E 8 Review contract between the Company and SWCA.


E 9 add “…in a timely fashion.” To the end of the sentence.


E 14 Include costs for paper and electronic media (including, but not limited to compact disks, DVDs, web-based, and HTML)

E X Bear the cost of all methods the FS uses to notify the public of the availability of the DEIS and FEIS.  This may include, but is not limited to, direct mailings, paid advertisements, public meetings, etc.

E X At the request of the FS, arrange for and bear the cost of  “Technical Transfer Meetings” between FS Specialists, Prime Consultant (and when appropriate their subconsultants), and the Company’s Specialists and technical consulting team.  These meetings may include Cooperating Agencies.  These meetings will be an opportunity to provide an interim review by the FS, Cooperating Agencies, and the Prime Consultant to review and evaluate progress on a variety of technical analyses, validate the processes, and provide the opportunity for dialogue between all parties.

F 6  Include language that clarifies that all data, etc. relevant to the decision to be made will be included in AR.

F 12.  Who should be the FS Principal Contact?



Attachment 1

I. Responsibilities


First sentence include at the beginning “ At the request of the Forest Service…)


3. Revise completely.  “Distribute DEIS, FEIS, ROD, and any supplemental information, and all notices announcing public participation opportunities.”


5. Change “Indian tribes” to “Tribal Governments”.


9. Strike entirely.


Last paragraph. Change “resources” to “resource”


Include new item: FS may invite, as deemed necessary, Cooperating Agencies and other Consulting Parties to  participate during meetings.


A 2. Revise first sentence to “ Prepare a checklist of all environmental requirements per Federal, state, and local agencies…”

*** NEED DRAFT TASKS AND SCHEDULE FOR MONDAY, SEPT 28th ***

All due dates assume by COB (MST) unless otherwise noted.

SCOPING REPORT 3

FS Action: Complete review of SR3. (Reta) Due 9/28/09 at 8:00 am.


SWCA: Make revisions to date based on 9/24/09 meeting.  (Melissa) Due 9/28/09 at 8:00 am.


FS and SWCA: Finalize Draft SR3.  (Bev, Mindee, Melissa, Reta) Due 9/29/09.


SWCA: Technical edit and formatting of  SR3. 10/02/09 at 8:00 am.  Post to WebEx in .doc and .pdf formats.


FS: Submit SR3 to Region for review. (Reta) 10/02/09 by 9:00 am.


FS: Region review of SR3. Provide input to CNF (Jeanine, Reta, Kent, Bev, and Mindee) on 10/08/09 in Tucson, AZ or via video conference. Note: Requires Bev to ensure Line Officers listed will attend the meeting with Region and will schedule time to cover this topic.

FS and SWCA: If necessary, revise SR3 per Region input. Submit to the Line Officer to approve Issues. Due 10/14/09

FS: Distributes SR3 to Cooperating Agencies at the 10/15/09 meeting. (Teresa Ann) 


FS: Line Officer responds to Issues. Due 10/16/09.

SWCA: Incorporate any modifications to Issues into SR3.  Post to WebEx by 10/18/09.


FS: Post SR3 to internet. (Barbara) Due 10/20/09.


CHAPTER 1


FS Action:  Purpose and Need – Dust off/Review/Finalize text using Federal Register Notice w/previously discussed clarification about rights of mining claimant, etc.  Add acknowledgement of public misunderstanding and cooperating agency input, with restatement of Forest position.  (Reta) Due 10/16/09.

FS Action:  Decision Framework – Text done for FS.  Need COE and BLM review of revised paragraphs regarding their decisions to be made.  (Reta/TA) Due 10/16/09.

FS Action:  Proposed Action Summary – Finalize using essentially previous materials such as Federal Register Notice and public meeting items.  (Reta) Due 10/16/09.

SWCA Deliverable:  Revised Vicinity Map based on FS input. Due 10/12/09

(Note – See Chapter 3 section for expectations related to maps.)


FS Action:  Submit entire Chapter for formal RO review, concurrent w/Proponent and Cooperating Agency review. (Mindee) Due 10/20/09.

FS Action: Region to review Chapter 1 and provide comments. Due 11/09/09


FS Action:  Determine how to use received input.


FS Action:  Revise text incorporating review items deemed appropriate.  (Reta) Due 11/16/09

SWCA Deliverable:  Final Chapter 1 formatted per FS DEIS template and final edit (for grammar, punctuation, etc.). Due 11/19/09.

FS Action: Acceptance of the PDEIS version of Chapter 1. Due 11/25/09. (This means this chapter is accepted as ready by the FS to be sent to cooperating agencies with Chapter 2 for final review prior to publication.)


CHAPTER 2


Scoping Report 1 (DONE)


Scoping Report 2 (DONE)


Scoping Report 3 Due on 10/19/09 (Published)


SWCA Deliverable:  Four electronic copies of coded comment materials, including attachments (May 29, 2009 submission).  (Reta wants working copy set to read and mark up.  Reta can share with other FS staff if needed to reduce the need for extra copies.). Due 9/28/09.

FS Action: Draft statement for IDT to sign acknowledging that they read coded comments. (Mindee) Due 10/13/09.

FS Action:  IDT member sign statement that they read comments coded X, Y, Z for their areas of responsibilities.  Due 10/19/09.

FS Action:  IDT Leader sign statement that she read all comments. Due 10/19/09.

FS Action:  FS/DFS sign statement that they read all comments. Due 10/19/09.

SWCA Deliverable:   Listing of all letter attachments that consist of original input, as opposed to a copy of an existing publication.  List elements should at a minimum identify: submittal date, submitter(s), name of each attachment, number of pages in each attachment, and nature of each attachment. 

SWCA Deliverable:  Verification that form letter attachments constituting original input were coded and appropriately considered (e.g., Jimmy Pepper et al comment letter attached to cover letter).  Verification findings can be added to the aforementioned list.


SWCA Deliverable:  If verification cannot be made that form letter attachments constituting original input were coded and appropriate considered, coding and disposition will be required.


FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


SWCA Deliverable:  Recommendation on how each comment attachment that is not original, such as an attached publication, be addressed in the project.  (Later will need to make sure there is follow through on the consideration.)


FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


Scoping Report 3 (PENDING…)


FS/SWCA TBD:  Identification of Issues recommended as driving Alternatives and Units of Measures.


FS/SWCA TBD:  Identification of Issues recommended as focusing Effects and Units of Measures.


FS/SWCA TBD:  Identification of Issues recommended as Address the Process.  SWCA to provide rational for each.  FS to Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


FS/SWCA TBD:  Identification of Issues recommended as Out of Scope.  SWCA to provide rationale for each.  FS to Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


SWCA Deliverable:  Identification of Conceptual Alternatives recommended to be Considered in Detail.


SWCA Deliverable:  Identification of recommended Features Common to All Action Alternatives.  Include citation to source entity and document.


SWCA Deliverable:  Identification of recommended Features Common to More than One Action Alternatives.  Include citation to source entity and document.


FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


SWCA Deliverable:  Identification of Alternatives and Alternative Elements recommended to be Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Study.


SWCA Deliverable:  Comprehensive rationale for Dismissing an Alternative or Alternative Element from Detailed Study.  Include citation to source entity and document.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


(Note – See Chapter 3 section for expectations related to maps)


FS/SWCA Action:  Prepare for and provide informal presentation to RO staff on issue and alternative process.


FS Action:  Submit entire Chapter for formal RO review, concurrent w/Proponent and Cooperating Agency review.


(Note:  Later NFMA consistency review will identify if an alternative needs to include Forest Plan Amendment)


CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES


SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Section headers/subheaders.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


(Note:  Sections should be in order of their importance)


SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Contents of each section in Affected Environment.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Relevant past actions for each section.


SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Relevant ongoing actions for each section.


FS Action:  Review/Concur or Identify additions/deletions, consider input from Cooperating Agencies.


SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Planned map products for each section of Affected Environment.

FS Action:  Review/Concur or identify additions/deletions.


(Note:  Maps may be designed to show multiple items of interest)


SWCA Deliverable:  Affected Environment GIS map layers (shape files) with metadata to Federal standards.

FS Action:  Review/Concur or send back for Rework, compare to Forest and Cooperating Agency information.


(Note:  Approved map layers will be posted to County web site w/link from www.RosemontEIS.us)


SWCA Deliverable:  Affected Environment GIS map products formatted for DEIS text and map packet.

FS Action:  Review/Concur or send back for Rework.


(Note:  Maps for DEIS text and map package should be B&W, unless otherwise agreed)


(Note:  Maps for DEIS text should not exceed 8 ½” x 11”, unless otherwise agreed)


(Note:  Maps for map package should be at the same scale and orientation, unless otherwise agreed)

(Note:  Maps in text that are included in the map package should have such notation)

SWCA Deliverable:  Bounds of analysis for each section (work w/FS IDT specialist or point).

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


(Note:  Individual bounds can be reviewed and finalized as they are developed)


SWCA Deliverable:  Regulatory framework for each section (work w/FS IDT specialist or point).

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


(Note:  Individual frameworks can be reviewed and finalized as they are developed)


SWCA Deliverable:  Draft write-up for each section of Affected Environment (work w/FS IDT specialist or point).


FS/SWCA Action:  Dialogue with and consider input from Cooperating Agencies (e.g., Stormwater Tech Transfer).

FS Action:  IDT specialist review of draft write-up for each section of Affected Environment.

FS Action:  IDT core review of draft write-up for each section of Affected Environment.

FS Action:  Consideration of input from select external sources TBD.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


FS Action:  Informal Regional specialist of draft write-up for each section.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


FS Action:  Formal Regional review of Chapter 3, concurrent with Proponent and Cooperating Agency review.

FS Action:  Determine how to use received input.


SWCA Deliverable:  Revised draft text incorporating items deemed appropriate by Forest.


FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Contents of each section in Consequences.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.


SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Relevant reasonably foreseeable actions for each section of Consequences.


FS Action:  Review/Concur or Identify additions/deletions, consider input from Cooperating Agencies.


SWCA/FS:  Repeat above Affected Environment process and requirements for Consequences.

(Note:  Since No Action and Proposed Action are givens, effects analysis of those can begin immediately)


PROJECT RECORD

FS Action:  Review and Finalize Sarah’s draft requirements.


SWCA Deliverable:  Project Record index, through date of DEIS Federal Register Notice.


SWCA Deliverable:  Paper copy of DEIS record.


(Note:  Do we need one for SO and one for District to meet NEPA and Minerals requirements?)


SWCA Deliverable:  Electronic copy of record in pdf and HTML.

FS Action:  Post electronic record to www.Rosemont EIS.us at time of DEIS availability.  (Use Enterprise Team)

OTHER


· Clarification/documentation of claim stuff.


· Clarification/documentation of bonding process.


· Clarification/documentation of Rosemont Water permit from ADEQ (John Bodenchuk), CAP water recharge, CAP water storage credit.


· Add weblink to TEP site.


· Have more working sessions between IDT, SWCA, Rosemont Consultants, and Cooperating Agencies.


· Tech report tracking sheet (SWCA/FS received date, SWCA review date, SWCA transmit review to FS, FS review date, Final accepted date.


· IDT Specialist review and follow-up on Tech reports.


· All products to be provided in pdf and HTML.


· FS paying for Limehouse purchase and management for taking on line comments.


· FS WO NEPA Services Group DEIS Comment collection and analysis.


· Preparation, printing, and mailing DEIS update postal card.


· Preparation and GPO printing of DEIS summary document.


· FS GPO printing of DEIS summary document and DEIS.


MISC. PENDING / NOT CONFIRMED

EPA review of reclamation plans.


WO-contracted third party auto-generation of socio-economic data for comparison/validation to the other two economic reports.
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Overview of homework assignments to work on in lieu of IDT meeting this week
Date: 03/30/2010 03:39 PM

Hi Everyone,

Here's a summary of the homework you should be wrapping up for Rosemont, with
due dates.

Technical report review and documentation of review, either in WebEx or in a
separate memo that is referenced in the report tracking sheet in WebEx.
Completed review, with comments, is due April 16.   Most of you have
already reviewed the reports in your resource area, but please go through the list to
make sure you've seen all the reports that are listed.  This assignment is for existing
reports that we have.  We should be getting more reports from Rosemont over the
coming weeks and the team will be getting a new deadline later for the review of
those reports.

Finish transmitting to Melissa all of your documents that need to go into
the administrative record by April 30.  Again, not a new assignment, but it's
important that everyone get caught up on this.  If you feel that a document may
already be in the record because you worked on it with an SWCA specialist, or if it's
correspondence with an SWCA specialist, check with that person to be sure.

Review the February 15 DEIS version very briefly to see if there are any glaring
omissions in your resource areas.  I need your input on this by COB on April
7 for input to SWCA.  I have a hard copy of the document that I can share if you
need one.  There are also hard copies of tech reports in the Rosemont in my office,
so come see me if you want to look at hard copies of these.

Thank you!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Overview of homework assignments to work on in lieu of IDT meeting this week
Date: 03/30/2010 03:39 PM

Hi Everyone,

Here's a summary of the homework you should be wrapping up for Rosemont, with
due dates.

Technical report review and documentation of review, either in WebEx or in a
separate memo that is referenced in the report tracking sheet in WebEx.
Completed review, with comments, is due April 16.   Most of you have
already reviewed the reports in your resource area, but please go through the list to
make sure you've seen all the reports that are listed.  This assignment is for existing
reports that we have.  We should be getting more reports from Rosemont over the
coming weeks and the team will be getting a new deadline later for the review of
those reports.

Finish transmitting to Melissa all of your documents that need to go into
the administrative record by April 30.  Again, not a new assignment, but it's
important that everyone get caught up on this.  If you feel that a document may
already be in the record because you worked on it with an SWCA specialist, or if it's
correspondence with an SWCA specialist, check with that person to be sure.

Review the February 15 DEIS version very briefly to see if there are any glaring
omissions in your resource areas.  I need your input on this by COB on April
7 for input to SWCA.  I have a hard copy of the document that I can share if you
need one.  There are also hard copies of tech reports in the Rosemont in my office,
so come see me if you want to look at hard copies of these.

Thank you!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Andrea W Campbell; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Charles Coyle
Subject: P and N Rosemont 10-14
Date: 10/18/2008 01:53 PM
Attachments: P and N Rosemont 10-14.doc

Bev,
 
Attached is the pupose and need with Andrea's sugested revisions.  Please note that we only have
placeholders for the other federal agencies.  I'll talk to you in about a week.
 
Tom
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Draft, deliberative, not for public distribution




1.3 Purpose of and Need for Action

 Each federal agency has a mission and jurisdiction that is unique, and the legislative authorities that govern its actions are agency-specific.  In NEPA, a purpose and need statement defines the intended outcome of a proposed Federal action (purpose) as well as the reason that the agency is undertaking a specific action (need). It also serves as the basis for the agency’s development of reasonably foreseeable alternatives to the proposal.  Federal, state, tribal, and local governments that were invited to be cooperating agencies that do not have jurisdiction over any portion of the proposed action have no purpose and need, rather they are participating for the purposes of providing technical support.    

An agency's statement of purpose and need defines the reason and the context for that agency's action, i.e., it explains what the agency is called upon to do, given its authority.  Because each Federal agency's jurisdiction here is unique, the decision it is called upon to make also is unique, thus each agency's purpose and need is different. Accordingly, each agency has prepared its own purpose and need statement, as follows:

1.3.1 Forest Service


The purpose of the proposed Forest Service action evaluated in this EIS is to approve implementation of specific facets of the Rosemont Copper Project on National Forest System (NFS) land, in a Record of Decision based, in part, on the results of an environmental impacts analysis. The Forest Service need for action is driven by legislation and policy that govern mining on NFS land, which are summarized below.  

Unless NFS land has been withdrawn from mineral entry, it is subject to the location of certain minerals under the Mining Law of 1872, as amended (17 Stat. 91; 30 U.S.C. 21-54, et seq.), and directives in Forest Service Manual 2800. Prospecting, locating, and developing the mineral resources on NFS land are also subject to other rules and regulations. The need for Forest Service action is driven by, but not limited to


· 1872 Mining Law (17 Stat. 91; 30 U.S.C. 22, 28, 28B)

This law establishes the locators’ exclusive rights of possession and use, including activities incidental to mining (i.e., milling, ore processing) pertinent to locatable minerals and provides for non-discretionary locatable minerals management.


· The 1897 Organic Administration Act (30 Stat. 11, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 473-475, 477-482, 551)


This Act grants the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to regulate the occupancy and use of NFS lands. It provides the public with the continuing right to conduct mining activities under general mining laws and in compliance with rules and regulations applicable to NFS lands. It also recognizes the rights of miners and prospectors to access NFS lands for prospecting, locating and developing mineral resources.

· The 1960 Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act (74 Stat. 215; 15 U.S.C. 528-531)


This Act requires that NFS lands be administered in a manner that includes consideration of the relative values of various resources s part of management decisions and specifically provides that nothing in the Act be construed to affect the use or administration of the mineral resources on NFS lands.


· The 1970 Mining and Minerals Policy Act (84 Stat. 1876; 30 U.S.C. 21a)


This Act established the Federal Government’s policy for mineral development, “to foster and encourage private enterprise in the development of economically sound and stable industries and in the orderly development of domestic resources to help assure satisfaction of industrial, security, and environmental needs”.

· Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, part 228A


These Forest Service regulations establish rules and procedures governing the use of NFS lands in conjunction with operations authorized by general mining laws. Part 228.3(a) specifically addresses the development of mineral resources. 


Possible cooperating agencies – this section will be updated when federal cooperating agencies are confirmed:

1.3.2 
Bureau of Land Management


The purpose and need for BLM action is to determine whether or not to approve right-of-ways (ROWs) for an electrical transmission line; water pipeline, including a booster pump station; and an access road, all of which will serve the mine. Development and operation of the proposed mine would require BLM to approve two separate ROWs, one for a utility corridor for the electrical transmission line and the water pipeline, and one for an access road to the mine property. The water delivery system will consist of 20-in ductile iron pipe, four or five pump stations, and an electrical line to provide the required power. One of the booster pump stations (Booster Station 3885) will be situated in the utility corridor on BLM lands. In processing the applications for approval to construct a utility corridor, the BLM must consider land status, affected resources, resource values, environmental conditions, and the concerns of various interested parties in accordance with the BLM Manual and Handbook 1790-1 and Departmental Guidance (516 DM 1-7). BLM must conform to the existing BLM Resource Management Plan that designates land uses and other special uses. BLM must complete an administrative NEPA review process prior to implementing a decision documented in the ROD with regard to approval or denial of the ROW grant(s). 


1.3.3 Davis-Monthan AFB

1.3.4 US Army Corps of Engineers


1.3…Other Federal Agencies




From: Tom Furgason
To: tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Cc: rlaford@fs.fed.us; mroth@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: PA and P&N for Cooperating Agencies
Date: 10/03/2009 04:52 PM

Teresa Ann,
 
Last year we drafted Proposed Actions and Purposes and Needs for the Cooperating Agencies with a
Federal decision to be made.  As I recall, no decision was made how to move this portion forward,
but we'll need this to completed Chapter 1. Below are the P&Ns for those agencies. What is the best
way for SWCA to obtain the final P&Ns for the BLM and the Corps of Engineers?  Also, are we going
to include a P&N for EPA?
 
_________________________________________
 
Mindee,
 
Will we be including Rosemont's P&N in the EIS?  I have attached their draft at the bottom.
 
Thanks.
 
Tom
_________________________________________

1.3.2   Bureau of Land Management
The purpose and need for BLM action is to determine whether or not to approve a
right-of-way (ROW) for an electrical transmission line; water pipeline, including a
booster pump station; and an access road, all of which will serve the mine.
Development and operation of the proposed mine would require BLM to approve two
separate ROWs, one for a utility corridor for the electrical transmission line and the
water pipeline, and one for an access road to the mine property. The water delivery
system will consist of 20-in ductile iron pipe, four or five pump stations, and an electrical
line to provide the required power. One of the booster pump stations (Booster Station 3885)
will be situated in the utility corridor on BLM lands. Rosemont Copper Company applied
to BLM on [date] for approval to construct a utility corridor across X miles (x km) of
Federal lands managed by BLM approximately X miles (x km) east/west/north/south
of X, and submitted its application to BLM on [date] for a ROW for the access road.
In processing the applications, BLM must consider land status, affected resources,
resource values, environmental conditions, and the concerns of various interested
parties in accordance with the BLM Manual and Handbook 1790-1 and Departmental
Guidance (516 DM 1-7). BLM must conform to the existing BLM Resource
Management Plan that designates land uses and other special uses. BLM must
complete an administrative NEPA review process prior to implementing a decision
documented in the ROD with regard to approval or denial of the ROW grant(s).

 

1.3.3   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
The EPA purpose and need for action is to decide whether to grant Rosemont
Copper Company a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Stormwater and
Point Source Discharge Permit for the operation of the copper mine. The EPA is also
responsible for ensuring conformity with the Resource Conservation and Recovery
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Act of 1976 (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). The agency has delegated its authority to
enforce the Clean Water Act to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

1.3.4   U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
The Corps purpose and need for action is to review a jurisdictional delineation and
determine if any Waters of the U.S. are within the project area. The Corps will also
decide whether to grant Rosemont Copper Company a Clean Water Act Section 404
Permit for the discharge of dredged or fill material into any navigable waters at
specified disposal sites.

The Administrator is authorized to prohibit the specification of any defined area as a
disposal site, and s/he is authorized to deny or restrict the use of any defined area
for specification as a disposal site, whenever s/he determines, after notice and
opportunity for public hearings, that the discharge of such materials into such area
will have an unacceptable adverse effect on municipal water supplies, wildlife, or
recreational areas. Before making such determination, the Administrator shall consult
with the Secretary of the COE. The Administrator shall set forth in writing and make
public his findings and his reasons for making any determination.

 

Rosemont P and N Statement from Kathy Arnold
Rosemont Copper Company needs the respective permits and consultations from the
Forest Service, BLM, USFWS, EPA and Corps in order to proceed with its proposed
project. From the broad or macro-economic scale, the project need is reflected in the
overall scarcity of copper world-wide to meet the demand. The world-wide demand
for copper currently exceeds the supply. Copper prices have risen from X in 2001 to
X in 2008. The United States is a net importer of copper. The production from the
Rosemont Copper Project would help reduce the United States’ dependency on
foreign copper.

 



From: Kendall Brown
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Past, Present, and Future
Date: 11/05/2009 04:31 PM

Be,
I must have inadvertently deleted the Past, Present, and Future Actions table. Could
you forward that to me again?
Thanks.

D. Kendall Brown
Range Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
(520) 237-3702
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

10/26/2009 04:04 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
gmckay@fs.fed.us, kbrown03@fs.fed.us,
kellett@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont IDT homework - core and extended
teams - EXTENDED IDT MEETING THIS WEDNESDAY!

I have to ask everyone to have your review of the draft DEIS done by
Friday, with your written comments to me by close of business the
same day.  Once again, this should not be a lengthy review, and
should not involve any editing.  Focus on what is missing from the draft
document and whether or not you feel that the legal framework is
correct.  I sent you the draft DEIS last week, but can send it again if
needed. 

Also, there will be an exteneded IDT meeting this Wednesday
from 9:00 to 10:30 in 6V6.  Reta has requested this meeting,
and she will be talking to us about 2010 program of work. 
District personnel can teleconference into the meeting to save
a drive to the S.O. 

mailto:CN=Kendall Brown/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Thank You! 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

10/19/2009 06:54 PM 
To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,

ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS 

cc

Subject Rosemont IDT homework - core and extended teams

For core and extended, the following homework needs to be completed by the dates
indicated. A lot of this work is not new to the team, however, at this point the work needs to
have a wrap-up date. 

1.  Read all public comments on the project that are applicable to your resource area
(October 30 deadline; this is something that I have asked the team to do for several months). 

2.  Review the draft DEIS, located in the “EIS” folder and divided into chapters to make
downloading easier (November 6 deadline).  This a very, very draft DEIS, and your review
should be BRIEF...the intention is to identify holes in the draft DEIS (of which there are lots)
and to check the legal framework of the document. 

3.  Complete the past present and future actions table, to be forwarded to you shortly
(November 6 deadline; note that the deadline has been extended from October 30). 

4.  Review the alternatives disposal task list, also to be forwarded shortly (Nov. 6
deadline); note that a few people have specific tasks to complete. 

Please let me know if you have questions, or if there is something I can do to help everyone
make the deadlines). 



Thanks - 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melinda D Roth
To: mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: Past, present, future table
Date: 11/03/2009 05:13 PM

Melissa, Yesterday I dropped off a CD for Tom that contains all IDT input on past,
present, and future projects.  Can you use this to compile the IDT input into the
Coop Agencies Table?  If another format is needed, like WebEx, let me know and I'll
get it to you.  Thanks for agreeing to consolidate this info.  Please let me and Bev
know when this task is complete so Bev can assign the IDT to make their final
review of the list for incorporation into the final draft Chapter 1.

Reta, We are developing a list to include in Chapter 1, with the details and
explanation to be included in Chapter 3.  Let me know if you have another
approach.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M

Farrell; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fsldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes;
William B Gillespie; Deborah K Sebesta

Subject: path to scoping comments in WebEx
Date: 10/27/2009 09:54 AM

Some of you have asked me how to find the public scoping comments that you have
been asked to review.  Here's the path in WebEx:

Documents/Team Working/NEPA Process/Scoping/Comments Databse

The comments area catagorized according to resource.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: Pending from Westland
Date: 06/02/2009 01:12 PM

Bev-
 
I just spoke with our two Biologists that have been working on Rosemont. Apparently, they have
been waiting for Westland to send us the PPC Addendum for about 5-6 weeks. Ken Kertell has been
including Jim Tress (owner of Westland) on his repeated requests to no avail. Also, the Biological
Resources & Mitigation Concepts report of 2007 that was cited in the MPO was never meant to be
distributed, per Brian Lindenlaub. They will not furnish our Biologists this report. Besides our
Biologists’ preference for the report, the Project Record will need to include all references cited in
documents- including the MPO.
 
If Westland’s owner is already aware of the situation, I’m not sure what else SWCA can do in order
to obtain these reports in a timely manner. As it is, our BA was drafted without the section that
needs input from the PPC Addendum. Unfortunately, Westland has routinely made delivery
promises and missed them. Now that their long delays are beginning to affect our timelines, I am
asking you for guidance or help with this situation.
 
I look forward to hearing your thoughts.
Thanks for your time!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Ken Kertell; Geoff Soroka; Melissa Reichard; Lara Mitchell
Subject: Pima County GIS layers
Date: 10/13/2009 01:41 PM

Teresa Ann,
 
My biologists can’t get the latest Pima County GIS layers for biological resources.  Apparently, the
Forest has a policy not to release another jurisdiction’s data.  Probably a good policy, but SWCA still
needs to acquire this GIS data for our analysis.  Can we contact the County directly or can you request
that Julia deliver the layers on a cd?  Thanks.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Please enter your December and January leave on WebEx calendar
Date: 12/08/2009 03:43 PM

Hi Everyone,

Entering leave on the WebEx calendar has been discussed a couple of times in IDT
meetings, but maybe some of you haven't heard...you need to post your leave on
the WebEx calendar (and other absences such as meeting attendance).  You do not
always need to post minor leave such as doctor appointments, though I would
appreciate it if you could let me know when an appointment will keep you from an
IDT meeting.

This is especially important for the holiday season, when many people are on AL. 
The calendar serves all of us, since it allows us to see when fellow team members
will be out of the office, so that we can plan meetings (Wednesday or otherwise,
such as the landform and hydro/bio meetings this week) accordingly.

Please get your leave posted promptly.

Thanks!

Bev

Thanks for 
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Charles A Blair; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

jrigg@swca.com; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; Reta Laford; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Reta Laford

Subject: please provide your role in the project, education and years of experience for the DEIS, if you haven't already:
for example...

Date: 01/28/2010 11:44 AM

Jones, Larry, Biological Resources
M.S., Zoology and Biology, California State University, Long Beach, CA, 1985
B.S., Zoology and Biology, California State University, Long Beach, CA, 1978
Years of Experience: 30+

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Andrea W Campbell; beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: Please send a Rosemont dvd to Dr. Joel Fisher
Date: 05/15/2008 03:37 PM

Melissa,

Would you please send a Rosemont dvd to:

Dr. Joel Fisher

2665 East Genevieve Way

Green Valley, AZ 85614

Please send this via USPS and request a tracking number.  Thank you.

Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Tom Furgason'; Melissa Reichard; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Garcia, Dawn'; 'Kathy

Arnold'
Subject: Potential Geochemistry Technology Transfer Meeting - January 27
Date: 01/21/2009 06:18 AM
Attachments: SRK-UK_RBowell_Jan05.pdf

Bev,
 
I have contacted Kathy Arnold (Rosemont Copper) regarding the possibility of holding a

geochemistry Technology Transfer meeting the morning of Tuesday January 27th.  There is a strong
likelihood that Rob Bowell, a world-class geochemist with SRK (see attached resume), will be in
Tucson that morning in transit from his home office in Cardiff, Wales to a project in Mexico and
may be available for 2-3 hours in the morning.  I believe it would be of use to the project to take
this opportunity to introduce Rob to the project without having to foot the travel expense;
following such an introduction he would be well prepared to direct the review of the Rosemont
geochemistry.  Kathy agrees and is tentatively arranging to have the appropriate Rosemont
consultants in Tucson for the meeting.  SRK is awaiting final approval from their client who is
bringing Rob through Tucson for the project in Mexico and expects the decision later this week. 
Assuming SRK’s client gives approval for Rob’s trip I would like to tentatively schedule a meeting
for:
 
Date:     Tuesday, January 27
 
Time:     8:30 – 11:30 AM
 
Location:              SRK Consulting
                                3275 West Ina Road, Suite 240
                                Tucson, AZ
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:choag@srk.com
mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:dgarcia@srk.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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Profession: 
 
Education: 
 
 
 
 
Registrations/ 
Affiliations 
 
 
 


 
Geochemist 
 
Doctor of Philosophy, University of Southampton, 1988-1991 
Bachelor of Science, Geochemistry/Geology, Class 1 Honours 
Degree, University of Manchester, 1984-1987 
 
Fellow & Vice President, International Association of Applied 
Geochemists 
Fellow, Geological Society of London 
Member of the Society of Economic Geology 
Member of the Royal Society of Chemistry  
Councillor, IAEG 
Member, Geological Society of Nevada 
Member, State Geologists Board for Environmental Mine Pit 
Studies, Nevada 1997-2000 
Visiting Research Associate, Division of Materials and 
Minerals, Cardiff University 1998-present, Aberystywth 
University 2000-present 
Chartered Chemist, RSC (1997) 
Chartered Geologist, GSL (2001) 
Chartered Professional European Geologist (2002) 


 
Specialization: Mine impacted water chemistry (particularly for arsenic, cyanide and acid rock 


drainage) and mine waste characterization, water treatment, environmental and 
exploration geochemistry, biogeochemistry, ore mineralogy and chemical and ore 
processing. 


 


Expertise: 
 


Eur. Geol. R. J. Bowell Ph.D., C. Chem MRSC,  C. Geol FGS 
Principal Geochemist with 15 years experience. Specialises in the application of 
geochemistry and mineralogy to a wide range of mining and engineering problems. 
Background in mineral exploration in tropical and deeply weathered terrain’s  
(including a Ph.D. on Economic Geochemistry of lateritic gold ores in West 
Africa) and in academic research in process chemistry, environmental 
geochemistry, environmental engineering and mineralogy. Main field of expertise 
in mineral processing and geochemical treatment of arsenic-rich waste, mine waste 
and water (including waste cyanide solutions, acid rock drainage and saline water).  


 
Employment Record: 
1995-Present Steffen Robertson and Kirsten (UK), Geochemist, Senior Geochemist (1997); 


Principal Geochemist (2000) 
1994-1995 Freelance Consulting and Research-BHP; Contract lab staff consultancy; 


Aberystwyth, Open University and Southampton Universities. 
1991-1994 Natural History Museum, Senior Research Fellow in Environmental Geochemistry. 


(50% of time contracted to BHP Minerals Exploration, Africa & Middle East 
Group). 


1987-1991 PhD, University of Southampton, and short-term employment with Goldfields, 
Ashanti and Exploration Companies. 
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Publications: One hundred publications in the field of mineralogy, process chemistry, 


exploration and environmental geochemistry, ARD, contaminated land and water 
treatment available on request.  Co-author of books on gold mineralogy and 
processing and mine waste environmental geochemistry. 
 


 
Languages: English, Spanish (Business) 
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining Operations 
 
Africa 
• ARD geochemistry and testwork for South Deeps Mine, South Africa (1/02-6/02 with SRK 


Johannesburg) ARD geochemistry and testwork for Nkomati nickel project, South Africa (3/02-ongoing 
with SRK Johannesburg) 


• Assessment and Evaluation of ARD open pit and groundwater geochemistry and waste rock 
geochemistry Geita Mine, Tanzania (2/98-ongoing), Project manager 


• Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Ngezi project, Zimbabwe (2/98-11/98 with Johannesburg office), 
Project manager 


• Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Kabanga project, Tanzania (6/98-9/98 with Johannesburg office), 
Project manager 


• ARD assessment-evaluation, Nkomati Nickel Mine, South Africa (3/97-11/97) 
• Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg), Project manager 
• Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry and ARD at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-


12/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 
Asia 
• ARD geochemistry and testwork, base and precious metal deposits, Angouran, Iran (11/02-ongoing) 
• ARD geochemistry and testwork for the Sukhaybarat gold mine, Saudi Arabia (1/02-6/02) 
• Waste rock characterization for Mahd ad Dhab, Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
• Hydrogeochemistry and evaluation of ARD remediation options for three potential gold mines in 


Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 
Europe 
• Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
• Testwork for ARD study at the Las Cruces deposit, Spain (3/97 – 2/99), Project manager 
• Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
• ARD Geochemistry, Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 -8/96 with SRK Vancouver office) 
 
North America 
• Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel tailings and process plant, Arizona (11/03-ongoing), 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
• ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
• Waste rock management plan and ARD assessment, Turquoise Ridge mine, Getchell, Nevada (10/02-


ongoing with SRK (NA) Inc., Project manager 
• ARD mineralogy Sa Dena Hes project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
• ARD mineralogy, Highmont Mo project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
• Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
• ARD mineralogy and geochemistry of waste rock and tailings, Pogo project, Alaska (4/99-7/00 with 


SRK Vancouver) 
• Waste rock geochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99 with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining  
    Operations (cont.) 
 
North America (cont.) 
• ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99 with SRK 


Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and management 
of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles and tailings 
material.  Additionally, the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public enquiries 
into the mine development. 


 
South America 
• Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-5/04 with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
• ARD Geochemistry, Pierina project, Peru (7/03-8/03) 
• ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-ongoing), Project manager 
• ARD geochemistry, El Abra, Chile (4-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
• ARD geochemistry Chiliquimbie, Chile (6-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
• ARD geochemistry and mine waste stabilization, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-7/00 with SRK Peru) 
• ARD mineralogy and geochemistry for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, Chile-


Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
• Pit lake and waste rock geochemistry study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile 


office), Project manager 
• Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Other 
• Waste rock geochemistry at the operating Emperor Mine, Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
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Key Experience: Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Closed or Abandoned Mining 
Operations 


 
Europe 
• Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
• Survey of mine wastes in central Wales to determine ranked risk assessment approach to evaluating 


environmental impacts (9/95-4/97) 
• Geochemistry of acid rock drainage, rock pile stability and mine water chemistry as part of a closure 


plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
• Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
• Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97)   
• ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98)  
 
North America 
• Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
• Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
• ARD geochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00 ongoing with SRK Tucson) 
• Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah Copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
• Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03 ongoing with SRK Elko office) 
• Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
• Mine waste and site geochemistry, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with 


SRK Reno office) 
• Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
 
South America 
• ARD mineralogy and geochemistry review for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, 


Chile-Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
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Key Experience: Hydrogeology, Hydrogeochemistry, Other Acid Mine Drainage and Mine 
Dewatering. 


 
Africa 
• Assessment and Evaluation of ARD open pit and groundwater geochemistry Geita Mine, Tanzania 


(2/98-ongoing), Project manager 
• Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg), Project manager 
• Hydrogeochemistry of waste waters and tailings attenuation study, Rossing Uranium Mine, Namibia 


(11/97-5/98) 
• Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment-evaluation, Kriel open cast and power station, South Africa 


(4/97-2/98 with Johannesburg office) 
• Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-12/98 with 


Johannesburg office) 
 
Asia 
• Hydrogeochemistry of saline groundwaters in the vicinity of the potential gold mine at Mahd ad Dhab, 


Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
• Hydrogeochemistry for three potential gold mines in Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 
Europe 
• Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
• Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
• Closure, reclamation and water treatment assessment for Mynddyd Parys, Wales (4/04-ongoing) 
• ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98) 
• ARD scoping study and water treatment study for Las Cruces project, Spain (11/96-3/97) Project 


Manager) 
• Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
• Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97) 
• Review of geochemistry for Wismut Mine, Germany (with SRK Vancouver office, 3/96) 
• Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
• Geochemistry of mine water as part of a closure plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
• Hydrogeochemistry, hydrogeology and dewatering studies of a potential zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland 


(8/95 –4/97) 
• Hydrogeochemistry and remediation of ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines 


in South Wales (8/95 –6/97) 
• Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
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Key Experience: Hydrogeology, Hydrogeochemistry, Other Acid Mine Drainage and Mine 
Dewatering (con’t). 


 
North America 
• Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver 
• Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
• Hydrogeochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00 ongoing with SRK Tucson) 
• Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
• ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
• Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03 ongoing with SRK Elko office) 
• Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel Tailings and Process Plant, Arizona (11/03-ongoing) 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
• Hydrogeochemistry of lateritic nickel project, Wind Pass, Oregon (1997 with SRK Reno) 
• Pit Lake Assessment, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with SRK Reno 


office) 
• Review and geochemistry for Ridgeway Mine, South Carolina (with SRK Denver office, 2/97-6/97) 
• Hydrogeochemistry, main underground mine, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/96 – 9/99, project with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager 
• Hydrogeochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99, project with 


SRK Reno office), Project manager 
• ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99, project with 


SRK Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and 
management of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles 
and tailings material.  Additionally the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public 
enquiries into the mine development. 


• Hydrogeochemistry and water management of flooded pits at the operating Getchell Mine, Nevada (8/95 
– 8/04), Project manager 


 
South America 
• Hydrogeochemistry and remediation study, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-2/01 with SRK Peru) 
• ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-ongoing), Project manager 
• Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-ongoing with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
• Pit lake study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile office), Project manager 
• Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Other 
• Organise and participate in ARD workshops in the UK (7/95); Czech Republic (9/96); South Africa 


(11/97 & 9/01); Romania (12/00); UK (11/02); Ireland (8/03) 
• Hydrogeochemistry, storage and discharge of hot saline groundwaters at the operating Emperor Mine, 


Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
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Key Experience:  Environmental Impact, Mine Closure and Contaminated Land 
 
 
Africa 
• Geochemical consulting to AECI for inorganic and organic contaminants at several sites in South Africa 


(3/97-9/98, with SRK South African offices) 
• Geochemistry of contaminated land at a smelter, Tsumeb mining complex, Namibia (8/95-6/96) 
• Geochemical consulting for operating and closed cyanide plants, South Africa (4/97-2/98 with SRK 


Johannesburg office)  
• Assessment of mining impact on the environment for a large infrastructure project on the Zambezi River 


Basin (11/97-9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
• Geochemistry for Environmental assessment of Power Station, Gokwe, Zimbabwe (9/98-2/99)  
• Geochemistry of Agrochemicals and Pesticide contamination of groundwater around factory, Zimbabwe 


(11/98-3/99 with SRK Harare office) 
 
Europe 
• Closure plan for Perama Hills, Greece (January-April 1999) 
 
North America 
• Geochemistry for Closure plan for Copper Flats, New Mexico (6/96-12/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
• Geochemistry of nitrogen contamination, Commercial Potato Farms, Nevada (9/98-6/99 with SRK Reno 


office) 
• Geochemistry for closure of mine complexes at Robinson copper mine, Nevada, USA (5/00-ongoing 


with SRK Reno office) 
• Geochemistry and project management for closure of mine and process plant complexes at the San 


Manuel Copper Mine, Arizona, USA (5/00-ongoing with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
• Management of pit lakes, open pit closure and waste rock scheduling, Getchell Gold Mine, Nevada 


(9/01-ongoing with SRK Reno) 
• Closure review of Newmont tailings impoundments, Nevada, USA (5/02-ongoing with SRK Elko and 


Reno offices) 
• Supplemental EIS, Marigold Mine, Nevada USA (7/02-ongoing with SRK Elko and Reno offices) 
• Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Atlanta Gold Mine, Idaho (10/03-ongoing with SRK Elko and Reno 


offices) 
• Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Big Mike copper project, Nevada, USA (9/04-ongoing with SRK 


Elko and Reno offices) 
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Key Experience:  Baseline Assessment 
 
Soil, ARD and water geochemistry as part of EIA’s for mining projects for: 
 
Asia 
• Erdenet copper porphyry, Mongolia, Erdenet (1-3/96) 
• Varvarinskoye, polymetallic sulfide deposit, Kazakhstan, KazMinCo (4/96 – 2/98) 
• Mahd d’ Dhab projects (gold, zinc, polymetallic sulfides, phosphates, magnesite) Saudi Arabia         


(2/00-9/00) 
• Asacha gold-silver deposit, Kamchatka, TVX (1/96 – 11/97) 
 
Africa 
• Panorama copper-cobalt tailings retreatment, Democratic Congo Republic, (3/97-1/98, with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
• Tengke Fungamure copper deposit, Democratic Congo Republic (3/97) 
• Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (4/98) 
 
North America 
• San Flippe nickel laterite, Cuba (2/01-ongoing) 
 
South America 
• La Cruz silver-copper deposit, Bolivia, Billiton (8/95)
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Key Experience:  Water Treatment 
 
Africa 
• Evaluation of water treatment options and ARD mitigation at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96; 


9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
• Geochemistry for tailings design, Panorama Resources Kakanda Mine, Democratic Congo Republic 


(3/97-4/98 with SRK Johannesburg office) 
• Geochemistry of salt removal for water treatment and plant design, Rustenburg Base Metal Refinery, 


South Africa (4/97-5/98 with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
• Geochemistry for tailings water treatment, uranium mine, Namibia (11/97-5/98, with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
• Geochemistry and effluent treatment at tailings facility, Hartley Platinum Mine, Selous, Zimbabwe (9/98-


6/99 with SRK Johannesburg & Harare offices), Project manger 
 
Asia 
• Geochemistry for tailings design, Pongkor Mine, Indonesia (8/96-2/98) 
 
 
Europe 
• Remediation of ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines in South Wales (8/95 –


6/97) 
• Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
• ARD mitigation in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/97) 
• Reviewer for tailings geochemistry, Tara Mines, Ireland (5/97-9/98, appointed by Department. of 


Energy, Ireland) 
• Water treatment scheme for dewatering of the zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 –4/97) 
• Scoping for effluent treatment at the Goro nickel facility, New Caledonia (6/00-7/00 with SRK Brisbane, 


Denver and Johannesburg offices) 
• Evaluation of sludge stabilization and stability, Wheal Jane Mine water project, Cornwall, UK (11/02) 
 
North America 
• Geochemistry for old tailings facility, Getchell, Nevada (8/95-2/98 with SRK Reno office) 
• Passive treatment pilot scheme scoping study at the Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 8/98, project with 


SRK Reno office) 
• Passive treatment pilot scheme and hydrochemistry at Big Springs Mine, Nevada (6/96-11/96, project 


with SRK Reno office) 
• Evaluation and design of ARD treatment plant, Chino mining complex, New Mexico, USA (2/01-8/02 


with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
• Evaluation of mine water treatment requirements, Holden project, USA (3/03 with SRK Vancouver 


office) 
 
South America 
• Geochemistry for tailings design, Forteleza, Brazil (7/96-12/97 with SRK Reno office)







SRK Consulting  Resume 


 
R J Bowell 


Principal Geochemist 
Director SRK (UK) Ltd 


 


 SRK-UK_RBowell_Jan05 January 2005 
  


Key Experience:  Arsenic projects 
 
Africa 
• Review of arsenic treatment options, Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, Avgold, South Africa (9-11/98, 


with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
• Design and evaluation of arsenic treatment options, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (8/01-10/01) 
 
Europe 
• Chemistry for arsenic removal for groundwater and pit lake water at the Getchell mine, Nevada (8/95 – 


3/99 with SRK Reno office), Project manager-UK office 
 
North America 
• Review of arsenic treatment options, Cameco Uranium Mines, Saskatchewan, Canada (4/99-12/99 with 


SRK Vancouver office) 
• Arsenic specialist, Giant Mine closure project, funded by DIAND, Northwest Territories, Canada 


(3/2000-ongoing with SRK Vancouver) 
• Arsenic treatment plant evaluation and design, City of Elko, Nevada (with SRK Elko, 5/02-6/02) 
• Review of arsenic control and treatment, Glamis Gold, Nevada (6/02-11/03 with SRK Elko) 
• Arsenic treatment plant, Atlanta gold project, Idaho (11/03-8/04) 
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Key Experience:  Heap Leach-Cyanide Projects 
 
North America 
• Geochemistry for Closure plan for Big Springs Heap Leach, Nevada (6/96-8/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
• Geochemistry for scoping of heap leach closure plan, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/97-2/98, with SRK 


Reno office) 
• Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Toiyabe, Nevada (8/99-8/00 with SRK Reno office) 
• Geochemistry for Aurora pit and heap leach facility closure projects (9/99-6/00 with SRK Reno office) 
• Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Griffon Peak, Nevada (2/00-9/00 with SRK Reno 


office) 
• Assessment and preliminary design of cyanide treatment options, Colmac Mine, Northwest Territories, 


Canada (8/00-2/01 with SRK Vancouver) 
• Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Yankee Heaps, Bald Mountain, Nevada (9/00-4/01 


with SRK Elko office) 
• Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Gold Acre Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (4/01-9/04, with 


SRK Elko office) 
• Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Robertson Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (10/01-3/03, with 


SRK Elko office) 
 
Europe 
• Review of cyanide characterization, treatment, and prediction methods as a workshop for the Association 


of Mining Analysts, UK (5/00) 
• Technical report and review of cyanide treatment with reference to the Brae Mara tailings facility failure 


on behalf of Dresdner (5/00-9/00) 
 







SRK Consulting  Resume 


 
R J Bowell 


Principal Geochemist 
Director SRK (UK) Ltd 


 


 SRK-UK_RBowell_Jan05 January 2005 
  


Key Experience:  Metallurgy  
 
Africa 
• Assessment of assay and gold recovery problems from heap leach, Zimbabwe (12/95)  
• Process chemistry and mineralogy for nickel-cobalt-copper-PGE’s Rustenburg, South Africa (4/97-5/98) 
• Mineralogy for base metal extraction from an oxide ore, Skorpion zinc mine, Namibia (8/98-9/98) 
 
Asia 
• Metallurgical and mineralogical assessment of copper and gold project as part of pre-feasibility and 


feasibility studies, Kazakhstan (12/95-7/96) 
 
Europe 
• Metallurgical problems, geology and mineralogy of lead-zinc ore body, Mazzron, Spain (4/96) 
• Process chemistry and mineralogy for base metal (zinc-lead), Mazzaron, Spain (4/96) 
• Process chemistry and testwork for metal recovery from base metal waste in Bulgaria (9/00-12/00), 


Project manager 
 
North America 
• Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
• Process chemistry and mineralogy for gold recovery by autoclave and cyanidation processes, Getchell, 


Nevada (2/97-4/99 & 8-10/01), Project manager 
• Mineralogy and process chemistry of uranium-nickel-arsenic rich tailings, Cigar Lake Mine, Canada 


(4/99-11/99 with SRK Vancouver office) 
• Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


and assessment of bio-oxidation pre-treatment, Tonopah project, Nevada (4/01-9/01), Project manager 
• Process chemistry and evaluation, Florida Canyon (5/02-3/03), Project manager 
• Process chemistry and heap leach optimisation studies including issues related to ore grind, 


encapsulation, cyanide and lime consumption, alternative reagent and leaching conditions, bio-oxidation 
pre-treatment for Placer Dome PLS on heaps and ores from Bald Mountain, Cortez and Getchell mines 
in Nevada (6/02-12/03 with SRK Elko office), Project manager 


 
South America 
• Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


project, Chile (5/01) Project manager 
 







SRK Consulting  Resume 


 
R J Bowell 


Principal Geochemist 
Director SRK (UK) Ltd 
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Key Experience:  Exploration 
 
Africa 
• Geochemical exploration for Trio Gold in Ghana (5/96-8/98), Mali (9/97), Benin and Burkina Faso (3/97 


–9/98), Project manager 
• Geochemical exploration for Nevsun in Ghana (1/97 –5/97) and Mali (3/97), Project manager 
• African Resources-Kilembe (copper-cobalt) and regional gold and diamonds, Uganda (9/96-12/96) 
• Gold-shear zone deposit, Wassa, Ghana (1/97) 
• Gold-shear zone/BIF, Geita Mine, Tanzania (4-6/99) 
• Exploration mineralogy and geochemistry of iron oxide copper gold deposits, porphyry copper, gold, and 


nickel African Eagle in Mozambique, Tanzania & Zambia (6/03-ongoing) 
 
Asia 
• Mineralogical and geochemical work as part of mineral exploration programs for gold shear zone, Mahd 


a Dhab, Saudi Arabia (2/96-4/96) 
• Polymetallic sulfide deposit, Varvarinskoye, Kazakhstan (2/96-6/96) 
• Iron oxide-copper-gold project, Afghanistan (2/97) 
• Mineralogy and geochemical mapping of the Sonjiapo copper porphyry, China (3/97) 
• Mineralogy of Murantau gold deposit, Uzbekistan (4/97) 
• Pongkor low sulfidation precious metal deposit-mineralogy and exploration geochemistry, Indonesia 


(4/97) 
• Tin, gold, alluvial heavy mineral sands and gemstones, India (2/98) 
 
North America 
• Carlin gold deposit, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/98) 
• Carlin gold deposit, Rodeo Creek, Nevada (9/98) 
• Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
• Exploration Hydrogeochemistry study for Getchell mine development, Nevada (3/99-9/99), Project 


manager 
• Epithermal low and high sulfidation gold, Florida Canyon and Standard Mines, Nevada (8/02-ongoing), 


Project manager 
• Carlin and epithermal low sulfidation gold, Bald Mountain Mine, Nevada (2/03-ongoing), Project 


manager 
 
South America 
• Mineralogy for diamond and gold prospects in the Cuiaba Basin, Brazil (7/00-4/01) 
• Mineralogy for gold prospects in the Sierra Pelada area, Brazil (7/00-9/00) 
• Mineralogy and geochemistry for copper-gold projects, Chile (5/01-12/01)  







SRK Consulting  Resume 


 
R J Bowell 


Principal Geochemist 
Director SRK (UK) Ltd 
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Key Experience:  Due Diligence/Audits 
 
Africa 
• Anglovaal/Avgold/Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, South Africa (gold) (9/98-12/98) 
• Base metal results (tin), UK (3/03-1/04) 
 
Europe 
• Minmet/Connary Minerals, UK, Portugal & Brazil (gold) (6/99-9/99) 
• OCK Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (9/00-12/00) 
• KCM Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (10/00-11/00) 
 
North America 
• Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (6/01-8/01) 
• Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (8/02-9/02) 
 
Other 
• Confidential, global mining group (base metals) (7/04-ongoing) 
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Principal Geochemist 
Director SRK (UK) Ltd 
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Key Experience:  Research 
 
Europe 
• Metal recovery from mine waste and tailings in collaboration with, Geochemistry Research Group, 


Aberystwyth and the Materials Science Department, School of Engineering, University College of Wales 
(11/96-ongoing) 


• Use of LAICPMS for analysis of trace constituents in solid materials, particularly precious metals in 
refractory ores and impurities in metallurgical products ongoing collaboration since 3/96 with, 
Geochemistry Research Group, Aberystwyth and the Materials Science Department, School of 
Engineering, University College of Wales 


• Protocols for Acid Base Accounting and Kinetic testwork (6/98 – 12/03 with Materials Science 
Department, School of Engineering, University College of Wales) 


• Stabilization of ferric hydroxide sludge and reprocessing of sulfate-rich mine waters (11/96-6/01with 
Materials Science Department, School of Engineering, University College of Wales; funded by various 
mining companies in South Africa) 


 
North America 
• Process optimisation and closure of Heap Leach facilities (10/2000-9/04 with Placer Dome (NA) Inc. 


and SRK Elko office) 
 







SRK Consulting  Resume 


 
R J Bowell 


Principal Geochemist 
Director SRK (UK) Ltd 
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Key Experience:  Research Post-Doctorate Studies 
 
Africa 
• Mineral exploration in deeply weathered tropical terrains, with BHP Minerals (50% of time between: 


10/91-9/94)- West Africa, Zaire, Uganda & Tanzania 
• LAICPMS chemistry, with University of Cape Town, Department of Geological Sciences (9/91-9/94) 
• Acid Mine Drainage in Zimbabwe and Malaysia, with British Geological Survey, Geological Survey of 


Malaysia, and Institute of Mining Research, Zimbabwe, funded by ODA (9/93-9/94) 
 
Europe 
• Geochemistry and mineralogy of the St. Just mining district, Cornwall (9/91-6/94) 
• Water quality issues in rural water supply management, with Wateraid, UNDP, and University of 


Westminster (9/91-10/93) 
• Stability of arsenic in mine waste, with Imperial College funded through MIRO (2/92-3/94) 







Oracle, AZ  85623
 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Potential Mitigation Measures_TF 071309.doc
Date: 07/13/2009 09:08 AM
Attachments: Potential Mitigation Measures_TF 071309.doc

Bev,
 
Attached is the table with potential mitigation measures that were identified during the altneratives
development process.  Please note that I organized mitigation by issues and some proposed mitigation
address more than one issue.  For example, paving roads may mitigate impacts to air and surface
water quality.  Also, some mitigation that was proposed addressed non-significant issues such as
grazing.  I retained these for completeness. 
 
I suspect that we'll develop a more comprehensive list of mitigation when we complete the action
alternatives.  Please let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com

Draft, Deliberative, Not For Public Distribution.




		Table 1. Potential Mitigation Developed During the Identification of Alternatives for the Rosemont Copper Project



		Issue

		Proposed Mitigation

		Source

		Notes



		Air

		Use contemporary equipment that is fuel efficient 



		IDT

		RCC already plans to purchase the most efficient available



		Air

		Mix tails with a dust suppressant instead of polymers



		public

		



		Air

		Dust mitigation- something other than polymers- permeable concrete?



		public & IDT

		



		Air

		Cover dry stack tailings conveyor at transfer points



		Rosemont

		 



		Air


Water

		Pave roads

		public & IDT

		



		Air

		Implement dust management for Santa Rita road and FS roads on west side of Santa Rita Mts



		Rosemont

		



		Air 

		Establish truck specifications to reduce emissions



		Rosemont

		



		Air

		Reduce need for on-site construction power generation



		Rosemont

		



		Air

		Reorient haul road system to facilitate dust control



		Rosemont

		



		Air

		Secondary acid mist controls in electrowinning tank house



		Rosemont

		



		Air


Public Health and Safety

		Set and enforce speed limits within project area 



		Rosemont

		



		Air

		Stipulate usage of low sulfur diesel fuel on  site



		Rosemont

		



		Air

		Use water sprays on gravel access road



		Rosemont

		



		Fire Management

		Identify water sources for fire and installing hookups for both wildland and structural engines



		IDT

		MSHA has requirements for on-site fires. Off-site water rights are regulated by the FS, State, and private entities.



		Grazing

		Develop ranch livestock water system to include one sustainable source per individual pasture of Rosemont's lease



		Rosemont

		



		Hazardous Materials

		Create and implementa a spill protection plan for trucks transporting hazardous materials



		IDT

		Federal DOT rules already require and Rosemont's Emergency Response Plans would cover incidents



		Heritage Resources

		Reconfigure/design toe waste and tailings facilities to avoid Heritage Resources

		IDT

		The sites identified are not isolated and because no other areas were given a Class III review, it is impossible to determine anything other than moving the toes around exterior sites



		Heritage Resources

		Avoid ball court in "Trail Creek area



		Rosemont

		 



		Heritage Resources

		Conduct data recovery and testing at eligible  sites within the Area of Potential Effect (APE)



		Rosemont

		



		Heritage Resources

		Install interpretive kiosks for cultural sites along AZ Trail



		Rosemont

		 



		Land Use


Recreation

		Relocate legal public access roads



		IDT

		Some were already proposed in MPO



		Land Use

		Re-establish land ownership boundaries after operation (at RCC's cost)



		IDT

		RCC has already done so and plans to maintain boundaries through operations



		Land Use


Recreation

		Allow public access on private lands within FS boundaries



		Rosemont

		



		Land Use

		Use Small Tracks Act to sell small FS allotments amidst the private parcels

		IDT

		Mining activities will likely make it impossible to establish survey corners.  This will make management of the boundary of Forest System Lands difficult and expensive.



		Night Skies

		Use shielded lights



		public

		



		Night Skies

		Use LPS (low pressure sodium) lighting



		IDT

		Already in Proposed Action



		Night Skies

		Create a management position for a person to develop and implement lighting program



		Rosemont

		



		Night Skies

		Use hooded light fixtures and directional lighting



		Rosemont

		



		Night Skies

		Minimize decorative lighting



		Rosemont

		



		Night Skies

		Develop plan for monitoring, aduiting and reporting of light emissions



		Rosemont

		



		Noise and Vibration

		Restrict blasting to only daylight hours



		Rosemont

		 



		Noise and Vibration

		Monitor for blasting effects



		Rosemont

		



		Noise and Vibration

		Monitor for noise levels at claim boundary



		Rosemont

		



		Noise and Vibration

		Attenuated backup alarms



		Rosemont

		



		Noise and Vibration

		Prohibit jake-brake use on eastern access road



		Rosemont

		



		Other

		Renewable energy use



		public

		



		Other

		Comply with ISO 14001 Standards for Environmental Mgmt



		public

		Rosemont plans to develop an EMS, full certification under ISO may not be available or practicable



		Public Health and Safety

		Co-locate communication tower for more coverage



		IDT

		Out of scope but Rosemont has worked with Verizon to re-align a transmitter for better coverage



		Public Health and Safety

		Identify key protection area and adjust scheduling of operations



		IDT

		Operations will run 24 hrs/day, 7 days/wk



		Reclamation

		Create different slope structures based on reclamation goals (livestock, vegetation, erosion)



		IDT

		



		Reclamation

		Final reclamation should include trees, roads, trails and water capture on top of tails



		IDT

		



		Reclamation

		Optimize soil placement for aspect



		Rosemont

		



		Recreation

		Create a lake in the pit at reclamation



		public

		



		Recreation

		Relocate OHV recreation to east side of SR 83



		IDT

		Rosemont open to discussing this 



		Recreation

		Relocate Arizona Trail



		IDT

		 



		Recreation

		Create interpretive segment along AZ Trail



		Rosemont

		



		Recreation

		Build roads and trails on top of tailings



		IDT

		Would need to be done in a way that does not create additional risk of erosion



		Recreation

		Preserve access to Gunsight, AZ Trail and Sycamore Canyon



		IDT

		Possibility based on alternative locations



		Recreation

		Build new segment of AZ Trail to an observation point at Sentinel Peak.


Relocate AZ Trail as needed



		Rosemont

		



		Recreation

		Create new OHV trailhead on east side of SR83



		Rosemont

		



		Recreation

		Provide alternative viewpoint access



		Rosemont

		



		Recreation

		Provide areas where lower impact recreational uses may be appropriate 



		Rosemont

		



		Recreation

		Construct a water station for horses at Los Colinas segment



		

		



		Riparian

		Change east access to avoid Riparian



		IDT

		



		Riparian

		Fenced livestock exclosures for highest value riparian habitat



		Rosemont

		



		Socioeconomic

		Develop community endowment program for $25 mil plus $500,000 annual contribution to be managed by independent Board of Trustees



		Rosemont

		



		Soils

		Identify and utilize soil stockpile areas



		Rosemont

		



		Transportation

		Add public road section across primary and secondary access



		IDT

		 



		Transportation

		Alter trucking schedule around school buses



		IDT

		Has proposed a schedule that currently works around peak travel times. Willing to review bus schedules to consider for scheduling.



		Transportation

		Improve SR83



		public

		



		Transportation

		Create a carpooling program (off-site park and ride) for employees and construction labor



		Rosemont

		



		Transportation

		Design upgrade to SR83/Rosemont Access Rd intersection- could include divided highway pass-through lanes and dedicated turn and acceleration lanes



		Rosemont

		



		Transportation 


Public Health and Safety

		Provide truck and school bus turnout designs to ADOT



		Rosemont

		



		Water

		Coach water accumulation



		IDT

		Unsure what was intended by this comment.



		Water

		Lining tails, waste and/or all facilities

		public & IDT

		Testing has shown that water seepage would be equal or better water quality than current groundwater, so lining would not provide any protections and would eliminate any natural water processes



		Water

		Store storm water on-sight to contribute to ground water



		public & IDT

		



		Water (Section 404)


Wildlife

		Purchase and set aside areas for off-site mitigation to meet permit conditions for other agencies



		Rosemont

		



		Water

		Change design and increase capacity of PWTS



		Rosemont

		



		Water

		Purchase CAP water for groundwater recharge at nearest site



		Rosemont

		



		Water

		Resident Well-owner Protection Program



		Rosemont

		



		Wildlife and Habitat

		Convert ranch stock ponds and wells to wildlife water areas



		IDT

		Currently working with AZGF



		Wildlife and Habitat

		Create water features



		IDT

		



		Wildlife and Habitat

		Fence off a portion of livestock water areas for priority wildlife areas



		Rosemont

		



		Wildlife and Habitat

		Place West side lands in the Game and Fish cooperative land owner program where safety permits



		Rosemont

		



		Wildlife and Habitat

		Protection for Leopard Frog habitat at stock ponds



		Rosemont

		



		Wildlife and Habitat

		Reclamation upgrade to include habitat mosaic for wildlife, bats, snails, Leopard Frogs and livestock ranching



		Rosemont

		



		Wildlife and Habitat

		Replant agave species from nursery stock



		Rosemont

		



		Wildlife and Habitat

		Develop sustainable wildlife water resources during reclamation



		Rosemont

		



		Vegetation

		Integrate grubbing waste as organic matter into soil matrix



		Rosemont

		



		Vegetation


Wildlife and Habitat

		Create wetland

		IDT

		



		Visual Resource Management

		Vary heights of waste rock and tailings facilities



		IDT

		



		Visual Resource Management


Vegetation

		Install test plots prior to mining to develop soil management techniques



		Rosemont

		



		Visual Resource Management


Vegetation


Wildlife and Habitat

		Use trees in reclamation

		IDT

		



		Visual Resource Management

		Increase slope diversity



		Rosemont

		



		Visual Resource Management

		Plant vegetation on upper benches of pit highwall



		Rosemont
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Horst'
Cc: 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Beverley A Everson'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Preliminary Landform Constraints Provided by Rosemont Copper Company
Date: 03/25/2010 09:38 AM
Attachments: 20100325_ortman_schor-etal_prelimrosemontlandformconstraints_memo.pdf

All,
 
Attached is a synopsis of the list of constraints on the landform design project provided by
Rosemont Copper Company.  I understand a final list will be provided by Rosemont; however I
wanted to get this in the hands of the participants in this afternoon’s update teleconference prior
to the conference.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:hjschor@jps.net
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Horst Schor 


Copy to: 
Debby Kriegel, Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF), Tom Furgason, Melissa 
Reichard (SWCA) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 9 January 2010   


Subject: 
Preliminary Landform Layout Constraints Provided by Rosemont Copper 
Company 


 
This memorandum summarizes the preliminary constraints provided by Rosemont Copper 
Company for the layout of a landform conceptual design for the mine waste facility in Upper 
Barrel Canyon.  This is a preliminary summary based on draft notes provided by Rosemont 
Copper Company prior to their formal submission to the CNF.  The sole purpose of this 
memorandum is to provide this preliminary information for discussion during the update 
teleconference scheduled for March 25, 2010 at 3:30 PM Arizona time. 
 
A draft copy of the Landform Concept Plan prepared by Horst Schor and presented to the CNF 
and SWCA on March 8, 2010 is attached.  Rosemont has annotated the plan with numbered 
reference areas.  Presented below is excerpted pertinent text from the draft notes provided by 
Rosemont to explain each of the numbered areas: 
 


1. Stay clear of Mill Facility/Industrial Area 
2. …. avoid Cultural Significant sites at Ball Court Village and others… 
3. …. leave half-mile wide buffer strip for AZ trail and foreground of unaltered landscape… 
4. Merge stormwater drainage and E. Perimeter and stay in Barrel only 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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5. Maintain neighborhood setback for Singing Valley Ranch 
6. Avoid SDCP Biological Core Value habitat and Riparian Management Area on SW 


Corner 
7. & 8.  Accommodate existing locations for heap leach, dry stacks, and oxide production 


areas. 
9. Functional haul road and construction access & perpetual drain to pit 
10. Raise entire footprint +/- 100 feet for capacity requirements and to accommodate 


constructability 











From: Melissa Reichard
To: karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: Presentation from last week
Date: 05/22/2009 09:26 AM

Kathy-
I thought that I had managed to get your presentation on my thumb drive last week but apparently
not. Could you please send that to me asap? I have assignments due to the IDT that need to
integrate some of that information.
 
I hope you have a nice extended weekend. Thanks for your help!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com


From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Blaine, Marjorie; Jeanine Derby; Reta Laford
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; Alvarez, Cindy; daniel.moore@blm.gov; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Presentation of Army Corps of Engineers Alternatives
Date: 01/20/2010 08:42 AM

Marjorie - 
Jeanine and Reta are available to meet with you at 09:00 am on January 26 so you
can present the set of alternatives the Corps wishes to see included in the Rosemont
Copper Project DEIS.  Please bring copies of any maps or other materials and send
them to me electronically in advance of the meeting so I can get copies into the
Administrative Record.

Cindy and Dan - 
Marjorie requested this meeting to discuss the Corps needs with regard to the range
of alternatives.  Because BLM is also making decisions from the Rosemont
environmental study, you are also invited to attend this presentation.

I have reserved Conference Room 1823 in the DiConcini Courthouse Building across
the street from the Federal Building for this meeting.  Entrance to the conference
rooms is to the right of the Cafe entrance.  You must knock on the door and a guard
will provide access to the building.  You will need ID to enter.  The room will be
available to us until noon.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil
mailto:CN=Jeanine Derby/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:cindy_alvarez@blm.gov
mailto:daniel.moore@blm.gov
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Dale Ortman PE'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Rebecca A Miller'; 'Toby

Leeson'; 'Jim Davis'; Hale Barter; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Problem with West Side Conference Call
Date: 02/17/2009 01:02 PM

We had a problem with initiating the 12:30 PM West Side Groundwater conference call.  To those
who called in and got only the music I apologize.  The problem has been solved and, hopefully, we
will not have this issue arise in the future.
 
See you in a couple of weeks.
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 16, 2009 8:04 AM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Rebecca A Miller'; 'Toby Leeson'; 'Jim
Davis'; Hale Barter (hbarter@elmontgomery.com); 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont West Side Conference Call Agenda - 2/17/09
 
West Side Groundwater Conference Call Agenda
 
Time: 12:30 PM (Arizona Time)
Date: 2/17/09
 
Conf. Call Number: 866-866-2244
Code: 9550668#
 
Agenda:
 

1.       Attendee Introduction – Each attendee to announce their name so Melissa can get a role
for the Admin Record

       

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:Rebecca.A.Miller@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:jdavis@elmontgomery.com
mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


2. SWCA Input – SWCA representative to give any pertinent input and follow-up from last
conference call

3.       Montgomery & Associates Update– Montgomery representative to give progress update
and any other pertinent information

4.       MWH Input – MWH representative to give any pertinent input
5.       CNF Input – CNF representative to give any pertinent input
6.       Open Discussion
7.       Action Items

 
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Tami
Emmett; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Project status update
Date: 09/11/2009 05:30 PM
Attachments: RCC Sept 10, 2009 Project Status Summary.doc

2009 09 17 DRAFT Agenda.pdf

We did not have a project status update in the IDT meeting on Wednesday, so here
is a briefing:

Rosemont Copper Company staff, Jeanine Derby, Reta Laford, Rick Gerhart, Game
and Fish staff, and I met yesterday for the bimonthly (twice a month) meeting
(usually just between the company and FS) project status update.  The meeting
agenda is attached.

There will be a cooperating agency meeting on September 17; the draft agenda is
attached.  Please let Teresa Ann know if you are interested in attending the meeting.

There will be a technology transfer meeting for stormwater discharge design
(presented by Rosemont Consultant Tetra Tech) on September 22.

SWCA's Scoping Report 3 (on Issue Statement development), is currently under
review.

Kent, can you brief the team on the latest EPG meeting, and tell us the date of the
next meeting?  If anyone else is working on something with the project that they
would like to share, please do so.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT


AUGUST 2009 STATUS SUMMARY


Dear Mr. Sturgess:


This meeting serves to fulfill the Forest’s commitment to consult with you and keep you informed of progress made in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review of the Rosemont Copper Project and to hold monthly meetings to discuss progress and any important issues and/or needs, pursuant to Item D4 of our Memorandum of Understanding (MOU #03-MU-11030510-010, as modified).


The project status summary and meeting agenda are as follows:


1. CHIRICAHUA LEOPARD FROG

Arizona Game and Fish presentation of their recovery program for the listed Chiricahua Leopard Frog, including recent surveys and releases.

2.
SWCA ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS PROJECT STATUS BRIEFING


SWCA presentation of project status, including Chapter 3 of the environmental        


impact statement, alternatives development, Scoping Report 3, and biological reports (see    


attached National Environmental Policy Act Process Milestone Report and Monthly   


Environmental Impact Statement Progress Report).


3. FOREST ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT STATUS


Current and upcoming work on the analysis includes Forest Supervisor review of refined issue statements (week of September 14), interdisciplinary team review of cooperating agency responses to proposed alternatives, interdisciplinary team leader request for company input on alternatives (response expected September 28), and revision of the environmental impact statement scheduling.


4.   AUGUST 10 – 14, 2009 PROJECT AUDIT

Company summary of audit findings.

      5.   PROJECT EXPEDENDITURES


            Expenditures for the month of July 2009 total $60,939.97 (see attached Transaction Summary and    


           Transaction Register).


Sincerely,


		

		



		 

		 



		BEVERLEY A. EVERSON

		 



		Forest Geologist

		 





Attachments:


NEPA Process Milestone Report


Monthly Environmental Impact Statement Progress Report


Transaction Register for July 2009


ec:  Regional Office Geology and Minerals (Cordts)


       Regional Office Ecosystem Analysis and Planning (Davis)


cc:  SWCA Environmental Consultants


       343 West Franklin Street


       Tucson, AZ  85701
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Rosemont Copper Project EIS 
Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting  09/17/2009 
DRAFT Agenda 


 


 
Location:   Federal Building, 300 West Congress, Tucson, Arizona, Room 4B 
Facilitator:   Teresa Ann Ciapusci, Cooperating Agency Liaison 
 
AGENDA 
09:30 – 09.45 Welcome and Introductions   Laford 
 
09:45 – 11:00* Training:  Effects Analysis Process   Ciapusci 
     Affected Environment 
     Environmental Effects 
     Cumulative Effects 
 
11:00 – 11:30 Open Discussion     Ciapusci 
 
INVITED COOPERATING AGENCIES 
Tribes:    Tohono O’odham Nation 
Federal:    Air Force, Army COE, BLM, Smithsonian Whipple Observatory 
State of Arizona: ADEQ, AMMR, ADWR, AZGF, AZGS, AZSLD, AZSP 
Local:   Pima County, City of Tucson, Town of Sahuarita 
 
INVITED GUESTS 
Consultants:  Cheniae & Associates:  Gordon Cheniae 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Includes breaks as needed 







of the input/output files was not warranted.  Since then, an addendum addressing defensibility was
produced at the end of 2010, and the original input/output files were modified and added to.  Now a
consistency review of the input/output files is warranted. 
East side Tetra Tech model:  The first submittal of the groundwater flow model text was produced at
the end of 2010.  Review of text in progress. If the text portion appears defensible, then a consistency
review of the input/output files is warranted. 
West side Montgomery model:  The groundwater flow model text review is nearing completion for
defensibility.  A consistency review of the input/output files is warranted.   

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



From: Debby Kriegel
To: sleslie@swca.com
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson; ccoyle@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Proposed Rosemont Mine - Recreation Analysis
Date: 04/02/2009 01:04 PM

Steve:

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

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

Some other assorted thoughts related to recreation...
1.  We have GIS files for recreation sites (including developed sites, trailheads,
sightseeing routes, etc.), ROS settings, and trails for the Santa Ritas.  Do you
already have this data?  You also may want topo, roads, land ownership, wilderness,
etc.  You'll want to create a recreation resources map for the vicinity to determine
which opportunities (including the many places mentioned by the public), are
potentailly effected by the project.  Since your analysis will also include off-forest
sites (tourism in nearby communities, other nearby public lands, etc.), you'll also
want this data, though I don't know if we have much.
2.  At our meeting this week, Kathy Arnold (RCC) mentioned that she has a map of
noise limits for the project.  I recommend that you get this info and overlay it onto
the map from step 1.
3.  A portion of the Arizona Trail has been relocated by RCC to avoid the project
area.  We have a GIS file for this trail, but I'm doubtful that it's the current route,
and although I can ask our folks to GPS this trail, it's far from certain whether they'll
have time to do so.  What do you recommend?
4.  I have heard that the Arizona Trail has been nominated as a National Scenic
Trail.  Would you please look into the status of this bill...and what typically results
from such a designation? (I'm guessing there will be increased use)
5.  Do you have any ideas for estimating the types and numbers of visitors to the
site?  It'd be nice to have something better than just an exhaustive list of all the
possible dispersed recreation activities that might happen in the area.  For example,
ADOT's road counters on Hwy 83 might be helpful (this data is on their website). 
Also, I think I remember that Keith Graves (the past Nogales District Ranger) was
handing out flyers to OHV visitors at the site.  Would you please give him a call to
discuss whether he received any input or data from this?  Keith's number is (520)
403-4528.  Are hunting permits site-specific (and therefore provide additional data)? 
Perhaps you have other ideas for quantifying use.
6.  I don't know what recreation special use permittees operate in the Santa Ritas
(or in the project area).  Please call our special uses person, Duane Bennett at (520)
378-2838 to get information.
7.  When do you plan to draft the Affected Environment section for recreation?  Do
you want/need to visit the project area?
8.  At our meeting this week we began discussing alternatives.  Do you have any
thoughts on alternatives (or mitigation) for recreation?

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

 
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
dkriegel@fs.fed.us



From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: William B Gillespie; Melissa Reichard
Subject: public comments review
Date: 10/30/2009 11:31 AM

Hi, Bev, 

I just finished certifying that I've read the public comments in the scoping data base
for cultural resources and noted that one potential paleontology comment, Record
ID 8727, was included under cultural resources but not paleontology.  Could you
forward this info to whomever's doing paleontology if it's not you?

8727 1 I have been trying several times to get with the newspaper reporters to give them information that I have
on that Canyon. And then the reason why -- they never mention this, and I've talked to newspaper
reporters about it, that that canyon was surveyed not too long ago. And they found over 300 indian sites.
Okay.
Now, then they found a strange little animal that they couldn't find here in the University here in Arizona.
They couldn't determine what kind of a creature that was. UCLA helped them on it. It was a miniature
camel that used to roam here many thousands of years ago. Now to me it's interesting, what are they going
to do, they went through the survey, and they still,  these people are still  after destroying that Canyon.

Thanks.

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Heidi Schewel; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;

karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Cc: Jeanine Derby; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Public Participation Planning Meeting Jan 25th
Date: 01/21/2010 01:09 PM

We're on for Monday, Jan. 25th from 1:00 to 3:00 in room 6V6 at the federal
building to brainstorm the topic of public notices, meetings, etc for the DEIS rollout
to the public. Please feel free to extend this invitation to others as needed. The
postcard querry to determine EIS numbers and formats for publication will also be
discussed so it can move forward.  Thx.

Tom, Would you consider having Melissa attend?  She has a wealth of background
from Mar-July 2008.  

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Heidi Schewel; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;

karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Cc: Jeanine Derby; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Public Participation Planning Meeting Jan 25th
Date: 01/21/2010 01:09 PM

We're on for Monday, Jan. 25th from 1:00 to 3:00 in room 6V6 at the federal
building to brainstorm the topic of public notices, meetings, etc for the DEIS rollout
to the public. Please feel free to extend this invitation to others as needed. The
postcard querry to determine EIS numbers and formats for publication will also be
discussed so it can move forward.  Thx.

Tom, Would you consider having Melissa attend?  She has a wealth of background
from Mar-July 2008.  

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Andrea W Campbell
Cc: Melissa Reichard; jdmacivor@frontiernet.com; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: purpose need_092208_hh_tf
Date: 09/24/2008 02:36 PM
Attachments: purpose need_092208_hh_tf.doc

Bev,
 
Attached is the revised P&N for your review.  Please note that you may need to revised the information
under the 1872 Mining Law.
 
Tom
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Draft, deliberative, not for public distribution




1.3 Purpose of and Need for Action


The purpose and need are used to define the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIS. NEPA requires Federal decision makers to consider the effects of their actions on the physical, biological, social, and economic environment. An agency’s statement of purpose and need defines the reason and context for that agency’s action, i.e., it explains what the agency is called upon to do, given its authority. Based on this statement of purpose and need, an agency identifies the range of reasonable alternatives it will consider in the EIS. Because each federal agency’s jurisdiction is unique, the decision it is called upon to make is also unique, and thus each agency’s purpose and need is different. 


From the perspective of the Forest Service, the purpose of the proposed Forest Service action is to meet its responsibilities to manage surface resources consistent with all applicable mining laws and Forest Service mandates. These laws require the approval of an environmentally acceptable alternative to the proposed Mining Plan of Operation (MPO) that would allow for Rosemont Mining Company to develop its mining claims and mineral resources with minimal environmental degradation.  


The Forest Service’s need for action is to comply with statutes and policy that govern mining on NFS land. Most NFS land is subject to the location of certain minerals under the Mining Law of 1872, as amended (17 Stat. 91; 30 U.S.C. 21-54, et seq.), and the directives in Forest Service Manual 2800. Prospecting, locating, and developing the mineral resources on NFS land are also subject to other rules and regulations. These include, but are not limited to the following:


· 1872 Mining Law (17 Stat. 91; 30 U.S.C. 22, 28,28B)

· This Law establishes the locators’ exclusive rights of possession to locatable minerals and provides for non-discretionary locatable minerals management.


· The 1897 Organic Administration Act (30 Stat. 11, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 473-475, 477-482, 551)


· This Act grants the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to regulate the occupancy and use of NFS lands. It provides the public with the continuing right to conduct mining activities under general mining laws and in compliance with rules and regulations applicable to NFS lands. It also recognizes the rights of miners and prospectors to access NFS lands for prospecting, locating and developing mineral resources.


· The 1960 Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act (74 Stat. 215; 15 U.S.C. 528-531)


· This Act requires that NFS lands be administered in a manner that includes consideration of the relative values of various resources s part of management decisions and specifically provides that nothing in the Act be construed to affect the use or administration of the mineral resources on NFS lands.


· The 1970 Mining and Minerals Policy Act (84 Stat. 1876; 30 U.S.C. 21a)


· This Act established the Federal Government’s policy for mineral development, “to foster and encourage private enterprise in the development of economically sound and stable industries and in the orderly development of domestic resources to help assure satisfaction of industrial, security, and environmental needs”.


· Title.36, Code of Federal Regulations, part 228A


· This Title set forth rules and procedures governing the use of NFS lands in conjunction with operations authorized by general mining laws. Part 228.3(a) specifically addresses the development of mineral resources. 




From: Vail Arizona
To: biannarino@diamondven.com; jwood@epgaz.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; markkonharting@gmail.com;

mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; ebeck@tep.com; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov; linda_hughes@blm.gov

Cc: tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; gcheniae@cox.net;
cpintor@tep.com; cjohnson@epgaz.com; ebelts@epgaz.com; Eric (TEP) Bakken;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com; beverson@fs.fed.us;
cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; John Able; mweinberg@diamondven.com; tfurgason@swca.com; llucero@tep.com;
laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com; daniel_j_moore@blm.com

Subject: Questions re August 27th meeting and Vail School District Calendar.
Date: 08/24/2009 11:57 AM

Ms. Wood,
 
In reference to our conversation please find a link for the Vail School District session dates. Note that
the high school has different dates than the middle and elementary schools.  I believe the confusion
might have stemmed over a previous conversation about the newsletters for the 1st Open House that
were mailed during the district's spring break. My daughter attends the Vail School District and she
started school on the 24th of July.
 
http://www.vail.k12.az.us/schools/studentcalendar.htm
 
I noticed on the recent newsletter I was able to acquire from a friend of mine (we either did not receive
notice or my husband threw the newsletter away thinking it was direct mailing junk mail) that there is
no map and there are no directions to the Open House in Sahuarita.  
 
1. How are people who do not have computers going to find their way? I googled the address as I had
not heard of Rancho Resort clubhouse, but not all in my area have internet. 
 
2. Will you have signs visible from a fast moving car east of I-19 on Sahuarita Rd-beginning at SR 83
for the residents of Sonoita, Corona, and Vail who might want to attend? 
 
3. Was there outreach to residents of Tucson who use the project area for recreation?
 
4. Were there posted notices (flyers) or newspaper notices for this single Open House?
 
5. Where were the newsletters sent east of SR/Sonoita Highway if residents had not previously made
comment on the project as this area has now been excluded from the project study area? 
 
(the newsletter comment form specifically asks if you are a resident in the Project Study area)  I spoke
with another neighbor on Hacienda Ranch east of SR 83 and she did not receive a newsletter.
 
6. You mentioned a new way of providing information for the upcoming Open House in our
conversation. (I believe a video tape?)  Can you explain what you meant by that? Are any of the
suggestions by some members of the stakeholder group regarding a hearing style meeting or having a
small presentation with a speaker going to be used on the 27th?
 
8. Will the government representatives such as the Az State Land Department, BLM, DM
Airforce base, Town of Sahuarita, Santa Rita Experimental Rang and the Forest
Service from the Stakeholder Group attend the Open Houses to answer questions?
 
9. This single Open House is being held during dinner time and many of us will have a 45 minute-hour
or more drive to the meeting (each direction) making the time needed to attend from 4:30-8:30pm. Will
there be appropriate food and beverage choices available to the public?
 
I believe I heard that you would like our opinions regarding the proposed links and routes to be to you
by Sept 11th. 
 
10. Do you have a tentative Stakeholder meeting date for the follow-up meeting?
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This email is also a request to receive notification of Open Houses and feedback from the stakeholder
meetings/comments via email as well as via the same newsletter the rest of the public receives. 
 
Thanks! I look forward to hearing back from you before the meeting!

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

Quote for the Day:
 

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

myself.” Britanny Renee
 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.
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From: Marc Kaplan
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Questions:  FOIA Case 3503 Rosemont Mining Project, Schuster
Date: 12/23/2009 10:57 AM
Attachments: FOIArequest--Case3503_Schuster_RosemontMiningProjectFile.pdf

Bev, a recap of our conversation a few moments ago--everyone is busy--Andrea and
Reta have asked me to take the lion's share of this FOIA and leave you and others
to handle other existing assignments.  I will be Mr. Schuster's contact and I will also
be the contact relative to this FOIA with SWCA. 

It it my understanding it would be most appropriate for all reviews of the record
take place here in the SO rather than at SWCA.  I realize the Rosemont record is still
being constructed and continues to evolve as additional documents/records are
written and received.

What I would appreciate from you is the following about the records, SWCA, and
SWCA contacts including names and phone numbers:

1. Does the FS and SWCA have an agreed upon chain of custody procedure to
allow for bringing records back to the SO for review and then returning to
SWCA.  

2. If so, what or where is the procedure so I can follow it.
3. What is the record they are compiling for us officially called--i.e.

Administrative Record, Project Record, ?????????????
4. Who should I contact at SWCA to schedule a viewing of the records to get

a feel for the extent of the records and how they are organized?
5. Who should I contact at SWCA to find out what remains to be placed in the

record?
6. Who should I contact at SWCA to find out when the record will be up to

date?
7. Are the technical reports being made a part of this same record?
8. Do you have a copy of each technical report?
9. If not, who on the Forest and/or SWCA receive the technical reports?

10. What is the best way for me to borrow a copy of each responsive technical
report?

11. Is SWCA or John Able posting Rosemont information (records, etc.) on the
public Rosemont website?

12. What is the URL for the public Rosemont website?
13. Any other information you think may be helpful to complete this FOIA.

Thank you

Marc

Marc G. Kaplan
Planner Analyst
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
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Coronado National Forest


Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor


300 W. Congress St.


Tucson, AZ 85701


Freedom of Information Act Request


Under the Freedom of Information Act I am requesting to review the case file for the


Rosemont Mine Plan of Operations and any ofthe following approved finalized reports


completed for the EIS being completed by the USFS.


Biological Assessment


Archeological Survey Report


Recreational Report


Air Quality Assessment


Endangered Species Evaluation


Water Quality Report


Air Quality Report


This will be an onsite request I am not requesting copies ofany ofthe case file at this


time.


Sincerely,


Schustfer


9225 E. Tanque Verde


Apt 42202


Tucson, AZ 85749







520-388-8358

"Too often we underestimate the power of a touch, a smile, a kind word, a listening
ear, an honest compliment, or the smallest act of caring, all of which have the
potential to turn a life around."- Leo Buscaglia
From their errors and mistakes the wise and good learn wisdom for the future. ~
Plutarch



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RCC/SWCA interactions
Date: 07/30/2009 04:30 PM

While I was reviewing our MOU with Rosemont to verify what SWCA was responsible
for regarding comment analysis on the DEIS, I came across an interesting clause: 
Section C.8 says "As soon as the scoping process is underway, the Proponent will
limit its communications with the Prime Consultant and the Forest Service to matters
of budget, schedule, and fulfillment of information requests (see F.3 and F.4)."   
Section D.3 says we will designate a "point of contact for all matters relating to the
preparation of the EIS" and that person will direct the consultant and interface with
the Proponent...to "address questions that arise during EIS preparation."  Do you
think Tom's request of Rosemont to flesh out alternatives could result in Rosemont
being outside our MOU?

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE:  Issue Statements - latest version
Date: 08/27/2009 03:00 PM

Thanks Bev.  Do you know when you’ll formally recommend these to Jeanine? 
 
Tom
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2009 12:54 PM
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;
gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M
Farrell; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; Tom Furgason
Subject: Issue Statements - latest version
 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/26/2009 05:43 PM -----
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

08/24/2009 12:34 PM

To tfurgason@swca.com, ccoyle@swca.com
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Issue Statements

 
  

latest version...  This has not yet been vetted by our Regional Office or formally recommended to
Jeanine. 

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

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Philip Murphy
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: 1 HR meeting on Tue or Wed next week?
Date: 10/26/2008 03:51 PM

Hi Philip,
 
I should be available at 3:00 pm on Tuesday.  Please let me know if this is an acceptable time for
you.  I'm looking forward to hearing what you have been working on.

Tom

From: Philip Murphy [mailto:Philip.Murphy@InfoHarvest.com]
Sent: Thu 10/23/2008 2:46 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: 1 HR meeting on Tue or Wed next week? 

Tom,
Hope all goes well in Tucson.
 
I’m coming to Tucson Mon-Wed of next week, and was wondering could we meet for an hour to

1.      Go over some questions I have clarifying my understanding of the data you gave me
2.      Talk about how to keep the data on my system in synch with yours
3.      And let you know what we’ve been up to

 
I’m open Tuesday  (10/28) 2:30PM – 5PM, Wed (10/29) 11:30AM – 4PM
Is there a slot in there that would work for you? 
Now that I know where it is, I could walk over to your office.
 
Philip
_________________________________________________
Philip Murphy
CEO, InfoHarvest Inc.
Phone 206-686-2729
Direct 206-251-3732
Fax  206-686-2729
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:Philip.Murphy@InfoHarvest.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Melinda D Roth
To:
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Mary M Farrell; Melissa Reichard; Sarah L Davis; Suzanne Griset; Tom Furgason; Melinda D

Roth
Subject: RE: 1950-3/2360/2800; transmit Rosemont archaeology report
Date: 06/29/2009 10:19 AM

My note below, if clear, is accurate.  A couple of additional details:  Melissa needs
any green or white cards for certified and return receipt mailings.  She also needs
any attachments and the original and electronic copies of any hardcopy CCs
(electronic CCs - emails- not needed).  Sarah Davis is the primary FS employee for
the Project Record and questions should go to her.  

Thanks everyone.  It will be very important to get this record started on the right
foot.

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

▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS

06/29/2009 09:16 AM

To "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

cc "Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, "Suzanne
Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>, "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject RE: 1950-3/2360/2800; transmit Rosemont

archaeology report

Melissa needs all originals and all electronic versions.

Generally, for the record we need 1) the original document for the hard copy of the
official record, 2) an electronic copy (scanned) that contains the real signature for
the official record (that is not shared with the public), and 3) an electronic version
for public posting electronically that does not have a "real" signature (for privacy), 
Tribal and archeological info is treated differently  when there is sensitive
information like details about sites or culturally significant places or practices.   It is
part of the record, but is not public info.  My experience has been that this sensitive
stuff is included in the record and is either sealed and marked "confidential" or has a
placeholder in the record but resides separately.  I would think that basic letters to
and from tribes that contain no specific information should be part of the public
record.  If a tribe is sensitive to privacy, I would say leave it out when in doubt.  I

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568540050FE6F/0/D638689E2F407FEB872575E100704AF4


will check with others and share a definitive answer ASAP.

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

▼ "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

06/26/2009 01:26 PM

To "Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc "Suzanne Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: 1950-3/2360/2800; transmit Rosemont
archaeology report

Mary-
I really appreciate your attention to the record!! That is a great question. Honestly, I’m not sure if
any requirements are different for Tribal Consult., but I think I should get hard copies of signed
letters that are going out for each tribe. I will also need the word copy for the electronic file. Since
I have not received formal direction, I will defer to Mindee or TA. 

 
What do you ladies think?

 
Melissa 

 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Mary M Farrell [mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2009 12:45 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Suzanne Griset
Subject: Fw: 1950-3/2360/2800; transmit Rosemont archaeology report

 

Hi, Melissa, 

This is one example of the letters being mailed today to transmit the archaeology



report.  Do you want the rest of them in this electronic format, or would you prefer
just the hard copies?  or? 

Mary 

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax) 
----- Forwarded by Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS on 06/26/2009 12:37 PM ----- 

Mailroom R3 Coronado 
Sent by: Karina
Montez/R3/USDAFS 

06/26/2009 09:51 AM 

To Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

 
Subject 1950-3/2360/2800; transmit Rosemont archaeology report

 

  

The following Correspondence is archived in the Records database. Any enclosures
will follow the letter in this message.

To open this document in the Records database, click on this link ->Link 

To access all documents in the National Records Database, click on this link ->Link

notes://entr3b/872575760064DDC4/BDEDFCA988B2DB3C85256207004F45A9/872575760069F30E872575BC00611D11
notes://entr3b/872575760064DDC4


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Mary M Farrell; Suzanne Griset; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth;

Sarah L Davis
Subject: RE: 1950-3/2360/2800; transmit Rosemont archaeology report
Date: 06/29/2009 09:16 AM

Melissa needs all originals and all electronic versions.

Generally, for the record we need 1) the original document for the hard copy of the
official record, 2) an electronic copy (scanned) that contains the real signature for
the official record (that is not shared with the public), and 3) an electronic version
for public posting electronically that does not have a "real" signature (for privacy), 
Tribal and archeological info is treated differently  when there is sensitive
information like details about sites or culturally significant places or practices.   It is
part of the record, but is not public info.  My experience has been that this sensitive
stuff is included in the record and is either sealed and marked "confidential" or has a
placeholder in the record but resides separately.  I would think that basic letters to
and from tribes that contain no specific information should be part of the public
record.  If a tribe is sensitive to privacy, I would say leave it out when in doubt.  I
will check with others and share a definitive answer ASAP.

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

▼ "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

06/26/2009 01:26 PM

To "Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc "Suzanne Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: 1950-3/2360/2800; transmit Rosemont
archaeology report

Mary-
I really appreciate your attention to the record!! That is a great question. Honestly,
I’m not sure if any requirements are different for Tribal Consult., but I think I
should get hard copies of signed letters that are going out for each tribe. I will also
need the word copy for the electronic file. Since I have not received formal
direction, I will defer to Mindee or TA. 

 
What do you ladies think?

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


 
Melissa 

 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Mary M Farrell [mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2009 12:45 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Suzanne Griset
Subject: Fw: 1950-3/2360/2800; transmit Rosemont archaeology
report

 

Hi, Melissa, 

This is one example of the letters being mailed today to transmit the
archaeology report.  Do you want the rest of them in this electronic
format, or would you prefer just the hard copies?  or? 

Mary 

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax) 
----- Forwarded by Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS on 06/26/2009 12:37 PM ----- 

Mailroom R3 Coronado 
Sent by: Karina
Montez/R3/USDAFS 

06/26/2009 09:51 AM 

To Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

 
Subject 1950-3/2360/2800; transmit Rosemont archaeology report

 

  



The following Correspondence is archived in the Records database. Any enclosures
will follow the letter in this message.

To open this document in the Records database, click on this link ->Link 

To access all documents in the National Records Database, click on this link ->Link

notes://entr3b/872575760064DDC4/BDEDFCA988B2DB3C85256207004F45A9/872575760069F30E872575BC00611D11
notes://entr3b/872575760064DDC4


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverly Everson; Dale Ortman; rosemonteis; Salek Shafiqullah; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: 201002_TT_Infiltration, Seppage, Fate & Transport Modeling
Date: 03/08/2010 10:24 AM

The forest also received paper and CD copies of this report. 

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

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

03/03/2010 09:49 AM

To Dale Ortman <daleortmanpe@live.com>, Salek Shafiqullah
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason
<tfurgason@swca.com>, Beverly         Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject 201002_TT_Infiltration, Seppage, Fate & Transport Modeling

We have recieved the Fate & Transport report. It is posted in the attached link.
Note: Roger Congdon is not a member of WebEx, so I cannot send him the report.

Thanks!

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=165395>

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:notify@weboffice.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=165395


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverly Everson; Christina White; rosemonteis; Tom Furgason; Walt Keyes
Subject: Re: 20100223_TT_Additional Traffic Scenarios
Date: 03/08/2010 10:23 AM

We also received 3 hard copies and 2 CDs. 

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

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

03/03/2010 09:34 AM

To Christina White <cwhite@swca.com>, Walt Keyes
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>

cc Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason
<tfurgason@swca.com>, Beverly         Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject 20100223_TT_Additional Traffic Scenarios

We received the traffic study on additional scenarios. I have posted it to WebEx at
the link below. It is a large report, so if you would prefer to review in hard copy,
there is one available.

Thanks!

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=165394>

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:cwhite@swca.com
mailto:notify@weboffice.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=165394


From: Beverley A Everson
To:
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us;

kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; mroth@fs.fed.us;
rosemonteis; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: 20100625_Latest Footprints-Scholefield & Barrel
Date: 06/25/2010 11:55 AM

Note that Barrel is the latest landform design.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>

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

06/25/2010 11:34 AM

To kbrown03@fs.fed.us, beverson@fs.fed.us,
kellett@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, wkeyes@fs.fed.us,
aelek@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
gmckay@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, abelauskas@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com,
mreichard@swca.com, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
tciapusci@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
mroth@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject 20100625_Latest Footprints-Scholefield & Barrel

Bev asked that I post these. The link will take you to the Scholefield McCleary
footprint and the Barrel Only is also posted in that same folder. We just got
these last night, so this is the latest and greatest. 
Thanks!
Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171354> 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: 3 Corrections to Tech Docs on RosemontEis.us
Date: 08/05/2009 04:55 PM

Will you be assigning this task to someone?

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

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/05/2009 03:55 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, johnable23@gmail.com,
Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ciapusci
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

Subject Re: 3 Corrections to Tech Docs on RosemontEis.us

SWCA has provided a list of reports and memos that have been received, and all
reports have been shared with the specialists. I suggest that the list be posted in a
spreadhseet on WebEx, with columns for receipt, distribution, review, comment and
finalizing that specialists (both FS and SWCA) and the webmaster sign off on for
tracking.  

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS

08/05/2009 02:20 PM

To John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>

cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
johnable23@gmail.com, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ciapusci
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568540050FE6F/0/0A013FFB49BA9DEF07257609007517B8


Subject Re: 3 Corrections to Tech Docs on RosemontEis.us

Bev, Tom had a suggestion that we develop a table to track the receipt, sharing,
reviewing, commenting, finalizing... of these tech documents.  Have you given that
any more thought? 

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

John Able <jable@fs.fed.us> 
Sent by: johnable23@gmail.com 

08/05/2009 10:22 AM 

To Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 

cc Teresa Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, mroth@fs.fed.us 
Subject 3 Corrections to Tech Docs on RosemontEis.us

We have corrected the three omissions in our online documents reported by the proponent.  If
these are the only errors in the 3000 pages we have converted so far (including hundreds of
tables), this is an exceptional accuracy rate.  (NOTE: It appears that the original document
Barb references in her first paragraph below suggests that the online document on the
Augusta Resource website may contain an error in the form of a cell with missing data. 
Perhaps Augusta will want to check their document for accuracy.)

Regarding Barb's request for proofreading help, I suggest we encourage our own specialists
to read/review the tech reports we currently have online.  I'm sure such an exercise will have
benefits beyond catching typos and ommissions, but such help would provide a prudent
quality control process for the website.

Thanks!

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/C37D546C6426524885257609005F7567


Text or Voice:  520-405-4256
Twitter:  @johnable (work/public/private -- because social media destroys boundaries)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Barbara Schneider <bschneid@email.arizona.edu>
Date: Wed, Aug 5, 2009 at 9:04 AM
Subject: Re: corrections
To: John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>

John

Under the Miscellaneous link, is the Design Storm and Precip memo and the Tailings
Geochem memo. The version of the Tailings memo is not the most current version and there
are some missing data in Table 6.  There were two blank cells in this table.  One is blank in
the original downloaded from the Rosemont Site and the other has been corrected.

 For the Storm memo, there was a data value missing in Table 3.1 and the degrees symbols
are not shown in Table 2.1. There was one data value missing from Table 3.1 and this has
been corrected.  Table 2.1 degree symbols have been corrected.

Any help we can get proof reading these documents will be appreciated.  Thanks
Barb

mailto:bschneid@email.arizona.edu
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: 3 Corrections to Tech Docs on RosemontEis.us
Date: 08/05/2009 04:55 PM

Will you be assigning this task to someone?

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

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/05/2009 03:55 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, johnable23@gmail.com,
Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ciapusci
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

Subject Re: 3 Corrections to Tech Docs on RosemontEis.us

SWCA has provided a list of reports and memos that have been received, and all
reports have been shared with the specialists. I suggest that the list be posted in a
spreadhseet on WebEx, with columns for receipt, distribution, review, comment and
finalizing that specialists (both FS and SWCA) and the webmaster sign off on for
tracking.  

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS

08/05/2009 02:20 PM

To John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>

cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
johnable23@gmail.com, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ciapusci
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568540050FE6F/0/0A013FFB49BA9DEF07257609007517B8


Subject Re: 3 Corrections to Tech Docs on RosemontEis.us

Bev, Tom had a suggestion that we develop a table to track the receipt, sharing,
reviewing, commenting, finalizing... of these tech documents.  Have you given that
any more thought? 

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

John Able <jable@fs.fed.us> 
Sent by: johnable23@gmail.com 

08/05/2009 10:22 AM 

To Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 

cc Teresa Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, mroth@fs.fed.us 
Subject 3 Corrections to Tech Docs on RosemontEis.us

We have corrected the three omissions in our online documents reported by the proponent.  If
these are the only errors in the 3000 pages we have converted so far (including hundreds of
tables), this is an exceptional accuracy rate.  (NOTE: It appears that the original document
Barb references in her first paragraph below suggests that the online document on the
Augusta Resource website may contain an error in the form of a cell with missing data. 
Perhaps Augusta will want to check their document for accuracy.)

Regarding Barb's request for proofreading help, I suggest we encourage our own specialists
to read/review the tech reports we currently have online.  I'm sure such an exercise will have
benefits beyond catching typos and ommissions, but such help would provide a prudent
quality control process for the website.

Thanks!

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/C37D546C6426524885257609005F7567


Text or Voice:  520-405-4256
Twitter:  @johnable (work/public/private -- because social media destroys boundaries)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Barbara Schneider <bschneid@email.arizona.edu>
Date: Wed, Aug 5, 2009 at 9:04 AM
Subject: Re: corrections
To: John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>

John

Under the Miscellaneous link, is the Design Storm and Precip memo and the Tailings
Geochem memo. The version of the Tailings memo is not the most current version and there
are some missing data in Table 6.  There were two blank cells in this table.  One is blank in
the original downloaded from the Rosemont Site and the other has been corrected.

 For the Storm memo, there was a data value missing in Table 3.1 and the degrees symbols
are not shown in Table 2.1. There was one data value missing from Table 3.1 and this has
been corrected.  Table 2.1 degree symbols have been corrected.

Any help we can get proof reading these documents will be appreciated.  Thanks
Barb

mailto:bschneid@email.arizona.edu
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us


From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: 5/19 agenda and handout
Date: 05/14/2010 02:23 PM

I agree with the restating of lunch and breaks in order to make clear it will be a “working lunch” 
with breaks.
 
Jonathan
 

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Friday, May 14, 2010 2:19 PM
To: Melinda D Roth; Jonathan Rigg; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: 5/19 agenda and handout
 
I think it looks good. I’m guessing we may need to work through lunch. I just ordered trays to be
delivered. If that is the case, you may just want to list “Lunch delivered at noon” and “Breaks at
10:30 and 1:30”. This way everyone gets the point that we will be talking alternatives all day and
through lunch. You also may want to add at the beginning what came from the Monday
Reclamation meeting for their knowledge.
 
Just some thoughts…
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, May 14, 2010 2:09 PM
To: Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson
Subject: 5/19 agenda and handout
 

What input do you have?  Thanks 

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

mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: 5/25 mtg agenda
Date: 05/24/2010 03:51 PM

All,
 
I would like to discuss the last week’s EPG/FS meeting, especially regarding direction for including
EPG’s findings in the EIS.  That’s if from my end.  Thanks!
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 24, 2010 3:42 PM
To: Beverley A Everson; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Subject: 5/25 mtg agenda
 

other topics?   

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

mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Dennis L. Turner
Subject: RE: 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project Technology Transfer Meeting (Stormwater Management)
Date: 09/21/2009 05:38 PM

Thank you.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Dennis L. Turner" <Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov>

"Dennis L. Turner"
<Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov> 

09/21/2009 05:01 PM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project
Technology Transfer Meeting (Stormwater
Management)

Bev:
This is to confirm I WILL attend your meeting Tuesday, 9/22.

 
''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 
Dennis L. Turner, R.G.
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Surface Water Section
1110 W. Washington St. MC 5415 A-1
Phoenix, AZ 85007

 

From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2009 6:35 PM
To: brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu; Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov;
daniel_moore@blm.gov; Dennis L. Turner; David_Jacobs@azag.gov;
falco@cfa.harvard.edu; gfleming@asmi.az.gov;
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us; jmtannler@azwater.gov;
julia.fonseca@pima.gov; jwindes@azgfd.gov; karen.howe@tonation-
nsn.gov; lagrignano@azwater.gov; lee.allison@azgs.az.gov;

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov


Leslie.liberti@tucsonaz.gov; LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov;
madan.singh@mines.az.gov; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil;
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil; nicole.ewing-gavin@tucsonaz.gov;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us;
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov; stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Jeanine
Derby; Reta Laford; gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;
jsturgess@augustaresource.com; ccoyle@swca.com;
tferguson@swca.com; Salek Shafiqullah; Roger D Congdon
Subject: 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project Technology Transfer
Meeting (Stormwater Management)

 

At yesterday's Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting, many of you
requested a more open sharing of information and the opportunity to
interact more with the involved specialists. 

Acknowledging your request, I am sharing with you that on Tuesday
(9/22/09) there will be a technology transfer meeting about the latest
Rosemont Copper Project Reclamation Stormwater Management
Technology.  Although this meeting was previously set for the specific
purpose of sharing technical information with our agency and
contracted specialists, I am extending an invitation to those of you who
specialize in this area.   

David Krizek, the Senior Civil Engineer with Tetra Tech will be
presenting this topic.  Forest Service attendees include Salek
Shafiquallah and Roger Congdon.  SWCA consultant/subconsultant
attendees include Dale Ortman and Toby Leeson. 

The meeting will be in the Federal Building.  It will start at 1:00 and is
expected to last three hours. 

Please contact Bev Everson (beverson@fs.fed.us, 520-388-8428) if you
plan to attend. 

(Bev - Please see if room 4B is available for use) 

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------

NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may contain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL
information and is intended only for the use of the specific individual(s) to whom it is
addressed. It may contain information that is privileged and confidential under state and
federal law. This information may be used or disclosed only in accordance with law, and



you may be subject to penalties under law for improper use or further disclosure of the
information in this e-mail and its attachments. If you have received this e-mail in error,
please immediately notify the person named above by reply e-mail, and then delete the
original e-mail. Thank you.



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Dennis L. Turner
Subject: RE: 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project Technology Transfer Meeting (Stormwater Management)
Date: 09/21/2009 05:38 PM

Thank you.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Dennis L. Turner" <Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov>

"Dennis L. Turner"
<Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov> 

09/21/2009 05:01 PM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project
Technology Transfer Meeting (Stormwater
Management)

Bev:
This is to confirm I WILL attend your meeting Tuesday, 9/22.

 
''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 
Dennis L. Turner, R.G.
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Surface Water Section
1110 W. Washington St. MC 5415 A-1
Phoenix, AZ 85007

 

From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2009 6:35 PM
To: brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu; Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov;
daniel_moore@blm.gov; Dennis L. Turner; David_Jacobs@azag.gov;
falco@cfa.harvard.edu; gfleming@asmi.az.gov;
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us; jmtannler@azwater.gov;
julia.fonseca@pima.gov; jwindes@azgfd.gov; karen.howe@tonation-
nsn.gov; lagrignano@azwater.gov; lee.allison@azgs.az.gov;

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov


Leslie.liberti@tucsonaz.gov; LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov;
madan.singh@mines.az.gov; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil;
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil; nicole.ewing-gavin@tucsonaz.gov;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us;
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov; stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Jeanine
Derby; Reta Laford; gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;
jsturgess@augustaresource.com; ccoyle@swca.com;
tferguson@swca.com; Salek Shafiqullah; Roger D Congdon
Subject: 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project Technology Transfer
Meeting (Stormwater Management)

 

At yesterday's Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting, many of you
requested a more open sharing of information and the opportunity to
interact more with the involved specialists. 

Acknowledging your request, I am sharing with you that on Tuesday
(9/22/09) there will be a technology transfer meeting about the latest
Rosemont Copper Project Reclamation Stormwater Management
Technology.  Although this meeting was previously set for the specific
purpose of sharing technical information with our agency and
contracted specialists, I am extending an invitation to those of you who
specialize in this area.   

David Krizek, the Senior Civil Engineer with Tetra Tech will be
presenting this topic.  Forest Service attendees include Salek
Shafiquallah and Roger Congdon.  SWCA consultant/subconsultant
attendees include Dale Ortman and Toby Leeson. 

The meeting will be in the Federal Building.  It will start at 1:00 and is
expected to last three hours. 

Please contact Bev Everson (beverson@fs.fed.us, 520-388-8428) if you
plan to attend. 

(Bev - Please see if room 4B is available for use) 

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------

NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may contain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL
information and is intended only for the use of the specific individual(s) to whom it is
addressed. It may contain information that is privileged and confidential under state and
federal law. This information may be used or disclosed only in accordance with law, and



you may be subject to penalties under law for improper use or further disclosure of the
information in this e-mail and its attachments. If you have received this e-mail in error,
please immediately notify the person named above by reply e-mail, and then delete the
original e-mail. Thank you.



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; Larry Jones; Richard A Gerhart; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: A Rosemont report
Date: 10/27/2009 09:59 AM

There is a meeting with Rosemont today and outstanding reports is a topic on the agenda.  I'll see
what I can do to get this report. 

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

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

10/27/2009 08:52 AM

To "Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Richard A Gerhart" <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>, "Deborah K Sebesta"
<dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: A Rosemont report

Actually, Larry, this is a report that we have been requesting from Westland for at least the past four months. It
is referenced in the MPO as well.  Ken Kertell was told that we would not be getting the report. We have
expressed concern about this and this particular report has been the topic of many conversations. At this point,
it might be best if Bev or Mindee request it directly. 

Side note: You were looking in the correct folder- good job! 
  
Melissa 
  
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant 
From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 8:48 AM
To: Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Richard A Gerhart; Deborah K Sebesta
Subject: A Rosemont report 
  

I see reference to a report that the Rosemont EIS is apparently weighing heavily on called "Biological
Resources and Mitigation Concept: Rosemont Project (WestLand 2007)".  I can't find said report on
Webex or FS internet (no bio documents at all on that website) or Rosemont web site.  Can someone
get me a copy? Electronic is fine...seems like it needs posting anyway, unless it is and I just don't
know where to look (seems it should be in biological technical reports). 

Thanks! 

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:rgerhart@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


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

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



From: Beverley A Everson
To: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Richard Ahern
Cc: Dennis Fischer; Jeff Cornoyer; Kathy Arnold ROSEMONT; Keith Adams; Rod Pace; Tom Kay
Subject: Re: Abandoned Mine Lands reclamation Public Land candidates atrosemont Helvetia districts
Date: 08/07/2009 01:04 PM

Dick, can you tell me what the time frame is in your recommending mines for
closure?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ jsturgess@augustaresource.com

jsturgess@augustaresource.com 

08/07/2009 09:10 AM
Please respond to

jsturgess@augustaresource.com

To "Beverley A Everson email"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Keith Adams"
<kgadams@live.com>, "Tom Kay"
<tomkay@wildblue.net>

cc "Dennis Fischer"
<dfischer@rosemontcopper.com>, "Jeff
Cornoyer"
<jcornoyer@rosemontcopper.com>, "Kathy
Arnold ROSEMONT"
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Rod
Pace" <rpace@rosemontcopper.com>

Subject Re: Abandoned Mine Lands reclamation
Public Land candidates atrosemont Helvetia
districts

We understand, and can perhaps assist in some manner as appropriate.I am on
vacate next week, suggest that we can provide a mapping product with keith
adams, dennis fischer, Tom Kay, and jeff cornoyer input to Kathy Arnold if
the schedule is an issue.Tom: if any of these present water opportunities please
have your ranch staff review as well.Jamie

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: Beverley A Everson 
Date: Fri, 07 Aug 2009 08:37:56 -0700
To: Sturgess Jamie<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:CN=Richard Ahern/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:dfischer@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:jcornoyer@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:kgadams@live.com
mailto:rpace@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:tomkay@wildblue.net


Subject: Re: Abandoned Mine Lands reclamation Public Land candidates at
rosemont Helvetia districts

Jamie,

To clarify, this is work that the Forest Service would be doing, with
your permission as the unpatented claim owner.

Typically, human safety is the first priority in assessing what workings
should be closed, so your ranking list is good.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Sturgess Jamie
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

08/06/2009 10:30 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
karnold@rosemontcopper.com, Rod Pace
<rpace@rosemontcopper.com>

cc Dennis Fischer <dfischer@rosemontcopper.com>, Jeff Cornoyer
<jcornoyer@rosemontcopper.com>

Subject Re: Abandoned Mine Lands reclamation Public Land candidates at
rosemont Helvetia districts

Bev:
Some of our staff and team members have considerable experience at closing old or
abandoned mine workings.
We have done more abandoned mine closure work on the private lands on the claim group
at Rosemont, than on the public lands.
As you know, we would need to have agency approval before undertaking any public lands
work, including wildlife, cultural, and other approvals.



However, I think we may be able to identify a few sites on public lands that may benefit
from closure efforts.

By copy this memorandum, I am requesting that Dennis Fischer and Jeff Cornoyer get
together to mark up a map with perhaps the “First Ten” abandoned mine sites that they
may know of on public land.

Perhaps a ranking priority criteria can be provided by CNF, such as:
public Access to workings 
Risk to public 
Risk to environment 
Risk to wildlife 
other

Please advise if there are criteria available for the program that can guide the efforts.

Jamie

On 8/6/09 4:59 PM, "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> wrote:

Please see the message below from our minerals program manager, regarding mine
closures.  If there are any workings on your mining claims on the Forest that you would like
to have closed, let me know; we may be able to submit them as candidates for closure by
the Forest Service. 

Closure techniques vary according to the type of working, size of the working, and closure
costs.  The Region has equipment dedicated to polyurethene foam closures, and we've had
some effective closures of shafts and inclines using this method. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

file:////c/beverson@fs.fed.us


----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/06/2009 03:44 PM ----- 
Richard Ahern/R3/USDAFS 08/06/2009 09:17 AM 

To 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc
Subject 

Abandoned Mine Lands reclamation candidates

Beverley 

Ralph Costa, RO Lead for the Abandoned Mine Lands (AML) program has
asked for a list of candidates from the Coronado NF  "south of Tucson"
because the project is named Santa Rita AML.  Are there any candidates on
Augusta lands (unpatented claims) that could be included?  I realize that this
may be a sensitive realm, but it is still Forest land, so we could consider any
proposed workings that might qualify.  The AML program would take care of
any NEPA issues under their umbrella.  I would understand it you considered
this to be too controversial at this time.  

I have sent out a general invitation for submissions to the three Border
Districts and the biology staff.  

Richard Ahern
Minerals Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress St., 6th floor
Tucson, Arizona  85701

Phone:  (520) 388-8327
Cell:       (520) 260-5053
Fax:       (520) 388-8305 



E-mail: rahern@fs.fed.us

file:////c/rahern@fs.fed.us


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Sturgess Jamie
Cc: Dennis Fischer; Jeff Cornoyer; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; Rod Pace
Subject: Re: Abandoned Mine Lands reclamation Public Land candidates at rosemont Helvetia districts
Date: 08/07/2009 08:37 AM

Jamie,

To clarify, this is work that the Forest Service would be doing, with your permission
as the unpatented claim owner.

Typically, human safety is the first priority in assessing what workings should be
closed, so your ranking list is good.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Sturgess Jamie <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

Sturgess Jamie
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

08/06/2009 10:30 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>,
karnold@rosemontcopper.com, Rod
Pace <rpace@rosemontcopper.com>

cc Dennis Fischer
<dfischer@rosemontcopper.com>, Jeff
Cornoyer
<jcornoyer@rosemontcopper.com>

Subject Re: Abandoned Mine Lands reclamation
Public Land candidates at rosemont
Helvetia districts

Bev:
Some of our staff and team members have considerable experience at closing old
or abandoned mine workings.
We have done more abandoned mine closure work on the private lands on the
claim group at Rosemont, than on the public lands.
As you know, we would need to have agency approval before undertaking any
public lands work, including wildlife, cultural, and other approvals.

However, I think we may be able to identify a few sites on public lands that may

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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benefit from closure efforts.

By copy this memorandum, I am requesting that Dennis Fischer and Jeff Cornoyer
get together to mark up a map with perhaps the “First Ten” abandoned mine sites
that they may know of on public land.

Perhaps a ranking priority criteria can be provided by CNF, such as:

public Access to workings 
Risk to public 
Risk to environment 
Risk to wildlife 
other

Please advise if there are criteria available for the program that can guide the
efforts.

Jamie

On 8/6/09 4:59 PM, "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> wrote:

Please see the message below from our minerals program manager,
regarding mine closures.  If there are any workings on your mining claims on
the Forest that you would like to have closed, let me know; we may be able
to submit them as candidates for closure by the Forest Service. 

Closure techniques vary according to the type of working, size of the
working, and closure costs.  The Region has equipment dedicated to
polyurethene foam closures, and we've had some effective closures of
shafts and inclines using this method. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/06/2009

file:////c/beverson@fs.fed.us


03:44 PM ----- 
Richard Ahern/R3/USDAFS 08/06/2009 09:17 AM 

To 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc
Subject 

Abandoned Mine Lands reclamation candidates 

Beverley 

Ralph Costa, RO Lead for the Abandoned Mine Lands (AML) program has
asked for a list of candidates from the Coronado NF  "south of Tucson"
because the project is named Santa Rita AML.  Are there any candidates on
Augusta lands (unpatented claims) that could be included?  I realize that
this may be a sensitive realm, but it is still Forest land, so we could consider
any proposed workings that might qualify.  The AML program would take
care of any NEPA issues under their umbrella.  I would understand it you
considered this to be too controversial at this time.  

I have sent out a general invitation for submissions to the three Border
Districts and the biology staff.  

Richard Ahern
Minerals Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress St., 6th floor
Tucson, Arizona  85701

Phone:  (520) 388-8327
Cell:       (520) 260-5053
Fax:       (520) 388-8305 

E-mail: rahern@fs.fed.us

file:////c/rahern@fs.fed.us


Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Tom Furgason
To: Charles Coyle; Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; John Able; John MacIvor; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Action Requested: Internal Review Draft Scoping Report Letter of Direction
Date: 02/15/2009 10:55 AM

Reta,
 
Per your question in the following section”

“Theme of Comments
 
Provide an overview of the comments by category.  Present this information with and
without form letters included.  Use complementary graphics such as a pie chart.  Provide
summary finding statements relative to the frequency a particular category and or
subcategory was used.  [??? Tom - Your draft presentation had two pie charts, what was
the intended difference between the two?

 
The two similar pie charts in question dealt with percentage of comments received under
each resource category.  The first chart included the “Other” category and the second did
not.  The reason for this is that “Other” is not a true category, rather a composed of a number
of smaller categories that didn’t have an obvious resource category or is not a typical NEPA
resource (e.g. electrical transmission).  The “Other” category, by percentage received the
second most comments (after Water); therefore, I felt that it skewed the top 10 ranking.  This
is why I included the second pie chart with “Other” removed.
 
Tom

From: Charles Coyle 
Sent: Tuesday, February 10, 2009 1:00 PM
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; John Able; Tom Furgason; John MacIvor; Melissa
Reichard
Subject: RE: Action Requested: Internal Review Draft Scoping Report Letter of Direction
 
Hi Reta,
 
I’ve read through the scoping direction and don’t have any comments.  Tom and I also discussed it and
I believe he will be responding separately, particularly to your question regarding the two pie charts.
 
Thanks~
 
Charles
 

From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 04, 2009 11:41 AM
To: Tom Furgason; John MacIvor; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Cc: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; John Able
Subject: Action Requested: Internal Review Draft Scoping Report Letter of Direction
 

SWCA - ASAP please review the attached draft letter of direction for the scoping
reports.  Let me know if the direction is adequate or needs to be changed. 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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mailto:jmacivor@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


FS folks - Check that I accurately captured our previous discussions. 

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: Action Required. SRK Technical Memo reviewing AMEC's Sept. 2009 Responses - Tailings Seepage
Date: 12/01/2009 03:23 PM
Attachments: Rosemont_SeepageAnalysisVer2_183101_ms_20091127_FNL.pdf

Hello Tom, 
I reviewed the memo and find it acceptable. 
Note:  I am not familiar with Mike Sieber.  He appears to be the responsible party in charge but I do
not see his name on my list of approved persons per the MOU. 
Thanks. 

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

11/30/2009 03:52 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah"
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford"
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>,
"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Action Required. SRK Technical Memo reviewing AMEC's Sept. 2009
Responses - Tailings Seepage

Bev,

Could you and Salek review the attached two-page review and let me know
if it is acceptable to submit this to Rosemont?

We should submit the attached to Rosemont no later than this Friday.
Preferably, we could submit it to them earlier so that they have an
opportunity to review the SRK's analysis come the meeting prepared with
a rebuttal, should they choose.

Thanks.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Hoag, Cori [mailto:choag@srk.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 27, 2009 10:54 PM
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: Tom Furgason; Stone, Claudia; Sieber, Mike
Subject: SRK Technical Memo reviewing AMEC's Sept. 2009 Responses -
Tailings Seepage

Dale,
Please find attached a technical review memo prepared by Mike Sieber
regarding the September 2009 response to comments letter written by
AMEC.  Most of the AMEC responses adequately addressed the original
questions.  Mike asked for clarifiation on three of AMEC's responses.

Please let us know if you have any questions.  Mike and I are in town
and will be back in the office on Monday.
Regards, Cori
________________________________________

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2009 7:58 AM
To: Stone, Claudia; Hoag, Cori
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: RE: Completion of Draft Tailing Seepage Technical Review Memo

Claudia & Cori,

Please confirm a completion schedule for this work.

Dale

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
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Memo 
 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. Date: November 27, 2009 


cc: File From: Michael Sieber, P.E. 


Subject: Review of AMEC’s Sept. 1, 2009 
Responses to Rosemont Copper 
Project Dry Stack TSF Comments 
Provided by Dale Ortman 


Project #: 183101 


 
The following review is related to information provided in AMEC’s Responses to Dry Stack TSF Comments 
Provided by Dale Ortman dated September 1, 2009 (AMEC, 2009b).  The original comments and questions 
prepared by SRK were on tailings seepage analysis for the Rosemont Copper Company Dry Stack Tailings 
Storage Facility Final Design (AMEC, 2009) and were submitted by D. Ortman to Rosemont Copper on 
August 17, 2009 for comment by AMEC.  At the request of SWCA, SRK reviewed the final design report, 
supporting documentation, and AMEC’s response comments at the requested by SWCA.  This memorandum 
is intended to provide a brief summary of the tailings seepage work completed to date and to identify any 
outstanding questions.  It does not constitute a formal, senior-level review of the tailings design, geotechnical 
field investigations, or a re-calculation of the seepage analyses. 


Summary of Seepage Analysis by AMEC 


The seepage analysis was performed by AMEC in accordance with industry standard methods to 
estimate seepage rates through the proposed Rosemont Copper Tailing Storage Facility (TSF) and 
evaluate the degree of saturation within the dry stack tailings.  The analyses utilized the finite 
element method (FEM) computer program SVFlux Version 2.0.13.  This program is commonly used 
for analyses of this type and incorporates all the standard variables required for the analysis.  Using 
SVFlux, AMEC performed a one-dimension seepage transient analysis of the progressive stacking of 
the tailings through time.  A two-dimensional analysis of the maximum TSF section was conducted 
to evaluate pore water response and saturation levels with respect to time and seepage through the 
TSF. The model was checked analytically using Darcy’s Law, which is the scientific basis of fluid 
permeability used in the earth sciences. 
 
Laboratory analysis of two tailings samples from the pilot plant studies (Colina and MSRD-1) were 
used for material properties in the seepage models, including sieve analysis, permeability tests, and 
moisture characteristics.  The Colina sample was used to simulate a worst-case scenario of tailings 
properties, and the MSRD-1 sample was created as a representative composite of ore-bearing 
formations.  AMEC selected the MSRD-1 sample tailings material for the model owing to the 
similarities in gradation, hydraulic conductivity, and moisture-retention characteristics of the Colima 
and MSRD-1 tailings samples. Overall the both tailings samples were characterized as silt with sand 
(ML) per the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS – ASTM D 2487). 
 
For the climate flux assumption, average annual precipitation of 22.2 inches and average annual pan 
evaporation of 71.5 inches were utilized for the atmospheric boundary condition. The bottom 
boundary condition was assigned as free draining. 
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The maximum seepage rate was 8.4 gpm for the total tailings area, or 0.007 gpm per acre, during 
Year 18 of the project and declined for the next 500 years to near zero. The seepage is the drainage 
of entrained process water to the field capacity of the tailings. The seepage analysis indicates that no 
precipitation infiltrates through the tailings. 


SRK Comments on AMEC’s Response to Comments on Seepage Analysis 


Presented below are SRK comments and remaining questions after reviewing AMEC’s response 
(2009b) to the comments originally transmitted by Dale Ortman, P.E. to AMEC on August 17, 2009.  
The August 2009 comments were in regards to the seepage analysis portion (Section 6) of the Dry 
Stack Tailings Storage Facility Final Design (AMEC, 2009) for Rosemont. 
 
Comments and Responses 1 through 4 (AMEC, 2009b; p. 1 and 2): AMEC’s responses adequately 
addressed the August 2009 comments and questions. 


Comment and Response 5 (p. 2- 3): SRK has reviewed the response and believes the original 
question was not completely answered.  Tailings at moisture contents exceeding 18 percent will be 
placed in the core of the TSF.  These tailings will likely be quickly buried, and therefore, limited 
evaporation will occur and excess moisture content will drain the field capacity (11 percent).  Please 
provide an upper bound seepage analysis using the maximum allowable moisture content. 
 
Note the statements in the last paragraph of the response (AMEC 2009b; p. 3)  


“After approximately 25 feet of tailings are deposited, the hydraulic conductivity 
of the material at the base of the deposition is controlling the seepage rate; 
despite variations in moisture content. Therefore, the predicted long term 
seepage rate is unaffected by a change in moisture within the tailings mass.” 


and in Section 6.3 (p. 24) of Dry Stack Tailings Storage Facility Final Design (AMEC, 2009)  
“It is also clear, that a limited seepage will be generated from the dry stack 
tailings material moisture content of the as-placed value (18 percent) to 
the field capacity (11 percent).” 


 
Comments and Responses 6 and 7 (p. 3) : AMEC’s responses adequately addressed the August 2009 
comments and questions. 


Comment and Response 8 (p. 3-4 and Figure 1):  On Figure 1, the notes state that “the above data 
represent data represent a typical 50 foot column of tailings.”  The figure only shows 25 feet.  In 
general, at what depth does the moisture content decrease from 18 percent to the field capacity (11 
percent)? 
 
Comment and Response 9 Part a (p. 4): AMEC’s response adequately addressed the 
August 2009 comment and question. 
 
Comment and Response 9 Part b (p. 4): The original question (seepage volume) was not 
fully addressed in the analysis or in Response 9 Part b.  The “seepage analysis” in the 
original question (below) was in regards to seepage flow rather than seepage water 
chemistry. 


“The seepage analysis does not include an analysis of potential infiltration 
through the rock buttress contacting the underlying tailings and subsequently 
exiting the toe of tailings facility to commingle with discharging storm water; 
what is to prevent this occurrence?” 
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From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2009 3:24 PM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'
Cc: 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Completion of Draft Tailing Seepage Technical Review Memo

Claudia,

Now that the budget issues are settled please reactivate completion of
the draft technical review memo for the tailings seepage as per the SOW
(attached).  Also attached is a copy of the response to questions that
is the second document listed in the SOW; I have given it further review
and find it acceptable.

If you have any questions please contact me.

Regards,

Dale
_______________________

Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

daleortmanpe@live.com<mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com>

PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Walter Keyes
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson; daleortmanpe@live.com; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta;

ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; Jonathan Rigg; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; William B Gillespie

Subject: RE: Additional Mitigation Concept
Date: 12/23/2009 11:16 AM

...and of course if the slurry pipeline(s) could have their distal end along a rail line or spur (to be
constructed) then no trucking of concentrate would be required at all. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
    This email contains information known to the State of
California to cause lack of reproductive success in the recipient.
.......................................................................... 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

12/23/2009 09:11 AM

To "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>
cc <aelek@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,

<daleortmanpe@live.com>, <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Deborah K
Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, <ecuriel@fs.fed.us>,
<gmckay@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>,
<kbrown03@fs.fed.us>, <kellett@fs.fed.us>, <ljones02@fs.fed.us>,
"Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>,
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <rlefevre@fs.fed.us>, <sldavis@fs.fed.us>,
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, <temmett@fs.fed.us>, "William B Gillespie"
<wgillespie@fs.fed.us>, <daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject RE: Additional Mitigation Concept

Walt, 
  
As I understand the proposal, your assumption is correct.  Only concentrate would be slurried and no
waste would be deposited on the west side. The slurry line and return line could be co-located with the
waterline for the majority of the distance.  Obviously, the co-location would be essential to minimize
impacts. 
  
Tom 

From: Walter Keyes [mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tue 12/22/2009 10:58 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson; daleortmanpe@live.com; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; Deborah K
Sebesta; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; Jonathan Rigg; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; William B Gillespie;
daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: Re: Additional Mitigation Concept
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All, 

I assume Dale means a slurry pipeline (and likely water return pipeline)/process for concentrate ONLY.
 This would allow the entire pipeline and termini to be owned by Rosemont and would result in no
waste needing disposal at the western termini.   

If that assumption is wrong then the viability of this option would depend on permission/purchase/legal
issues related to putting the tailings in a location to the West--likely on someone else's land/operation.
 Bev (I'm not trying to act like ex lax) but any movement in that department? 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
   This email contains information known to the State of
California to cause lack of reproductive success in the recipient.
.......................................................................... 

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

12/21/2009 09:07 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc <aelek@fs.fed.us>, "Deborah K Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>,

<ecuriel@fs.fed.us>, <gmckay@fs.fed.us>, <kbrown03@fs.fed.us>, <kellett@fs.fed.us>,
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, "Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, <rlefevre@fs.fed.us>,
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>, <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, <temmett@fs.fed.us>, "Walter Keyes"
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, "William B Gillespie" <wgillespie@fs.fed.us>, <rlaford@fs.fed.us>,
"Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, <daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject Additional Mitigation Concept

Bev, 
 
Please see the email below from Dale.  My apologies for the late addition, but I think that it is important
for you and the team to consider the concept of building a slurry line from the mill site to the Sahuarita
area. This could mitigate some traffic impacts to SR 83 by removing concentrate trucks.  I will ask
Jonathan to incorporate this into the table unless otherwise directed. 
 
Tom 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com]
Sent: Mon 12/21/2009 11:11 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Concentrate Slurry Pipeline as Mitigation

Tom,



The ACD work jogged my memory and I looked back at the Mitigation text written
for the CNF in November.  It looks like we missed the potential for a slurry pipeline
over the Santa Ritas to a dewatering plant located on the west side.  This would
remove the concentrate trucks from SR83.  To me, it qualifies as mitigation because
it is applicable to all Alternatives and Transportation did not rank as a resource that
would drive an Alternative.

Dale

_______________________

Dale Ortman PE PLLC

Consulting Engineer

(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office

(520) 449-7307 - Mobile

(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office



From: Walter Keyes
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson; daleortmanpe@live.com; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta;

ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; Jonathan Rigg; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; William B Gillespie; daleortmanpe@live.com

Subject: Re: Additional Mitigation Concept
Date: 12/22/2009 10:58 AM

All, 

I assume Dale means a slurry pipeline (and likely water return pipeline)/process for concentrate ONLY.
 This would allow the entire pipeline and termini to be owned by Rosemont and would result in no
waste needing disposal at the western termini.   

If that assumption is wrong then the viability of this option would depend on permission/purchase/legal
issues related to putting the tailings in a location to the West--likely on someone else's land/operation.
 Bev (I'm not trying to act like ex lax) but any movement in that department? 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
    This email contains information known to the State of
California to cause lack of reproductive success in the recipient.
.......................................................................... 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

12/21/2009 09:07 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc <aelek@fs.fed.us>, "Deborah K Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>,

<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, <ecuriel@fs.fed.us>, <gmckay@fs.fed.us>,
<kbrown03@fs.fed.us>, <kellett@fs.fed.us>, <ljones02@fs.fed.us>,
"Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>,
<rlefevre@fs.fed.us>, <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>,
<temmett@fs.fed.us>, "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, "William
B Gillespie" <wgillespie@fs.fed.us>, <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan
Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, <daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject Additional Mitigation Concept

Bev, 
  
Please see the email below from Dale.  My apologies for the late addition, but I think that it is important
for you and the team to consider the concept of building a slurry line from the mill site to the Sahuarita
area. This could mitigate some traffic impacts to SR 83 by removing concentrate trucks.  I will ask
Jonathan to incorporate this into the table unless otherwise directed. 
  
Tom 
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From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com]
Sent: Mon 12/21/2009 11:11 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Concentrate Slurry Pipeline as Mitigation

Tom,

The ACD work jogged my memory and I looked back at the Mitigation text written
for the CNF in November.  It looks like we missed the potential for a slurry pipeline
over the Santa Ritas to a dewatering plant located on the west side.  This would
remove the concentrate trucks from SR83.  To me, it qualifies as mitigation because
it is applicable to all Alternatives and Transportation did not rank as a resource that
would drive an Alternative.

Dale

_______________________

Dale Ortman PE PLLC

Consulting Engineer

(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office

(520) 449-7307 - Mobile

(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office



From: Tom Furgason
To: Walter Keyes
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson; daleortmanpe@live.com; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta;

ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; Jonathan Rigg; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; William B Gillespie; daleortmanpe@live.com

Subject: RE: Additional Mitigation Concept
Date: 12/23/2009 09:11 AM

Walt,
 
As I understand the proposal, your assumption is correct.  Only concentrate would be slurried and no
waste would be deposited on the west side. The slurry line and return line could be co-located with the
waterline for the majority of the distance.  Obviously, the co-location would be essential to minimize
impacts.
 
Tom

From: Walter Keyes [mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tue 12/22/2009 10:58 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson; daleortmanpe@live.com; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; Deborah K
Sebesta; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; Jonathan Rigg; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; William B Gillespie;
daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: Re: Additional Mitigation Concept

All, 

I assume Dale means a slurry pipeline (and likely water return pipeline)/process for concentrate ONLY.
 This would allow the entire pipeline and termini to be owned by Rosemont and would result in no
waste needing disposal at the western termini.   

If that assumption is wrong then the viability of this option would depend on permission/purchase/legal
issues related to putting the tailings in a location to the West--likely on someone else's land/operation.
 Bev (I'm not trying to act like ex lax) but any movement in that department? 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
    This email contains information known to the State of
California to cause lack of reproductive success in the recipient.
.......................................................................... 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

12/21/2009 09:07 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc <aelek@fs.fed.us>, "Deborah K Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>,

<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, <ecuriel@fs.fed.us>, <gmckay@fs.fed.us>,
<kbrown03@fs.fed.us>, <kellett@fs.fed.us>, <ljones02@fs.fed.us>,
"Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>,
<rlefevre@fs.fed.us>, <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>,
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<temmett@fs.fed.us>, "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, "William
B Gillespie" <wgillespie@fs.fed.us>, <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan
Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, <daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject Additional Mitigation Concept

Bev, 
  
Please see the email below from Dale.  My apologies for the late addition, but I think that it is important
for you and the team to consider the concept of building a slurry line from the mill site to the Sahuarita
area. This could mitigate some traffic impacts to SR 83 by removing concentrate trucks.  I will ask
Jonathan to incorporate this into the table unless otherwise directed. 
  
Tom 
  

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com]
Sent: Mon 12/21/2009 11:11 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Concentrate Slurry Pipeline as Mitigation

Tom,

The ACD work jogged my memory and I looked back at the Mitigation text written
for the CNF in November.  It looks like we missed the potential for a slurry pipeline
over the Santa Ritas to a dewatering plant located on the west side.  This would
remove the concentrate trucks from SR83.  To me, it qualifies as mitigation because
it is applicable to all Alternatives and Transportation did not rank as a resource that
would drive an Alternative.

Dale

_______________________

Dale Ortman PE PLLC

Consulting Engineer

(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office

(520) 449-7307 - Mobile

(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: ADEQ Catalog of Activities
Date: 11/13/2009 09:11 AM

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

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

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

11/12/2009 02:39 PM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

Subject ADEQ Catalog of Activities

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

will need this done in order to combine their input into the overall spreadsheet. 
  
Thanks! 
  
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes 
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jonathan Rigg
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE; CHRISTOPHER GARRETT; Roger D Congdon; Reta Laford; Salek

Shafiqullah; Tom Furgason; Terry Chute
Subject: RE: Agenda - Rosemont Water Resources Meeting 8/20/10
Date: 08/19/2010 03:44 PM

I typically get to the office about 7:45 (depends on bus schedule) and I will plan to meet the group at
that time and usher you into the building. 

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

"Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>

08/18/2010 09:22 PM

To "Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>
cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Melinda D Roth"

<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>,
"CHRISTOPHER GARRETT" <lcgarrett77@msn.com>, "Roger D
Congdon" <rcongdon@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>,
"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject RE: Agenda - Rosemont Water Resources Meeting 8/20/10

I'm good for 7:45 and I'm sure chris can be there too.  See you there, thanks.

Jonathan

Sent from my Samsung Moment™ only on the Now Network™
----- Original Message -----
From:"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>
To:"Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Roger D Congdon"
<rcongdon@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "CHRISTOPHER GARRETT"
<lcgarrett77@msn.com>, "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>
Cc:"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>
Sent:8/18/2010 4:48 PM
Subject:Agenda - Rosemont Water Resources Meeting 8/20/10

Here is the current agenda for the Rosemont Water Resources meeting at the Coronado NF this
Friday, 8/20 at 0800.  The agenda has not changed since I sent out the draft this morning; however
some of the participants have.

Salek is not able to participate; DeAnn will not attend, but Christopher will take her place. Bev
does not get back from leave until Thursday, so I am uncertain of her schedule for Friday.  

Since we need to get going promptly at 0800, I suggest that those of us that are not active Forest
Service and are attending in person (Dale, Christopher, Jonathan, me) meet in front of the Federal
Building at 0745 so we can get someone from the Forest Service to let us in.  Otherwise it will be
8:15 or so before we are able to get through security and upstairs.  Please let me know if that
WILL NOT work for you.

Please let me know if you have questions or comments on the agenda or associated topics.  Thanks.

Terry Chute 
Planning Consultant
tjchute@msn.com
406-250-2008
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Sturgess Jamie
Cc: Buck Andrews; Brian Lindenlaub; Gordon Cheniae; Kathy Arnold; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: Agenda Items for CNF/Rosemont NEPA Meeting august 6 2009
Date: 08/05/2009 04:22 PM

Jamie,

All the requested topics are on the agenda for tomorrow, however, I have simplified
the agenda headings in the status letter so that this month's letter is consistent with
the status letter format.

See you in the morning.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Sturgess Jamie <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

Sturgess Jamie
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

08/04/2009 10:25 AM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>

cc Gordon Cheniae <gcheniae@cox.net>,
Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, Brian
Lindenlaub
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>,
Buck Andrews
<bandrews@augustaresource.com>

Subject Agenda Items for CNF/Rosemont NEPA
Meeting august 6 2009

4 August 2009

Bev:

Please include these four agenda items for our discussion this week:
1.    Financial and Progress review of Rosemont NEPA process (The
process audit scheduled for August 10-14) 
2.    Technical documentation for the project record in hard copy and PDF
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files.
problems with HTML or any other conversions or translations
of technical documentation 
Protection of the project record

3.    Schedule for finalization of scoping reports, purpose and need
statement, proposed action, issues report, 
4.    Rosemont input related to ID Team recommendation of alternatives
for consideration in the EIS.

Please accept my request for the agenda to include these items in the listed
agenda.

Best regards,

Jamie Sturgess
Rosemont Copper 



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: agenda items for coordination meeting tomorrow
Date: 03/22/2010 03:40 PM

I will check with you in the morning to see if you need me there. 

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

03/22/2010 02:33 PM

To tfurgason@swca.com, mreichard@swca.com, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Rochelle
Desser/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject agenda items for coordination meeting tomorrow

As usual, we'll be meeting in Reta's office (Rochelle, we'll dial you in on
941.445.5244).

Please submit topics for the agenda by COB today.  Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Agenda items
Date: 08/11/2009 08:32 AM

I’d like to discuss your expectations of SWCA for the IDT meeting tomorrow and next Wed.  Thanks.
 
Tom
 

From: Charles Coyle 
Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2009 8:20 AM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Agenda items
 
 
Hi Bev,
 
I was in Tucson yesterday for the Rosemont audit so just now got your voicemail. The only things I
would suggest for discussion would be MWH/SRK contract status, finalization of issue statements and
the third scoping report, and to touch briefly on our audit yesterday.
 
- Charles
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Dale Ortman; Beverley Everson
Cc: Mindee Roth; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Alternative Considered but Dismissed for Subconsultant Review
Date: 10/29/2009 10:38 AM

Thanks Dale.
 
 
 

From: rosemonteis [mailto:notify@weboffice.com] On Behalf Of Dale Ortman
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2009 10:36 AM
To: Beverley Everson
Cc: Mindee Roth; Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason; Dale Ortman
Subject: Alternative Considered but Dismissed for Subconsultant Review
 

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

 

Regards,

 

Dale Ortman

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=157350>
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From: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; mroth@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Alternatives Considered but Dismissed Techincal Review Memorandum - Draft for CNF Review
Date: 01/12/2010 10:10 AM

Tom

Thank you.  I would appreciate it very much if you could fedex this document
to me so I can adequately review it and have it for my file.  My desk printer
will burn up with that many copies at one time :) and our office printer is
not working right now.   I am meeting with WL on Thurs to discuss
alternatives and I'd like to have read this by then so if it's possible to
have it to me by tomorrow, that would be fantastic. 

Thanks very much.

Marjorie 
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and
recycle

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Furgason [mailto:tfurgason@swca.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2010 9:54 AM
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; mroth@fs.fed.us;
beverson@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Alternatives Considered but Dismissed Techincal Review
Memorandum - Draft for CNF Review

Marjorie:

 

Brian Lindenlaub requested that SWCA forward the attached draft technical
review memorandum Rosemont Copper Project Review of Alternatives Considered
but Dismissed (December 16, 2009) prepared by SRK Consulting (SRK) on behalf
of the Coronado.  The transmission of this draft document is intended to
assist the COE with the 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis.

 

The original SOW contained sixteen Alternatives Considered by Dismissed (ACD)
for review by SRK; however the number of ACD's was reduced to eleven by SWCA
as subsequent decisions by SWCA and the Coronado eliminated five of the
original ACD's from further evaluation. The original list of sixteen ACD's is
presented below with the five eliminated ACD's indicated with a brief
explanation as to why they were eliminated from the list.

 

Feel free to contact me or Bev Everson if you have any questions.

 

Tom Furgason

Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants

343 West Franklin Street

Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110

(520) 820-5178 mobile

(520) 325-2033 fax

 

 

 

Summary of Alternatives Considered but Dismissed for Additional Evaluation

 

1. Dispose of Tailings and Waste Rock at Existing Mines on West Side of Green
Valley - Coronado contacted the mines on the west side of Green Valley and
all refused to consider accepting Rosemont tailings or waste rock. 

2. Dispose of Waste Rock and Process Ore at Existing Mines on West Side of
Green Valley with Rail Transportation via Tunnel through Santa Rita Mountains
- Coronado contacted the mines on the west side of Green Valley and all
refused to consider accepting Rosemont tailings or waste rock.

3. Dispose of Tailings and Waste Rock on West Side of Santa Rita Mountains

4. Mechanical Conveyance of Ore to Rail Head

5. Use In Situ Mining
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6. Use High-Pressure/High-Temperature Leaching for Ore Processing

7. Use Underground Mining In Lieu of Open Pit Mining - Underground mining
does not recover the same amount of economic mineral resource as open pit
mining; hence it does not meet the Purpose and Need for the project or comply
with the proponent's right to recover the identified economic mineral
resource.

8. Backfill Open Pit - Pit backfill has been designated as an Alternative for
inclusion in the EIS.

9. ModifyMine Operating Life

10. Suspend Mining during Certain Environmental Conditions (high wind,
drought, excellent visibility, or restrict to night or daytime only
operations)

11. Use Sea Water for Mining and Ore Processing Operations

12. Use Reclaimed Water for Mining and Ore Processing Operations

13. Use Waste Rock for Industrial Uses - No industrial uses for the type or
amount of waste rock are known to exist that could possibly reduce the amount
of waste rock disposed on site to any significant extent.

14. Use Microbial Leaching for Ore Processing

15. Alternative: Replace Internal Combustion Engines on Tailings and Water
Pumps and on Other

Processing Equipment with Electric Motors

16. Alternative: Reconstruct the McCleary Drainage Features as Part of
Closure



From: Tom Furgason
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Goldmann.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth;

Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Alternatives considered but eliminated
Date: 01/28/2010 12:01 PM

Marjorie,
 
Thank you for taking time to review the Alternatives Considered but Dismissed document.  The
document was prepared for the Coronado’s ID Team to confirm part of their alternatives
development process.  The ID Team did not focus on developing alternatives that avoided or
minimized impacts to WUS.  They did consider impacts to riparian vegetation.  The Coronado will
have to rely on the 404 (b) (1) document to satisfy the Corps requirements for demonstrating
alternative development for avoidance/minimization of impacts to WUS.
 
 

Tom Furgason
Office Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
 
 

From: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL [mailto:Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2010 4:55 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Goldmann.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov
Subject: Alternatives considered but eliminated
 

Tom

I've received and reviewed the document.  Actually, there were only two alternatives in this
document which might possibly be Sec 404 alternatives (i.e. would reduce impacts to WUS).  One
would be waste rock dump and tailings on the west side of the Santa Ritas which I believe is not
practicable due to the haulage costs, the increase in pollutants from trucks, the visual impact,
etc…in other words, it has cost and logistics problems and it increases other environmental
impacts without the great possibility of avoiding WUS.  The other was in situ mining.  Other than
those two, this document does not really provide us with a lot of information for
avoidance/minimization of impacts to WUS.

Thanks, Tom.

Marjorie Blaine 
Senior Project Manager/Biologist 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Tucson Project Office, Regulatory Division 
5205 E. Comanche Street 
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Tucson, AZ  85707 
(520)584-1684 (phone) 
(520)584-1690 (fax) 
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and recycle

 



reader, and for appeal or litigation.  The assignment for preparation of this section is
pending; however it must be complete in a final draft form prior to public release of the
DEIS. 
  
If there are any questions or comments, please let me know. 
  
Terry Chute 
  



From: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL
To: Tom Furgason; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Goldmann.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth;

Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Alternatives considered but eliminated
Date: 01/28/2010 12:11 PM

Tom

Thanks very much.  I understand their focus was NOT 404 and that's fine
because that is what we will do.  However, just based on the process we went
through on other mines, I expected more alternatives regarding the actual
footprint of the mine.

Thanks again. 

Marjorie 
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and
recycle

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Furgason [mailto:tfurgason@swca.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2010 12:01 PM
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Goldmann.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov; Reta Laford;
Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Alternatives considered but eliminated

Marjorie,

 

Thank you for taking time to review the Alternatives Considered but Dismissed
document.  The document was prepared for the Coronado's ID Team to confirm
part of their alternatives development process.  The ID Team did not focus on
developing alternatives that avoided or minimized impacts to WUS.  They did
consider impacts to riparian vegetation.  The Coronado will have to rely on
the 404 (b) (1) document to satisfy the Corps requirements for demonstrating
alternative development for avoidance/minimization of impacts to WUS.

 

 

Tom Furgason

Office Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants

343 West Franklin Street

Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110

(520) 820-5178 mobile

(520) 325-2033 fax

 

 

________________________________

From: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL [mailto:Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2010 4:55 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Goldmann.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov
Subject: Alternatives considered but eliminated

 

Tom 

I've received and reviewed the document.  Actually, there were only two
alternatives in this document which might possibly be Sec 404 alternatives
(i.e. would reduce impacts to WUS).  One would be waste rock dump and
tailings on the west side of the Santa Ritas which I believe is not
practicable due to the haulage costs, the increase in pollutants from trucks,
the visual impact, etc...in other words, it has cost and logistics problems
and it increases other environmental impacts without the great possibility of
avoiding WUS.  The other was in situ mining.  Other than those two, this
document does not really provide us with a lot of information for
avoidance/minimization of impacts to WUS.

Thanks, Tom. 

Marjorie Blaine
Senior Project Manager/Biologist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Tucson Project Office, Regulatory Division
5205 E. Comanche Street
Tucson, AZ  85707

mailto:Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:Goldmann.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
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mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


(520)584-1684 (phone)
(520)584-1690 (fax)
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and
recycle 

  



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Alternatives
Date: 09/30/2009 08:09 AM

Thanks Tom.  In order to keep track of all the tasks and assignments, I will be creating a table or some
other tracking mechanism.  I see "due dates" being a critical piece of info also.  I would like to know
what dates you expect these products to be completed in draft.  We also need to talk some more about
where forest input or assistance is desirable now and how to facilitate that.  Changing our approach is
a topic at today's  IDT meeting with the Core Team. 

At this point, I think your assumption about the Alternatives is sound, although the final decision hinges
on SRK's review findings of Sycamore and Scholefield. 

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

09/29/2009 11:46 AM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>,
<jdmacivor@frontiernet.net>, "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>,
"Ken Houser" <Khouser@swca.com>, "Jeff Connell"
<jconnell@swca.com>, "Matt Petersen" <mpetersen@swca.com>

Subject Alternatives

Mindee and Bev, 
  
I will be assigning the following tasks to the SWCA team today: 
  
1)       Complete Bounds of Analysis 
2)       Finalize Draft Affected Environment section based on the Bounds of Analysis 
3)       Prepare a very brief Plan of Analysis to determine environmental consequences of each
Alternative 
4)       Draft Consequences section of Chapter 3 for those sections where data and documentation
exists (e.g., grazing, plants, etc.) 
5)       Identify data needs to complete Consequences section 
  
I am making the following critical assumption based on our meeting yesterday:  No alternative will
include placing any material (tailings or waste rock) in any portion of Sycamore Canyon. Therefore,
there will be five (5) alternatives considered in detail in the DEIS.  These include: 
1)       No Action 
2)       Proposed Action 

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


3)       Phased Tailings 
4)       Scholefield/McCleary 
5)       Upper Barrel Only 
  
Please let me know at your earliest opportunity if you feel that SWCA specialists need to consider the
Sycamore Canyon Alternative.  Thanks. 
  
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
  



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson; tjchute@msn.com; Jonathan Rigg
Cc: Tom Furgason; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: RE: An invitation to Ch.2 Finalization Planning Mtg (Please Respond)
Date: 07/14/2010 01:06 PM

Bev-
Tom intended to participate in the entire Cooperator meeting in hopes to be able to draw
mitigation (to be included in Chapter 2) to a close. After 4 is also difficult for others. Could we
continue with the meeting as planned and update you on Friday before our scheduled meeting at
4?
 
Thanks!
Mel
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 5:49 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; tjchute@msn.com; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Re: An invitation to Ch.2 Finalization Planning Mtg (Please Respond)
 

I just realized I have a conflict with this meeting time.  I can meet after my presentation at the
Cooperating Agency meeting (I think I'm done by about 10:30, but need to double check) or after 4:00.
 Sorry about this. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Andrea W Campbell; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: jable@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; Kristin Cox; Melissa Reichard;

jdmacivor@frontiernet.com
Subject: RE: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT
Date: 10/14/2008 02:43 PM

Teresa Ann and Andrea:

We are working on revising the P&N to address your comments.  It is
fairly straight forward to frame the P&N within the context of a federal
agency defining the reason and context for their federal action.  I
found the following paragraph in the TEP EIS that I'd like to consider
including, with some modifications, in the Rosemont EIS:

"An agency's statement of purpose and need defines the reason and the
context for that agency's action, i.e., it explains what the agency is
called upon to do, given its authority... Because each Federal agency's
jurisdiction here is unique, the decision it is called upon to make also
is unique, thus each agency's purpose and need is different.
Accordingly, each agency has prepared its own purpose and need
statement..."

There are two significant issues to overcome in meeting the deadline to
submit the P&N for regional review this month:

1) we don't have a complete list of cooperating agencies, and
2) even if we did, I don't think that we can expect them to provide
their P&N in the next couple of weeks.

With respect to non-federal cooperating agencies that don't have an
action, then how do we frame the reason and context for their P&N?
Should they even have their own P&N?

Please advise.

Tom Furgason

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2008 2:35 PM
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Tom Furgason; jable@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

TA,

You are correct.

In the P&N section of the DEIS, we must add statements for BLM and Az
Lands
Dept. and any other cooperators. I don't believe we can do that until
they
are onboard and we have a clear picture of what they must approve to
support the mine operation.
Rosemont's objectives would be best stated in an introductory section so
as
not to confuse them with the agencies' P&Ns.
We will clarify the context of the project in our discussion of the
Proposed Action. By this, I mean we should explain that our proposed
action
and those of our cooperators are administrative or regulatory in nature
(or
both), and would not, in themselves, have the potential to cause adverse
environmental impacts.
However, if we approve the MPO, and/or if other agencies grant approval
for
a water or power line within their jurisdictions to support the mining
operation or issue a permit for a mine-related activity, we effectively
grant permission to the proponent to undertake a project that has the
potential to adversely impact the environment.  Thus, we explain, the
Federal agencies' actions addressed in this EIS are "proponent-driven"
actions.
a

-----Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS wrote: -----

To: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS
Date: 10/10/2008 02:19PM
cc: beverson@fs.fed.us, "John Able" <jable@fs.fed.us>, Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject: Re: FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Tom and Bev -

In reviewing the PIL for purposes of updating the NEPA citations in

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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Attachment 3, I reviewed at Jeanine's requirements for the revised
Purpose
and Need statement from SWCA and the team.  The PIL states:

As the NEPA process proceeds, I expect SWCA and the team to further
clarify
the purpose and need.  At a minimum, the complete purpose and need will
need to explain the proposed action's relationship to applicable
statutes
and policies.   I also expect the purpose and need to be expanded to
address jurisdictions of cooperating agencies, to disclose Rosemont
Copper
Company's corporate objectives, and to otherwise clarify the context of
the
project.

Andrea's latest draft on meets some of these requirements.  Further work
is
needed to address the third sentence in the PIL quote above.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
 "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
10/08/2008 08:48 AM

To
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "John Able"
<jable@fs.fed.us>

Subject
FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Bev,

Attached are Andrea's comments on the P&N.  Would you please let me know
if other staff have comments and what you expect for the final P&N
revised?  Thanks.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2008 9:54 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
mreichard@fs.fed.us
Subject: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Hi Tom,

I was able to access your draft and download to review.

Attached for your consideration is my revised version of the P&N for
Forest
Service action on the Rosemont project.

It's best if you review it in FINAL rather than FINAL SHOWING MARKUP to
keep from getting a headache.

Also, i didn't want to try to upload it to our WebEx page and mess up
the
Team Working files.

Feel free to share with whomever I did not include on my cc: list.
a

-----"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote: -----

To: "Andrea W Campbell" <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>
From: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Date: 10/04/2008 12:59PM
cc: "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: RE: Draft Purpose and Need

I just reorganized the file and you will receive a notice momentarily.
Please let me know if this does not work for you.

Tom

-----Original Message-----



From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2008 12:38 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Re: Draft Purpose and Need

tom,

i get a message that tells me i am not authorized to access this to
review.

can you or melissa help?
a
ps i can access prop action, not P and N

-----rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com> wrote: -----

To: Andrea Campbell <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, Sarah
Davis <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, Kristin Cox <kscox@swca.com>, Melissa
Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>, Beverly Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Larry Jones
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, Deborah Sebesta <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, Keith Graves
<klgraves@fs.fed.us>, John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ann Ciapusci
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Walt Keyes
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>
From: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>
Sent by: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com>
Date: 10/03/2008 03:52PM
Subject: Draft Purpose and Need

The revised draft Purpose and Need is now on WebEx in the Draft EIS
Folder.
This version incorporates the comments made to SWCA during the October 1
Core Team Meeting.   <
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=99322
>
Per Bev's request, I have also placed a copy of an outline of the
Proposed
Action in the same location.
Tom
(See attached file: P and N Rosemont 10-4 andrea.doc)
(See attached file: P and N Rosemont 10-4 andrea.doc)



From: Tom Furgason
To: Andrea W Campbell; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: jable@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; Kristin Cox
Subject: RE: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT
Date: 10/13/2008 03:41 PM

Thanks Andrea.  I have asked Kristin to begin revising the P&N based on
your comments.  
______________

Bev,

Please let me know if you have additional input or would like for me to
pursue a different course.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2008 2:35 PM
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Tom Furgason; jable@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

TA,

You are correct.

In the P&N section of the DEIS, we must add statements for BLM and Az
Lands
Dept. and any other cooperators. I don't believe we can do that until
they
are onboard and we have a clear picture of what they must approve to
support the mine operation.
Rosemont's objectives would be best stated in an introductory section so
as
not to confuse them with the agencies' P&Ns.
We will clarify the context of the project in our discussion of the
Proposed Action. By this, I mean we should explain that our proposed
action
and those of our cooperators are administrative or regulatory in nature
(or
both), and would not, in themselves, have the potential to cause adverse
environmental impacts.
However, if we approve the MPO, and/or if other agencies grant approval
for
a water or power line within their jurisdictions to support the mining
operation or issue a permit for a mine-related activity, we effectively
grant permission to the proponent to undertake a project that has the
potential to adversely impact the environment.  Thus, we explain, the
Federal agencies' actions addressed in this EIS are "proponent-driven"
actions.
a

-----Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS wrote: -----

To: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS
Date: 10/10/2008 02:19PM
cc: beverson@fs.fed.us, "John Able" <jable@fs.fed.us>, Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject: Re: FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Tom and Bev -

In reviewing the PIL for purposes of updating the NEPA citations in
Attachment 3, I reviewed at Jeanine's requirements for the revised
Purpose
and Need statement from SWCA and the team.  The PIL states:

As the NEPA process proceeds, I expect SWCA and the team to further
clarify
the purpose and need.  At a minimum, the complete purpose and need will
need to explain the proposed action's relationship to applicable
statutes
and policies.   I also expect the purpose and need to be expanded to
address jurisdictions of cooperating agencies, to disclose Rosemont
Copper
Company's corporate objectives, and to otherwise clarify the context of
the
project.

Andrea's latest draft on meets some of these requirements.  Further work
is
needed to address the third sentence in the PIL quote above.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
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Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
 "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
10/08/2008 08:48 AM

To
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "John Able"
<jable@fs.fed.us>

Subject
FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Bev,

Attached are Andrea's comments on the P&N.  Would you please let me know
if other staff have comments and what you expect for the final P&N
revised?  Thanks.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2008 9:54 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
mreichard@fs.fed.us
Subject: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Hi Tom,

I was able to access your draft and download to review.

Attached for your consideration is my revised version of the P&N for
Forest
Service action on the Rosemont project.

It's best if you review it in FINAL rather than FINAL SHOWING MARKUP to
keep from getting a headache.

Also, i didn't want to try to upload it to our WebEx page and mess up
the
Team Working files.

Feel free to share with whomever I did not include on my cc: list.
a

-----"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote: -----

To: "Andrea W Campbell" <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>
From: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Date: 10/04/2008 12:59PM
cc: "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: RE: Draft Purpose and Need

I just reorganized the file and you will receive a notice momentarily.
Please let me know if this does not work for you.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2008 12:38 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Re: Draft Purpose and Need

tom,

i get a message that tells me i am not authorized to access this to
review.

can you or melissa help?
a
ps i can access prop action, not P and N

-----rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com> wrote: -----

To: Andrea Campbell <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel



<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, Sarah
Davis <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, Kristin Cox <kscox@swca.com>, Melissa
Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>, Beverly Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Larry Jones
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, Deborah Sebesta <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, Keith Graves
<klgraves@fs.fed.us>, John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ann Ciapusci
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Walt Keyes
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>
From: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>
Sent by: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com>
Date: 10/03/2008 03:52PM
Subject: Draft Purpose and Need

The revised draft Purpose and Need is now on WebEx in the Draft EIS
Folder.
This version incorporates the comments made to SWCA during the October 1
Core Team Meeting.   <
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=99322
>
Per Bev's request, I have also placed a copy of an outline of the
Proposed
Action in the same location.
Tom
(See attached file: P and N Rosemont 10-4 andrea.doc)
(See attached file: P and N Rosemont 10-4 andrea.doc)



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Tami Emmett
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Annual Leave - 12/31-1/8
Date: 11/23/2009 11:03 AM

Thanks for keeping us posted.  From what I understand, we will all be allowed to
use our leave.  We will just need to make sure things are lined out with SWCA and
work doesn't stall while we're gone.

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

▼ Tami Emmett/R3/USDAFS

Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS 

11/23/2009 10:45 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Annual Leave - 12/31-1/8

Mindee - I went into webex and put my leave on the calendar.  Since
George is the approver on my SF-71 and I'm assigned to the Rosemont
Team, I want to verify with you that I'm still good to go on taking
annual leave.  Thanks! Tami

Tami Emmett
Realty Specialist
Coronado National Forest, Region 3
Tucson, Arizona
520-388-8424 (office)
520-388-8305 (fax)

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Kathy Arnold; Beverley A Everson; Jamie Sturgess
Subject: RE: Another request from Rosemont
Date: 05/18/2009 01:38 PM

All,
 
The PPC addendum is in final review and should be able to go out tomorrow.  The other biological
document will go out by the end of the week.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 1:14 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Jamie Sturgess
Subject: RE: Another request from Rosemont
 
Bev –
Brian spoke with Ken (?) at SWCA about the document referenced.  I think the report was supposed
to be delivered to SWCA.
 
Brian –
Can you please let me know the status?
 
Kathy  
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company 
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.

 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 12:56 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Fw: Another request from Rosemont
 

Another request from SWCA.   

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist

mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


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

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2009 12:55 PM -----
"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

05/18/2009 11:08 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Tom Furgason"

<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>
Subject FW: Another request from Rosemont

 
  

Bev- 
Actually, I was just told that our Biologist has been waiting for an addendum to the PPC report for three weeks as
well. Could you add that to your list please? Please let me know if there is something I can do to help get these
documents rolling. 
Thanks Again! 
  
Melissa 
  
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

 

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 10:27 AM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Ken Kertell
Subject: Another request from Rosemont 
  
Bev- 
Just a reminder- we are still waiting for the “Biological Resources & Mitigation Concepts” by Westland 2007 that
was referenced  in the MPO that we requested a little while back. Could you check in on that as well? 
  
Big Thanks! 
  
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes 
 



This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Ken Kertell; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: RE: Another request from Rosemont
Date: 05/18/2009 04:02 PM

Thanks for the follow up!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 4:00 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fw: Another request from Rosemont
 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2009 04:00 PM -----
Brian Lindenlaub
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>

05/18/2009 01:38 PM

To 'Kathy Arnold' <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

cc  
Subject RE: Another request from Rosemont

 
  

All, 
  
The PPC addendum is in final review and should be able to go out tomorrow.  The other biological
document will go out by the end of the week. 
  
Regards, 
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal 
WestLand Resources, Inc.

 

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 1:14 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Jamie Sturgess

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:kkertell@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com


Subject: RE: Another request from Rosemont 
  
Bev – 
Brian spoke with Ken (?) at SWCA about the document referenced.  I think the report was supposed to be
delivered to SWCA. 
  
Brian – 
Can you please let me know the status? 
  
Kathy   
  
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company   
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.

 

  
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 12:56 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Fw: Another request from Rosemont 
  

Another request from SWCA.   

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/18/2009 12:55 PM -----
"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

05/18/2009 11:08 AM

 
To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>,

"Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>
Subject FW: Another request from Rosemont

 

 

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


  

Bev- 
Actually, I was just told that our Biologist has been waiting for an addendum to the PPC report for three weeks as
well. Could you add that to your list please? Please let me know if there is something I can do to help get these
documents rolling. 
Thanks Again! 
 
Melissa 
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

 

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 10:27 AM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Ken Kertell
Subject: Another request from Rosemont 
 
Bev- 
Just a reminder- we are still waiting for the “Biological Resources & Mitigation Concepts” by Westland 2007 that
was referenced  in the MPO that we requested a little while back. Could you check in on that as well? 
 
Big Thanks! 
 
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.



From: Christina White
To: Walter Keyes; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Jonathan Rigg
Subject: RE: another Rosemont cumulative effects question
Date: 08/25/2010 09:37 AM

Hi Walt,
 
I spoke with ADOT and they told me that the curve and sight-distance improvement work around
that area was done. However, they do have a pavement preservation project coming up in possibly
October from Sonoita to MP 43 – standard mill and fill. Please let me know if you have any further
questions.
 
Christina White
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 North Central Avenue, Suite 145
Phone: (602) 274-3831, ext. 1117
Fax: (602) 274-3958
www.swca.com
From: Walter Keyes [mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, August 20, 2010 5:53 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Christina White
Subject: Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects question
 

Bev, 

I have not heard of any other work ADOT has planned on SR-83.   

I also assume they're done with both the construction and the Easement modifications for that
construction in that area.  They LOOK done, so I assume they're done. 

Christina, can you call ADOT and find out if they are indeed done with their curve and sight-distance
improvement work around MP 40 (thereabouts) on SR-83, please?  Please also ask if they have any
additional work planned for the Rosemont project area (or alternatives).  They of course won't know
what that area is, but you do. 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
.......................................................................... 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 05:34 PM

To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects questionLink
 

mailto:cwhite@swca.com
mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
notes://entr3b/872572820044BF24/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/07CFE393C4BD1008072577860000382B


Thanks.  Are you pretty sure that ADOT has finished their work in the project area, and don't have
other work planned? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 05:04 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc Debra L Mollet/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects questionLink
 

I can. 

There aren't--at least USFS Recovery Act projects, assuming Kentucky Camp is out of the project area
(KY Kamp is getting Recovery Act roofs). 

I heard that ADOT's SR-83 work was funded with Recovery Act (aka ARRA, aka Stimulus) funds. 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
.......................................................................... 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 04:35 PM

To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject another Rosemont cumulative effects question

 

Can you tell me if there are any AARA projects in the project area and/or alternative footprints? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/B3BB8AF94B957C330725778500816E60


Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Walter Keyes
To: Christina White
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: RE: another Rosemont cumulative effects question
Date: 08/25/2010 04:37 PM

Thanks Christina. 

Bev, if you need info on what the "mill and fill" is please let me know. 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
.......................................................................... 

"Christina White" <cwhite@swca.com>

08/25/2010 09:37 AM

To "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>
Subject RE: another Rosemont cumulative effects question

Hi Walt, 
  
I spoke with ADOT and they told me that the curve and sight-distance improvement work around that area was
done. However, they do have a pavement preservation project coming up in possibly October from Sonoita to

MP 43 – standard mill and fill. Please let me know if you have any further questions. 
  
Christina White 
Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
3033 North Central Avenue, Suite 145 
Phone: (602) 274-3831, ext. 1117 
Fax: (602) 274-3958 
www.swca.com 
From: Walter Keyes [mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, August 20, 2010 5:53 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Christina White
Subject: Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects question 
  

Bev, 

I have not heard of any other work ADOT has planned on SR-83.   

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:cwhite@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com


I also assume they're done with both the construction and the Easement modifications for that
construction in that area.  They LOOK done, so I assume they're done. 

Christina, can you call ADOT and find out if they are indeed done with their curve and sight-distance
improvement work around MP 40 (thereabouts) on SR-83, please?  Please also ask if they have any
additional work planned for the Rosemont project area (or alternatives).  They of course won't know
what that area is, but you do. 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
.......................................................................... 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 05:34 PM
To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects questionLink

 

Thanks.  Are you pretty sure that ADOT has finished their work in the project area, and don't have
other work planned? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 05:04 PM
To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc Debra L Mollet/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects questionLink

 

notes://entr3b/872572820044BF24/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/07CFE393C4BD1008072577860000382B
notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/B3BB8AF94B957C330725778500816E60


I can. 

There aren't--at least USFS Recovery Act projects, assuming Kentucky Camp is out of the project area
(KY Kamp is getting Recovery Act roofs). 

I heard that ADOT's SR-83 work was funded with Recovery Act (aka ARRA, aka Stimulus) funds. 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
.......................................................................... 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 04:35 PM
To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject another Rosemont cumulative effects question

 

Can you tell me if there are any AARA projects in the project area and/or alternative footprints? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Walter Keyes
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: cwhite@swca.com
Subject: Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects question
Date: 08/20/2010 05:53 PM

Bev,

I have not heard of any other work ADOT has planned on SR-83.  

I also assume they're done with both the construction and the Easement
modifications for that construction in that area.  They LOOK done, so I assume
they're done.

Christina, can you call ADOT and find out if they are indeed done with their curve
and sight-distance improvement work around MP 40 (thereabouts) on SR-83,
please?  Please also ask if they have any additional work planned for the Rosemont
project area (or alternatives).  They of course won't know what that area is, but you
do.

Walt.
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
..........................................................................
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 05:34 PM

To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects question

Thanks.  Are you pretty sure that ADOT has finished their work in the project area,
and don't have other work planned?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:cwhite@swca.com
notes://entr3b/872572820044BF24/0/07CFE393C4BD1008072577860000382B


Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 05:04 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Debra L Mollet/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects question

I can.

There aren't--at least USFS Recovery Act projects, assuming Kentucky Camp is out of
the project area (KY Kamp is getting Recovery Act roofs).

I heard that ADOT's SR-83 work was funded with Recovery Act (aka ARRA, aka
Stimulus) funds.

Walt.
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
..........................................................................
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/20/2010 04:35 PM

To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject another Rosemont cumulative effects question

Can you tell me if there are any AARA projects in the project area and/or alternative
footprints?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/0/B3BB8AF94B957C330725778500816E60


From: Christina White
To: Walter Keyes; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Jonathan Rigg
Subject: RE: another Rosemont cumulative effects question
Date: 08/23/2010 10:20 AM

No problem, Walt. I will contact ADOT later today.
 
Please let me know if you need anything else. Also, did you have an opportunity to look at the
revised Chapter 3 that I had sent you?
 
Thanks!
 
Christina White
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 North Central Avenue, Suite 145
Phone: (602) 274-3831, ext. 1117
Fax: (602) 274-3958
www.swca.com
From: Walter Keyes [mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, August 20, 2010 5:53 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Christina White
Subject: Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects question
 

Bev, 

I have not heard of any other work ADOT has planned on SR-83.   

I also assume they're done with both the construction and the Easement modifications for that
construction in that area.  They LOOK done, so I assume they're done. 

Christina, can you call ADOT and find out if they are indeed done with their curve and sight-distance
improvement work around MP 40 (thereabouts) on SR-83, please?  Please also ask if they have any
additional work planned for the Rosemont project area (or alternatives).  They of course won't know
what that area is, but you do. 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
.......................................................................... 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 05:34 PM

To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects questionLink
 

mailto:cwhite@swca.com
mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
notes://entr3b/872572820044BF24/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/07CFE393C4BD1008072577860000382B


Thanks.  Are you pretty sure that ADOT has finished their work in the project area, and don't have
other work planned? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 05:04 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc Debra L Mollet/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: another Rosemont cumulative effects questionLink
 

I can. 

There aren't--at least USFS Recovery Act projects, assuming Kentucky Camp is out of the project area
(KY Kamp is getting Recovery Act roofs). 

I heard that ADOT's SR-83 work was funded with Recovery Act (aka ARRA, aka Stimulus) funds. 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
.......................................................................... 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 04:35 PM

To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject another Rosemont cumulative effects question

 

Can you tell me if there are any AARA projects in the project area and/or alternative footprints? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/B3BB8AF94B957C330725778500816E60


Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Jeanine Derby
To: JJ Lamb
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charlotte Cook; Davita Mueller; Sandy WHITEHOUSE; Richard Elias; Faye Fentiman; Faye

Fentiman; new Anne Gibson; Heidi Schewel; John Able; JJ Lamb; Nicole F Pima County; E Webb; Reta Laford;
Scott Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office; tfurgason@swca.com

Subject: RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting space and ra
Date: 03/14/2008 11:52 AM

We are glad to accommodate the communities near Vail and will try to come close
to the time that you request, however there are many people involved in staffing
this open house  and all schedules need to be considered.  Many of us are
volunteering our time with you to provide this opportunity.  We will get a news
release out soon with the new information.   Please note that the meetings are
designed in Open House format, so people can come and go as it fits their
schedules.  Also, it is not necessary to attend a meeting to provide comments.   A
web address, FAX address and mailing address were announced in the news release
and will be repeated in the supplementary release.   Thanks for your interest.  
   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ JJ Lamb <jjlambken@yahoo.com>

JJ Lamb
<jjlambken@yahoo.com> 

03/14/2008 10:59 AM

To E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com>, Beverley A
Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Richard Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Faye Fentiman
<ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, Faye Fentiman
<ffentiman@gmail.com>, Heidi Schewel
<hschewel@fs.fed.us>, John Able
<jable@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine Derby
<jderby@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F Pima County
<nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Scott Eagan-Ray Carrolls
Office <scott.egan@pima.gov>,
tfurgason@swca.com, Sandy WHITEHOUSE
<deadlass14@msn.com>, Davita Mueller
<davitamueller@cox.net>, JJ Lamb
<jjlambken@yahoo.com>, Charlotte Cook
<ccook520@aol.com>, new Anne Gibson
<gibson@q.com>

Subject RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community
Input for the Impacted Community meeting space
and ra

Ms. Everson and Fellow Team Members,

 
I have spoke with my core team in the New Tucson area of the Cienega
Corridor and we have decided that later in the evening, 5:30 to 6:00pm would
be preferable. A large population within our community have full schedules

mailto:CN=Jeanine Derby/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jjlambken@yahoo.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:davitamueller@cox.net
mailto:deadlass14@msn.com
mailto:district5@pima.gov
mailto:ffentiman@gmail.com
mailto:ffentiman@fs.fed.us
mailto:ffentiman@fs.fed.us
mailto:gibson@q.com
mailto:hschewel@fs.fed.us
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:jjlambken@yahoo.com
mailto:nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
mailto:rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:scott.egan@pima.gov
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


with family activities and it is important to involve them in the process. I am
delighted that the Forest Service has decided to include our area in these
important public meetings and look forward to connecting everyone on April
5th. 

 
J.J. Lamb
New Tucson Team Leader
762-1073

E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com> wrote:
Beverley,
 
I appreciate that the paid Forest Service staff might have more availability in
the earlier afternoon but we are volunteers and as this is a day when families
traditionally have other activities scheduled, the later in the day would be
better, especially as the county has agreed to 6pm. I am sure you understand.
it is difficult to have to plan around a meeting in middle of the day when we
have family responsibilities.
 
Thanks again,
Elizabeth Webb
Vail Team Leader
(520)247-3838

> Subject: Re: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the
Impacted Community meeting space and rates

> To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> CC: district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@gmail.com;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rlaford@fs.fed.us; scott.egan@pima.gov;

tfurgason@swca.com
> From: beverson@fs.fed.us

> Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 16:16:10 -0700
> 

> Elizabeth,
> 

> It's looking like the availability of the Forest Service meeting staff will
> more likely be earlier in the day, ie. in the afternoon. I am still

> firming this up, as well as firming up the day, and will keep you informed
> of the scheduling.

> 
> Just wanted to let you know of our availability as it currently stands, as

> I continue to coordinate with my coworkers.
> 

> Bev Everson
> 



> Beverley A. Everson
> Forest Geologist

> Coronado National Forest
> 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor

> Tucson, AZ. 85701
> 

> Voice: 520-388-8428
> Fax: 520-388-8305

> 
> 
> 
> 

> E Webb 
> <rinconvalleyis@h 

> otmail.com> To 
> Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com> 

> 03/13/2008 03:47 cc 
> PM Beverley A Everson 

> <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine Derby 
> <jderby@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford 

> <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 
> <tfurgason@swca.com>, Heidi Schewel 

> <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, John Able 
> <jable@fs.fed.us>, Faye Fentiman 
> <ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F 

> Pima County 
> <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott 

> Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office 
> <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard 

> Elias <district5@pima.gov> 
> Subject 

> April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA 
> Community Input for the Impacted 

> Community meeting space and rates 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

> Beverley
> 

> I have spoken with the team leaders of Rita Ranch, Corona de Tucson, Old
> Sonoita, New Tucson, Hilton Ranch and I am team leader for Vail Proper.
> That date will work for us, although we would like to request a time near

> or around 6pm and for the refreshments we would like to request that there



> also be items available for our diabetic and hypoglycemic community
> members. (IE salty type items, not just cookies and so on). Nicole Fyffe
> from the Pima County adminstrator's office said that would work as well.

> 
> Thanks again,

> Elizabeth Webb
> (520)247-3838

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

> CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
> tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us;

> ffentiman@fs.fed.us; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
> From: ffentiman@gmail.com

> Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting
> space and rates

> Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 15:07:55 -0700
> To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com

> 
> This day does not work for me as I have committed to something else

> on that day. Faye
> 

> On Mar 13, 2008, at 2:51 PM, E Webb wrote:
> 

> Beverley-
> 

> I will ask around and see if that will work for the others. I
> think I am available that day. Do you have a time in mind? Most

> parents have activities for their kids in the morning early
> afternoon. Would refreshments be served if it is around lunch

> or dinner?
> 

> Thanks for considering us,
> Elizabeth Webb

> 247-3838
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

> > Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community
> meeting space and rates

> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com; jderby@fs.fed.us;
> rlaford@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;

> jable@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@fs.fed.us
> > From: beverson@fs.fed.us

> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 14:06:03 -0700
> >



> > Elizabeth,
> >

> > We are currently considering Saturday, April 5, as a possible
> meeting date.

> > Could you please pass this infomation on to others that would
> need to

> > consider it?
> >

> > Thank you.
> >

> > Bev Everson
> >

> > Beverley A. Everson
> > Forest Geologist

> > Coronado National Forest
> > 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor

> > Tucson, AZ. 85701
> >

> > Voice: 520-388-8428
> > Fax: 520-388-8305

> >
> >
> >
> >

> > E Webb
> > <rinconvalleyis@h

> > otmail.com> To
> > <beverson@fs.fed.us>
> > 03/13/2008 11:09 cc

> > AM "'Albert D. Flores'"
> > <floresa@vail.k12.az.us>, Jeff

> > Rutherford
> > <rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us>,

> > Nicole F Pima County
> > <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott

> > Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office
> > <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard
> > Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Kim
> > Beck <coyotes@cox.net>, Kristen

> > Almquist <kalmquist@az.gov>, "Tim
> > Bee" <tbee@azleg.gov>

> > Subject
> > NEPA Community Input for the

> > Impacted Community meeting space
> > and rates

> >
> >
> >
> >
> >



> >
> >
> >
> >
> >

> > Ms. Everson,
> >

> > I was asked by Nicole Fyffe to contact you in regard to
> possible meeting

> > locations in the Vail/Cienega Corridor location.
> >

> > I spent some time with Ms. Derby explaining the situation of
> how important

> > it is that our community is an active participant in this
> public process

> > from the beginning. Our community will feel direct impacts if
> this mine is

> > approved. We are already experiencing the direct impact of
> increased

> > traffic on Sonoita Highway. To wait and see if a 4th meeting
> is needed is

> > not in the spirit of the NEPA process. I am sure you
> understand my

> > concerns.
> >

> > I have included the attached facilities rental agreement for
> the Vail

> > School District with the contact information for Jeff
> Rutherford who

> > schedules the facilities. Unfortunately the meetings were not
> scheduled in

> > advance during a time when all of the buildings were empty
> during Spring

> > Break, although that has its own issues.
> >

> > Some dates we might suggest for consideration are: March
> 25th, 26th or 27th

> > , or possibly a Saturday, but I would have to check with
> Community Leaders

> > to see if a Saturday conflicts with other civic activities.
> >

> > Thank you for your consideration,
> > Elizabeth Webb

> > Community Advocate
> > 247-3838

> >
> >
> >
> >

> > From: rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us



> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> > CC: floresa@vail.k12.az.us

> > Subject: meeting space and rates
> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 10:37:31 -0700

> >
> >

> > Hi Elizabeth,
> >

> > I have not been contacted for any meeting space by anyone
> concerning

> > the Rosemont Mine. We have space available at our schools I
> just need

> > a firm date and time. I have also attached our Facility
> Rental

> > Package that has a rate sheet available. Please let me know
> if I can

> > be of future help.
> >

> > Thanks Jeff R(See attached file: Vail School District
> Facility

> > Agreement[1].doc)
> 
> 
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: JJ Lamb
Cc: Charlotte Cook; Davita Mueller; Sandy WHITEHOUSE; Richard Elias; Faye Fentiman; Faye Fentiman; new Anne

Gibson; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Jeanine Derby; JJ Lamb; Nicole F Pima County; E Webb; Reta Laford; Scott
Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office; tfurgason@swca.com

Subject: RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting space and ra
Date: 03/14/2008 04:01 PM

J.J.,

The Forest is currently working on confirming a date, time and place for the Vail
public meeting.  John Able or Heidi Schewel of our communication team will be
contacting you with further information about the meeting.

Bev Everson

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ JJ Lamb <jjlambken@yahoo.com>

JJ Lamb
<jjlambken@yahoo.com> 

03/14/2008 10:59 AM

To E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com>, Beverley A
Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Richard Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Faye Fentiman
<ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, Faye Fentiman
<ffentiman@gmail.com>, Heidi Schewel
<hschewel@fs.fed.us>, John Able
<jable@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine Derby
<jderby@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F Pima County
<nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Scott Eagan-Ray Carrolls
Office <scott.egan@pima.gov>,
tfurgason@swca.com, Sandy WHITEHOUSE
<deadlass14@msn.com>, Davita Mueller
<davitamueller@cox.net>, JJ Lamb
<jjlambken@yahoo.com>, Charlotte Cook
<ccook520@aol.com>, new Anne Gibson
<gibson@q.com>

Subject RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community
Input for the Impacted Community meeting space
and ra

Ms. Everson and Fellow Team Members,
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I have spoke with my core team in the New Tucson area of the Cienega
Corridor and we have decided that later in the evening, 5:30 to 6:00pm would
be preferable. A large population within our community have full schedules
with family activities and it is important to involve them in the process. I am
delighted that the Forest Service has decided to include our area in these
important public meetings and look forward to connecting everyone on April
5th. 

 
J.J. Lamb
New Tucson Team Leader
762-1073

E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com> wrote:
Beverley,
 
I appreciate that the paid Forest Service staff might have more availability in
the earlier afternoon but we are volunteers and as this is a day when families
traditionally have other activities scheduled, the later in the day would be
better, especially as the county has agreed to 6pm. I am sure you understand.
it is difficult to have to plan around a meeting in middle of the day when we
have family responsibilities.
 
Thanks again,
Elizabeth Webb
Vail Team Leader
(520)247-3838

> Subject: Re: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the
Impacted Community meeting space and rates

> To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> CC: district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@gmail.com;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rlaford@fs.fed.us; scott.egan@pima.gov;

tfurgason@swca.com
> From: beverson@fs.fed.us

> Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 16:16:10 -0700
> 

> Elizabeth,
> 

> It's looking like the availability of the Forest Service meeting staff will
> more likely be earlier in the day, ie. in the afternoon. I am still

> firming this up, as well as firming up the day, and will keep you informed
> of the scheduling.

> 
> Just wanted to let you know of our availability as it currently stands, as

> I continue to coordinate with my coworkers.



> 
> Bev Everson

> 
> Beverley A. Everson

> Forest Geologist
> Coronado National Forest

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

> 
> Voice: 520-388-8428
> Fax: 520-388-8305

> 
> 
> 
> 

> E Webb 
> <rinconvalleyis@h 

> otmail.com> To 
> Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com> 

> 03/13/2008 03:47 cc 
> PM Beverley A Everson 

> <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine Derby 
> <jderby@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford 

> <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 
> <tfurgason@swca.com>, Heidi Schewel 

> <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, John Able 
> <jable@fs.fed.us>, Faye Fentiman 
> <ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F 

> Pima County 
> <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott 

> Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office 
> <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard 

> Elias <district5@pima.gov> 
> Subject 

> April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA 
> Community Input for the Impacted 

> Community meeting space and rates 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

> Beverley
> 

> I have spoken with the team leaders of Rita Ranch, Corona de Tucson, Old



> Sonoita, New Tucson, Hilton Ranch and I am team leader for Vail Proper.
> That date will work for us, although we would like to request a time near

> or around 6pm and for the refreshments we would like to request that there
> also be items available for our diabetic and hypoglycemic community

> members. (IE salty type items, not just cookies and so on). Nicole Fyffe
> from the Pima County adminstrator's office said that would work as well.

> 
> Thanks again,

> Elizabeth Webb
> (520)247-3838

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

> CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
> tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us;

> ffentiman@fs.fed.us; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
> From: ffentiman@gmail.com

> Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting
> space and rates

> Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 15:07:55 -0700
> To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com

> 
> This day does not work for me as I have committed to something else

> on that day. Faye
> 

> On Mar 13, 2008, at 2:51 PM, E Webb wrote:
> 

> Beverley-
> 

> I will ask around and see if that will work for the others. I
> think I am available that day. Do you have a time in mind? Most

> parents have activities for their kids in the morning early
> afternoon. Would refreshments be served if it is around lunch

> or dinner?
> 

> Thanks for considering us,
> Elizabeth Webb

> 247-3838
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

> > Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community
> meeting space and rates

> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com; jderby@fs.fed.us;
> rlaford@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;

> jable@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@fs.fed.us



> > From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 14:06:03 -0700

> >
> > Elizabeth,

> >
> > We are currently considering Saturday, April 5, as a possible

> meeting date.
> > Could you please pass this infomation on to others that would

> need to
> > consider it?

> >
> > Thank you.

> >
> > Bev Everson

> >
> > Beverley A. Everson

> > Forest Geologist
> > Coronado National Forest

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

> >
> > Voice: 520-388-8428
> > Fax: 520-388-8305

> >
> >
> >
> >

> > E Webb
> > <rinconvalleyis@h

> > otmail.com> To
> > <beverson@fs.fed.us>
> > 03/13/2008 11:09 cc

> > AM "'Albert D. Flores'"
> > <floresa@vail.k12.az.us>, Jeff

> > Rutherford
> > <rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us>,

> > Nicole F Pima County
> > <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott

> > Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office
> > <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard
> > Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Kim
> > Beck <coyotes@cox.net>, Kristen

> > Almquist <kalmquist@az.gov>, "Tim
> > Bee" <tbee@azleg.gov>

> > Subject
> > NEPA Community Input for the

> > Impacted Community meeting space
> > and rates

> >
> >



> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >

> > Ms. Everson,
> >

> > I was asked by Nicole Fyffe to contact you in regard to
> possible meeting

> > locations in the Vail/Cienega Corridor location.
> >

> > I spent some time with Ms. Derby explaining the situation of
> how important

> > it is that our community is an active participant in this
> public process

> > from the beginning. Our community will feel direct impacts if
> this mine is

> > approved. We are already experiencing the direct impact of
> increased

> > traffic on Sonoita Highway. To wait and see if a 4th meeting
> is needed is

> > not in the spirit of the NEPA process. I am sure you
> understand my

> > concerns.
> >

> > I have included the attached facilities rental agreement for
> the Vail

> > School District with the contact information for Jeff
> Rutherford who

> > schedules the facilities. Unfortunately the meetings were not
> scheduled in

> > advance during a time when all of the buildings were empty
> during Spring

> > Break, although that has its own issues.
> >

> > Some dates we might suggest for consideration are: March
> 25th, 26th or 27th

> > , or possibly a Saturday, but I would have to check with
> Community Leaders

> > to see if a Saturday conflicts with other civic activities.
> >

> > Thank you for your consideration,
> > Elizabeth Webb

> > Community Advocate
> > 247-3838

> >
> >



> >
> >

> > From: rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us
> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com

> > CC: floresa@vail.k12.az.us
> > Subject: meeting space and rates

> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 10:37:31 -0700
> >
> >

> > Hi Elizabeth,
> >

> > I have not been contacted for any meeting space by anyone
> concerning

> > the Rosemont Mine. We have space available at our schools I
> just need

> > a firm date and time. I have also attached our Facility
> Rental

> > Package that has a rate sheet available. Please let me know
> if I can

> > be of future help.
> >

> > Thanks Jeff R(See attached file: Vail School District
> Facility

> > Agreement[1].doc)
> 
> 
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: E Webb; John Able; Heidi Schewel
Subject: RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting space and ra
Date: 03/14/2008 04:42 PM

Elizabeth,

I will let Heidi or John brief you on this as they are the ones with the most up to
date information on the meeting scheduling.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com>

E Webb
<rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com> 

03/14/2008 04:22 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA
Community Input for the Impacted
Community meeting space and ra

Ms. Everson,
 
Thank you for working with us.
 
Do you have an idea if it is still going to be on a Saturday or if it will
be on a weekday or scheduled at one of the schools? (tentatively
speaking?). We are trying to get an idea of our own schedules 
 
I may be contacted by Mr. Able or Ms.Schewel at 247-3838. 
 
Elizabeth Webb
Vail Team Leader
247-3838

> Subject: RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for
the Impacted Community meeting space and ra
> To: jjlambken@yahoo.com

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
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> CC: ccook520@aol.com; davitamueller@cox.net;
deadlass14@msn.com; district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@gmail.com;
ffentiman@fs.fed.us; gibson@q.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
jable@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us; jjlambken@yahoo.com;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
scott.egan@pima.gov; tfurgason@swca.com
> From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> Date: Fri, 14 Mar 2008 16:01:02 -0700
> 
> J.J.,
> 
> The Forest is currently working on confirming a date, time and place
for
> the Vail public meeting. John Able or Heidi Schewel of our
communication
> team will be contacting you with further information about the
meeting.
> 
> Bev Everson
> 
> 
> Beverley A. Everson
> Forest Geologist
> Coronado National Forest
> 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
> Tucson, AZ. 85701
> 
> Voice: 520-388-8428
> Fax: 520-388-8305
> 
> 
> 
> 
> JJ Lamb 
> <jjlambken@yahoo. 
> com> To 
> E Webb 
> 03/14/2008 10:59 <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com>, 
> AM Beverley A Everson 
> <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
> cc 
> Richard Elias <district5@pima.gov>, 
> Faye Fentiman 
> <ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, Faye 
> Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com>, 
> Heidi Schewel <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, 
> John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, 
> Jeanine Derby <jderby@fs.fed.us>, 
> Nicole F Pima County 
> <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Reta 
> Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Scott 
> Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office 
> <scott.egan@pima.gov>, 



> tfurgason@swca.com, Sandy 
> WHITEHOUSE <deadlass14@msn.com>, 
> Davita Mueller 
> <davitamueller@cox.net>, JJ Lamb 
> <jjlambken@yahoo.com>, Charlotte 
> Cook <ccook520@aol.com>, new Anne 
> Gibson <gibson@q.com> 
> Subject 
> RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- 
> NEPA Community Input for the 
> Impacted Community meeting space 
> and ra 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Ms. Everson and Fellow Team Members,
> 
> I have spoke with my core team in the New Tucson area of the
Cienega
> Corridor and we have decided that later in the evening, 5:30 to
6:00pm
> would be preferable. A large population within our community have
full
> schedules with family activities and it is important to involve them in
the
> process. I am delighted that the Forest Service has decided to
include our
> area in these important public meetings and look forward to
connecting
> everyone on April 5th.
> 
> J.J. Lamb
> New Tucson Team Leader
> 762-1073
> 
> E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com> wrote:
> Beverley,
> 
> I appreciate that the paid Forest Service staff might have more
> availability in the earlier afternoon but we are volunteers and as this
is
> a day when families traditionally have other activities scheduled, the
> later in the day would be better, especially as the county has agreed
to
> 6pm. I am sure you understand. it is difficult to have to plan around
a



> meeting in middle of the day when we have family responsibilities.
> 
> Thanks again,
> Elizabeth Webb
> Vail Team Leader
> (520)247-3838
> 
> 
> 
> 
> > Subject: Re: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for
the
> Impacted Community meeting space and rates
> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> > CC: district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@fs.fed.us;
ffentiman@gmail.com;
> hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us;
> nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rlaford@fs.fed.us; scott.egan@pima.gov;
> tfurgason@swca.com
> > From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 16:16:10 -0700
> >
> > Elizabeth,
> >
> > It's looking like the availability of the Forest Service meeting staff
> will
> > more likely be earlier in the day, ie. in the afternoon. I am still
> > firming this up, as well as firming up the day, and will keep you
> informed
> > of the scheduling.
> >
> > Just wanted to let you know of our availability as it currently
stands,
> as
> > I continue to coordinate with my coworkers.
> >
> > Bev Everson
> >
> > Beverley A. Everson
> > Forest Geologist
> > Coronado National Forest
> > 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
> > Tucson, AZ. 85701
> >
> > Voice: 520-388-8428
> > Fax: 520-388-8305
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > E Webb
> > <rinconvalleyis@h
> > otmail.com> To



> > Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com>
> > 03/13/2008 03:47 cc
> > PM Beverley A Everson
> > <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine Derby
> > <jderby@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford
> > <rlaford@fs.fed.us>,
> > <tfurgason@swca.com>, Heidi Schewel
> > <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, John Able
> > <jable@fs.fed.us>, Faye Fentiman
> > <ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F
> > Pima County
> > <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott
> > Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office
> > <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard
> > Elias <district5@pima.gov>
> > Subject
> > April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA
> > Community Input for the Impacted
> > Community meeting space and rates
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > Beverley
> >
> > I have spoken with the team leaders of Rita Ranch, Corona de
Tucson, Old
> > Sonoita, New Tucson, Hilton Ranch and I am team leader for Vail
Proper.
> > That date will work for us, although we would like to request a
time
> near
> > or around 6pm and for the refreshments we would like to request
that
> there
> > also be items available for our diabetic and hypoglycemic
community
> > members. (IE salty type items, not just cookies and so on). Nicole
Fyffe
> > from the Pima County adminstrator's office said that would work
as well.
> >
> > Thanks again,
> > Elizabeth Webb
> > (520)247-3838
> >
> >



> >
> >
> >
> > CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
> > tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us;
> > ffentiman@fs.fed.us; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
> > From: ffentiman@gmail.com
> > Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community
meeting
> > space and rates
> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 15:07:55 -0700
> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> >
> > This day does not work for me as I have committed to something
else
> > on that day. Faye
> >
> > On Mar 13, 2008, at 2:51 PM, E Webb wrote:
> >
> > Beverley-
> >
> > I will ask around and see if that will work for the others. I
> > think I am available that day. Do you have a time in mind? Most
> > parents have activities for their kids in the morning early
> > afternoon. Would refreshments be served if it is around lunch
> > or dinner?
> >
> > Thanks for considering us,
> > Elizabeth Webb
> > 247-3838
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > > Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted
Community
> > meeting space and rates
> > > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com; jderby@fs.fed.us;
> > rlaford@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
> > jable@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@fs.fed.us
> > > From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> > > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 14:06:03 -0700
> > >
> > > Elizabeth,
> > >
> > > We are currently considering Saturday, April 5, as a possible
> > meeting date.
> > > Could you please pass this infomation on to others that would
> > need to
> > > consider it?
> > >
> > > Thank you.



> > >
> > > Bev Everson
> > >
> > > Beverley A. Everson
> > > Forest Geologist
> > > Coronado National Forest
> > > 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
> > > Tucson, AZ. 85701
> > >
> > > Voice: 520-388-8428
> > > Fax: 520-388-8305
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > E Webb
> > > <rinconvalleyis@h
> > > otmail.com> To
> > > <beverson@fs.fed.us>
> > > 03/13/2008 11:09 cc
> > > AM "'Albert D. Flores'"
> > > <floresa@vail.k12.az.us>, Jeff
> > > Rutherford
> > > <rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us>,
> > > Nicole F Pima County
> > > <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott
> > > Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office
> > > <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard
> > > Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Kim
> > > Beck <coyotes@cox.net>, Kristen
> > > Almquist <kalmquist@az.gov>, "Tim
> > > Bee" <tbee@azleg.gov>
> > > Subject
> > > NEPA Community Input for the
> > > Impacted Community meeting space
> > > and rates
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > Ms. Everson,
> > >
> > > I was asked by Nicole Fyffe to contact you in regard to
> > possible meeting
> > > locations in the Vail/Cienega Corridor location.
> > >
> > > I spent some time with Ms. Derby explaining the situation of



> > how important
> > > it is that our community is an active participant in this
> > public process
> > > from the beginning. Our community will feel direct impacts if
> > this mine is
> > > approved. We are already experiencing the direct impact of
> > increased
> > > traffic on Sonoita Highway. To wait and see if a 4th meeting
> > is needed is
> > > not in the spirit of the NEPA process. I am sure you
> > understand my
> > > concerns.
> > >
> > > I have included the attached facilities rental agreement for
> > the Vail
> > > School District with the contact information for Jeff
> > Rutherford who
> > > schedules the facilities. Unfortunately the meetings were not
> > scheduled in
> > > advance during a time when all of the buildings were empty
> > during Spring
> > > Break, although that has its own issues.
> > >
> > > Some dates we might suggest for consideration are: March
> > 25th, 26th or 27th
> > > , or possibly a Saturday, but I would have to check with
> > Community Leaders
> > > to see if a Saturday conflicts with other civic activities.
> > >
> > > Thank you for your consideration,
> > > Elizabeth Webb
> > > Community Advocate
> > > 247-3838
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > From: rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us
> > > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> > > CC: floresa@vail.k12.az.us
> > > Subject: meeting space and rates
> > > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 10:37:31 -0700
> > >
> > >
> > > Hi Elizabeth,
> > >
> > > I have not been contacted for any meeting space by anyone
> > concerning
> > > the Rosemont Mine. We have space available at our schools I
> > just need
> > > a firm date and time. I have also attached our Facility
> > Rental
> > > Package that has a rate sheet available. Please let me know



> > if I can
> > > be of future help.
> > >
> > > Thanks Jeff R(See attached file: Vail School District
> > Facility
> > > Agreement[1].doc)
> >
> >
> 
> 
> 
> Never miss a thing. Make Yahoo your homepage.
> 
> 
> 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: E Webb
Cc: Richard Elias; Faye Fentiman; Faye Fentiman; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Jeanine Derby; Nicole F Pima County;

Reta Laford; Scott Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Re: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting space and rates
Date: 03/13/2008 04:16 PM

Elizabeth,

It's looking like the availability of the Forest Service meeting staff will more likely be
earlier in the day, ie. in the afternoon.  I am still firming this up, as well as firming
up the day, and will keep you informed of the scheduling. 

Just wanted to let you know of our availability as it currently stands, as I continue to
coordinate with my coworkers.

Bev Everson

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com>

E Webb
<rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com> 

03/13/2008 03:47 PM

To Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com>

cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
Jeanine Derby <jderby@fs.fed.us>, Reta
Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>,
<tfurgason@swca.com>, Heidi Schewel
<hschewel@fs.fed.us>, John Able
<jable@fs.fed.us>, Faye Fentiman
<ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F Pima
County <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott
Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office
<scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard Elias
<district5@pima.gov>

Subject April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community
Input for the Impacted Community meeting
space and rates

Beverley
 
I have spoken with the team leaders of Rita Ranch, Corona de Tucson,
Old Sonoita, New Tucson, Hilton Ranch and I am team leader for Vail
Proper.  That date will work for us, although we would like to request a

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
mailto:district5@pima.gov
mailto:ffentiman@fs.fed.us
mailto:ffentiman@gmail.com
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mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:jderby@fs.fed.us
mailto:nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:scott.egan@pima.gov
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


time near or around 6pm and for the refreshments we would like to
request that there also be items available for our diabetic and
hypoglycemic community members. (IE salty type items, not just
cookies and so on). Nicole Fyffe from the Pima County adminstrator's
office said that would work as well.
 
Thanks again,
Elizabeth Webb
(520)247-3838
 

 

CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us;
ffentiman@fs.fed.us; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
From: ffentiman@gmail.com
Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted
Community meeting space and rates
Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 15:07:55 -0700
To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com

This day does not work for me as I have committed to
something else on that day. Faye 

On Mar 13, 2008, at 2:51 PM, E Webb wrote:

Beverley-
 
I will ask around and see if that will work for the others. I
think I am available that day. Do you have a time in
mind? Most parents have activities for their kids in the
morning early afternoon. Would refreshments be served if
it is around lunch or dinner?
 
Thanks for considering us,
Elizabeth Webb
247-3838

> Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted
Community meeting space and rates
> To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com; jderby@fs.fed.us;
rlaford@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com;
hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@fs.fed.us
> From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 14:06:03 -0700
> 

mailto:rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
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> Elizabeth,
> 
> We are currently considering Saturday, April 5, as a
possible meeting date.
> Could you please pass this infomation on to others that
would need to
> consider it?
> 
> Thank you.
> 
> Bev Everson
> 
> Beverley A. Everson
> Forest Geologist
> Coronado National Forest
> 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
> Tucson, AZ. 85701
> 
> Voice: 520-388-8428
> Fax: 520-388-8305
> 
> 
> 
> 
> E Webb 
> <rinconvalleyis@h 
> otmail.com> To 
> <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
> 03/13/2008 11:09 cc 
> AM "'Albert D. Flores'" 
> <floresa@vail.k12.az.us>, Jeff 
> Rutherford 
> <rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us>, 
> Nicole F Pima County 
> <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott 
> Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office 
> <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard 
> Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Kim 
> Beck <coyotes@cox.net>, Kristen 
> Almquist <kalmquist@az.gov>, "Tim 
> Bee" <tbee@azleg.gov> 
> Subject 
> NEPA Community Input for the 
> Impacted Community meeting space 
> and rates 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
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> 
> 
> Ms. Everson,
> 
> I was asked by Nicole Fyffe to contact you in regard to
possible meeting
> locations in the Vail/Cienega Corridor location.
> 
> I spent some time with Ms. Derby explaining the
situation of how important
> it is that our community is an active participant in this
public process
> from the beginning. Our community will feel direct
impacts if this mine is
> approved. We are already experiencing the direct
impact of increased
> traffic on Sonoita Highway. To wait and see if a 4th
meeting is needed is
> not in the spirit of the NEPA process. I am sure you
understand my
> concerns.
> 
> I have included the attached facilities rental agreement
for the Vail
> School District with the contact information for Jeff
Rutherford who
> schedules the facilities. Unfortunately the meetings
were not scheduled in
> advance during a time when all of the buildings were
empty during Spring
> Break, although that has its own issues.
> 
> Some dates we might suggest for consideration are:
March 25th, 26th or 27th
> , or possibly a Saturday, but I would have to check
with Community Leaders
> to see if a Saturday conflicts with other civic activities.
> 
> Thank you for your consideration,
> Elizabeth Webb
> Community Advocate
> 247-3838
> 
> 
> 
> 
> From: rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us
> To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> CC: floresa@vail.k12.az.us
> Subject: meeting space and rates
> Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 10:37:31 -0700
> 
> 

mailto:rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us
mailto:rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
mailto:floresa@vail.k12.az.us


> Hi Elizabeth,
> 
> I have not been contacted for any meeting space by
anyone concerning
> the Rosemont Mine. We have space available at our
schools I just need
> a firm date and time. I have also attached our Facility
Rental
> Package that has a rate sheet available. Please let me
know if I can
> be of future help.
> 
> Thanks Jeff R(See attached file: Vail School District
Facility
> Agreement[1].doc)



From: JJ Lamb
To: E Webb; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Richard Elias; Faye Fentiman; Faye Fentiman; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Jeanine Derby; Nicole F Pima County;

Reta Laford; Scott Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office; tfurgason@swca.com; Sandy WHITEHOUSE; Davita Mueller; JJ
Lamb; Charlotte Cook; new Anne Gibson

Subject: RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting space and ra
Date: 03/14/2008 11:00 AM

Ms. Everson and Fellow Team Members,
 
I have spoke with my core team in the New Tucson area of the Cienega Corridor and
we have decided that later in the evening, 5:30 to 6:00pm would be preferable. A
large population within our community have full schedules with family activities and
it is important to involve them in the process. I am delighted that the Forest Service
has decided to include our area in these important public meetings and look forward
to connecting everyone on April 5th.
 
J.J. Lamb
New Tucson Team Leader
762-1073

E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com> wrote:

Beverley,
 
I appreciate that the paid Forest Service staff might have more availability in
the earlier afternoon but we are volunteers and as this is a day when
families traditionally have other activities scheduled, the later in the day
would be better, especially as the county has agreed to 6pm. I am sure you
understand. it is difficult to have to plan around a meeting in middle of the
day when we have family responsibilities.
 
Thanks again,
Elizabeth Webb
Vail Team Leader
(520)247-3838

> Subject: Re: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the
Impacted Community meeting space and rates

> To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> CC: district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@gmail.com;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rlaford@fs.fed.us; scott.egan@pima.gov;

tfurgason@swca.com
> From: beverson@fs.fed.us

> Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 16:16:10 -0700
> 

> Elizabeth,
> 

> It's looking like the availability of the Forest Service meeting staff will
> more likely be earlier in the day, ie. in the afternoon. I am still
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> firming this up, as well as firming up the day, and will keep you informed
> of the scheduling.

> 
> Just wanted to let you know of our availability as it currently stands, as

> I continue to coordinate with my coworkers.
> 

> Bev Everson
> 

> Beverley A. Everson
> Forest Geologist

> Coronado National Forest
> 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor

> Tucson, AZ. 85701
> 

> Voice: 520-388-8428
> Fax: 520-388-8305

> 
> 
> 
> 

> E Webb 
> <rinconvalleyis@h 
> otmail.com> To 

> Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com> 
> 03/13/2008 03:47 cc 

> PM Beverley A Everson 
> <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine Derby 

> <jderby@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford 
> <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 

> <tfurgason@swca.com>, Heidi Schewel 
> <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, John Able 
> <jable@fs.fed.us>, Faye Fentiman 
> <ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F 

> Pima County 
> <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott 

> Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office 
> <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard 

> Elias <district5@pima.gov> 
> Subject 

> April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA 
> Community Input for the Impacted 

> Community meeting space and rates 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

> Beverley



> 
> I have spoken with the team leaders of Rita Ranch, Corona de Tucson, Old
> Sonoita, New Tucson, Hilton Ranch and I am team leader for Vail Proper.
> That date will work for us, although we would like to request a time near
> or around 6pm and for the refreshments we would like to request that

there
> also be items available for our diabetic and hypoglycemic community

> members. (IE salty type items, not just cookies and so on). Nicole Fyffe
> from the Pima County adminstrator's office said that would work as well.

> 
> Thanks again,
> Elizabeth Webb
> (520)247-3838

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

> CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
> tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us;

> ffentiman@fs.fed.us; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
> From: ffentiman@gmail.com

> Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting
> space and rates

> Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 15:07:55 -0700
> To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com

> 
> This day does not work for me as I have committed to something else

> on that day. Faye
> 

> On Mar 13, 2008, at 2:51 PM, E Webb wrote:
> 

> Beverley-
> 

> I will ask around and see if that will work for the others. I
> think I am available that day. Do you have a time in mind? Most

> parents have activities for their kids in the morning early
> afternoon. Would refreshments be served if it is around lunch

> or dinner?
> 

> Thanks for considering us,
> Elizabeth Webb

> 247-3838
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

> > Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community
> meeting space and rates

> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com; jderby@fs.fed.us;
> rlaford@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;

> jable@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@fs.fed.us



> > From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 14:06:03 -0700

> >
> > Elizabeth,

> >
> > We are currently considering Saturday, April 5, as a possible

> meeting date.
> > Could you please pass this infomation on to others that would

> need to
> > consider it?

> >
> > Thank you.

> >
> > Bev Everson

> >
> > Beverley A. Everson

> > Forest Geologist
> > Coronado National Forest

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

> >
> > Voice: 520-388-8428
> > Fax: 520-388-8305

> >
> >
> >
> >

> > E Webb
> > <rinconvalleyis@h
> > otmail.com> To

> > <beverson@fs.fed.us>
> > 03/13/2008 11:09 cc
> > AM "'Albert D. Flores'"

> > <floresa@vail.k12.az.us>, Jeff
> > Rutherford

> > <rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us>,
> > Nicole F Pima County

> > <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott
> > Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office

> > <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard
> > Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Kim
> > Beck <coyotes@cox.net>, Kristen

> > Almquist <kalmquist@az.gov>, "Tim
> > Bee" <tbee@azleg.gov>

> > Subject
> > NEPA Community Input for the

> > Impacted Community meeting space
> > and rates

> >
> >
> >
> >
> >



> >
> >
> >
> >
> >

> > Ms. Everson,
> >

> > I was asked by Nicole Fyffe to contact you in regard to
> possible meeting

> > locations in the Vail/Cienega Corridor location.
> >

> > I spent some time with Ms. Derby explaining the situation of
> how important

> > it is that our community is an active participant in this
> public process

> > from the beginning. Our community will feel direct impacts if
> this mine is

> > approved. We are already experiencing the direct impact of
> increased

> > traffic on Sonoita Highway. To wait and see if a 4th meeting
> is needed is

> > not in the spirit of the NEPA process. I am sure you
> understand my

> > concerns.
> >

> > I have included the attached facilities rental agreement for
> the Vail

> > School District with the contact information for Jeff
> Rutherford who

> > schedules the facilities. Unfortunately the meetings were not
> scheduled in

> > advance during a time when all of the buildings were empty
> during Spring

> > Break, although that has its own issues.
> >

> > Some dates we might suggest for consideration are: March
> 25th, 26th or 27th

> > , or possibly a Saturday, but I would have to check with
> Community Leaders

> > to see if a Saturday conflicts with other civic activities.
> >

> > Thank you for your consideration,
> > Elizabeth Webb

> > Community Advocate
> > 247-3838

> >
> >
> >
> >

> > From: rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us
> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com

> > CC: floresa@vail.k12.az.us
> > Subject: meeting space and rates



> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 10:37:31 -0700
> >
> >

> > Hi Elizabeth,
> >

> > I have not been contacted for any meeting space by anyone
> concerning

> > the Rosemont Mine. We have space available at our schools I
> just need

> > a firm date and time. I have also attached our Facility
> Rental

> > Package that has a rate sheet available. Please let me know
> if I can

> > be of future help.
> >

> > Thanks Jeff R(See attached file: Vail School District
> Facility

> > Agreement[1].doc)
> 
> 

Never miss a thing. Make Yahoo your homepage.

http://us.rd.yahoo.com/evt=51438/*http://www.yahoo.com/r/hs


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: AR Follow-up
Date: 01/18/2010 06:38 PM

Bev,
 
I believe that we are all caught up at this time.  However, Melissa keeps a running list and I'll need to
confirm this with her tomorrow.
 
Tom

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Mon 1/18/2010 2:29 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: AR Follow-up

Tom, I assume that your concerns and questions have been addressed at this point.  Is that correct?
 Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

01/06/2010 05:36 PM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Sarah L

Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject AR Follow-up

Bev, 
  
Please find attached the final Project Record Schema as discussed. This closely mimics the DEIS table of contents.
Please be advised that any further changes to the record schema will likely result in a timeline extension. 

  
In our discussion yesterday, Melissa mentioned concerns about the Record being completed according to the
current deadline. As a follow-up to our discussion, Melissa and I met again late yesterday to address any current
challenges she has encountered. With further explanation, Melissa and I gained clarity on possible solutions to
her issues. Melissa and I both feel very confident that SWCA can meet our April 30 (DEIS NOA) deadline, with
timely cooperation and participation by the Coronado and Rosemont’s consulting team. In order to present the

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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Project Record to the Coronado by April 30, we need the following: 
1.       The final guidance on documentation requirements for references by Monday, January 11 
2.       All reference documentation provided by the Coronado and Rosemont by Monday, March 1 

  
I have also enclosed the updated Record question tracking sheet which summarizes all of the decisions made in
yesterday’s meeting. We will anxiously await Sarah’s final guidance on the need for retention of original
electronic file formats. 

  
In our meeting, we were all able to understand the complexity of this record, the challenges that arise and the
need for rapid documentation submission. It is crucial that SWCA receive timely guidance/answers on any
questions that arise while progress is made on the record. We believe that making the Record an item regularly
discussed during our weekly management meeting should help address that. 

  
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
  



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: attachments to scoping and email
Date: 12/04/2009 10:22 AM

Larry-
We did scan attachments that were received in color, in color. If you can tell me which attachment
in particular, I would be happy to look at the original and verify this. If available, I can scan in color
and will. The only printed attachments that I have are the ones in the record and those can’t be
checked out. So, if you need that one in hard copy, I recommend doing it there for convenience.
 
I appreciate you sending me something for the record. I’m not sure what was discussed in
yesterday’s meeting, but I have requested all specialists submit a cover page with anything that
should go in. I have uploaded the cover page to webex in the Forms folder. There are two forms-
one that you can complete and submit electronically or a handwritten form. I request that, in the
future, you also send me one of these.
 
Big Thanks!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 9:54 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: attachments to scoping and email
 

Melissa-- 

1a.  We are supposed to review the attachments to scoping letters and "certify" we have read them
over, but the attachments in the biology section are maps that are in black and white, so I can't make
them out.  Any way I could look at color versions (can they be pdf'ed in color rather than xerographed
in B and W?)?  If need be, I can drop by to look at originals. 

1b.  Has anyone here printed out the 74-page Rosemont Ranch attachment that I could look at?   

2.  I forgot I was supposed to cc you for items that might be considered for the project record (this
came up at our latest IDTeam meeting), so attached is something I sent this morning to Bev, Mindee,
and Rick Gerhart. I had asked that they make a decision if we are to have SWCA do a Biologist's
Specialist Report.   

Thanks! 

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

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



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle; John Able; Reta

Laford
Subject: RE: August 25, 2009 Mtg. Agenda
Date: 08/25/2009 08:45 AM

Here’s the conference line information:
 
866-866-2244
Participant Code: 9550668#
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2009 5:14 PM
To: Melinda D Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle; John Able;
Reta Laford
Subject: August 25, 2009 Mtg. Agenda
 

Enclosed.  Teresa Ann and Charles, please note that we will be using the SWCA conference call line -
I won't be calling you directly.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: Gordon Cheniae
Sent By: Gordon Cheniae
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: 'Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub'; jrigg@swca.com; 'Jamie Sturgess'; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;

mary@strongpointpr.com; 'Melinda D Roth'; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us; 'Robert Cordts';
tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com

Subject: RE: August 31 and Sept. 15 status meetings will be in conference room 6V6 (no content)
Date: 08/19/2010 06:08 PM

The Sept meeting is Sept 16th not Sept 15th.  It’s the same day as the Coop Agency meeting.
 
glc
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 5:25 PM
To: Melinda D Roth
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub; gcheniae; jrigg@swca.com; Jamie Sturgess;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com;
rlaford@fs.fed.us; Robert Cordts; tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com
Subject: August 31 and Sept. 15 status meetings will be in conference room 6V6 (no content)
 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:gcheniae@cox.net
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From: Gordon Cheniae
Sent By: Gordon Cheniae
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: 'Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub'; jrigg@swca.com; 'Jamie Sturgess'; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;

mary@strongpointpr.com; 'Melinda D Roth'; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us; 'Robert Cordts';
tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com

Subject: RE: August 31 and Sept. 15 status meetings will be in conference room 6V6 (no content)
Date: 08/19/2010 06:08 PM

The Sept meeting is Sept 16th not Sept 15th.  It’s the same day as the Coop Agency meeting.
 
glc
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 5:25 PM
To: Melinda D Roth
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub; gcheniae; jrigg@swca.com; Jamie Sturgess;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com;
rlaford@fs.fed.us; Robert Cordts; tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com
Subject: August 31 and Sept. 15 status meetings will be in conference room 6V6 (no content)
 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Lara Mitchell'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: RE: Barrel Only Description
Date: 07/14/2010 03:11 PM

Do you have any general numbers, such as how much larger an area this alternative
covers compared to the original Barrel Only?  Acres in general?  Slopes, etc.?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

07/14/2010 01:12 PM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Lara Mitchell'" <lmitchell@swca.com>, "'Melissa
Reichard'" <mreichard@swca.com>, "'Jonathan
Rigg'" <jrigg@swca.com>

Subject RE: Barrel Only Description

Bev,

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

 
·         Water Resources – Primary driver for initial development of the
Barrel-Only Alternative with the objective of keeping the McCleary
drainage open.
·         Visual – Primary driver for development of the new Barrel-Only
landform
·         Water Resources – New landform maintains McCleary open and
provides a primary drainage path tying into Barrel Canyon; also provides
for modified concave slopes on some slopes
·         Recreation/Grazing/Wildlife/ – Post-mine resource may benefit from
variable topography

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:lmitchell@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


 
Resources that will likely suffer negative impacts are:

 
·         Heritage Sites – Includes taking the Ball Court
·         Air Quality – Active mine work occurs close to SR83

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

 
Regards,

 
Dale  

 
From: Jonathan Rigg [mailto:jrigg@swca.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 12:27 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Lara Mitchell; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Barrel Only Description

 
Bev,

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

 
Thanks!

 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Jonathan Rigg
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Lara Mitchell; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Re: Barrel Only Description
Date: 07/14/2010 01:09 PM

Thank you, and thanks for the update on the alternative maps.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>

"Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com> 

07/14/2010 12:27 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Lara
Mitchell" <lmitchell@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Barrel Only Description

Bev,

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

 
Thanks!

 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Lara Mitchell'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Jonathan Rigg'
Subject: RE: Barrel Only Description
Date: 07/14/2010 01:12 PM

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

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

·         Visual – Primary driver for development of the new Barrel-Only landform
·         Water Resources – New landform maintains McCleary open and provides a primary

drainage path tying into Barrel Canyon; also provides for modified concave slopes on some
slopes

·         Recreation/Grazing/Wildlife/ – Post-mine resource may benefit from variable topography
 
Resources that will likely suffer negative impacts are:
 

·         Heritage Sites – Includes taking the Ball Court
·         Air Quality – Active mine work occurs close to SR83

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

From: Jonathan Rigg [mailto:jrigg@swca.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 12:27 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Lara Mitchell; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Barrel Only Description
 
Bev,
 
Got a hold of Dale and he will be sending you a brief description of the updated Barrel Only
alternative that was approved last Friday.  Rosemont was tasked with determining total acreages,
etc., and we have not yet received that data.  Lara is working on making sure the Figure for
tomorrow is this latest version.  Dale will email you the description as soon as possible.
 
Thanks!
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Krizek, David'; 'Debby Kriegel'; fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Kathy Arnold'; 'Marcie

Bidwell'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Re: Barrel-Only Landform Meeting Rescheduled
Date: 06/30/2010 03:05 PM

My understanding in talking to Debby and Salek is that the would like to have an
interim meeting to discuss what's been developed so far.  This does not have to
include Fermin.  I would appreciate it if you would go ahead with a briefing with
them.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

06/30/2010 10:31 AM

To "'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "'Salek
Shafiqullah'" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Kathy
Arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,
<fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com>, "'Krizek,
David'" <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "'Melissa
Reichard'" <mreichard@swca.com>, "'Marcie
Bidwell'" <mbidwell@swca.com>

cc "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"'Jonathan Rigg'" <jrigg@swca.com>

Subject Barrel-Only Landform Meeting Rescheduled

All,

 
According to Fermin, Rosemont will have finished a more complete evaluation and
design of the landform concept developed by the team later next week.  This
afternoon he will be able to confirm a day next week on which he will be able to
present this work to the team.  Therefore, I am canceling today’s tentative meeting
and will reschedule for the day next week Fermin says the work will be available. 
I’ll get back to all of you later this afternoon or first thing tomorrow morning with
the reschedule information.

 
Thanks for your patience with this.

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Dale
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


***********************************************************

"You only have one life.  Make it count."

James A. Maes
Director, Civil Rights
USDA Forest Service, Region 3
333 Broadway, SE, Room 348
Albuquerque, NM 87102

jmaes@fs.fed.us
(505) 842-3813;   (505) 301--1260 (cell); 
(505) 842-3807 (fax)
http://fsweb.r3.fs.fed.us/cr/

**********************************************************

The information in this internet e-mail and any attachments is confidential.  If you
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and do not
forward this e-mail to anyone else.

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

03/18/2010 04:09 PM

To Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, James A
Maes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Bev, I'll respond -Fw: FOIA and Rosemont Copper
Letter from Senator Burns and Rep. Adams-Arizona

State Legislature and

Thanks, Reta.  FYI, I just sent Jim an email asking for the contact information; Jim,
please disregard.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS

notes://entr3a/07256CC200468A1A/0/BE0CD3FE02A1DB37862576EA00766BF2


Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS 

03/18/2010 02:33 PM

To "Beverley Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

Subject Bev, I'll respond -Fw: FOIA and Rosemont Copper
Letter from Senator Burns and Rep. Adams-Arizona
State Legislature and

Bev - I will respond. I have discussed with the Regional person. 

  From: Vail Arizona [vailaz@hotmail.com]
  Sent: 03/18/2010 03:30 PM CST
  To: Beverley Everson
  Cc: Reta Laford; <tfurgason@swca.com>; Craig Newman
  Subject: RE: FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator Burns
and Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature and

Ms. Everson,
 
May I please have the name of the Forest's ADA Compliance
Officer?
 
Thanks.

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the

addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or

attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or

saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender .
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed

without the express written consent of the sender.

  

To: vailaz@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator Burns and
Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature and
From: beverson@fs.fed.us
Date: Mon, 8 Feb 2010 13:31:12 -0700

Hi Elizabeth, 

I received your request and am working on getting an extra set of hard copies.  In
the meantime, many of the reports are on our website, though I understand your
preference for reading hard copies. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 02/07/2010
09:02 AM To "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-

southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us> 

cc



Subject FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator Burns and Rep. Adams-
Arizona State Legislature and

Ms. Everson,

It has been several weeks since I wrote and requested hard copies of the
recent Rosemont Copper Project technical reports and I have heard
nothing from you. If you did not recieve my request,  please let me know
and I will resend it.  Thank you.

Also, here are my thoughts on the AZ Legislature letter that was recently
sent. It is the letter I wrote to the House and Senate heads.

____________________________

Hello All,

As a long time registered voter and taxpayer and resident (nearly native)
of Pima County, I was appalled to see a letter in the Green Valley News
sent our on behalf of the Senate and House, with what seemed to be
almost complete disregard of the members who are from this area. 

Rep. Farley's comment: The letter is emblematic of the leaders' "treating Southern
Arizona as a Third World country over which they have hegemony," seems very apropos.

After reading today's article I was heartened to see that the vast majority
of the representatives are listening to the will of their constiuents, which
includes the governments of Pima County, Santa Cruz County, City of
Tucson, Sahuarita and the governing body of Green Valley. The vision
and concern they show over Arizona's whole long term prosperity is
encouraging.

I am disheartened; however, to see that there are some who are for the
proposed Rosemont Copper project, especially after reading "

“Jamie Sturgess, vice president for sustainable development for Rosemont Copper Co., met
with legislative leaders in the past two weeks, "but exactly what he asked for, I'm not sure,"  
I would like to request that equal time is given to representative
stakeholders from several diverse groups involved in this proposed
project-

Thank you,



________________________________________

Two recent Articles in the Arizona Daily Star:

Our view: Maricopa lawmakers' message supporting Rosemont mine was
presumptuous 

Burns, Adams step over line with
letter 
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-
9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html

Story 
Comments 

| Posted: Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am | Comments 
Font Size: 
Default font size 
Larger font size 
The leaders of the state House and Senate committed a telling faux pas
last week, sending a letter to the U.S. Forest Service "on behalf of the
Arizona Senate and the House of Representatives" in support of the
proposed Rosemont mine.
The letter was written Tuesday and most Southern Arizona lawmakers
didn't learn of it until Thursday, according to the Star's Tony Davis.
House Speaker Kirk Adams and Senate President Bob Burns are Maricopa
County GOP legislators whose constituents stand to enjoy economic
benefits if the mine is built in the Santa Rita Mountains - but to suffer
none of the ecological and water-resource consequences the mine could
bring to Southern Arizona.

Were Southern Arizona lawmakers invited to weigh in on the letter
written on their "behalf" or to provide information to Adams and Burns
about why opposition to the mine is so virulent in this distant, apparently
alien part of the state? No.
To be fair, Burns backed down Thursday after state Sen. Jonathan Paton,
a Tucson Republican who opposes the mine and who plans to run for
Congress this year, complained.

In their letter, Burns and Adams wrote that the proposed mine is a
"tremendous economic opportunity for the state of Arizona," and
encouraged the Forest Service to "allow Arizona to continue to move
forward responsibly to utilize our rich and vital copper resources."
In a statement Thursday, Burns said he and Adams understand that "the
Rosemont decision is a local issue, in consultation with federal interests,"
and that they don't want the letter to be seen as an endorsement.
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But the arrogance exhibited by the Maricopa County-based legislative
leaders in muscling in on a local issue without even consulting local
lawmakers is stunning.

Rep. Steve Farley, D-Tucson, told Davis the leaders were "treating
Southern Arizona as a Third World country over which they have
hegemony." Farley, who opposes the mine, added, "to send this out on
our behalf without showing it to us is just hubris."
Rep. Frank Antenori, R-Tucson, whose district includes the mine site
southeast of Tucson, told Davis he and other lawmakers had "heartburn"
over the letter.

"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been
a resolution put forward, requesting the Legislature's opinion," he said.
Antenori told Davis he doesn't support or oppose the mine, but wants to
make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete the groundwater.
Rosemont Copper Co. wants to extract 225 million pounds of copper from
the Santa Rita Mountains. To do so, Rosemont must a dig a pit well
below the area's groundwater table, and then it must pump out the
aquifer for nearly 2,000 more feet to reach the copper.
Burns' statement on Thursday said Paton had convinced him and Adams
that "It is not as simple as we first thought." They now understood
concerns about the mine's impact on water resources, he wrote.

True, it's not simple.

But here's the deal: The people who would live with the mine should be
consulted about their future, and so should they have a say in the
ecological future of Southern Arizona. They have representatives in the
Legislature whose job it is to help them speak out and be heard.
A couple of Maricopa County pols had no business blundering into an
important local issue about which they obviously knew very little. They
should apologize and withdraw their letter.
Arizona Daily Star 
Posted in Opinion, Editorial on Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am 

_______________________________________

Letter backing Rosemont stokes
Capitol 'heartburn' 
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_029ab29f-
7a15-587e-9e43-d79e5ab1a254.html
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Benjie Sanders A shot of an area where a section of the pit is going to be
located and some heavy equipment operators are working to restore the
area where they were drilling for the Rosemont Mine Wednesday August
6, 2008, which is located about 30 miles southeast of Tucson, Arizona.
This picture was taken while on a tour of the mines. Photo by Benjie
Sanders/Arizona Daily Star. 
  
Arizona's legislative chiefs frustrated a majority of Tucson-area legislators
by writing the U.S. Forest Service a letter friendly to the proposed
Rosemont Mine without consulting them - yet saying they were writing
"on behalf of the Arizona Senate and the House of Representatives."
Tuesday's letter from Senate President Bob Burns and House Speaker
Kirk Adams praised Rosemont as a "tremendous economic opportunity for
the State of Arizona," cited Arizona's rich mining history, and encouraged
the Forest Service to "allow Arizona to continue to move forward
responsibly to utilize our rich and vital copper resources."

But late Thursday, Burns backed off, under criticism led by Jonathan
Paton, a Tucson-area state senator and mine opponent of his party who
is running for Congress against another mine opponent.

The original letter said, "It is imperative that Arizona responsibly utilize
our natural resources as part of our long-term economic recovery and
stabilization." In his statement Thursday, Burns said he and Adams, both
Republicans, want to make clear that "the Rosemont decision is a local
issue, in consultation with federal interests," and that they don't want the
letter to be seen as an endorsement.
Their original letter urged the Forest Service to consider an economic
impact study done by the Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral
Resources and Arizona State University. It predicted the mine will bring
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$9.2 billion in economic benefits over its life by directly and indirectly
creating more than 2,900 jobs. Rosemont Copper Co. paid for the study,
which the letter didn't mention.

Nine of 11 Tucson-area legislators reached Thursday for comment - six
Democrats and three Republicans - were critical of the leaders' letter, and
most said they had only learned of it Thursday. Four other area
legislators - three Democrats and a Republican - didn't respond to the
Star's questions about the letter.

Rep. Frank Antenori, a Tucson-area Republican whose district includes the
mine site southeast of Tucson, said he and other legislators had
"heartburn" over the letter.

"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been
a resolution put forward, requesting the Legislature's opinion," said
Antenori, who said he doesn't support or oppose the mine but wants to
make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete groundwater.

The letter is emblematic of the leaders' "treating Southern Arizona as a
Third World country over which they have hegemony," said Rep. Steve
Farley, a Tucson Democrat and mine opponent. "For (Adams) to send this
out on our behalf without showing it to us is just hubris."
Burns' later statement said, "It is not as simple as we first thought.
Senator Jonathan Paton has spoken to us about his concerns with the use
of CAP water for the project. We understand his consistent opposition to
the plan."

Adams didn't respond to requests for comment.

This flap comes less than three weeks after U.S. Sen. John McCain, also a
Republican, made statements favorable to the mine while meeting with
Green Valley leaders. Under questioning from the Star three days later, a
McCain campaign aide and spokesman said he hasn't endorsed the mine.
Jamie Sturgess, vice president for sustainable development for Rosemont
Copper Co., met with legislative leaders in the past two weeks, "but
exactly what he asked for, I'm not sure," Rosemont Copper CEO Rod
Pace said Thursday. 

Sturgess didn't return calls or an e-mail about the letter.

Speaking before Burns' retreat from the letter surfaced, Pace said he was
very happy to see the original letter. "I think it shows they are looking at
the project and what economic impacts it brings the state. It just said
that as long as Rosemont follows its plan of operations that it submitted
and goes through the proper procedures, I think they would support it as
being good for the state."



Of other legislators' concern about the letter, "that makes sense," Pace
said. "I know that people always like to know ahead of time."
Sen. Al Melvin, a northwest-side Republican, said he supports the mine
and endorses the leaders' letter.
"My guess is if it was put to a vote in both chambers we would get a
majority in favor of this letter, given the current makeup of the two
chambers. Even if we weren't in these dire economic times this would be
the right thing to do," Melvin said.

Sen. Linda Lopez, a Tucson Democrat, said she supports the mine, but
doesn't support the letter making it appear the Senate supports the mine
when it hasn't.

Paton said he is considering drafting a resolution to determine how strong
Rosemont's support is in the Legislature.
"There are economics involved … but it comes to water rights for me. You
are exchanging groundwater there for CAP water," and he isn't confident
the CAP will always have enough water.

His Democratic campaign opponent, incumbent U.S. Rep. Gabrielle
Giffords, said in a prepared statement that "the legislators' new-found
interest in this open-pit mine neglects to address the serious and
intractable economic, quality-of-life and environmental problems that
would result if it were to go into operation."
Contact reporter Tony Davis at 806-7746 or tdavis@azstarnet.com 
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Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838

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

Quote for the Day: 
  

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing" 
-Elbert Hubbard 
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; Geoff Soroka; Ken Kertell; Melissa Reichard; Richard A Gerhart; Reta

Laford; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Biological Assessment
Date: 04/15/2009 01:47 PM

Larry,
 
I think that we covered this before, but we will need to treat analysis of each of the alternatives
equally.  This probably means a set of tech documents for each alternative.  We’ll have to see where
the alternative development takes us, but we may need more than one BA. 
 
You are correct that the USFWS will likely only consult on the preferred alternative.  However, the Line
Officer does not need to ID a preferred prior to publication of the FEIS.  This leaves us in a bit of a
conundrum if we are to disclose impacts to the public in the DEIS.  Therefore, we should at the very
least have some consultation history in the DEIS.  If it turns out that the FWS will only issue a BO for
the preferred alt, then we need to have them state this for the Admin Record before the DEIS goes
out.  We should also document in the Admin Record that the FWS would not review BA’s for other
alternatives if that is what they decide. Ideally, we’d have hard copy letters for all of this.  In my
opinion, it is in the interest of the FS to clearly demonstrate your efforts in working with the FWS.  As
far as I know they still have not responded to the invitation to be a cooperating agency, nor did they
respond to the scoping letter.  I expect that they will respond to a request for formal consultation.
 
I’ll let Geoff know that you have some additional info on MIS.  Thanks!
 
Tom
 

From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2009 1:23 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; Geoff Soroka; Ken Kertell; Melissa Reichard; Richard A
Gerhart; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Biological Assessment
 

Tom et al.-- 

Another deliberative set of comments here.  Playing a little catchup...is there a Migratory Bird Treaty
Act report I could look at?  Also, the reports you mention from WestLand?  I saw on your trailing
message that you are going to write a BA for each alternative?  From my limited experience, the FWS
only wants to see the Biological Assessment for the preferred alternative, but internally we do analysis
of the affected environment in a Specialist Report or similar.  But if a draft BA with each alternative
addressed is the way it was decided to go, that is probably alright, as long as the final BA to FWS only
has preferred alternative.  I'm sure Debbie is right about the fact that we don't need a consultation
number...and I'm unaware of any number being assigned, but I would think Debbie would know that. 

On the MIS front, we recently got some good info from our regional office on how to prepare MIS
reports "the right way", based on what comes up in litigation.  I can see if I have those powerpoints
saved somewhere.  There was also a powerpoint on what to put into MBTA report.  I'm also curious
what is going on with Rosemont Talussnail, as WestLand implied the taxon is not valid, but I haven't
seen the arguments and supporting documentation, and I think we are supposed to follow ITIS and/or
NatureServe for taxonomic issues.  Is this info in a document that can be shared with us? 

Larry Jones

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:gsoroka@swca.com
mailto:kkertell@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rgerhart@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


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

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

04/15/2009 11:33 AM

To "Deborah K Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Geoff  Soroka"

<gsoroka@swca.com>, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>, "Melissa
Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Larry Jones"
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, "Richard A Gerhart" <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Biological Assessment

 
  

Thanks for getting back to me Debbie.  Geoff sent a MBTA report a while ago for your review.  This
report covers many neotropical, but we can add more species if you feel that the MBTA list leaves out
any that are important to the Forest.  Otherwise, we’ll track the alternatives and see if we need to
revise the report as alternatives are developed.   
  
As for the MIS, we have a good start on the report, but we need to wait for the alternatives to be
developed before we complete that document.   
  
We have not contacted other agency biologists yet.  We need to wait to see which will be cooperating
agencies and go from there.  We’ll talk to the BLM when they sign the MOU and officially become a
cooperating agency.  I suspect that we will have most of the MOUs signed by the other cooperating
agencies by the end of next month, but that is just a guess on my part. 
  
I agree about Cienega Creek and we are keeping it in the back of our minds, but we need some data
to support the determination and nature of any potential impacts.. 
  
Tom 
 

 

From: Deborah K Sebesta [mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2009 11:13 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Geoff Soroka; Ken Kertell; Melissa Reichard; Larry Jones; Richard A Gerhart
Subject: Re: Biological Assessment 
  

Tom, 
As far as I know no one has received a USFWS consultation number.  I don't think you need one in
order to submit the BA to them; at least I never do.  They assign it after they receive the BA. 

Are you also going to address FS MIS and neotropical migratory birds? I think you need separate
reports for these plus the BA and BE.   You know more about writing the reports for BLM and the state



and county but I think their reports should be separate documents.  Have you been in contact with their
biologists? 

Do you have access to the AZGFD Heritage Database?  If not, I can find out how you can get access. 

I think you will eventually need to assess impacts to Cienega Creek.  Has the BLM had any
involvement in the project?  It might to wise to contact them. 

Debbie Sebesta, District Biologist
Coronado National Forest
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales, AZ  85624
Voice:  520-761-6009
Cell:  520-260-7702
Fax:  520-281-2396
E-mail:  dsebesta@fs.fed.us

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

04/15/2009 10:34 AM

 
To "Deborah K Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>, "Geoff

Soroka" <gsoroka@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject Biological Assessment

 

 

  

Debbie, 
 
I just wanted to let you know the status of the preparation of the Biological Assessment for the
proposed action.  For now, we are assuming that the Action Area is the footprint of all of the mine
facilities (pit, waste rock, tailings, processing, etc.), utility lines, and access roads.  We have received
the PPC, LLNB, and agave survey reports from Westland and have begun drafting the BA.  We are
expecting the Chircahua leopard frog survey report soon.  Based on our understanding of the area, we
are addressing four species in the BA: LLNB, PPC, Chircahua leopard frog, and MSO.  All but the
MSO have been documented as occurring in the Action Area.  We are not considering impacts to
Cienega Creek and any species that it may support because we lack sufficient hydrologic studies to
make this determination at this time.  We will revise the report accordingly if it is determined that the
mine would result in impacted Cienega Cr. 
 
I know that there was a lot of discussion about obtaining a consultation number for the proposed
Rosemont Mine.  Do you know if this has occurred?  For now, we are relying on the species list from
the USFWS web page.  However, we’d like to site any correspondence with UFWS to date. 
 



Also, how would you like for SWCA to handle FS and BLM Sensitive Species, AGFD WSCA, Pima
County’s HCP species, etc.?  We could prepare a large wildlife specialists report evaluating all of these
or we could prepared separate reports and tech memos for each agency/jurisdiction.  I’d appreciate any
direction that you could provide on this.   
 
I’d like to point out that we are aware that we may need to prepare BA’s for each of the action
alternative, but we’d really would like to get the BA into USFWS to engage them as soon as possible.
 Any assistance with this would be greatly appreciated.  Thanks. 
 
Tom 
 
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
(520) 325-9194 Office 
(520) 820-5178 Cell 
 
 



From: Ken Kertell
To: Larry Jones; Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard; Richard A Gerhart; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Biological Assessment
Date: 07/10/2009 08:28 AM

I wanted to let you all know that next week SWCA will be downloading to the WebEx site the revised
draft BA. This version includes several additional species that are known to occur or have a reasonable
potential of occurring in the action area, which includes Davidson Canyon, and lower Cienega Creek
from the Davidson Canyon confluence to the Pantano Bridge.
 
Ken Kertell
Senior Scientist/Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 W. Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 phone
(520) 325-2033 fax
 
 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2009 9:08 AM
To: Larry Jones; Geoff Soroka; Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard; Richard A Gerhart; Ken Kertell
Subject: RE: neotrop report

Larry,
 
I placed the MBTA report and the BA on WebEx last night.  Please note that Debbie sent an email to
us several months ago letting us know that the report was acceptable. Open the folder titled
“Resources”, then “Biological”.  I’ll have Melissa copy the Westland reports to WebEx as well.
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
 
 

From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2009 8:26 AM
To: Geoff Soroka; Tom Furgason; Deborah K Sebesta
Subject: neotrop report
 

can somebody resend me an electronic copy of the migratory bird report done for rosemont...i can't
seem to put my hands on it.  thanks! 

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

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



From: Tom Furgason
To: Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Geoff Soroka; Ken Kertell; Melissa Reichard; Larry Jones; Richard A Gerhart
Subject: RE: Biological Assessment
Date: 04/15/2009 11:34 AM

Thanks for getting back to me Debbie.  Geoff sent a MBTA report a while ago for your review.  This
report covers many neotropical, but we can add more species if you feel that the MBTA list leaves out
any that are important to the Forest.  Otherwise, we’ll track the alternatives and see if we need to
revise the report as alternatives are developed. 
 
As for the MIS, we have a good start on the report, but we need to wait for the alternatives to be
developed before we complete that document. 
 
We have not contacted other agency biologists yet.  We need to wait to see which will be cooperating
agencies and go from there.  We’ll talk to the BLM when they sign the MOU and officially become a
cooperating agency.  I suspect that we will have most of the MOUs signed by the other cooperating
agencies by the end of next month, but that is just a guess on my part.
 
I agree about Cienega Creek and we are keeping it in the back of our minds, but we need some data
to support the determination and nature of any potential impacts..
 
Tom
 

From: Deborah K Sebesta [mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2009 11:13 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Geoff Soroka; Ken Kertell; Melissa Reichard; Larry Jones; Richard A Gerhart
Subject: Re: Biological Assessment
 

Tom, 
As far as I know no one has received a USFWS consultation number.  I don't think you need one in
order to submit the BA to them; at least I never do.  They assign it after they receive the BA. 

Are you also going to address FS MIS and neotropical migratory birds? I think you need separate
reports for these plus the BA and BE.   You know more about writing the reports for BLM and the state
and county but I think their reports should be separate documents.  Have you been in contact with their
biologists? 

Do you have access to the AZGFD Heritage Database?  If not, I can find out how you can get access. 

I think you will eventually need to assess impacts to Cienega Creek.  Has the BLM had any
involvement in the project?  It might to wise to contact them. 

Debbie Sebesta, District Biologist
Coronado National Forest
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales, AZ  85624
Voice:  520-761-6009
Cell:  520-260-7702
Fax:  520-281-2396
E-mail:  dsebesta@fs.fed.us
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"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

04/15/2009 10:34 AM

To "Deborah K Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Ken Kertell"

<kkertell@swca.com>, "Geoff  Soroka" <gsoroka@swca.com>,
"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Biological Assessment

 
  

Debbie, 
  
I just wanted to let you know the status of the preparation of the Biological Assessment for the
proposed action.  For now, we are assuming that the Action Area is the footprint of all of the mine
facilities (pit, waste rock, tailings, processing, etc.), utility lines, and access roads.  We have received
the PPC, LLNB, and agave survey reports from Westland and have begun drafting the BA.  We are
expecting the Chircahua leopard frog survey report soon.  Based on our understanding of the area, we
are addressing four species in the BA: LLNB, PPC, Chircahua leopard frog, and MSO.  All but the
MSO have been documented as occurring in the Action Area.  We are not considering impacts to
Cienega Creek and any species that it may support because we lack sufficient hydrologic studies to
make this determination at this time.  We will revise the report accordingly if it is determined that the
mine would result in impacted Cienega Cr. 
  
I know that there was a lot of discussion about obtaining a consultation number for the proposed
Rosemont Mine.  Do you know if this has occurred?  For now, we are relying on the species list from
the USFWS web page.  However, we’d like to site any correspondence with UFWS to date. 
  
Also, how would you like for SWCA to handle FS and BLM Sensitive Species, AGFD WSCA, Pima
County’s HCP species, etc.?  We could prepare a large wildlife specialists report evaluating all of these
or we could prepared separate reports and tech memos for each agency/jurisdiction.  I’d appreciate any
direction that you could provide on this.   
  
I’d like to point out that we are aware that we may need to prepare BA’s for each of the action
alternative, but we’d really would like to get the BA into USFWS to engage them as soon as possible.
 Any assistance with this would be greatly appreciated.  Thanks. 
  
Tom 
  
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
(520) 325-9194 Office 
(520) 820-5178 Cell 
  
 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; Geoff Soroka; Larry Jones; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: RE: Biologist Meeting with Rosemont Cooperating Agencies
Date: 10/07/2009 03:17 PM

Brian Lindenlaub is not available, but has agreed to find another representative. 

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

10/07/2009 09:29 AM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Larry Jones"
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, "Deborah K Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>,
"Geoff  Soroka" <gsoroka@swca.com>

cc "Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Biologist Meeting with Rosemont Cooperating Agencies

Mindee, 
  
I would like to strongly recommend that a biologist from Westland Resources attend the meeting.
 Westland has provided the majority of information on biological resources and we are relying on their
work.  Furthermore, Westland can speak to the status of the surveys completed this summer.  We are
still waiting for their survey reports. 
  
Tom 
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2009 2:28 PM
To: Larry Jones; Deborah K Sebesta; Geoff Soroka
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason
Subject: Biologist Meeting with Rosemont Cooperating Agencies 
  

Per Reta, we would like to schedule a meeting of forest and SWCA biologists with cooperating agency
personnel.  We are proposing  to meet on Thurs., Oct 15th from 12:30 to roughly 2:00 in the Federal
Bldg Room 4B.  Please let me and Teresa Ann know your availability ASAP.  If this meeting comes
together, Teresa Ann will be your contact for understanding all the meeting details, including topics.
 Thanks. 
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Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX) 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Larry Jones; Deborah K Sebesta; Geoff Soroka
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Biologist Meeting with Rosemont Cooperating Agencies
Date: 10/07/2009 09:32 AM

Mindee,
 
I would like to strongly recommend that a biologist from Westland Resources attend the meeting. 
Westland has provided the majority of information on biological resources and we are relying on their
work.  Furthermore, Westland can speak to the status of the surveys completed this summer.  We are
still waiting for their survey reports.
 
Tom
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2009 2:28 PM
To: Larry Jones; Deborah K Sebesta; Geoff Soroka
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason
Subject: Biologist Meeting with Rosemont Cooperating Agencies
 

Per Reta, we would like to schedule a meeting of forest and SWCA biologists with cooperating agency
personnel.  We are proposing  to meet on Thurs., Oct 15th from 12:30 to roughly 2:00 in the Federal
Bldg Room 4B.  Please let me and Teresa Ann know your availability ASAP.  If this meeting comes
together, Teresa Ann will be your contact for understanding all the meeting details, including topics.
 Thanks. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Larry Jones; tfurgason@swca
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: BLM input
Date: 11/18/2009 10:26 AM

Tom, BLM sensitive species analysis protocols...
Thx Larry.

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

▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS 

11/16/2009 03:31 PM

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

cc

Subject BLM input

Mindee/Bev--

I got this info from Marcia Radke, BLM.  SWCA may find it useful if you
want to forward to them.

--Larry

Hi Larry, 

I'm copying some BLM policy regarding NEPA and sensitive species just in case this
has been overlooked in the process so far. 

1) I'm assuming BLM is a cooperating agency in adopting the USFS EIS?  If so, lots
of steps to take (BLM H-1790-1 Chapter 12), including an MOU (12.1.4). 

2)  Because of the likely ocurrence of BLM sensitive species on the BLM land west of
the proposed project, please see BLM policy manual section 6840: 
.2 Administration of Bureau Sensitive Species. This section establishes procedures for
the management of species designated as BLM sensitive, and their habitat. It is in
the interest of the BLM to undertake conservation actions for such species before
listing is warranted. It is also in the interest of the public for the BLM to undertake
conservation actions that improve the status of such species so that their Bureau
sensitive recognition is no longer warranted. By doing so, the BLM will have greater

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


flexibility in managing the public lands to accomplish native species conservation
objectives and other legal mandates. When administering the Bureau sensitive
species program, all information shall conform to the standards and guidelines
established under the Information Quality Act. 
In compliance with existing laws, including the BLM multiple use mission as specified
in the FLPMA, the BLM shall designate Bureau sensitive species and implement
measures to conserve these species and their habitats, including ESA proposed
critical habitat, to promote their conservation and reduce the likelihood and need for
such species to be listed pursuant to the ESA. Any obligation to conserve proposed
critical habitat under this section is terminated at the time the proposal becomes
final or the habitat is no longer proposed for listing. All federally designated
candidate species, proposed species, and delisted species in the 5 years
following their delisting shall be conserved as Bureau sensitive species.
Designation of Bureau Sensitive Species. State Directors shall designate species
within their respective States as Bureau sensitive by using the following criteria. For
species inhabiting multiple States, State Directors shall coordinate with one another
in the designation of Bureau sensitive species so that species status is consistent
across the species’ range on BLM-administered lands, where appropriate. Species
designated as Bureau sensitive must be native species found on BLM-administered
lands for which the BLM has the capability to significantly affect the conservation
status of the species through management, and either: 
1. There is information that a species has recently undergone, is undergoing, or is
predicted to undergo a downward trend such that the viability of the species or a
distinct population segment of the species is at risk across all or a significant portion
of the species range, or 
2. The species depends on ecological refugia or specialized or unique habitats on
BLM-administered lands, and there is evidence that such areas are threatened with
alteration such that the continued viability of the species in that area would be at
risk. 
B. Planning. When BLM engages in the planning process, it shall address
Bureau sensitive species and their habitats in land use plans and
associated NEPA documents (as per BLM 1610 Planning Manual and
Handbook, Appendix C). When appropriate, land use plans shall be sufficiently
detailed to identify and resolve significant land use conflicts with Bureau sensitive
species without deferring conflict resolution to implementation-level planning.
Implementation-level planning should consider all site-specific methods and
procedures needed to bring species and their habitats to the condition under which
management under the Bureau sensitive species policies would no longer be
necessary. 
C. Implementation. On BLM-administered lands, the BLM shall manage Bureau
sensitive species and their habitats to minimize or eliminate threats affecting the
status of the species or to improve the condition of the species habitat, by: 
1. Determining, to the extent practicable, the distribution, abundance,
population condition, current threats, and habitat needs for sensitive
species, and evaluating the significance of BLM-administered lands and
actions undertaken by the BLM in conserving those species. 
2. Ensuring that BLM activities affecting Bureau sensitive species are
carried out in a way that is consistent with its objectives for managing
those species and their habitats at the appropriate spatial scale. 
3. Monitoring populations and habitats of Bureau sensitive species to
determine whether species management objectives are being met. 
4. Working with partners and stakeholders to develop species-specific or
ecosystem-based conservation strategies (see .2D Agreements, Assessments



and Cooperative Strategies for Conservation). 
5. Prioritizing Bureau sensitive species and their habitats for conservation
action based on considerations such as human and financial resource
availability, immediacy of threats, and relationship to other BLM priority
programs and activities. 
6. Using Land and Water Conservation Funds, as well as other land tenure
adjustment tools, to acquire habitats for Bureau sensitive species, as appropriate. 
7. Considering ecosystem management and the conservation of native biodiversity to
reduce the likelihood that any native species will require Bureau sensitive species
status. 
8. In the absence of conservation strategies, incorporate best
management practices, standard operating procedures, conservation
measures, and design criteria to mitigate specific threats to Bureau
sensitive species during the planning of activities and projects. Land Health
Standards should be used for managing Bureau sensitive species habitats until
range-wide or site-specific management plans or conservation strategies are
developed. Off-site mitigation may be used to reduce potential effects on Bureau
sensitive species. 

Marcia Radke
Wildlife Biologist
Bureau of Land Management - Tucson Field Office
1763 Paseo San Luis
Sierra Vista, AZ  85635
Phone (520) 439-6428; Fax (520) 439-6422
marcia_radke@blm.gov 

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

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



From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Larry Jones
Subject: Re: BLM input
Date: 11/16/2009 04:12 PM

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

▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS 

11/16/2009 03:31 PM

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

cc

Subject BLM input

Mindee/Bev--

I got this info from Marcia Radke, BLM.  SWCA may find it useful if you
want to forward to them.

--Larry

Hi Larry, 

I'm copying some BLM policy regarding NEPA and sensitive species just in case this
has been overlooked in the process so far. 

1) I'm assuming BLM is a cooperating agency in adopting the USFS EIS?  If so, lots
of steps to take (BLM H-1790-1 Chapter 12), including an MOU (12.1.4). 

2)  Because of the likely ocurrence of BLM sensitive species on the BLM land west of
the proposed project, please see BLM policy manual section 6840: 
.2 Administration of Bureau Sensitive Species. This section establishes procedures for
the management of species designated as BLM sensitive, and their habitat. It is in
the interest of the BLM to undertake conservation actions for such species before
listing is warranted. It is also in the interest of the public for the BLM to undertake
conservation actions that improve the status of such species so that their Bureau
sensitive recognition is no longer warranted. By doing so, the BLM will have greater
flexibility in managing the public lands to accomplish native species conservation

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


objectives and other legal mandates. When administering the Bureau sensitive
species program, all information shall conform to the standards and guidelines
established under the Information Quality Act. 
In compliance with existing laws, including the BLM multiple use mission as specified
in the FLPMA, the BLM shall designate Bureau sensitive species and implement
measures to conserve these species and their habitats, including ESA proposed
critical habitat, to promote their conservation and reduce the likelihood and need for
such species to be listed pursuant to the ESA. Any obligation to conserve proposed
critical habitat under this section is terminated at the time the proposal becomes
final or the habitat is no longer proposed for listing. All federally designated
candidate species, proposed species, and delisted species in the 5 years
following their delisting shall be conserved as Bureau sensitive species.
Designation of Bureau Sensitive Species. State Directors shall designate species
within their respective States as Bureau sensitive by using the following criteria. For
species inhabiting multiple States, State Directors shall coordinate with one another
in the designation of Bureau sensitive species so that species status is consistent
across the species’ range on BLM-administered lands, where appropriate. Species
designated as Bureau sensitive must be native species found on BLM-administered
lands for which the BLM has the capability to significantly affect the conservation
status of the species through management, and either: 
1. There is information that a species has recently undergone, is undergoing, or is
predicted to undergo a downward trend such that the viability of the species or a
distinct population segment of the species is at risk across all or a significant portion
of the species range, or 
2. The species depends on ecological refugia or specialized or unique habitats on
BLM-administered lands, and there is evidence that such areas are threatened with
alteration such that the continued viability of the species in that area would be at
risk. 
B. Planning. When BLM engages in the planning process, it shall address
Bureau sensitive species and their habitats in land use plans and
associated NEPA documents (as per BLM 1610 Planning Manual and
Handbook, Appendix C). When appropriate, land use plans shall be sufficiently
detailed to identify and resolve significant land use conflicts with Bureau sensitive
species without deferring conflict resolution to implementation-level planning.
Implementation-level planning should consider all site-specific methods and
procedures needed to bring species and their habitats to the condition under which
management under the Bureau sensitive species policies would no longer be
necessary. 
C. Implementation. On BLM-administered lands, the BLM shall manage Bureau
sensitive species and their habitats to minimize or eliminate threats affecting the
status of the species or to improve the condition of the species habitat, by: 
1. Determining, to the extent practicable, the distribution, abundance,
population condition, current threats, and habitat needs for sensitive
species, and evaluating the significance of BLM-administered lands and
actions undertaken by the BLM in conserving those species. 
2. Ensuring that BLM activities affecting Bureau sensitive species are
carried out in a way that is consistent with its objectives for managing
those species and their habitats at the appropriate spatial scale. 
3. Monitoring populations and habitats of Bureau sensitive species to
determine whether species management objectives are being met. 
4. Working with partners and stakeholders to develop species-specific or
ecosystem-based conservation strategies (see .2D Agreements, Assessments
and Cooperative Strategies for Conservation). 



5. Prioritizing Bureau sensitive species and their habitats for conservation
action based on considerations such as human and financial resource
availability, immediacy of threats, and relationship to other BLM priority
programs and activities. 
6. Using Land and Water Conservation Funds, as well as other land tenure
adjustment tools, to acquire habitats for Bureau sensitive species, as appropriate. 
7. Considering ecosystem management and the conservation of native biodiversity to
reduce the likelihood that any native species will require Bureau sensitive species
status. 
8. In the absence of conservation strategies, incorporate best
management practices, standard operating procedures, conservation
measures, and design criteria to mitigate specific threats to Bureau
sensitive species during the planning of activities and projects. Land Health
Standards should be used for managing Bureau sensitive species habitats until
range-wide or site-specific management plans or conservation strategies are
developed. Off-site mitigation may be used to reduce potential effects on Bureau
sensitive species. 

Marcia Radke
Wildlife Biologist
Bureau of Land Management - Tucson Field Office
1763 Paseo San Luis
Sierra Vista, AZ  85635
Phone (520) 439-6428; Fax (520) 439-6422
marcia_radke@blm.gov 

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

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



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: bounced mail
Date: 06/30/2010 02:01 PM

Sorry, Tom, my inbox should be cleaned out after kind of a deluge of large
documents coming in yesterday...but sometimes it takes a day or two to adjust. 
Would you please resend tomorrow?  Thank you.  

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

06/30/2010 12:22 PM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject bounced mail

Bev,

 
I copied you on an email to Terry where I sent him a copy of Chapter 1 and it
bounced  from your email.

 
Tom

 

 

 

 
Tom Furgason
Office Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 



From: mary farrell
To: Suzanne Griset
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Jerome Hesse
Subject: Re: Bounds of Analysis for Cultural Resources
Date: 06/11/2009 11:47 AM

Suzanne,

Looks fine.

mary

On Thu, Jun 11, 2009 at 11:22 AM, Suzanne Griset <sgriset@swca.com> wrote:

Mary

 

Attached is a draft statement developed from our conversation week before last.  Would you kindly
look it over and send us your revisions/comments?  We’ve been requested to submit our statement
tomorrow by COB.

 

Many thanks,

Suzanne

 

Suzanne Griset, Ph.D.

Principal Investigator/Project Manager

SWCA, Inc.  Sound Science, Creative Solutions.®

343 W. Franklin St.

Tucson, AZ  85701

(420- 325-9194   (520) 325-2033 fax  (520) 444-5725 cell

www.swca.com

 

 

 

-- 
Mary M. Farrell

mailto:mollyofarrell@gmail.com
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:jhesse@swca.com
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
http://www.swca.com/


From: Jerome Hesse
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Dale Ortman PE
Subject: RE: Bounds of Analysis Geology
Date: 07/10/2009 08:34 AM
Attachments: 2009_Ortman_Coyle_Impact Timeline_memo.pdf

Bev,
 
Here you go.
 
Jerome
 
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2009 6:58 PM
To: Jerome Hesse
Cc: Dale Ortman PE
Subject: Re: Bounds of Analysis Geology

Jerome and Dale, 

Please provide the memoranda that were supposed to be attached, ie., Rosemont Project EIS Draft
Chapter 3 Affected Environment Outline, May 19, 2009 Impact Timeline dated 11 January 2009. They
are referenced but omitted. 

Thank you - Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Jerome Hesse" <jhesse@swca.com>

06/11/2009 10:24 AM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Charles Coyle"

<ccoyle@swca.com>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject Bounds of Analysis Geology

Hi Bev, 
  
Sorry I have not contacted you earlier about the bounds of analysis for the Affected Environment--
Geology and Minerals section of the Rosemont EIS. Take a look at Dale's attached memo. Initially we

mailto:jhesse@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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Document for Deliberative Purposes Only 
Not for Public Distribution Page 1 
 


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


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Charles Coyle (SWCA) 


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


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



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com





 


Document for Deliberative Purposes Only 
Not for Public Distribution Page 2 
 


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


 
 







were proposing multiple bounds of analysis for geology focusing on Mine Site Geology and Minerals,
Seismicity, and Caves, but after further discussion we believe it is prudent to limit the analysis to a
single bounds focusing on the mine site. Seismicity and caves will of course be addressed, but are not
likely to be such significant issues that they warrant an entire separate formal bounds of analysis. 
  
Let me know if you agree with this approach. 
  
Thanks,   
  
Jerome Hesse 
Program Director, Cultural Resources 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
520-325-9194 phone 
520-325-2033 fax 
  



From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: William B Gillespie; tfurgason@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com
Subject: Re: Bounds of Analysis Question Regarding Utility CorridorsRosemont IDT please read, and respond
Date: 08/05/2010 03:37 PM

Bev, these are the corridors that EPG is surveying for heritage resources, right?  I'll
check with Bill when he's in, but as I understand it, they have finished some but not
all the inventory of the alternative alignments, and we and SWCA will incorporate the
results, when available, into the draft EIS.

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/05/2010 03:04 PM

To "Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>

cc "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Re: Bounds of Analysis Question Regarding Utility

CorridorsRosemont IDT please read, and respond 

The MPO proposes a utility corridor over Lopez Pass on the N, NW side
of the project area, following the west access road.  As proposed, the
corridor goes through BLM lands just west of the ridgeline.  Debby K. is
aware of the alignment (we recently clarified it with the company), and
her resource has the greatest impact from the alignment.  But, there
may also be heritage resources that are impacted (historical), so, I'm
sharing this response with Bill and Mary as well.  And, I might as well
share it with the rest of the team to be on the safe side...anyone have
any concerns? 

We are viewing the corridor as a connected action, since untilities are
necessary for the operation. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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notes://entr3b/872568540050AF40/0/8E801E239D591C30852577760065B423


Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com> 

08/05/2010 11:30 AM 
To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"

<tfurgason@swca.com> 
cc "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us> 

Subject Bounds of Analysis Question Regarding Utility Corridors

Salek brought up a good point this morning - I'm sure it is not the first time this has been
raised, and it may be a loose end that we need to resolve. 
  
Have we identified the location of the utility corridor(s) and provided them to the ID Team
members, so they can address environmental effects from the ground disturbing effects of
the construction activities?  How are we planning on dealing with this in the Effects
Analysis?  It is my understanding that some or all of these corridors cross BLM lands, and
the FS and the lead agency needs to address the environmental effects on BLM lands as
well.  Also - I am not clear on whether the utility construction (electric line, water line) is
being considered a connected action or a part of the proposal.   
  
Your thoughts and updates would be helpful.. Thanks....Terry 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: ccoyle@swca.com; daleortmanpe@live.com; John Able; mreichard@swca.com; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann

Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Re: call for agenda items for tomorrow's meeting
Date: 07/13/2009 11:53 AM

Review table of alternative and mitigation ideas

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

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

07/13/2009 11:46 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
tfurgason@swca.com, ccoyle@swca.com, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
daleortmanpe@live.com

cc

Subject call for agenda items for tomorrow's meeting

Please submit yours.  We'll be meeting in Reta's office at 9:30.  Thank
you.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: call for agenda items for tomorrow's meeting
Date: 06/08/2009 05:14 PM

Bev,
 
I also asked Dale to come into town tomorrow to discuss his progress on you assignment of assessing
the IDT’s alternatives.  I believe that he is now at the point where we can take it back to the IDT. 
However, I think that the FS’s management team will want to carefully consider our strategy going
forward.  We can discuss this further in person tomorrow.  Thanks.
 
Tom
 

From: Charles Coyle 
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 3:03 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: call for agenda items for tomorrow's meeting
 
Hi Bev,
 
I’ll be calling in so I can be here to concentrate on working with Tom on revised scoping reports #1 and
#2.
 
My suggested agenda items would be:
 
-          status of the three scoping reports
-          revised Purpose & Need, Decision Space, and Proposed Action (with graphics)
-          request for additional visual analysis per Reta, Debby Kriegel and Marcie Bidwell
-          next steps on alternatives development

 
Tom or Melissa, do you have others to add?
 
Charles
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 1:26 PM
To: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth
Subject: call for agenda items for tomorrow's meeting
 

Please provide your agenda items.  Let's plan to meet in Reta's office tomorrow at 9:30. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Call for agenda items
Date: 09/22/2009 07:52 AM

Project timeline
Alternatives section write-up
Mailing lists/Postcard

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

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

09/21/2009 12:50 PM

To Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
mreichard@swca.com, ccoyle@swca.com

cc

Subject Call for agenda items

Please submit your agenda items for tomorrow's meeting.  Thank you.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Call for agenda items
Date: 09/21/2009 01:03 PM

I will be at the retirement training session at NAFRI for the remainder of the week. 
Send a text message if you need anything as I won't be able to have my cell phone
turned on during the meeting.  I will check for text messages at breaks and the end
of the day.

Update for CA:  The agency's will be working on completing a Catalog of Activities
(past, present, and reasonably foreseeable) that is due to back to the IDT on
October 9.  This data will be available, in combination with the data the IDT and
SWCA self-generate, to inform the effects analyses for direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

09/21/2009 12:50 PM

To Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
mreichard@swca.com, ccoyle@swca.com

cc

Subject Call for agenda items

Please submit your agenda items for tomorrow's meeting.  Thank you.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Tom Furgason
To: Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Call for agenda items
Date: 09/21/2009 02:23 PM

Bev,
 
In addition to Charles’ items, I’d like you to consider adding:
 

-          status of alternative development
-          briefing on Pima County’s letter to Sec. Vilsack

 
Thanks.
 
Tom
 

From: Charles Coyle 
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2009 12:56 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Call for agenda items
 
 
Hi Bev,
 
In addition to what the others send, mine would be:
 

-          SWCA/CNF review of issue statements and units of measure
-          EIS task list/schedule revision
-          Meeting minutes

 
Thanks~
 
Charles
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2009 12:51 PM
To: Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle
Subject: Call for agenda items
 

Please submit your agenda items for tomorrow's meeting.  Thank you. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Can I get GIS Data for Rosemont?
Date: 11/30/2009 03:22 PM

Teresa Ann,
 
I have created an SWCA ftp site for the Cooperators to transmit the material that I’ll be presenting to
them this Wednesday.  I intend to make this information available tomorrow or Wednesday before the
meeting.  Is this acceptable to the Coronado?
 
Tom
 

From: John Windes [mailto:JWindes@azgfd.gov] 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 2:24 PM
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: Can I get GIS Data for Rosemont?
 
Hi Teresa Ann,
 
I was wondering if it might be possible to get GIS data for the Rosemont project.  I would be
interested in any and all information that is available, but especially the footprint of the proposed
action including pit, waste rock, access roads, etc.
 
Thanks,
 
John Windes

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
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From: tfurgason@swca.com
Reply To: tfurgason@swca.com
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Matt Petersen; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Re: Change in tomorrow's agenda
Date: 05/12/2009 08:59 PM

Thanks Bev!

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: Beverley A Everson 
Date: Tue, 12 May 2009 21:40:00 -0600
To: Tom Furgason<tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject: Re: Change in tomorrow's agenda

Here is the revised agenda...I'lll print them out and bring them to the meeting (copies for all attendees).
 Note that T.A. is presenting in Reta's absence - I made that change also.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

05/12/2009 05:50 PM

To "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
cc "Matt Petersen" <mpetersen@swca.com>, "Charles Coyle"

<ccoyle@swca.com>, "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Subject Change in tomorrow's agenda

Melissa,
 
I just got a call from Bev and there is one change for tomorrows agenda. Please change Kathy’s
presentation to “Alternative Responsive to Public Input”.  Thanks.
 
Tom
 
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Changed request....I only need the list of attendees for the June IDT meetings, not notes
Date: 08/10/2009 05:31 PM

Mel,

I still need the list of attendees for the other June meetings.  Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/10/2009 04:31 PM

To mreichard@swca.com

cc

Subject Changed request....I only need the list of attendees for
the June IDT meetings, not notes

I don't have you cell phone number with me today, and tried to call
the office, but no one answered.  All I need is the attendee list. 
Thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Robert Lefevre
Cc: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com; VSIENV
Subject: Re: Chapter 3 Air Quality example
Date: 11/05/2009 02:05 PM

I like the approach - no sense reinventing the wheel (unless their wheel is square!) 
Will you be reviewing it, evaluating its utility, and identifying our data gaps?

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

▼ Robert Lefevre/R3/USDAFS

Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS

11/05/2009 12:06 PM

To "VSIENV" <vsienv@cox.net>, tfurgason@swca.com,
Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Chapter 3 Air Quality example

I received a copy of an air quality chapter 3 section for an FEIS in
California from our Regional Office air quality coordinator -- Jack
Triepke.  Actually, it is the whole chapter 3.  It might interesting to
look at as an example of how to present the air quality information. I
put it on webex in "group documents/team working/resources/air
quality" and it is called "r5 example feis chapter 3".
Robert E Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8373

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:vsienv@cox.net
notes://entr3a/872568540050FE6F/0/2FCFA1ABB5058DC1882575D4007E0BB5


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Melinda D Roth'; Rochelle Dresser; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Re: CNF Approval to Confer with Rosemont Re Reclamation Tech Transfer Meeting
Date: 04/23/2010 11:15 AM

Thank you for taking this on.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

04/23/2010 08:07 AM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"'Melissa Reichard'" <mreichard@swca.com>,
"'Melinda D Roth'" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Rochelle
Dresser" <rdesser@fs.fed.us>

Subject CNF Approval to Confer with Rosemont Re
Reclamation Tech Transfer Meeting

Bev,

 
At the 20 April 2010 meeting between SWCA and the CNF I was tasked with
facilitating a 17 May 2010 Technology Transfer meeting regarding reclamation
issues.  In order to proceed with this task I requested and was verbally granted CNF
authorization to directly confer with Rosemont in regard to that meeting with the
provision that I copy the CNF (Bev Everson) on all email correspondence pertinent
to the matter.  This email is to confirm the CNF authorization to directly confer with
Rosemont regarding this task.

 
Regards,

 
Dale
_______________________

 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rdesser@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Comment categories and subcategories
Date: 11/03/2008 10:31 AM

Kathy,
 
I have not officially transmitted the comment categories to the Forest Service.  However, I forward the
list to Bev this morning to release this to Rosemont at their discretion.  Feel free to give me a call if you
have any questions.
 
Tom
 

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 02, 2008 7:55 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Comment categories and subcategories
 
Tom –
We are trying to start pulling together strategies for engineering review and mitigation concepts
and plan to have a meeting on that on November 13.  I would like to key the discussion around the
categories and subcategories that you have already set up.  What is the best way to get a copy of
that information – not the specific comment sorts (unless the database is available) but simply the
lists you are using to make those sorts?  I will see the Forest Service on Monday and on Tuesday
and can ask Bev (or Kendra) if you have transmitted it to them or I can make an official request
when I see her on Monday I just want to pick the most efficient route.
 
Also, I have reviewed all comments that have been posted thus far, but was curious when the last
of the mailed comments would be posted – I just want to have a full understanding of what will be
on the issues lists.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.
 

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
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From: Jill  Grams
To: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle
Subject: RE: comments on reclamation
Date: 03/27/2009 08:07 AM

Bev,
This is regarding your comment:
 
On no mine backfilling:
Magnitude: Total volume of waste rock and tailings equals approximately 1,100
millions cubic yards. Total volume of pit is approximately the same.   The volume of  
material in the pit cannot equal the volume of material in the waste rock and tailings
piles, because rock expands considerably when it is broken up.  These                
numbers need to be corrected.
 
These are the numbers we received from Rosemont when queried with the specific
question. Their technical memo dated 4/2/09 states:
 
1. Due to the irregular topography, this volume
has not been characterized; however,
1,830,599 thousand tons of material will be
extracted from the pit. However using those
volumes and an average rock density of 3,375
pounds per cubic yard (Reclamation Plan
Appendix B),  the volume would be
approximately 1,100 million cubic yards.
 
2. The Dry Tailings Facility Design report Section
3.3 discusses the in place dry density of the
tailings to be 109 pounds per cubic foot. The
total amount of tailings to be stored (Section
4.3) is 500 million tons. Therefore the
approximate volume is 340 million cubic
yards. Similarly, information on run of mine
rock can be found in the Reclamation Plan
Equipment Productivity, Appendix B. The
density for run‐of‐mine rock 3,375 pounds
per cubic yard . Applying this number to the
waste rock the volume would be
approximately 764 million cubic yards.

 
These are approximate numbers that we received. I understand that the volume
cannot be the same. For this round I can say that the volume of the pit is TBD upon
further study. How does that sound?
Thanks,
Jill
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:jgrams@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com


From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2009 3:04 PM
To: Charles Coyle; Jill Grams
Subject: comments on reclamation
 

My comments are limited, but very important to the accuracy of the cause and effect
statements; they are as follows, in itatlics: 

On no mine backfilling: 

              Magnitude: Total volume of waste rock and tailings equals approximately
1,100 millions cubic yards. Total volume of pit is approximately the same.   The
volume of   
             material in the pit cannot equal the volume of material in the waste rock and
tailings piles, because rock expands considerably when it is broken up.  These            
    numbers need to be corrected. 

        Extent: Footprint of waste rock facility is approximately 1,600 acres. Area of the
pit is approximately 700 acres.  What is the area of the tailings pile?  Since it is        
mentioned in description of magnitude, it also needs to be mentioned in Extent. 

        Duration: 
        ·        Construction: No impact backfilling during construction. 
        Approximately 2 years 
        ·        Operation: No Impact mine backfilling would occur during operation. 
        Approximately 20 years 
        ·        Closure: Potential pit backfilling would occur during reclamation. 
        Approximately 2 years 
        ·        Post-closure: Open-pit mine remnant would remain for the long term
indefinitely. 

      On partial backfilling: 

        Magnitude: Pit volume is reduced approximately by 1/2 and equals
approximately 550 million cubic yards. Waste rock area is reduced approximately 1/3
and equals         approximately 733 million cubic yards. 

        Extent: Footprint of waste rock area may be reduced by approximately 1/3 and
total approximately 1066 acres. Area of pit remains 700 acres (the pit area should      
  be reduced with backfilling.   

        Duration: 
        ·        Construction: No impact during construction. 
        Approximately 2 years 
        ·        Operation: No Impact backfilling would occur during operation. 

Thanks. 



Bev 
        

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Roger D Congdon
Subject: Re: comments on stormwater discharge design
Date: 11/30/2009 02:26 PM

Hello Bev,
The forest service with the help of SWCA and their subconsultants are in the process
of creating design element recommendations for Rosemont and their subs to
incorporate into their surface water management plan. This process has just begun
and hence there are no comments or elements to forward to you yet.  

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

11/30/2009 12:34 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject comments on stormwater discharge design

Hi Salek,

Can I get these comments from you?

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Roger D Congdon/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Melinda D Roth
To:
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Comments on the Arch Report and next Step
Date: 12/03/2009 04:03 PM
Attachments: Alternatives_Heritage_Issues_BG_&MF_11-25.docx

Tom, Let us know if this is still incomplete direction from us. 

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

William B Gillespie/R3/USDAFS

12/03/2009 02:06 PM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Jerome Hesse"

<jhesse@swca.com>, "Jennifer Hider" <jhider@swca.com>, "Mary M
Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>,
"Suzanne Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>

Subject Re: Comments on the Arch Report  and next StepLink

Tom and Suzanne, 

My apologies for our delay in replying.  Attached are our thoughts and expectations for further
archaeological investigation needed to evaluate effects on cultural resources for different alternatives,
which are, as you well know, still unfinalized.  Let us know what you think, Suzanne, and then let's get
together. 

 

Bill 

William Gillespie, Archaeologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson AZ 85701
Phone 520-388-8392 
FAX 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

12/03/2009 01:19 PM

To "Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, <wgillespie@fs.fed.us>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Suzanne

Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>, "Jerome Hesse" <jhesse@swca.com>, "Jennifer Hider"

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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Evaluating Cultural Resources for Alternatives to the Rosemont Mine Plan of Operation.

Gillespie and Farrell									Nov. 18, 2009



Summary:  The Coronado National Forest is in the process of preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Rosemont Copper Mine Plan of Operation.  The DEIS will include evaluation of environmental effects for an as yet finalized number of alternatives.  Included in those environmental effects are likely impacts to cultural resource sites.  At the present time, review of existing data from past field investigations is considered to be an adequate and appropriate method for comparing the likely effects of different alternatives.  The one exception to the recommended review of existing data is the “modified MPO” developed largely by Rosemont, and specifically the new proposed access route.  Review of existing cultural resource site information suggests the new access route will likely affect a number of sites, including AA:.  We recommend that alternatives to the mapped route be considered to minimize impacts to significant archaeological sites.  



Current Status: SWCA conducted archaeological survey of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the Rosemont MPO as it was proposed in 2007.  The SWCA survey entailed inventory survey (i.e, a USDI Class III survey) of some 6224 acres, including 5261 acres around the mine footprint (the pit, processing plant, tailings, and waste rock storage areas), 638 acres along proposed utility corridors, and 325 acres along proposed access routes.



Since that survey was conducted, a number of alternatives to be considered in the EIS have been proposed by the proponent, the Forest Service, and by cooperating agencies.  While alternatives have received considerable attention, the list of specific alternatives to receive more detailed environmental effects analysis has not yet been finalized.   Alternatives have been proposed with the goal of reducing the effects of the mining project on a suite of environmental resources and issues, including archaeological sites.  Different alternatives would change the Area of Potential Effect to varying extents.  



SWCA’s survey for the MPO covered the core area of all proposed alternatives, since all involve the same pit and processing facilities locations.  The alternatives that have been under consideration differ in the location and extent of tailings and waste dumps.  Most of these alternatives include additional land that is outside the area of the SWCA survey.  However, virtually all of the additional land was included in the previous ANAMAX-Rosemont archaeological investigations.  



Ideally, to compare the effects of the MPO on archaeological resources with the effects of the alternatives on archaeological resources, we would use comparable data.  That is, the additional areas would be surveyed for cultural resources with the same quality and intensity of SWCA’s survey of the MPO, using the same survey procedures and site recognition and description criteria.  However, if time constraints prevent inventory survey of all alternatives, an alternative approach could provide a basis for comparison. Specifically, a more expeditious approach is considered acceptable for the following reasons:  



First, the footprints for some of the alternatives have not yet been determined, so the APEs are as yet undefined.  Even if all APEs could be defined immediately, there is insufficient time to complete survey of the additional areas before the Draft EIS is scheduled for completion.  



Second, some of the alternatives are likely to be practically or environmentally infeasible, and will drop out of consideration. 



Third, all of the areas currently under consideration have been subject to previous inventory survey, primarily by the Arizona State Museum for the ANAMAX-Rosemont project in the 1970s-1980s.  Because site definition procedures employed by the initial ANAMAX survey differ from current standards, the ANAMAX survey data will not be sufficient for final identification and evaluation of heritage resources.  However, they do allow a general comparison of different alternatives in regard to the number and types of archaeological sites that are likely present and subject to impact by the project.  Comparison of SWCA’s recent survey results for the MPO with previous survey data suggests that the previous survey data can be reliably used to make predictions about the density and types of archaeological sites that will be present in the APE’s of the alternatives.   



Fourth, mitigation measures for archaeological sites are expected to be similar no matter which alternative is selected.  If an alternative other than the proposed MPO is selected, a complete, comparable archaeological inventory survey of additional areas will be required before the decision and the Final EIS.    



Recommendations: If complete inventory surveys of the APE of all alternatives for the DEIS is not feasible, we recommend that the assessment of the relative potential impacts of each alternative be made on the basis of review of  previous survey and excavation data (i.e., a USDI Class I survey).  We recommend that SWCA review ANAMAX survey and excavation data for the areas in question, particularly the loci recorded during the initial surveys.  Review should include maps, cards, the computer spreadsheet, Debowski’s draft survey report, and published reports on excavations.  The initial ANAMAX survey, reported by Debowski, identified archaeological “loci” rather than sites.  A review should include a preliminary determination of which loci are probable sites, and which are Isolated Occurrences.  In addition, we request that SWCA conduct field reconnaissance visits to a selection of loci judged to be probable sites to see if they indeed meet current site-definition standards.



One alternative under consideration – the modified Rosemont MPO -- stands out from the others in that it involves little change in the geographic extent of the mine footprint.   However, one fundamental difference from the initial MPO is the location of the proposed access route.  The new access route appears to have greater probable impacts than the initial route.  Cursory review shows that the proposed route crosses at least 9 previously recorded sites, including the Ballcourt Site.  Given that Rosemont Copper has indicated that they are willing to avoid impacts to the Ballcourt Site, the layout of the route through the site may be subject to change.  In this case, we recommend a new inventory survey be made soon to identify sites that would be affected by the new proposed route.  We also recommend that additional alternatives routes be considered with Rosemont Copper to avoid impacts to the Ballcourt Site.



Preliminary Assessment of Alternatives 

The following  comments on the potential effects of the different alternatives identified as of  September 2009 are based on those made in Gillespie.



Proposed Action (initial MPO):  Specifics are best known since SWCA has completed survey of the proposed action, identifying some 93 sites.  In addition to the “mine footprint” (i.e., the area inclosing the pit, processing plant, waste rock and tailings disposal, the survey included two access routes and a waterline route.  The majority of sites are in the mine footprint area, and the majority of sites identified there were initially located during the ANAMAX survey, though only those loci that were subsequently tested were given site numbers.  Major sites that would be impacted include the Rosemont Ranch Site (the longest-lived precontact habitation with the greatest number of burials) and several smaller habitation sites.  Bumblebee Village is just outside the area of direct disturbance, but close enough that it could be impacted.  Historic sites that would be impacted include the historic component of Rosemont Ranch, Old Rosemont, the Rosemont Ranger Station, and Martinez Ranch.  



Rosemont’s Modified MPO:  The Rosemont’s modification has a similar footprint to the MPO with only minor changes.  Changed location for the main access route from Scholefield Canyon to a location farther south; as shown on maps, this new route has greater probability of impacting sites.  Cursory review shows that the proposed route crosses at least 9 previously recorded sites, including the Ballcourt Site. These additional impacts may be avoidable: alternatives to the route need to be considered and inventory survey conducted.



Sycamore Canyon:  The Sycamore Exclusion Area as mapped by TetraTech includes approximately 917 acres in addition to the SWCA MPO survey.  The additional area was surveyed during ANAMAX project.  The southern portion, was included in the initial Fritz et al. survey as Study Area 4, and reported by Debowski.  The northern portion was included in the 1981supplemental survey of 3.5 square miles by Ferg, Huckell and Ervin (ref. date).  The 1981 survey used more standard site definition criteria, rather than the Fritz locus system, which makes the results easier to assess.  The survey located only two sites (AZ EE:2:100 and EE:2:101), both of which were subsequently excavated and reported by Tagg and Huckell (1984). 

 

It appears that seven loci were initially identified by the Fritz survey; five in upper Sycamore and two in upper Scholefield, north of the SWCA survey area. Only one of these was excavated (AZ EE:2:140), a historic building platform and associated trash that was reported in Ayres (1984).  The others appear to be isolated occurrences rather than sites, but field verification would be useful???or not?.    

 

Together, the two ANAMAX surveys in upper Sycamore found less than one site/square mile, a notable contrast to their results immediately to the south and east in the Barrel-Davidson drainage.  Resurvey may result in additional sites, but these previous results, and our past visits to the canyon, suggest it's very unlikely that any major habitation sites are present.  



Barrel Only Alternative: A number of different versions of this alternative have been proposed. At present, no decision of specific footprint has been made.  A version on the Rosemont WebEx site indicates approximately 190 acres outside the SWCA survey area would be added.  This area is in what ANAMAX archaeologists called South Canyon and Rosemont Copper calls Trail Canyon.  The ANAMAX Rosemont project investigated a number of sites in this area; approximately 40 loci were recorded during survey and 3 sites were excavated (EE:2:82, :86, :103).   



Scholefield/McCleary Alternative:  TetraTech’s Scholefield Exclusion Area boundary includes most of Scholefield Canyon west of the Hidden Valley Ranch.  Aprroximately 780 acres are outside the SWCA MPO Survey area.  SWCA did survey the initially proposed access route through Scholefield Canyon and reported two sites within the added area.  The ANAMAX survey located some 40 loci within this area, most of along the east side, in the vicinity of Scholefield Ranch.  The western portion of the area is dominated by steep rocky hillsides where site probability is low.  None of these loci was investigated during testing or data recovery phases; accordingly, no ASM site numbers were assigned during the ANAMAX project.   Many of the ANAMAX loci are probable isolated occurrences that do not meet site-definition criteria.  



Future Cultural Resource Requirements: We also emphasize that cultural resource obligations do not end with the EIS and a decision on an alternative.  If an action alternative is selected, additional phases of investigation must be undertaken.  These include inventory survey of all parts of the APE and evaluations of National Register eligibility for recorded sites, archaeological testing for sites where eligibility is uncertain based on available data, development of a data recovery plan for eligible sites that will be affected, including plans for archaeological data recovery, treatment of human remains, and a memorandum of agreement with consulting parties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  In addition, evaluation of the impacts to Traditional Cultural Properties will take place.



From the archaeological perspective, it would be possible to mitigate the effects of the mine on the scientific values of the sites through a program of archaeological testing and data recovery.  However, the sites are significant beyond their information potential:  to the Four Southern Tribes, the pre-contact villages mark the territory of their ancestors, and the graves of their ancestors should be respected, and not disturbed.  To the Hopi Tribe and the Pueblo of Zuni, the sites are the footprints of their ancestral clans who passed through southern Arizona.  To the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the MPO is a holy place, where medicinal plants are still collected.  To the Mescalero Apache Tribe, the MPO is a storehouse of important traditional plants and mineral resources.  To some of the current residents of the region, the MPO is a historic cultural landscape.    





<jhider@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject Comments on the Arch Report  and next Step

Mary and Bill, 
 
I am becoming very concerned that we will not have enough time to adequately evaluate cultural
resources in the draft EIS.  Can you please schedule a time with Suzanne to discuss your expectations
for the analysis required to support the Heritage Resource section of the EIS?  Earlier this week, Bev
informed SWCA of the Coronado’s expectations to submit a PDEIS to send to Region prior to Feb 15.
 I’m very concerned that we are running out of time to: 
1)       review the comments on the cultural resources report, and 
2)       revise the report to include all of the action alternatives. 
 
Can you please provide SWCA your expectations for completing the analysis of the additional
alternatives at your earliest opportunity?  As a first step, our team has contacted the ASM and have
requested their assistance in completing the Class I inventory for all Action Alternatives.  We will be
transmitting the GIS shape files to the ASM tomorrow and expect to have the results prior to
December 24.  We’ll also need to schedule a time for our archaeologist to look at the Coronado’s
records.

 
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
  



From: William B Gillespie
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Jerome Hesse; Jennifer Hider; Mary M Farrell; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Suzanne

Griset
Subject: Re: Comments on the Arch Report and next Step
Date: 12/03/2009 02:06 PM
Attachments: Alternatives_Heritage_Issues_BG_&MF_11-25.docx

Tom and Suzanne, 

My apologies for our delay in replying.  Attached are our thoughts and expectations for further
archaeological investigation needed to evaluate effects on cultural resources for different alternatives,
which are, as you well know, still unfinalized.  Let us know what you think, Suzanne, and then let's get
together. 

  

Bill 

William Gillespie, Archaeologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson AZ 85701
Phone 520-388-8392 
FAX 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

12/03/2009 01:19 PM

To "Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, <wgillespie@fs.fed.us>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"

<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Suzanne Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>, "Jerome
Hesse" <jhesse@swca.com>, "Jennifer Hider" <jhider@swca.com>,
"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Comments on the Arch Report  and next Step

Mary and Bill, 
  
I am becoming very concerned that we will not have enough time to adequately evaluate cultural
resources in the draft EIS.  Can you please schedule a time with Suzanne to discuss your expectations
for the analysis required to support the Heritage Resource section of the EIS?  Earlier this week, Bev
informed SWCA of the Coronado’s expectations to submit a PDEIS to send to Region prior to Feb 15.
 I’m very concerned that we are running out of time to: 
1)       review the comments on the cultural resources report, and 
2)       revise the report to include all of the action alternatives. 
  
Can you please provide SWCA your expectations for completing the analysis of the additional
alternatives at your earliest opportunity?  As a first step, our team has contacted the ASM and have
requested their assistance in completing the Class I inventory for all Action Alternatives.  We will be
transmitting the GIS shape files to the ASM tomorrow and expect to have the results prior to
December 24.  We’ll also need to schedule a time for our archaeologist to look at the Coronado’s
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Evaluating Cultural Resources for Alternatives to the Rosemont Mine Plan of Operation.

Gillespie and Farrell									Nov. 18, 2009



Summary:  The Coronado National Forest is in the process of preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Rosemont Copper Mine Plan of Operation.  The DEIS will include evaluation of environmental effects for an as yet finalized number of alternatives.  Included in those environmental effects are likely impacts to cultural resource sites.  At the present time, review of existing data from past field investigations is considered to be an adequate and appropriate method for comparing the likely effects of different alternatives.  The one exception to the recommended review of existing data is the “modified MPO” developed largely by Rosemont, and specifically the new proposed access route.  Review of existing cultural resource site information suggests the new access route will likely affect a number of sites, including AA:.  We recommend that alternatives to the mapped route be considered to minimize impacts to significant archaeological sites.  



Current Status: SWCA conducted archaeological survey of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the Rosemont MPO as it was proposed in 2007.  The SWCA survey entailed inventory survey (i.e, a USDI Class III survey) of some 6224 acres, including 5261 acres around the mine footprint (the pit, processing plant, tailings, and waste rock storage areas), 638 acres along proposed utility corridors, and 325 acres along proposed access routes.



Since that survey was conducted, a number of alternatives to be considered in the EIS have been proposed by the proponent, the Forest Service, and by cooperating agencies.  While alternatives have received considerable attention, the list of specific alternatives to receive more detailed environmental effects analysis has not yet been finalized.   Alternatives have been proposed with the goal of reducing the effects of the mining project on a suite of environmental resources and issues, including archaeological sites.  Different alternatives would change the Area of Potential Effect to varying extents.  



SWCA’s survey for the MPO covered the core area of all proposed alternatives, since all involve the same pit and processing facilities locations.  The alternatives that have been under consideration differ in the location and extent of tailings and waste dumps.  Most of these alternatives include additional land that is outside the area of the SWCA survey.  However, virtually all of the additional land was included in the previous ANAMAX-Rosemont archaeological investigations.  



Ideally, to compare the effects of the MPO on archaeological resources with the effects of the alternatives on archaeological resources, we would use comparable data.  That is, the additional areas would be surveyed for cultural resources with the same quality and intensity of SWCA’s survey of the MPO, using the same survey procedures and site recognition and description criteria.  However, if time constraints prevent inventory survey of all alternatives, an alternative approach could provide a basis for comparison. Specifically, a more expeditious approach is considered acceptable for the following reasons:  



First, the footprints for some of the alternatives have not yet been determined, so the APEs are as yet undefined.  Even if all APEs could be defined immediately, there is insufficient time to complete survey of the additional areas before the Draft EIS is scheduled for completion.  



Second, some of the alternatives are likely to be practically or environmentally infeasible, and will drop out of consideration. 



Third, all of the areas currently under consideration have been subject to previous inventory survey, primarily by the Arizona State Museum for the ANAMAX-Rosemont project in the 1970s-1980s.  Because site definition procedures employed by the initial ANAMAX survey differ from current standards, the ANAMAX survey data will not be sufficient for final identification and evaluation of heritage resources.  However, they do allow a general comparison of different alternatives in regard to the number and types of archaeological sites that are likely present and subject to impact by the project.  Comparison of SWCA’s recent survey results for the MPO with previous survey data suggests that the previous survey data can be reliably used to make predictions about the density and types of archaeological sites that will be present in the APE’s of the alternatives.   



Fourth, mitigation measures for archaeological sites are expected to be similar no matter which alternative is selected.  If an alternative other than the proposed MPO is selected, a complete, comparable archaeological inventory survey of additional areas will be required before the decision and the Final EIS.    



Recommendations: If complete inventory surveys of the APE of all alternatives for the DEIS is not feasible, we recommend that the assessment of the relative potential impacts of each alternative be made on the basis of review of  previous survey and excavation data (i.e., a USDI Class I survey).  We recommend that SWCA review ANAMAX survey and excavation data for the areas in question, particularly the loci recorded during the initial surveys.  Review should include maps, cards, the computer spreadsheet, Debowski’s draft survey report, and published reports on excavations.  The initial ANAMAX survey, reported by Debowski, identified archaeological “loci” rather than sites.  A review should include a preliminary determination of which loci are probable sites, and which are Isolated Occurrences.  In addition, we request that SWCA conduct field reconnaissance visits to a selection of loci judged to be probable sites to see if they indeed meet current site-definition standards.



One alternative under consideration – the modified Rosemont MPO -- stands out from the others in that it involves little change in the geographic extent of the mine footprint.   However, one fundamental difference from the initial MPO is the location of the proposed access route.  The new access route appears to have greater probable impacts than the initial route.  Cursory review shows that the proposed route crosses at least 9 previously recorded sites, including the Ballcourt Site.  Given that Rosemont Copper has indicated that they are willing to avoid impacts to the Ballcourt Site, the layout of the route through the site may be subject to change.  In this case, we recommend a new inventory survey be made soon to identify sites that would be affected by the new proposed route.  We also recommend that additional alternatives routes be considered with Rosemont Copper to avoid impacts to the Ballcourt Site.



Preliminary Assessment of Alternatives 

The following  comments on the potential effects of the different alternatives identified as of  September 2009 are based on those made in Gillespie.



Proposed Action (initial MPO):  Specifics are best known since SWCA has completed survey of the proposed action, identifying some 93 sites.  In addition to the “mine footprint” (i.e., the area inclosing the pit, processing plant, waste rock and tailings disposal, the survey included two access routes and a waterline route.  The majority of sites are in the mine footprint area, and the majority of sites identified there were initially located during the ANAMAX survey, though only those loci that were subsequently tested were given site numbers.  Major sites that would be impacted include the Rosemont Ranch Site (the longest-lived precontact habitation with the greatest number of burials) and several smaller habitation sites.  Bumblebee Village is just outside the area of direct disturbance, but close enough that it could be impacted.  Historic sites that would be impacted include the historic component of Rosemont Ranch, Old Rosemont, the Rosemont Ranger Station, and Martinez Ranch.  



Rosemont’s Modified MPO:  The Rosemont’s modification has a similar footprint to the MPO with only minor changes.  Changed location for the main access route from Scholefield Canyon to a location farther south; as shown on maps, this new route has greater probability of impacting sites.  Cursory review shows that the proposed route crosses at least 9 previously recorded sites, including the Ballcourt Site. These additional impacts may be avoidable: alternatives to the route need to be considered and inventory survey conducted.



Sycamore Canyon:  The Sycamore Exclusion Area as mapped by TetraTech includes approximately 917 acres in addition to the SWCA MPO survey.  The additional area was surveyed during ANAMAX project.  The southern portion, was included in the initial Fritz et al. survey as Study Area 4, and reported by Debowski.  The northern portion was included in the 1981supplemental survey of 3.5 square miles by Ferg, Huckell and Ervin (ref. date).  The 1981 survey used more standard site definition criteria, rather than the Fritz locus system, which makes the results easier to assess.  The survey located only two sites (AZ EE:2:100 and EE:2:101), both of which were subsequently excavated and reported by Tagg and Huckell (1984). 

 

It appears that seven loci were initially identified by the Fritz survey; five in upper Sycamore and two in upper Scholefield, north of the SWCA survey area. Only one of these was excavated (AZ EE:2:140), a historic building platform and associated trash that was reported in Ayres (1984).  The others appear to be isolated occurrences rather than sites, but field verification would be useful???or not?.    

 

Together, the two ANAMAX surveys in upper Sycamore found less than one site/square mile, a notable contrast to their results immediately to the south and east in the Barrel-Davidson drainage.  Resurvey may result in additional sites, but these previous results, and our past visits to the canyon, suggest it's very unlikely that any major habitation sites are present.  



Barrel Only Alternative: A number of different versions of this alternative have been proposed. At present, no decision of specific footprint has been made.  A version on the Rosemont WebEx site indicates approximately 190 acres outside the SWCA survey area would be added.  This area is in what ANAMAX archaeologists called South Canyon and Rosemont Copper calls Trail Canyon.  The ANAMAX Rosemont project investigated a number of sites in this area; approximately 40 loci were recorded during survey and 3 sites were excavated (EE:2:82, :86, :103).   



Scholefield/McCleary Alternative:  TetraTech’s Scholefield Exclusion Area boundary includes most of Scholefield Canyon west of the Hidden Valley Ranch.  Aprroximately 780 acres are outside the SWCA MPO Survey area.  SWCA did survey the initially proposed access route through Scholefield Canyon and reported two sites within the added area.  The ANAMAX survey located some 40 loci within this area, most of along the east side, in the vicinity of Scholefield Ranch.  The western portion of the area is dominated by steep rocky hillsides where site probability is low.  None of these loci was investigated during testing or data recovery phases; accordingly, no ASM site numbers were assigned during the ANAMAX project.   Many of the ANAMAX loci are probable isolated occurrences that do not meet site-definition criteria.  



Future Cultural Resource Requirements: We also emphasize that cultural resource obligations do not end with the EIS and a decision on an alternative.  If an action alternative is selected, additional phases of investigation must be undertaken.  These include inventory survey of all parts of the APE and evaluations of National Register eligibility for recorded sites, archaeological testing for sites where eligibility is uncertain based on available data, development of a data recovery plan for eligible sites that will be affected, including plans for archaeological data recovery, treatment of human remains, and a memorandum of agreement with consulting parties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  In addition, evaluation of the impacts to Traditional Cultural Properties will take place.



From the archaeological perspective, it would be possible to mitigate the effects of the mine on the scientific values of the sites through a program of archaeological testing and data recovery.  However, the sites are significant beyond their information potential:  to the Four Southern Tribes, the pre-contact villages mark the territory of their ancestors, and the graves of their ancestors should be respected, and not disturbed.  To the Hopi Tribe and the Pueblo of Zuni, the sites are the footprints of their ancestral clans who passed through southern Arizona.  To the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the MPO is a holy place, where medicinal plants are still collected.  To the Mescalero Apache Tribe, the MPO is a storehouse of important traditional plants and mineral resources.  To some of the current residents of the region, the MPO is a historic cultural landscape.    





records.

  
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
  



From: Tom Furgason
To: tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Cc: rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; mrorth@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Cooperating Agency Alternative
Date: 12/03/2009 04:25 PM

Teresa Ann,
 
Following is the email that I’m proposing to send to the Cooperating Agencies.  Please let me
know if you have comments or edits.
 
Tom Furgason
Rosemont Project Manager/Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 
 
We have placed several of the GIS layers of the alternatives on the SWCA ftp site as
requested by several of the Cooperating Agencies.  These layers provide the basic layout of
each of the alternatives that were presented yesterday.  Please note that the work on “Backfill
or Partial Backfill Alternative” will not be complete for a couple of weeks.
 
Please keep in mind that these layers are draft and deliberative.  The Forest Supervisor has
not made the final determination as to which alternatives will be retained for detailed
analysis. Furthermore, additional modifications may be made to these alternatives.  Please
respect your MOUs with the Coronado and refrain from sharing this information with any
party that is not a Cooperating Agency.  Outside requests for this information can be made
directly to the Coronado. 
 
Some Agencies requested that we post the GIS shape files depicting various resources that
the ID Team used to develop alternatives.  We will also be posting some of those as they
become available. However, some data layers will not be posted if they contain sensitive
information such as Heritage resources or the location of sensitive plant and animal species.
 
Tom Furgason
Rosemont Project Manager/Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Jeff M. Tannler
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: 'tciapusci@fs.fed.us'; 'rlaford@fs.fed.us'; 'beverson@fs.fed.us'; 'mrorth@fs.fed.us'; Melissa Reichard; Laura A.

Grignano
Subject: RE: Cooperating Agency Alternative
Date: 12/01/2009 07:15 PM

Dear Tom Furgason:
Thank you for the invitation to participate in development of a special alternative.  The Arizona
Department of Water Resources respectfully is declining participation in development of this particular
alternative.  Unfortunately due to scheduling conflicts neither Laura Grignano nor I will be able to attend
tomorrow’s meeting.  Please feel free to contact either me or Laura if you or other agencies have
questions we can assist with.  Thank you,

Jeff Tannler
Jeff Tannler
Tucson Area Director
ADWR Tucson AMA Office
400 West Congress, Suite 518
Tucson, AZ  85701
520-770-3800
jmtannler@azwater.gov 
 
From: Tom Furgason [mailto:tfurgason@swca.com] 
Sent: December 01, 2009 4:59 PM
To: brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu; cbeck@azdot.gov; Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov;
daniel_moore@blm.gov; dt1@azdeq.gov; David_Jacobs@azag.gov; falco@cfa.harvard.edu;
gfleming@asmi.az.gov; jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us; Jeff M. Tannler; julia.fonseca@pima.gov;
jwindes@azgfd.gov; karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov; Laura A. Grignano; lee.allison@azgs.az.gov;
Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov; LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov; madan.singh@mines.az.gov;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil; nicole.ewing-gavin@tucsonaz.gov;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; rcasavant@azstateparks.gov;
stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us
Cc: tciapusci@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; mrorth@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Cooperating Agency Alternative
 
I have had several Agencies inquire about the status of tomorrow’s meeting.  Currently, two agencies
have declined participation and a couple of others will not be able to attend tomorrow.  We are still
planning on holding the meeting at the regular location in Tucson (300 West Congress, Room 4B).  
Although the meeting is scheduled for 9:00 am, I’ll begin the presentation on the alternatives at 9:30 so
that anybody traveling from Phoenix will not miss that portion of the meeting. I’ll use the first 30
minutes to answer general questions about the alternatives development process and some of the
questions that we “parked” last week.  I’ll also be happy to discuss any of the major elements of the
MPO.
 

Tom Furgason
Rosemont Project Manager/Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2009 12:03 PM
To: brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu; cbeck@azdot.gov; Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov;
daniel_moore@blm.gov; dt1@azdeq.gov; David_Jacobs@azag.gov; falco@cfa.harvard.edu;
gfleming@asmi.az.gov; jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us; jmtannler@azwater.gov; julia.fonseca@pima.gov;
jwindes@azgfd.gov; karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov; lagrignano@azwater.gov; lee.allison@azgs.az.gov;
Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov; LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov; madan.singh@mines.az.gov;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil; nicole.ewing-gavin@tucsonaz.gov;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; rcasavant@azstateparks.gov;
stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us
Cc: tciapusci@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; mrorth@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Cooperating Agency Alternative
 
I am following up with members of the Cooperating Agencies (Agencies) working on the
Rosemont Copper EIS.  During the meeting last week, Forest Supervisor Jeanine Derby
requested that the Agencies consider participating in the development an alternative to the
Proposed Action.  This alternative would then be analyzed throughout the EIS process if it
meets the requirements under NEPA.  The Coronado has requested that SWCA be available
to assist the Agencies with the development of this alternative.  However, the Agencies may
work entirely independently of the Coronado and SWCA should they choose to do so.
 
We discussed several potential issues relating to the Proposal and began discussing potential
elements of the Proposed Action (fully described in the 2007 Mine Plan of Operations) that
could be modified to address some issues.  However, several members from the Agencies
expressed concern that they needed more information regarding the alternatives currently
being considered by the Coronado so that they do not create a duplicative alternative.  It was
also clear that additional meetings would be required. 
 
Although there was no clear consensus among the group how to proceed, I would like to
propose that we meet next Wednesday (December 2) from 9:00 am to 12:30 pm. This
meeting will include a:
 

1)      presentation on the alternative currently under consideration;
2)      review of the issues, or groups of issues, driving the alternatives;
3)      review of existing GIS data regarding resources;
4)      open forum to further define those issues the Agencies believe should drive an

alternative or elements of an alternative; and
5)      identification of the major portions of the Proposed Action that the alternative will

address.
 
The following information would be useful to me moving forward:

Is your Agency interested in participating in the development of an alternative? 
Are there specific areas of expertise where your Agency’s participation would be
especially helpful?
Is your Agency interested in providing a leadership role for the reaming preparation of
the alternative?

 
 
The Coronado will place all material from the meeting on their web site.  SWCA will also
send out meeting notes by COB on Friday, December 4.  I welcome any suggestions for any
information that you would like to have at the meeting on Wednesday.  I can’t promise that
we’ll be able to meet every request; however, we’ll endeavor to accommodate them. 



 
Have a happy Thanksgiving.
 
 
Tom Furgason
Rosemont Project Manager/Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 
 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Rochelle Desser; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: RE: coordination meeting tomorrow - can we start at 9:00 instead of 9:30?
Date: 03/29/2010 01:27 PM

Bev,
 
It was my understanding that the Landforming call was to be part of the regular meeting.  Did I
misunderstand?
 
Tom
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2010 12:47 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Rochelle Desser; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: coordination meeting tomorrow - can we start at 9:00 instead of 9:30?
 

There is a landforming conference call tomorrow at 10:00, and so I'm wondering if we can start our
meeting earlier and try to avoid conflict between the two meetings.  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE
Cc: Salek Shafiqullah; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Core team review of Rosemont Proposed Action
Date: 10/26/2008 04:50 PM

Hi Bev,
 
I'll be available until 10:00 am.  I'm looking forward to hearing the comments of the FS Team and
getting this to Region this week.
 
Tom

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Thu 10/23/2008 12:18 PM
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Core team review of Rosemont Proposed Action

Let's say 9:00 on Monday morning, your office if that's okay.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

                                                                          
             "Dale Ortman PE"                                             
             <daleortmanpe@liv                                            
             e.com>                                                     To
                                       "'Beverley A Everson'"             
             10/23/2008 08:19          <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Salek      
             AM                        Shafiqullah'"                      
                                       <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>           
                                                                        cc
                                       "'Tom Furgason'"                   
                                       <tfurgason@swca.com>               
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Core team review of Rosemont   
                                       Proposed Action                    
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          

Bev,

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


Just got back from giving a paper at the Tailings and Mine Waste '08
conference in Vail.  Unfortunately, I've got commitments on Friday that
will
not allow me to meet, but I'll be available early next week.  So let me
know
when you and Salek are available and we'll get together.

Cheers,

Dale

_______________________

Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer

(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(520) 896-9703 - Fax

daleortmanpe@live.com

PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2008 1:46 PM
To: daleortmanpe@live.com; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Core team review of Rosemont Proposed Action

Hi Dale,

I have my comments and comments from Debby Kriegel, Salek, Sarah Davis and
Walt Keyes that I am sending to your office in hard copy (I have mine and
Debby's in electronic format, but the files are too large to go through our
fire wall, and so I can't email them to you).  No other comments were
received, so this is all of them.  They are going out through our mailroom
via the SWCA mailbox.

Salek and I had the most comments, and because of this, we would like to
meet with you to go over our comments and the rest of the team's comments.
We're both available Friday afternoon - would you be available then?
Monday morning is also a possibility for me, though I'm not sure of Sal's
availability.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson

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

mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard
Cc: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Sarah L Davis; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: RE: Coronado Project Record Protocols
Date: 11/10/2009 02:25 PM

Thank you Sarah and Mindee!
 
As you may know, SWCA’s funding for further work on the AR had been frozen.  I’m pleased to let the
team know that as of this morning, Jamie has authorized us for funding for an effort that we think will
cover the cost of the AR through the DEIS.  I’m sure that Melissa’s eyes are wide open now!
 
Tom
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2009 9:43 AM
To: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Cc: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Sarah L Davis; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Fw: Coronado Project Record Protocols
 

Final Project Record Direction 
Thank you Sarah. 

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/10/2009 09:40 AM -----
Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS

11/09/2009 12:21 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc  

Subject Coronado Project Record Protocols

 
  

This version has the changes you recommended.  I will continue in the future to do revisions as we
learn more.  R10 already updated the information re litigation record and litigation reports.  I changed it
in this version. 

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us


Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332



From: Tom Furgason
To: Philip Murphy
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: could we meet on Friday afternoon, rather than Thursday afternoon?
Date: 10/02/2008 07:47 PM

Philip,
 
I have a meeting from 1:00 to 3:00 on the far east side of Tucson on Friday.  I'd be available around
4:00 at the SWCA office, which is a short walk from the Hotel Arizona.  We could also work a late day
on Thursday and meet after the 3:00 pm meeting with the FS.
 
Tom

From: Philip Murphy [mailto:Philip.Murphy@InfoHarvest.com]
Sent: Thu 10/2/2008 11:05 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: could we meet on Friday afternoon, rather than Thursday afternoon?

Tom,
 
Looks like there is a FS meeting 3PM on Thursday that I’m expected to attend.
From our last conversation, it sounded like you had other meetings in the early afternoon on Thursday. 
(Although I’m getting into Tucson around 11AM on Thursday, an early PM meeting doesn’t sound
feasible on Thursday.)
So, if it works for you, could we meet on Friday afternoon instead?
 
(Meeting with you, learning about your comment DB and getting a copy of the core comments data is
my main goal for the trip to Tucson, so if necessary I’ll skip the FS meeting on Thursday if that is the
only time that works for you.)
 
Where would be a good place to meet?  I’m staying at the Hotel Arizona, we could meet there or at
SWCA or ..?
 
Philip
 
_________________________________________________
Philip Murphy
CEO, InfoHarvest Inc.
Phone 206-686-2729
Direct 206-251-3732
Fax  206-686-2729
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:Philip.Murphy@InfoHarvest.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Tom Furgason
To: Mary M Farrell
Cc: Suzanne Griset; Jerome Hesse; Melissa Reichard; Reta Laford; Deborah K Sebesta; Beverley A Everson;

jdmacivor@frontiernet.com; Charles Coyle; Ken Kertell
Subject: RE: Cultural Resources Report & Affected Env.
Date: 06/29/2009 11:09 AM

Mary,
 
We’ll be happy to send out a hard copy of the draft archaeological report to the Tohono O’odham
Nation.
 
I have reservations about sending any of the biological reports at this time.  I suspect that the tribe is
really looking for information on culturally important plants, but we have not received any formal
information on this topic from either the tribe or Rosemont.  The following biological reports have been
submitted to the CNF:
 
Final Migratory Bird Treaty Act (SWCA).  Accepted by D. Sebesta. 
Draft Biological Assessment (SWCA). Under review by CNF.
Pima Pineapple Cactus Survey of the Proposed Rosemont Project Waterline Alignment.  (Westland
Resources)
Agave Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity. (Westland Resources)
Lesser Long-nosed Bat Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity. (Westland Resources)
Ranid Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity. (Westland Resources)
 
It is probably inappropriate to release the BA at this time because:

Tthe CNF has not reviewed and accepted the document at time,
The CNF has yet to establish any consultation with USFWS 
Allowing an outside party to review the BA might allow for the USFWS to receive questions on a
document that they have not had an opportunity to review.  This could be embarrassing to both
agencies. 
We are still finalizing the bounds of analysis for biological resources.  SWCA has proposed to
include the Davidson Canyon and a portion of the Cienega watersheds.  If the CNF and USFWS
agree, then we’ll have to submit a substantially revised BA.  Again, we need both agencies to
agree to the Action Area (basically the APE in 106 terms).

 
As for the Westland reports, SWCA has submitted a critique of the reports and raised several concerns
to the CNF.  I’m reluctant to send the Westland reports out until the CNF decides whether to accept
these reports or request revised reports from Rosemont.  The agave report, in particular, has some
inconssistancies that probably should be corrected before it is made public.  However, I’ll leave this up
to the CNF to decide.
 
Feel free to call me if you have any questions.  Thanks for your consideration.
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
 
 
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:jhesse@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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From: Mary M Farrell [mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2009 12:05 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Suzanne Griset; Jerome Hesse; Melissa Reichard; Reta Laford; psteere@toua.net; Deborah K
Sebesta; jtjoaquin@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: Cultural Resources Report & Affected Env.
 

Tom, 

Representing the Tohono O'odham Nation in the Nation's role as a consulting party under NHPA, Peter
Steere has requested the following: 

1.  a printed hard copy of the draft archaeological survey report, in addition to the CD we are sending; 

2.  two copies of the biology report (one for his department, one for Karen Howe of Natural Resources,
so just one if Karen has already received this) 

Could SWCA please send these documents directly to Peter at: 

Peter Steere 
Cultural Affairs Program Manager 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
P.O. Box 837 
Sells, AZ  85634 

Thank you.  Please let me know if you need any additional documentation of this request for your
records. 

Mary 

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax) 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

06/19/2009 03:31 PM

To "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Charles Coyle"
<ccoyle@swca.com>, "Suzanne Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>,
"Jerome Hesse" <jhesse@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Cultural Resources Report  & Affected Env.

 
  



Reta, 
  
I was wondering what the timeframe is for the Coronado NF to send the Cultural Resources report to
the tribes and agencies for review.  As you know, we’ll have a 30-day review period (possibly longer if
tribes/agencies request and are granted additional review time) before we can expect to put any more
work into the Chapter 3 portion on tribal consultation.  Is there anything that SWCA can do to assist
with transmitting the reports to the interested tribes and agencies?  Feel free to let Suzanne Griset or
me know what we can do to assist. 
  
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
 



From: Mary M Farrell
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle; Jerome Hesse; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; Suzanne

Griset; Karina Montez; William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: Cultural Resources Report & Affected Env.
Date: 06/19/2009 04:26 PM

Tom, 

Reta finished her review and clarifications this morning, and the letters to tribes and agencies are being
processed and are expected to be mailed on Monday.  Would electronic or hard copies (or both) be
best for the project record SWCA is keeping? 

Thank you for your kind offer of additional assistance, but I think we are set.  Please extend to
Suzanne and Jerome our thanks for their help expediting the review and editing of our first drafts, and
for supplying the necessary CD copies.   

Mary 

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax) 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

06/19/2009 03:31 PM

To "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Charles Coyle"
<ccoyle@swca.com>, "Suzanne Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>,
"Jerome Hesse" <jhesse@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Cultural Resources Report  & Affected Env.

Reta, 
  
I was wondering what the timeframe is for the Coronado NF to send the Cultural Resources report to
the tribes and agencies for review.  As you know, we’ll have a 30-day review period (possibly longer if
tribes/agencies request and are granted additional review time) before we can expect to put any more
work into the Chapter 3 portion on tribal consultation.  Is there anything that SWCA can do to assist
with transmitting the reports to the interested tribes and agencies?  Feel free to let Suzanne Griset or
me know what we can do to assist. 
  
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:jhesse@swca.com
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mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:CN=Karina Montez/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
  



From: Tom Furgason
To: Mary M Farrell
Cc: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Suzanne Griset; Jerome Hesse
Subject: RE: Cultural Resources Report & Affected Env.
Date: 06/22/2009 04:49 PM

Thanks Mary!
 

From: Mary M Farrell [mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2009 4:27 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle; Jerome Hesse; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford;
Suzanne Griset; Karina Montez; William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: Cultural Resources Report & Affected Env.
 

Tom, 

Reta finished her review and clarifications this morning, and the letters to tribes and agencies are being
processed and are expected to be mailed on Monday.  Would electronic or hard copies (or both) be
best for the project record SWCA is keeping? 

Thank you for your kind offer of additional assistance, but I think we are set.  Please extend to
Suzanne and Jerome our thanks for their help expediting the review and editing of our first drafts, and
for supplying the necessary CD copies.   

Mary 

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax) 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

06/19/2009 03:31 PM

To "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Charles Coyle"
<ccoyle@swca.com>, "Suzanne Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>,
"Jerome Hesse" <jhesse@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Cultural Resources Report  & Affected Env.

 
  

Reta, 
  
I was wondering what the timeframe is for the Coronado NF to send the Cultural Resources report to
the tribes and agencies for review.  As you know, we’ll have a 30-day review period (possibly longer if
tribes/agencies request and are granted additional review time) before we can expect to put any more

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:jhesse@swca.com


work into the Chapter 3 portion on tribal consultation.  Is there anything that SWCA can do to assist
with transmitting the reports to the interested tribes and agencies?  Feel free to let Suzanne Griset or
me know what we can do to assist. 
  
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and Scenic Road Evaluation)
Date: 06/23/2010 01:17 PM
Attachments: Review-Rosemont_Reports_Viewshed_and_Scenic Road.doc

Mindee and Bev,

I expect Rosemont to respond in writing specifically to the 5 items in my letter under
the text "I recommend that Rosemont Copper provide the following" (2 on the
Viewshed Analysis and 3 on the State Route 83 report).  And keep in mind:
1.  The waste rock and tailings pile is part of the mine that will be visible from Hwy
83 (not just the pit and plant).
2.  ADOT is not a cooperating agency.

Please forward this email to Rosemont.  Maybe it'll help clarify what I still need for
these reports.

Thanks.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS

06/23/2010 12:43 PM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed

Analysis and Scenic Road Evaluation)

as requested...

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

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/8D9260CDD10F262C85257746000329CC
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		To:  Bev Everson, Project Manager





I have reviewed two reports related to the proposed Rosemont Mine: “Viewshed Analysis” (June 29, 2007) and “State Route (SR) 83 Scenic Road Evaluation for Rosemont” (May 11, 2009).  Both reports were prepared by Tetra Tech and provided by Rosemont Copper.  My comments follow. 




Viewshed Analysis (June 29, 2007) 



This report provides a study of what lands are visible from several points within the proposed mine during various phases of the mine.  While the study provides information about where some of the project elements are visible from some locations, it is not consistent with the Forest Service’s process for managing visual resources.  Both the Visual Resource Management System (VRMS) and the Scenery Management System (SMS) require that visually sensitive travelways (roads and trails) and viewpoints be identified first; then potential views of a proposed project are mapped from these locations to determine what project elements would be visible, and from what distance.  Reversing the viewpoints generally yields very different results, especially when only a limited number of viewing points from the project are used, such as in this study.


This report concludes in section 2.0 that the “bulk of the operations will be screened from the public view”.  This statement ignores the largest visual impact resulting from the project: the waste rock and tailings piles.  Reclamation plans to restore natural landforms and vegetation patterns on these piles could help mitigate this impact.  The report states that “concurrent reclamation plans currently being developed will break up this view and make the facilities blend in with the nearby areas” and that “Reclamation of the upper benches of the pit is planned”.  The Coronado NF awaits this information.


The last sentence of the report states that 0.7 acres of the pit would be visible from the turnout on Highway 83 at mile marker 44.  While this may be accurate, the related cross section (figure 7) does not provide complete information about how this was calculated.  Additionally, the elevation in this figure minimizes the effect of the project from this viewpoint by compressing the vertical scale.  Finally, because Highway 83 is a popular scenic drive (and a State of Arizona Scenic Road) it will be necessary to assess project effects from more than one point.


This report was provided over 2 years ago and was likely meant to be only a small first step in the investigation of potential visual impacts.  Complete visual analysis of the project for the EIS will be necessary, and some of this is underway under the direction of the Coronado NF with the assistance of SWCA.  


I recommend that Rosemont Copper provide the following:


1.  Information on the restoration of natural landforms and vegetation patterns on the waste rock and tailings piles.


2.  Options for removing horizontal benches in the upper portions of the pit.


State Route (SR) 83 Scenic Road Evaluation for Rosemont (May 11, 2009)


State Highway 83 is currently designated as and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Scenic Road.  This report provides a summary of the proposed mine’s possible effects to the designation.


Although the conclusion that “The development of the Rosemont Copper Project should not effect the designation of the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road” may be correct, I have a number of concerns and recommendations.


In section 4.0 Conclusion


· I am curious how the study calculated that the project would represent “less than 10% of the entire roadway” and “an actual visual impact of less than 5%”.


· The fact that the project is located in a historic mining district does not mean that the project will add to the intrinsic qualities of the route.  Visitors to this area, scenic byway travelers, and people recreating on National Forest lands often value small, historic sites, including remnants of mining activity.  A large, modern, industrial mine that blocks mountain views and contrasts with the natural scenery in entire viewsheds is unlikely to be a positive element.


· The “screening berm” results in a permanent loss of a major scenic mountain view.  Although the berm potentially mitigates the visual impacts from the pit and plant, it creates an equally large, if not greater, impact.


· It is unclear how maintaining public access for recreation within the vicinity of the project site would “mitigate potential impacts”.  Thousands of acres will be off-limit to public recreation for 20+ years. 


· The statement that “the proposed Rosemont Copper Project is not expected to have significant negative visual impacts to the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road” is simply not true.  The project’s visual effects are expected to be enormous.


Finally, I do not believe that the visual simulations from Mileposts 44 and 46 on the last page of the report are representative of the visual impacts from the project.  According to SWCA’s current 3D model, the view of the mountains from these areas would be nearly entirely obstructed by the waste rock and tailings piles.  Why was year 10 chosen for these simulations?  What assumptions were made about revegetation depicted in the simulations?  Do the simulations represent seeding only?  Were trees or other container plants planted?  How many years of supplemental irrigation would be needed to ensure successful revegetation?  How was erosion or slope failure corrected?


I recommend that Rosemont Copper provide the following:


1.  Information about how “less than 10% of the entire roadway” and “an actual visual impact of less than 5%” were calculated.


2.  Input from Arizona Department of Transportation on whether the proposed mine would affect designation of either the entire Scenic Road or some portion of it.


3.  Simulations of the mine at year 20, and information about how depiction of the revegetation shown on the simulations was determined to be accurate.

		

		



		

		



		

		



		

		





[image: image2.png] 
Caring for the Land and Serving People
Printed on Recycled Paper    [image: image3.png]



[image: image1.jpg][image: image2.png][image: image3.png]

▼ Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 

06/17/2010 05:34 PM

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>,
DebbyKriegel/R3/USDAFS, >

Subject Re: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed
Analysis and Scenic Road Evaluation)

Hi Kathy, 

Thank you for your thoughts.  I've read through your concerns, and through Debby's
input.  I'm asking that Debby verify that the report says that the perspective for the
KOPs is the view of someont six feet tall (Debby?).   

Overall, I agree with Debby's comments and her requests for information, and
regardless of the delay in getting it to you, the memo still needs response from
Rosemont.  It's good to know that many of the issues have already come to light
and are being worked on by SWCA and Tetra Tech.  I wonder if you can you be
more specific about which issues discussed in the memo are currently being
addressed by this work? 

I don't believe that Debby is subjective in the statements she makes in this memo,
but rather is stating her professional opinion.  And she and other specialists, public
comments, and the analysis, demonstrate many more facets of the visual quality
issue than whether or not the project would result to a change in the scenic highway
designation of SR 83.   There may be only 10% (or less) of the operation that will be
visible from the highway, but it is still a dramatic change to the scenery. 

The bottom line is that the issues Debby brings up are still valid concerns for the
analysis. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Kathy Arnold



<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/14/2010 05:07 PM 
To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Mindee Roth

<mroth@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com> 
cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

Subject Re: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and
Scenic Road Evaluation)

Bev - 
Thanks Bev - This is the first I have seen of this.  

Because this is 9 months old, I am wondering how you want Rosemont to respond.  There
are a number of questions that are being worked right now by Debby, SWCA and TT on the
visual analysis and Debby laid out the KOPs that were used for the project. As to the
questions about the cross sections of view, I believe the report says it is the view of
someone six feet tall and the actual area is measured not calculated.  

I also need direction on what you want Rosemont to do with her questions about ADOT. 
Rosemont’s roadway experts analyzed the code and told us that the scenic designation of
the route won’t be affected by mining (something that is unsurprising when you consider
that the roads through the Morenci mine and into Globe are also considered scenic.) 
Beyond that assessment, wouldn’t it be better for the request for analysis of the
designation to come from the Forest in the context of ADOT being a cooperating agency
and this is an interpretation of their rules?  As to the percentage of the roadway that is
impacted – the amount of roadway winds around the operations (5 miles) represents less
than 10% of the entire scenic roadway (53.5 miles).  There were a number of cross sections
given in the that showed where those viewpoints were from and the length of the area
divided by the roadway length gives the percentage.  Within the area around the
operations, you cannot see the pit operations from the entire length.  The distance where
you would have an actual view of those operations is less than 5%. Those cross sections
are shown in the updated figures (Figures 44-51) that were given to the Forest before
scoping started.

Quite a bit of the language included in the memo has subjective assessments that really
cannot be responded to by Rosemont.

Please give me some direction on what the Forest is expecting from Rosemont so I can get



right on this.

Cheers!
Kathy

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

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

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

From: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Date: Mon, 14 Jun 2010 18:03:57 -0500
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Fw: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and Scenic Road
Evaluation)

Kathy, 

Tom Furgason asked recently if I had forwarded these comments to you previously.  I
believe I did, but don't have a record of having done so, and am forwarding them to you
today to make sure that you have them. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428

file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com
file:////c/beverson@fs.fed.us
file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com
file:////c/mroth@fs.fed.us


Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/14/2010 04:01 PM ----- 
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 09/14/2009 07:52 AM 

To 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc
Subject 

Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and Scenic Road
Evaluation) 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and Scenic Road Evaluation)
Date: 06/23/2010 01:17 PM
Attachments: Review-Rosemont_Reports_Viewshed_and_Scenic Road.doc

Mindee and Bev,

I expect Rosemont to respond in writing specifically to the 5 items in my letter under
the text "I recommend that Rosemont Copper provide the following" (2 on the
Viewshed Analysis and 3 on the State Route 83 report).  And keep in mind:
1.  The waste rock and tailings pile is part of the mine that will be visible from Hwy
83 (not just the pit and plant).
2.  ADOT is not a cooperating agency.

Please forward this email to Rosemont.  Maybe it'll help clarify what I still need for
these reports.

Thanks.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS

06/23/2010 12:43 PM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed

Analysis and Scenic Road Evaluation)

as requested...

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

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/8D9260CDD10F262C85257746000329CC
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		To:  Bev Everson, Project Manager





I have reviewed two reports related to the proposed Rosemont Mine: “Viewshed Analysis” (June 29, 2007) and “State Route (SR) 83 Scenic Road Evaluation for Rosemont” (May 11, 2009).  Both reports were prepared by Tetra Tech and provided by Rosemont Copper.  My comments follow. 




Viewshed Analysis (June 29, 2007) 



This report provides a study of what lands are visible from several points within the proposed mine during various phases of the mine.  While the study provides information about where some of the project elements are visible from some locations, it is not consistent with the Forest Service’s process for managing visual resources.  Both the Visual Resource Management System (VRMS) and the Scenery Management System (SMS) require that visually sensitive travelways (roads and trails) and viewpoints be identified first; then potential views of a proposed project are mapped from these locations to determine what project elements would be visible, and from what distance.  Reversing the viewpoints generally yields very different results, especially when only a limited number of viewing points from the project are used, such as in this study.


This report concludes in section 2.0 that the “bulk of the operations will be screened from the public view”.  This statement ignores the largest visual impact resulting from the project: the waste rock and tailings piles.  Reclamation plans to restore natural landforms and vegetation patterns on these piles could help mitigate this impact.  The report states that “concurrent reclamation plans currently being developed will break up this view and make the facilities blend in with the nearby areas” and that “Reclamation of the upper benches of the pit is planned”.  The Coronado NF awaits this information.


The last sentence of the report states that 0.7 acres of the pit would be visible from the turnout on Highway 83 at mile marker 44.  While this may be accurate, the related cross section (figure 7) does not provide complete information about how this was calculated.  Additionally, the elevation in this figure minimizes the effect of the project from this viewpoint by compressing the vertical scale.  Finally, because Highway 83 is a popular scenic drive (and a State of Arizona Scenic Road) it will be necessary to assess project effects from more than one point.


This report was provided over 2 years ago and was likely meant to be only a small first step in the investigation of potential visual impacts.  Complete visual analysis of the project for the EIS will be necessary, and some of this is underway under the direction of the Coronado NF with the assistance of SWCA.  


I recommend that Rosemont Copper provide the following:


1.  Information on the restoration of natural landforms and vegetation patterns on the waste rock and tailings piles.


2.  Options for removing horizontal benches in the upper portions of the pit.


State Route (SR) 83 Scenic Road Evaluation for Rosemont (May 11, 2009)


State Highway 83 is currently designated as and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Scenic Road.  This report provides a summary of the proposed mine’s possible effects to the designation.


Although the conclusion that “The development of the Rosemont Copper Project should not effect the designation of the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road” may be correct, I have a number of concerns and recommendations.


In section 4.0 Conclusion


· I am curious how the study calculated that the project would represent “less than 10% of the entire roadway” and “an actual visual impact of less than 5%”.


· The fact that the project is located in a historic mining district does not mean that the project will add to the intrinsic qualities of the route.  Visitors to this area, scenic byway travelers, and people recreating on National Forest lands often value small, historic sites, including remnants of mining activity.  A large, modern, industrial mine that blocks mountain views and contrasts with the natural scenery in entire viewsheds is unlikely to be a positive element.


· The “screening berm” results in a permanent loss of a major scenic mountain view.  Although the berm potentially mitigates the visual impacts from the pit and plant, it creates an equally large, if not greater, impact.


· It is unclear how maintaining public access for recreation within the vicinity of the project site would “mitigate potential impacts”.  Thousands of acres will be off-limit to public recreation for 20+ years. 


· The statement that “the proposed Rosemont Copper Project is not expected to have significant negative visual impacts to the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road” is simply not true.  The project’s visual effects are expected to be enormous.


Finally, I do not believe that the visual simulations from Mileposts 44 and 46 on the last page of the report are representative of the visual impacts from the project.  According to SWCA’s current 3D model, the view of the mountains from these areas would be nearly entirely obstructed by the waste rock and tailings piles.  Why was year 10 chosen for these simulations?  What assumptions were made about revegetation depicted in the simulations?  Do the simulations represent seeding only?  Were trees or other container plants planted?  How many years of supplemental irrigation would be needed to ensure successful revegetation?  How was erosion or slope failure corrected?


I recommend that Rosemont Copper provide the following:


1.  Information about how “less than 10% of the entire roadway” and “an actual visual impact of less than 5%” were calculated.


2.  Input from Arizona Department of Transportation on whether the proposed mine would affect designation of either the entire Scenic Road or some portion of it.


3.  Simulations of the mine at year 20, and information about how depiction of the revegetation shown on the simulations was determined to be accurate.
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▼ Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 

06/17/2010 05:34 PM

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>,
DebbyKriegel/R3/USDAFS, >

Subject Re: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed
Analysis and Scenic Road Evaluation)

Hi Kathy, 

Thank you for your thoughts.  I've read through your concerns, and through Debby's
input.  I'm asking that Debby verify that the report says that the perspective for the
KOPs is the view of someont six feet tall (Debby?).   

Overall, I agree with Debby's comments and her requests for information, and
regardless of the delay in getting it to you, the memo still needs response from
Rosemont.  It's good to know that many of the issues have already come to light
and are being worked on by SWCA and Tetra Tech.  I wonder if you can you be
more specific about which issues discussed in the memo are currently being
addressed by this work? 

I don't believe that Debby is subjective in the statements she makes in this memo,
but rather is stating her professional opinion.  And she and other specialists, public
comments, and the analysis, demonstrate many more facets of the visual quality
issue than whether or not the project would result to a change in the scenic highway
designation of SR 83.   There may be only 10% (or less) of the operation that will be
visible from the highway, but it is still a dramatic change to the scenery. 

The bottom line is that the issues Debby brings up are still valid concerns for the
analysis. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Kathy Arnold



<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/14/2010 05:07 PM 
To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Mindee Roth

<mroth@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com> 
cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

Subject Re: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and
Scenic Road Evaluation)

Bev - 
Thanks Bev - This is the first I have seen of this.  

Because this is 9 months old, I am wondering how you want Rosemont to respond.  There
are a number of questions that are being worked right now by Debby, SWCA and TT on the
visual analysis and Debby laid out the KOPs that were used for the project. As to the
questions about the cross sections of view, I believe the report says it is the view of
someone six feet tall and the actual area is measured not calculated.  

I also need direction on what you want Rosemont to do with her questions about ADOT. 
Rosemont’s roadway experts analyzed the code and told us that the scenic designation of
the route won’t be affected by mining (something that is unsurprising when you consider
that the roads through the Morenci mine and into Globe are also considered scenic.) 
Beyond that assessment, wouldn’t it be better for the request for analysis of the
designation to come from the Forest in the context of ADOT being a cooperating agency
and this is an interpretation of their rules?  As to the percentage of the roadway that is
impacted – the amount of roadway winds around the operations (5 miles) represents less
than 10% of the entire scenic roadway (53.5 miles).  There were a number of cross sections
given in the that showed where those viewpoints were from and the length of the area
divided by the roadway length gives the percentage.  Within the area around the
operations, you cannot see the pit operations from the entire length.  The distance where
you would have an actual view of those operations is less than 5%. Those cross sections
are shown in the updated figures (Figures 44-51) that were given to the Forest before
scoping started.

Quite a bit of the language included in the memo has subjective assessments that really
cannot be responded to by Rosemont.

Please give me some direction on what the Forest is expecting from Rosemont so I can get



right on this.

Cheers!
Kathy

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

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

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

From: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Date: Mon, 14 Jun 2010 18:03:57 -0500
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Fw: Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and Scenic Road
Evaluation)

Kathy, 

Tom Furgason asked recently if I had forwarded these comments to you previously.  I
believe I did, but don't have a record of having done so, and am forwarding them to you
today to make sure that you have them. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
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Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/14/2010 04:01 PM ----- 
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 09/14/2009 07:52 AM 

To 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc
Subject 

Debby's review of 2 Rosemont Reports (Viewshed Analysis and Scenic Road
Evaluation) 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard; Reta Laford
Subject: RE: DEIS Chapter 1 IDT comments
Date: 11/03/2009 08:34 AM

The format for today's meeting will be to do a complete review of the DEIS and IDT comments for us to
understand the holes and data gaps.  Our digestion of individual team member notes will help in
developing a project schedule, at least through sharing the DEIS with the Region for review.  We need
the schedule this week in prep for the status meeting next Thursday.  Although the IDT is invited to
today's meeting, I wouldn't expect many to participate.  We'll see.  The IDT meets tomorrow and I
would like to engage them in data gaps analysis.  The decision maker will need to understand the data
gaps, options to fill, risk of not filling, etc. 

We can discuss how to handle conflicting comments. 

We can identify who will post review comments to WebEx. 

I have shared Chapter 1 comments with Reta.  Chapter 1 and Scoping Report 3 are still hers to
finalize.  Today, let's pin down a due date for this work to be completed so your formatters can work it
over. 

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

11/02/2009 04:47 PM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford"

<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Melissa
Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject RE: DEIS Chapter 1 IDT comments

Mindee, 
  
I have a few questions and comments about tomorrow’s meeting:   
  
1)       What is the format for tomorrows meeting?  Melissa just informed me that the entire IDT has
been invited (I was left off of the notification).  This is fine, but I’d like to know the structure of the
meeting so that I can be prepared.  I also invited Charles to come down because I’ll need him to assist
me with disseminating the comments to our team and getting working on the revisions. 
  

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us


2)       Would you please be prepared to discuss how you expect SWCA to resolve potentially conflicting
comments on the DEIS and who has final authority for directing a revision?   
  
  
3)       So far, Melissa and I are getting different sets of comments on various sections of the DEIS.  It
would be useful if the comments were all submitted to both of us at the same time—or better yet,
placed on WebEx.  This will assist in providing version control and everybody can access them. 
  
4)       We are receiving comments on Chapter 1.  Reta has previousely indicated that SWCA’s work on
this chapter is complete.  Should SWCA be prepared to work on Chapter 1? 
  
See you tomorrow. 
  
Tom 
  
  
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2009 4:06 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: DEIS Chapter 1 IDT comments 
  

IDT members comments on Chapter 1 of the DEIS 

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



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Jonathan Rigg; Rochelle Desser
Subject: RE: DEIS outline suggestion...
Date: 06/09/2010 08:46 AM

Yes, proceed. 

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

06/09/2010 08:35 AM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>
cc "Rochelle Desser" <rdesser@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>
Subject RE: DEIS outline suggestion...

This works for me.  Please let us know if we can proceed.  Thanks. 
  
Tom 
  
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 08, 2010 8:42 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Rochelle Desser; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: DEIS outline suggestion... 
  

Larry's and Geoff's suggestions don't look like show stoppers to me.  What do you think? 

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 06/08/2010 08:41 AM -----

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS

06/07/2010 04:23 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc
Subject DEIS outline suggestion...

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:rdesser@fs.fed.us


 

So, I primed Bev on this, and want to share with Mindee and Reta.  I met with Geoff Soroka, my bio
counterpart at SWCA, mostly talking about the bio specialist report and he expressed concerns over
the proposed headings for the DEIS, seeing as he has to have it written a week from today.  In a
nutshell, Geoff showed how the Biological Environment is a larger, more complicated section than
others, and all the headings are problematic with all of the mandatory subsections.  I agreed, so we
came up with a new, simplified proposed format for the major headings in "Biological
Environment"...the actual heading names are in bold (we can come up with different names if you like) 

1.  An intro to fit under the Biological Environment itself--it would be an un-headinged section of a
couple paragraphs wherein he could mention wildlife corridors and biological diversity. 

2.  Physical Features. This was a previous recommendation, because the Physical Environment
section does not include the biological portions, such as talus slopes and adits, which are very
important features for animals. 

3.  Plants.  All of the vegetation/plant headings would be combined into one (currently, there is Plant
Communities; Seeps, Springs, and Riparian Habitats; and Botanical  Species of Concern) (I had
previously recommended some different names for these same headings). 

4.  Animals.   There would still be one animal heading (I had recommended an "Other Species"
heading to be added to Animal Species of Concern [so this new heading combines both]. 

As with the previous recommendation, we should move "Livestock Grazing" to Social Environment, and
"Sky Islands" should be deleted...unless it was intended to say what is being said in our proposed
Intro, if the Intro is not allowed. 

Bev can probably fill you in on the other details.  Since Geoff has less than one week to produce the
text (and the biologist's report from whence the info is drawn is not even done yet), we probably need a
ruling very soon.   

Thanks!  I'll be in tomorrow if you have questions, and can share the outcome with Geoff. 

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

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



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Re: DEIS review.  Please read message.  (more info)
Date: 10/29/2009 03:01 PM

If you are in the SO and want to check the hard copy of the DEIS to compare to
what is in WebEx, let me know.  If you're at Nogales, call and I'll look in the hard
copy for you.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

10/29/2009 12:11 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

cc aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject DEIS review. Please read message.

Several of the team has discovered missing sections of the DEIS as
you've started your review.  I am working with SWCA to try to get the
missing pieces out to all of you.  I need your help; if you see glaring
omssions, based on what you know of the analysis (which is
considerable at this point), or think you see an omission, let me know
via email, and cc to Tom Furgason (tfurgason@swca.com).  Tom will
send the sections you need electronically.

Bev

Also, there is one hard copy of the DEIS.  
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
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mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/A79FCB74F8088C3D07257655000A80A1


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

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Re: DEIS review.  Please read message.  (more info)
Date: 10/29/2009 03:01 PM

If you are in the SO and want to check the hard copy of the DEIS to compare to
what is in WebEx, let me know.  If you're at Nogales, call and I'll look in the hard
copy for you.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

10/29/2009 12:11 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

cc aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject DEIS review. Please read message.

Several of the team has discovered missing sections of the DEIS as
you've started your review.  I am working with SWCA to try to get the
missing pieces out to all of you.  I need your help; if you see glaring
omssions, based on what you know of the analysis (which is
considerable at this point), or think you see an omission, let me know
via email, and cc to Tom Furgason (tfurgason@swca.com).  Tom will
send the sections you need electronically.

Bev

Also, there is one hard copy of the DEIS.  
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Deborah K Sebesta/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:kbrown03@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: RE: Document Request:  TT proposal for Davidson GW model
Date: 02/11/2010 08:00 PM
Attachments: RCC Davidson Canyon Proposal_Redacted Version.pdf

Salek,
 
Attached is a copy of the TetraTech proposal for Davidson Canyon.  This document was submitted
by Kathy Arnold to Bev Everson on January 19, 2010.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2010 1:37 PM
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Document Request: TT proposal for Davidson GW model
 

Hello Dale, 
I am interested in obtaining a copy of the proposal by Tetra Tech regarding a groundwater model for
Davidson Canyon.  Could you please forward the proposal and any associated transmittals.  Thanks. 

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

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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contained in this proposal. 
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1.0 SCOPE OF WORK 


Tetra Tech (Tt) proposes to evaluate the potential for the proposed Rosemont Copper Project (Project) 
Project) to impact Davidson Canyon. There is the potential for negative impacts to riparian areas, 
spring discharge, and endangered snails if groundwater levels decline significantly in the canyon due to 
mining activities. This proposal outlines a stepwise approach for predicting these potential impacts. 
Three (3) phases are proposed and the level of effort and complexity increases with each phase. Given 
the experience of the proposed project team with groundwater modeling in general, and surface water-
groundwater interaction in particular, the material below represents our considered opinion regarding 
what it will take to position Rosemont in the most defensible way with regard to assessing any potential 
impact to Davidson Canyon. The proposed staged approach allows Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) 
to select the level of effort that provides a sufficiently robust prediction of potential impacts. 


Use of existing data, studies, and groundwater flow models will be maximized to the greatest extent 
possible. Existing materials may be sufficient to adequately address the potential for mining impacts. 
Given the significant investment in the regional groundwater model developed by Montgomery & 
Associates (MA model) and the dependence on it for overall hydrologic impact assessment, we feel 
that it is best to utilize it to the greatest extent possible. Therefore, this proposal provides for critically 
evaluating the potential to use that model with very limited modification. However, depending on the 
scale of controlling hydrogeologic conditions found in Davidson Canyon, a higher-resolution 
groundwater flow model may prove to be useful. Such a model would be developed as an extension of 
the MA model and would be able to simulate groundwater/surface water interactions and the 
groundwater dynamics of the riparian ecosystem. Such a model is a robust method for estimating 
potential impacts, evaluating mitigation measures, and designing monitoring programs. The suggested 
approach provides several decision points where RCC can stop the investigation if additional rigor is 
deemed unnecessary. 


Phase 1 of this study will determine if the riparian areas and springs are supported by, and consistent 
with, the regional groundwater system and whether the MA flow model adequately represents this 
system. Existing studies and a field site inspection, focused on the critical hydrogeologic features, will 
be used to form a conceptual groundwater model of Davidson Canyon. The field activities will include 
inspection of the riparian areas and springs to determine the controlling geologic features and nature of 
the groundwater/surface water interactions. Water samples may be obtained from the flowing stream 
sections and springs to obtain data that indicates the water source. Shallow, local groundwater will 
have a different chemical and isotopic signature than the deeper, regional groundwater system. The 
MA model will then be compared to the conceptual model to determine if its resolution is sufficient to 
simulate observed locations and discharge of springs. If the MA model is consistent with these 
observed locations, it will be considered an appropriate tool to quantitatively assess potential mine 
impacts by simulating water-level and spring-discharge changes until the flow system reaches steady-
state conditions following mining. The simulated changes will be compared to existing conditions to 
determine if there are likely impacts to the riparian areas and springs. This process, and the associated 
findings, will be documented in a technical memorandum. The flow chart in Illustration 1a exemplifies 
this process. 


The RCC/Tt team will then decide if a higher resolution groundwater flow model is needed to address 
public and regulatory inquiries. If a high-resolution model is necessary, Tetra Tech will initiate Phase 2, 
which is illustrated in Illustration 1b. The MA model will be modified to include a more refined grid in the 
Davidson Canyon area and will be used to represent the hydrogeologic features and processes that 
control the riparian areas and stream flows. Smaller grid cells will allow a more accurate representation 
of faults, high-conductivity zones, barriers to groundwater flow, riparian areas, and springs. This model 
configuration will also be able to simulate coupled groundwater/surface water flows that are not 
possible with the existing MA model. Once this model is calibrated to the observed flows and water 
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levels in Davidson Canyon, it will be used to predict post-mining conditions. Simulating potential 
impacts is the same process as described for Phase 1. The Phase 2 findings will be documented in a 
technical memorandum. 


New water-quality standards issued by the ADEQ for Davidson Canyon become effective in February 
2009. These standards were issued under the federal Clean Water Act and designated Davidson 
Canyon as an Outstanding Arizona Waters. This designation provides the highest level of protection 
from pollution and degradation of their water quality. Phase 3 is a more detailed water-quality impact 
assessment of Davidson Canyon conducted in light of these new standards. Potential water-quality 
degradation will be simulated using the riparian model developed during Phase 2. 


 
Phase 3 follows the conservative transport modeling approach currently underway for the Discharge 
Impact Area (DIA) analysis (separate contract). The DIA analysis will estimate the down gradient 
chemical concentrations based on conservative transport using the MA regional model. The regional 
model’s relatively large cell sizes however, cannot simulate the detailed topography and geology within 
the Canyon that will control the transport of groundwater flow and contaminates.  The large cell sizes 
will also result in significant numerical errors. The Davidson Canyon high-resolution riparian model, 
discussed in Phase 2 will therefore be used for this analysis. 
 
Boundary conditions (BC) for the high-resolution model will be obtained from the MA model. Regional 
model fluxes and water levels at the upgradient model boundary will be incorporated into the riparian 
model.  Surface-water flows from the site water balance modeling efforts will also be used as input if 
there is the potential for impacts from this water. Appropriate methods for linking the regional 
groundwater model and site-water management inputs to the riparian model will be developed. 
Simulations will be run until steady-state conditions are reached as evidenced by a reasonable range of 
water-level changes. 
 
A range of input chemical concentrations that bracket potential loading based on the MA model and the 
site-water management models will be used for the riparian model. Conservative transport modeling will 
simulate the chemical concentration at a down gradient location determined by Rosemont Copper. For 
example, the most upgradient riparian area in Davidson Canyon may be an appropriate location to 
estimate concentrations. A series of curves indicating concentrations at this point based on the range of 
input concentrations will be developed. 


In the event that there are significant potential groundwater impacts, RCC may choose to evaluate 
mitigation measures with the high-resolution model developed in Phase 2. Evaluation of mitigation 
measures and development of monitoring programs comprise Phase 4 (listed as Optional in Illustration 
1c). The site water management plan can be incorporated into mitigation evaluation to determine if 
water management can be optimized to reduce impacts. 
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Phase 1


Validate 
MA model
(


ASSESSMENT OF MINE IMPACTS ON DAVIDSON CANYON 


Will riparian areas and springs be impacted by the Rosemont Copper Mine?


Develop detailed 
Conceptual Model 


(


Davidson 
Canyon


Groundwater 


Subtasks


Need higher 
resolution 
model?


Simulate Potential 
Mining Impacts


(


Report findings and 
recommendations


FinishedNo


Yes


Calibration check – compare simulated 
GW discharge and water levels to 
conceptual model  (add drains)
-- Pre-mining steady state conditions
Illustrate simulation results


- Document understanding of GW in 
canyon and potential impacts. 
- Identify regional model limitations.
- Identify uses and needed performance of 
higher resolution riparian model.   


Review existing 
studies


Conduct field 
investigation


Walk the canyon to find controlling 
features and processes.  Measure 
spring flow and obtain water samples.


- Simulate changes to spring discharge and 
water levels under mining and post-mining 
conditions.
- Extend model input data sets to reach 
steady-state conditions


Is MA model 
adequate?


Yes


No


- Does MA model adequately represent 
current conditions in Davidson Canyon?
- Is 100 year post-mining simulation period 
acceptable?


1a


      


      


 
 


Illustration 1a:  Flow chart illustrating Phase 1 components and decision point 
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Phase 3


Phase 2


Negative 
impacts?


Yes


- High-resolution model linked to MA model
- Incorporate critical conceptual model features 
and site water management plan


Determine 
chemical loading


No


Report findings and 
recommendations


Report findings and 
recommendations


Finish


Calibrate 
Riparian model


Simulate Potential 
Mining Impacts


Calibrated model to observed GW 
discharge, spring locations, and water 
levels identified in the conceptual model  
-- Pre-mining steady state conditions
Illustrate simulation results


- Document understanding of GW in 
canyon and potential impacts. 
- Identify model limitations.
- Identify potential mitigation measures, if 
necessary.   


Simulate changes to spring discharge and 
water levels under mining and post-mining 
conditions.


Simulate water-
quality impacts


- Identify range of chemical loading to 
Davidson Canyon from regional model 
and site-water management model.


- Simulate water-quality changes using 
high resolution riparian model.   


- Describe mitigation measures 
considered and their effectiveness at 
reducing impacts
- Describe monitoring plan and early 
warning for potential impacts


1b


Build higher 
resolution 


riparian model


      


   


Negative 
impacts? No Finish


 
 


Illustration 1b:  Flow chart illustrating Phase 2 and 3 components and decision points. 
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Optional Yes


Evaluate mitigation 
measures


Report findings and 
recommendations


Finish


Develop monitoring 
plan


- Simulate possible measures for reducing 
impacts to riparian areas and spring flows
- Determine most effective and feasible 
measures   


- Identify most appropriate monitoring 
locations for water levels and spring flows 
based on model simulations


- Describe mitigation measures 
considered and their effectiveness at 
reducing impacts
- Describe monitoring plan and early 
warning for potential impacts


1c


Negative 
impacts?


 
 


Illustration 1c:  Flow chart illustrating Phase 4 (Optional) components. 
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2.0 DELIVERABLES 


Tetra Tech will deliver a technical memorandum to document the findings of each completed phase. As 
applicable the memorandums will have the following components: 


 Observed conditions and supporting data; 


 Description of the groundwater flow model, supporting information, and all model input values; 


 A description of the methodology, predictions, and limitations; and 


 Illustrations and tables presenting the changes in water levels, spring discharges. and chemical 
concentrations. 


. 
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3.0 BUDGET 


To meet the aggressive schedule for the proposed scope of work (SOW), a team of two (2) 
hydrogeologists and two (2) senior advisors has been assembled. The hydrogeologists, Michael 
Gabora and Grady O’Brien, will be responsible for conducting the majority of work including the field 
site inspection and modeling. Mark Williamson and Steve Osterberg will provide senior oversight. 


The total cost estimate for Phase 1 is $x. However, if simulating impacts with the MA model is 
determined to be unnecessary then the total will be $x. This is a good faith estimate so that RCC 
has a realistic expectation of costs. The phased approach provides RCC with the opportunity to stop 
work if unexpected problems arise and to omit subtasks if they are not needed. If RCC accepts this 
SOW, we suggest that Phase 1 be authorized and that Phases 2, 3 and 4 be subsequently authorized 
with change orders if they are necessary. 


The primary costs associated with this SOW will be labor, which will be billed on a time and materials 
basis. The level of effort and budget for Phases 1 through 3 of this SOW is summarized in Table 1. A 
mutually agreeable budget for completion of Phase 4 will be developed if this work is necessary. A 
detailed budget is provided in Attachment A. 


 
Table 1: Budget Estimate for Phases 1, 2 and 3 


Phase Activity Labor Expenses Subtotal Total 


Develop Conceptual Model $ $ $


Validate MA Model $ 0 $ 


Simulate Mining Impacts $ 0 $ 
Phase 1 


Total  $ $   


$ 


Phase 2 High resolution model $ 0 $ $ 


Phase 3 Water-quality simulations $ 0 $ $ 
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4.0 ASSUMPTIONS 


In the preparation of this SOW, schedule, and budget, a few assumptions were required to constrain 
the level of effort and time required for completion. The assumptions are: 


 The MA model will be used in its current state and no model calibration related modifications 
will be necessary.  Any model modifications related to material properties, boundary 
conditions, and geometry can be potentially time consuming and costly. The following are 
specific examples of the types of issues that could arise, but are assumed to be acceptable: 


o MA model boundary condition inflows and outflows into the refined, Davidson Canyon 
model grid can be used without modification. 


o MA model errors and water balance are acceptable and the model is numerically 
stable so that additional simulations can be completed without modification to the 
existing model. 


 MA model modifications needed for Phase 1 are limited to: 


o Adding drain cells to Davidson Canyon for calculation of potential discharges; and 


o Reconfiguring the time domain to extend simulation to steady-state, or equilibrium, 
conditions. 


 The Phase 2, high-resolution, Davidson Canyon model will be constructed with the geologic 
framework in the MA model.  Model refinements are limited to: 


o More accurate physical representation of riparian areas and springs with smaller grid 
cells.  In, addition, evapotranspiration will be explicitly simulated. 


o More accurate representation of geologic unit offsets with smaller grid cells. 


o Incorporation of localized faults with the MODFLOW horizontal flow barrier (HFB) 
package, if appropriate. 


o The model will be calibrated to steady-state MA model observations and data 
obtained during conceptual model development. 


o Material property changes during high-resolution model calibration will be limited to 
near surface conditions. 


o Simulation of surface water with the MODFLOW stream-flow routing (SFR) package. 
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Detailed Budget 
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melissa Reichard'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Tom Furgason'; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Draft - Alts Considered but Dismissed - Preliminary Summary of Alts for SRK Evaluation
Date: 10/23/2009 12:20 PM
Attachments: 2009-10-22_Ortman_Everson et al_PrelimAltConButDis_memo_DRAFT.pdf

Please add from the Cooperating Agencies table Pima County comment #24: Reconstruct the
McCleary drainage at mine closure.  Also, Is the review of RCC's economic analysis of Sycamore and
Scholefield alts. being reviewed under a separate contract?  (Bev is going to look for an electronic copy
of Pima County's July 28 letter and will email it to you if she finds it.  I'll FAX over a copy to SWCA
right now.) 

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

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

10/22/2009 04:35 PM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah -
USFS " <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Melinda D Roth'" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "'Tom Furgason'"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Draft - Alts Considered but Dismissed - Preliminary Summary of Alts
for SRK Evaluation

Bev, 
  
As directed in the Rosemont EIS status meeting of 20 October 2009 attached is a draft memorandum
summarizing the Alternatives Considered but Dismissed proposed for further evaluation by SRK.  The summary is
based on the documents indicated in the memorandum.  Please note that I have not located a copy of the 28
July 2009 letter from Pima County and need it to describe Alternative 15 in the summary.  I will endeavor to
locate a copy of the letter, but if you have one handy I would appreciate getting a look at it.  Please review the
attached memorandum; however I will continue on with developing a preliminary scope-of-work for SRK and will

continue discussion with SRK regarding this work. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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DALE ORTMAN PE       Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer        Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233         E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF) 


Copy to: Mindee Roth (CNF); Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 22 October 2009   


Subject: Alternatives Considered but Dismissed for SRK Evaluation 
 
This memorandum presents a preliminary summary of current Alternatives Considered but Dismissed to be 
further evaluated by SRK to provide additional information to the Coronado National Forest.  The list was 
developed from the following documents: 
 


a) Cooperating Agency Alt Comment Tracking spreadsheet (attached) 
b) Alternatives or alternative elements considered but determined to be technically or financially 


infeasible (attached) 
c) Pima County letter Re: Alternative Analysis for Proposed Rosemont Mine, August 28, 2009 
d) Pima County letter Re: XXX, July 28, 2009   GET COPY OF LETTER 


  
The above documents were reviewed to determine which alternatives or alternative elements in the 
documents were within SRK’s areas of expertise to evaluate or were sufficiently defined to allow evaluation. 
In some cases alternatives or alternative elements were combined to form a single alternative for evaluation.  
In these cases the source is marked as a “consolidated alternative”.  For each alternative the source 
document(s) is given and a short description of the alternative is included.   
 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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Summary of Alternatives Considered but Dismissed for Additional Evaluation 
 


1. Alternative:  Dispose of Tailings and Waste Rock at Existing Mines on West Side of Green Valley 
a. Source: Document b; consolidated alternative 
b. Description:  Alternative includes the transportation of all waste rock and tailings to one or 


more of the existing mines on the west side of Green Valley (Twin Buttes, Sierrita, and 
Mission) for disposal; various methods of transportation and disposal for both waste rock and 
tailings will be evaluated. 


2. Alternative:  Dispose of Waste Rock and Process Ore at Existing Mines on West Side of Green 
Valley with Rail Transportation via Tunnel through Santa Rita Mountains 


a. Source: Document a & c 
b. Description: Alternative includes the transportation of all waste rock to existing mines on the 


west side of Green Valley (Twin Buttes, Sierrita, and Mission) for disposal, and the 
transportation of all ore to the existing operating mines on the west side of Green Valley 
(Sierrita and Mission) for processing; only rail transportation will be evaluated. 


3. Alternative: Dispose of  Tailings and Waste Rock on West Side of Santa Rita Mountains 
a. Source: Document b 
b. Description:  Alternative includes disposal of all tailings and waste rock at an undetermined 


location on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains.  Various methods of material 
transportation will be evaluated; tailings disposal method will be limited to dry stack tailings. 


4. Alternative:  Mechanical Conveyance of Ore to Rail Head 
a. Source: Document b 
b. Description:  Alternative includes use of mechanical conveyance technology to transport ore 


to Port of Tucson rail head. 
5. Alternative: Use In Situ Mining 


a. Source: Document b 
b. Description: Alternative includes use of in-situ mining methods in lieu of open pit mining 


method. 
6. Alternative:  Use High-Pressure/High-Temperature Leaching for Ore Processing 


a. Source: Document b 
b. Description:  Alternative includes use of high-pressure/high-temperature leaching for ore 


processing. 
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7. Alternative:  Use Underground Mining In Lieu of Open Pit Mining 
a. Source: Document b; consolidated alternative 
b. Description: Alternative includes use of underground mining methods in lieu of open pit 


mining methods. 
8. Alternative:  Backfill Open Pit 


a. Source: Document a & b 
b. Description: Alternative includes partial or complete backfill of the open pit with waste rock, 


tailings, or a combination of waste rock and tailings. 
9. Alternative:  Modify Mine Operating Life 


a. Source: Document b 
b. Description: Alternative includes modifying the operating mine life to either lengthen or 


reduce the time to mine and process the ore and waste rock in the existing mine plan. 
10. Alternative: Suspend Mining during Certain Environmental Conditions (high wind, drought, excellent 


visibility, or restrict to night or daytime only operations) 
a. Source: Document b 
b. Description: Alternative includes the potential to suspend mining operations during certain 


environmental conditions, or to restrict mining operations to either daytime or nighttime.  
11. Alternative:  Use Sea Water for Mining and Ore Processing Operations 


a. Source: Document b 
b. Description: Alternative includes the use of sea water for mining and ore processing 


operations. 
12. Alternative:  Use Reclaimed Water for Mining and Ore Processing Operations 


a. Source: Document b 
b. Description:  Alternative includes the use of reclaim water for mining and ore processing 


operations. 
13. Alternative: Use Waste Rock for Industrial Uses 


a. Source: Document b 
b. Description: Alternative includes using waste rock for industrial use. 


14. Alternative: Use Microbial Leaching for Ore Processing 
a. Source: Document a (get July 28, 2009 Pima County Letter) 
b. Description: Alternative includes the use of microbial leaching for ore processing. 


15. Alternative: Replace Internal Combustion Engines in Mine Equipment 
a. Source: Document a 
b. Description:  NOT SURE WHAT THIS MEANS; NEED TO GET JULY 28 PIMA 


COUNTY LETTER TO FURTHER DEFINE THIS ALTERNATIVE 
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ATTACHMENTS 







Agency Alt Element IDT Thoughts IDT Member (s) Follow- up


ADWR


Sycamore Canyon- 
slurry tailings increase 
water demands consider during analysis


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


ADWR


Surface water diversion- 
additional permits could 
be required consider during analysis


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


Air Force
Scholefield Cyn- 
increase flight altitude disclose impacts


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


Air Force
Sycamore Canyon- no 
impact on flights disclose impacts


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


Air Force
Barrel Only- no impact 
on flights disclose impacts


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


AZ 
Geological 
Survey


Waste rock distance- 
increases fuel 
consumption consider during analysis


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


AZ 
Geological 
Survey


Tailings conveyance- 
fossil fuel use consider during analysis


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


AZ 
Geological 
Survey


Tailings site elevation- 
more dust emissions consider during analysis


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


AZ State 
Parks nothing applicable to alternatives


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


ACOE
Section 404 permit 
alternatives


still awaiting information from RCC- needs 
to be included in project management 
discussions to coordinate efforts 


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 
Bev, Walt, Bob


AZ Dept of 
Mines & 
Mineral 
Resources nothing applicable to alternatives


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 
Bev, Walt, Bob


Pima County
July 28, 2009  Item #1- 
pit backfill


The feasibility of backfill will be validated 
by SRK, hydrology effects of alternatives 
will be analyzed including aquifer 
drawdown


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


SRK evaluation- 
Bev requests 
eval of Dr. 
Myer's report 
as well as 
proponent 


Pima County


July 28, 2009 Item #2- 
allow some mining 
without modifying Forest 


Outside the purpose and need of the 
project


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah







Pima County
July 28, 2009  Item #3- 
pit diversion channel


Stormwater diversion designs for all project 
facilities are being considered- suggestion 
will be forwarded to RCC and discussed at 
September stormwater tech transfer 
meeting. Diversion of stormwater around 
the pit would result in limited benefit 
because of topography and minimal 
watershed area. 


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


Pima County
July 28, 2009  Item #4 & 
5- CAP water


4- The Forest will consider this part of the 
affected environment because CAP 
recharge is outside the scope of this 
project. 5- Salek


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah Salek


Pima County
July 28, 2009  Item #6- 
microbial leaching


The acid leaching process is for the oxide 
ore, not the sulfide ore. So, need 
clarification regarding the process they 
describe and the ore it pertains to. 
Hazardous materials were part of the public 
comment and are covered by current law, 
regulation and policy 


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


TA- clarify with 
Pima Co


Pima County


July 28, 2009  Item #7-
replacement of internal 
combustion engines in 
equipment


Economic and technical feasibility will be 
reviewed by SRK and emission effects will 
be analyzed. Pima County has the 
jurisdiction and ability to negotiate this with 
RCC directly utilizing the PAG's travel 
reduction program for employers over 300 
employees.


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah SRK evaluation


Pima County


July 28, 2009 Item #8- 
more stringent than 
submerged fill for fuel 
tanks


Pima County has the jurisdiction and ability 
to enforce this with RCC directly with their 
permitting abilities. Need clarification as 
what Pima County is requesting the Forest 
to consider 


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


TA- clarify with 
Pima Co


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #1- 
More analysis needed 
before alternatives process issue


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #2- 
Tunnel through Santa 
Ritas, railroad to put 
waste in Green Valley 
mine sites


Important to forward to SWCA to develop 
rationale and SRK professional opinions on 
this element and, if shown to be 
practicable, inquire with property owners 
and management agencies for ROW 
issues and inquire with the other mines will 
accept the waste


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 
Bev, Walt, Bob


SRK 
evaluation, 
Tami email 
with ROW 
judgement, 
consider letter 
to Pima County 


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #3- 
Economic feasibility- 
request for independent 
evaluation


SRK professional opinions on each of 
these items


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 
Bev, Walt, Bob SRK evaluation  


Pima County
Aug 28, 2009 Item #4- 
information request done


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 







Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #5- 
Alternative considering 
other mineral deposits


Not within the current proposed action as 
proposed by the Proponent and not within 
the authority of the FS to require this-- send 
to SRK


Bev, Walt, 
Mindee SRK evaluation  


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #6- 
Smaller pit and/or 
alternate pit designs


Smaller pit and shifting location would be a 
taking because it would not access viable 
ore, Pit stability was within Call & Nicholas 
design, Area topography effects locations 
of other mine features--send to SRK Bev, Dale SRK evaluation  


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #7- 
Barrel Canyon 
Watershed preservation 
concerns


consider during analysis and mitigation 
possibilities, Alternatives represent clear 
trade-offs and Scholefield keeps Barrel Cyn 
clear 


Mindee, Salek, 
Kriegel


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #8- 
Sycamore Cyn TAMA 
recharge concerns


consider during analysis, Alternatives 
represent clear trade-offs and two 
alternatives do not place anything in 
Sycamore


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 
Bev, Walt, Bob


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #9a- 
new alternative idea- 
Scholefield/Upper Barrel


Upper Barrel does not have sufficient 
volume to accomodate all of the waste 
rock. This was considered when 
formulating the Scholefield/McCleary 
alternative 


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 
Bev, Walt, Bob


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #9b- 
new alternative idea- 
smaller pit, smaller 
volume of tails and 


IDT will forward to Rosemont to consider 
feasibility and to SRK to confirm


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 
Bev, Walt, Bob


Rosemont for 
technical and 
economic 
feasibility and 


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #9c- 
new alternative idea- 
Upper Oak Tree Canyon


The Barrel Only alternative is similar and 
addresses visual, hydrologic (direct 
tributary to Las Cienegas) and heritage 
issues. Input received during the 
Cooperator brainstorming exercise from 
ADEQ and BLM echoed the team's concern 
for Las Cienegas. Associated map labeled 
"Southeast Claims Alternative" does not 
illustrate the written description in item 9, 
but is still addressed in the Barrel Only 
alternative.  


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 
Bev, Walt, Bob, 
Sebesta, Sarah, 
Bill


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #10- 
re-address horseshoe 
alternative


The driver for this alternative is addressed 
in another alternative that would be more 
beneficial in other areas


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #11- 
request to find another 
consideration to not 
cover cultural resources


The driver for this alternative is addressed 
in another alternative that would be more 
beneficial in other areas. Heritage 
Resources has been a main driver in the 
Alternative process


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 
Bev, Walt, Bob







Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #12- 
request for alternate 
places for facilities to 
private land


The majority of RCC's private land is on 
the West side of the ridge and the IDT 
decided that they would not consider 
placement over the ridge, Laws require 
access to other mineralized claims and 
economically feasibility to acquire other 
private lands not controlled by Rosemont, 
moving smaller facilities to private lands 
out of the area would increase impacts just 
to create roads and access to them 


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 
Bev, Walt, Bob


Pima County
Aug 28, 2009 Item #13- 
GIS shape files Mel follow up with TA TA


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #14- 
Alternative well field 
locations


Driver unknown for this item, permits have 
been issued already, IDT will forward 
request to RCC for consideration


Salek, Eli, 
Mindee, Tami, 
Alan, Kriegel, 


Request to 
Rosemont


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #15- 
Landscape of Santa 
Ritas a TCP? Stage of 
tribal consultation?


SWCA is addressing TCP and will be 
submitting report to FS. The FS has 
communicating with Pima County about 
progress in this consultation. Most 
feedback received from tribes when 
discussing alternatives has been regarding 
preserving arch sites. This has been a 
driver for considering alternatives.  
Landscapes will also be considered when 
refining the alternatives to emulate natural 
land forms. Continue to discuss tradional 
cultural landscapes in analysis.


Bill,  Kriegel, 
Sarah 


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #16- 
scope of alternatives too 
large to avoid sensitive 
cultural sites 


Currently validating the pit size needed. 
The alternatives have been designed to 
avoid as many sensitive cultural sites as 
possible


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


Pima County
Aug 28, 2009 Item#17- 
Section 106 compliance


compliance and consultation are required  
and on-going and mitigations will be 
negotiated and decided in the future with 
Cooperators, tribes and SHPO Bill 


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #18- 
Barrel Canyon 
alternative falsely 


This has been recognized, corrected and 
further clarified that the alternative will 
avoid the Ballcourt site. Bill, Mindee


Pima County Aug 28, 2009 Item #19 done Bill, Mindee, Bev


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #20- 
mitigation measure list 
incomplete TA ask Pima County for missing ideas Mindee, Bev TA







Pima County
Aug 28, 2009 Item #21- 
pit diversion options


Stormwater diversion designs for all project 
facilities are being considered- suggestion 
will be forwarded to RCC and discussed at 
September stormwater tech transfer 
meeting. Diversion of stormwater around 
the pit would result in limited benefit 
because of topography and minimal 
watershed area. Bev


Request to 
Rosemont


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #22- 
confine future mining in 
permit issuance


Any additional mining and/or processing 
activities not covered in the final approved 
MPO would require additional analysis 
according to law, regulation and policy.


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #23- 
change stormwater 
capture design in potential mitigation Bev


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #24- 
reconstruct the McCleary 
drainage at closure


not technically feasible  and there is an 
alternative considering the preservation of 
McCleary drainage


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


Pima County
Aug 28, 2009 Item #25- 
designate storage credits Salek needs to research and respond


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, Salek


Pima County
Aug 28, 2009 Item #26- 
backfilling SRK will validate feasibility rationale 


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, SRK evaluation


Pima County
Aug 28, 2009 Item #27- 
different pit configuration


TA- get clarification as to what is 
specifically meant by the statement


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, TA


Pima County
Aug 28, 2009 Item #28- 
pit dewatering


TA- get clarification as to what is 
specifically meant by the statement


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, TA


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #29- 
off-site compensatory 
mitigation


Pima County has the jurisdiction and ability 
to negotiate this with RCC directly but this 
is outside FS authority. 


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


Bev- Check 
with Reta


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #30- 
new alternative- no FS 
lands for power use


Pima County should contact EPG and RCC 
to have these comments a part of the EPG 
and Arizona Corp. Commission's analysis 
and decisionmaking process.


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


Pima County
Aug 28, 2009 Item #31- 
include lines in analysis


Pima County should contact EPG and RCC 
to have these comments a part of the EPG 
and Arizona Corp. Commission's analysis 
and decisionmaking process.


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #32- 
transmission line ROW 
would require Pima Co. 
approval


Pima County should contact EPG and RCC 
to have these comments a part of the EPG 
and Arizona Corp. Commission's analysis 
and decisionmaking process.


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


Pima County
Aug 28, 2009 Item #33- 
ROW 


Pima County should contact EPG and RCC 
to have these comments a part of the EPG 
and Arizona Corp. Commission's analysis 
and decisionmaking process.


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah







Pima County


Aug 28, 2009 Item #34- 
new and/or extended 
housing community 


rate of future growth that has not been 
permitted is outside the scope of this 
analysis


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


Pima County
Aug 28, 2009 Item #35- 
future growth scenarios


rate of future growth that has not been 
permitted is outside the scope of this 
analysis, the scope of cumulative effects 
has not yet been determined and this could 
be considered within that discussion


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


Smithsonian


nothing applicable to alternatives, 
comments will be considered during 
analysis, vibration modeling in process- TA- 
clarify sulfur dioxide source


Mindee, Sarah, 
Bev TA


Tohono 
O'odham 
Nation


no alternatives 
acceptable considering 
area is a TCP, area 


FS and SWCA will continue to work with 
them to better define the TCP Bill


Town of 
Sahuarita


development on west 
side of ridge would affect 
quality of life


Removal of the ridge and alternate haul 
roads  are not elements of the alternatives 
currently being considered. Concerns 
raised will be considered during analysis of 
any alternative utilizing Sycamore Canyon 
tailing storage 


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 
Bill, Sarah


City of 
Tucson no comments pertaining to alternatives


Bev, Mindee, 
Sebesta, Kriegel, 







Draft, Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution 


Rosemont Copper Project EIS  Page 1 of 2 


 
Alternatives or alternative elements considered but determined to be technically or 
financially infeasible. 


 
Alternative or  
Alternative Element 
 


Source of 
Alternative 
Idea 


Rationale 


 
Alternatives Involving the Placement of Waste Rock or Tailings 
Transfer waste and tails to 
Mission Mine 


PS, CA 


Impractical because of distance, increased impact to Santa Rita 
Experimental Range, energy costs, and lack of existing conveyor 
technology. Furthermore, Mission Mine is controlled by a competing 
mining company (IDT meeting notes, Doc. X, RCC, Doc. X). 
 


Relocate tails and waste to 
west side of ridge 


PS, IDT 


Not financially feasible to haul waste rock over the ridge (RCC, Doc. 
X). Furthermore, Rosemont Copper does not control enough claim 
area on the western slope of the Santa Rita Mountains to 
accommodate the volume of both waste rock and tailings (IDT 
meeting, Doc X).  
 


Transfer waste and tails to 
Mission Mine 


PS, CA 


Impractical because of distance, increased impact to Santa Rita 
Experimental Range, energy costs, and lack of existing conveyor 
technology. Furthermore, Mission Mine is controlled by a competing 
mining company (IDT meeting notes, Doc. X, RCC, Doc. X). 
 


Relocate tails, overburden, 
and/or ore via rail line or 
other mechanism to other 
Green Valley mines and Twin 
Buttes Mine 


PS, CA 


Impractical because of distance, increased impact to Santa Rita 
Experimental Range, energy costs, and lack of existing conveyor 
technology. Furthermore, these mines are controlled by competing 
mining companies (RCC, Doc. X). 


Remove all tails from public 
land PS 


Not financially feasible because of the volume of tailings (RCC, Doc. 
X). 
 


Ship tailings to Canada 
PS 


This is not financially feasible (IDT meeting notes, Doc. X. RCC, Doc. 
X). 
 


Limited project—limit to fee 
simple and patented mining 
claims PS 


The largest contiguous parcel of land consists of a combination of both 
patented land and Bureau of Land Management land and is located 
north and west of the pit area. After evaluating storage volume of this 
area, it would fit, at the most, 852 million cubic yards. This is 
insufficient for this operation (RCC, Doc. X). 
 


Tunnel through the Santa 
Rita Mountains 


PS, IDT 


While some utilities could be located in a tunnel through the upper 
portion of the Santa Rita Mountains, it would be cost prohibitive to 
mine the ore body via a tunnel (IDT meeting notes, Doc. X and RCC, 
Doc. X). 
 


Mechanical conveyance of 
ore to rail head/rail or trolley 
transport of ore, spoils, and 
tailings out of area PS 


Technically infeasible because no existing conveyor technology exists 
for the size conveyor that would be needed. Furthermore, Rosemont 
Copper does not control right-of-way or land from the proposed project 
site to the nearest rail head in southern Tucson. Financially infeasible; 
may not be possible to get approval for pipeline to connect at current 
port, cost prohibitive to acquire the right-of-way (IDT meeting notes, 
Doc. X.). 
 


 
Alternatives Involving Alternative Mining Techniques or Technologies 
Use “alternative processing 
technologies” PS 


This alternative is too vague to address in detail. However, Rosemont 
Copper has proposed to use contemporary mining technologies such 
as dry stack tailings (IDT meeting notes, Doc. X. RCC, Doc. X). 
 


In situ mining 


PS 


This is technically infeasible because it will not work on a sulfide ore 
body. Furthermore, this technique has never been commercially 
proven (RCC, Doc. X). 
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Alternatives Involving Alternative Mining Techniques or Technologies, continued.  
Use On-site high-
pressure/high-temperature 
leaching PS 


This is technically infeasible because it will not work on a sulfide ore 
body. Furthermore, this technique has never been commercially 
proven (RCC, Doc. X). Because of low acid generation (pyrite) of the 
ore, it is not amenable to the high-pressure concentrate leach method 
(Rosemont Copper response table dated 4-22-09). 


Underground mine 


PS 


Ore grades are not high enough to sustain economic viable 
underground operation. This would also not significantly reduce the 
amount of tails or waste (RCC, Doc. X). 
 


Sublevel caving 
mining/vertical crater retreat 
or construct shafts to 
subterranean levels 


PS 


The type of ore body owned by Rosemont Copper is not conducive to 
this type of mining because the ore is disseminated, rather than in 
veins or isolated zones (RCC, Doc. X).   
 


Backfill, continuous backfill, 
or partial backfill 


PS, IDT, CA 


It will take 20 years to excavate the pit, approximately 15 to refill; 
effects on most resources will increase in duration, result in 
questionable stability, and increase resource use (fuel); concurrent 
reclamation would not occur. Furthermore, the configuration of the ore 
body does not allow for a continuous backfill like a coal bed (IDT 
meeting notes, Doc. X and RCC, Doc. X). 
 


 
Alternatives that Adjust Timing of the Operations or Duration of the Mine Life 
Lengthen or shorten the 
duration of the mine life 


PS, CA 


Not financially feasible due to the financing of large mine equipment. 
Would not result in reducing impacts identified in issues. May result in 
the need for an increased footprint for the plant facilities (IDT meeting 
notes, Doc. X. RCC, Doc. X). 
 


Suspend mining during high 
winds, extreme drought, 
excellent “seeing conditions,” 
and/or at night/daytime 
operations only 


PS 


This is technically infeasible because machines cannot be turned off 
easily/daily. Processes are continuous-flow processes that are not 
amenable to being shut down daily. Furthermore, because of large 
capital costs, it is financially infeasible not to operate the mine 24 
hours a day. This is the standard practice for large, open pit mines 
(RCC, Doc. X). 
 


 
Other Alternative Elements 
Use ocean water for 
operations PS This would require infrastructure that would make the project 


financially (RCC, Doc. X). 
Use reclaimed or “gray water” 


PS 
Not able to gain legal access to this water; Sahuarita uses theirs, and 
Green Valley leased all of theirs to private party for foreseeable future 
(RCC, Doc. X). 


Use waste rock for industrial 
uses PS 


Unlikely to have a measurable reduction in impacts. This has been 
tried at Sacaton, and there has not been enough demand to reduce 
any impacts (IDT Meeting). 


Reclamation—create a lake 
out of pit PS 


A lake created in the pit during reclamation would not be safe for 
recreational boaters. Therefore, it would serve no purpose (RCC, Doc. 
X). 


* S = Scoping; IDT = Interdisciplinary Team; CA = Cooperating Agencies 
 







(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: RE: Draft - Alts Considered but Dismissed - Preliminary Summary of Alts for SRK Evaluation
Date: 10/23/2009 01:06 PM

Mindee,
 
I’ll add the requested alternative to the list; I presume this is the county’s idea to maintain
something close to the MPO footprint but leave an open channel for the McCleary drainage.  Is this
your understanding?
 
In regard to the analysis of Alternatives, as far as I know SWCA has not received direction to
proceed with a review of Rosemont’s economic analysis for the Sycamore or Scholefield
alternatives.  As I understand the current situation, the budget for all such work will have to be
independently approved by Rosemont.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, October 23, 2009 12:20 PM
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melissa Reichard'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS ; 'Tom Furgason'; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Draft - Alts Considered but Dismissed - Preliminary Summary of Alts for SRK Evaluation
 

Please add from the Cooperating Agencies table Pima County comment #24: Reconstruct the
McCleary drainage at mine closure.  Also, Is the review of RCC's economic analysis of Sycamore and
Scholefield alts. being reviewed under a separate contract?  (Bev is going to look for an electronic copy
of Pima County's July 28 letter and will email it to you if she finds it.  I'll FAX over a copy to SWCA
right now.) 

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

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

10/22/2009 04:35 PM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah -
USFS " <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Melinda D Roth'" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "'Tom Furgason'"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Draft - Alts Considered but Dismissed - Preliminary Summary of Alts
for SRK Evaluation

 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


Bev, 
  
As directed in the Rosemont EIS status meeting of 20 October 2009 attached is a draft memorandum
summarizing the Alternatives Considered but Dismissed proposed for further evaluation by SRK.  The summary is
based on the documents indicated in the memorandum.  Please note that I have not located a copy of the 28
July 2009 letter from Pima County and need it to describe Alternative 15 in the summary.  I will endeavor to
locate a copy of the letter, but if you have one handy I would appreciate getting a look at it.  Please review the
attached memorandum; however I will continue on with developing a preliminary scope-of-work for SRK and will

continue discussion with SRK regarding this work. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Hoag, Cori
To: Dale Ortman; Tom Furgason - SWCA; Melinda D Roth - CNF; Bev Everson - USFS; Stone, Claudia
Subject: RE: Draft ACD Memo
Date: 12/18/2009 11:37 AM

Dale,
We will have some slight revisions to the "Ship Ore to the Port of Tucson" ACD; John Kline made a 
few corrections shortly after we turned in the draft.  We can send this section to you again or 
wait to incorporate changes with any comments you may have. The corrections are  minor and will 
not likely affect your review.
Cori

-----Original Message-----
From: Dale Ortman [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 18, 2009 10:38 AM
To: Tom Furgason - SWCA ; Melinda D Roth - CNF ; Bev Everson - USFS ; Stone, Claudia; Hoag, Cori
Subject: Draft ACD Memo

We have received the draft technical review memo from SRK for the ACD's.  I will review and 
prepare comment this weekend and forward to the CNF for your review on Monday.  The budget 
contains only one round of review and comment so it behooves us to prepare a single review 
document for SRK's use in preparing the final report.  FYI, the review memo is 60 pages of text 
and determines that only one ACD passes both the feasibility and practicability tests; that of 
replacing some internal combustion engines with electric motors. 
______________

Dale Ortman PE
Cell: (520) 449-7307
Office/Home: (520) 896-2404

Sent Via Blackberry

mailto:choag@srk.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:cstone@srk.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Terry Chute; Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah; Roger D Congdon; Dale

Ortman PE; DeAnne Rietz; CHRISTOPHER GARRETT; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda - Rosemont Water Resources Meeting 8/20/10
Date: 08/18/2010 11:39 AM

Terry,
 
This looks like a good agenda with a clear and succinct objective.  Per our discussion earlier today,
DeAnne will not be able to attend the meeting.  However, we have arranged for Chris Garrett to
attend.  DeAnne is working with him to prepare a “status table” for surface water that summarizes
the status of various reports and analysis.  Chris has assisted DeAnne with the surface water section
and will be prepared to discuss its status.
 

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

 

From: Terry Chute [mailto:tjchute@msn.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 18, 2010 7:41 AM
To: Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah; Roger D Congdon; Dale
Ortman PE; DeAnne Rietz; CHRISTOPHER GARRETT; Jonathan Rigg; tjchute@msn.com
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: Draft Agenda - Rosemont Water Resources Meeting 8/20/10
 
If I have yet to meet you, I am Terry Chute - a retired Forest Service planner/Ranger/other
that Reta brought on to help manage the Rosemont Copper NEPA process.  I have been
tasked with planning and facilitating the Water Resources Meeting to be held in the
Coronado NF conference room at 8 am on Friday, August 20th.
 
Please review the attached agenda and give me your thoughts and suggestions.  Please
note the following:
 
DeAnn - I have an example handout that I would like you to develop for the Surface water
discussion - I will send it in a separate email.
 
Reta, Roger and Salek - please let me know if there are any pertinent topics that relate to
the intent and goal of this meeting that I have missed.
 
Roger - the first couple agenda items will involve drawing on a white board or flip charts to
help explain what analysis relates to which geographic portions of the area affected by the
project.  It may be more meaningful for you if we set up a video conference link.  Is that
something you have available to you, and that you are interested in? 
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As you will note, Reta has a limited amount of time available, and the reason for holding
this meeting is to provide her with the basic information she needs to make informed
decisions regarding the Water Resources analysis.  Please prepare for this meeting, and
provide information in as brief, clear and succinct manner as is possible for this complex
subject.  Please expect me to keep us focused on achieving the goal of the meeting.
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or comments.  Thanks,
 
Terry Chute
tjchute@msn.com
406-250-2008

mailto:tjchute@msn.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Jonathan Rigg; Mindee Roth; rosemonteis; Tom Furgason; Terry Chute
Subject: Re: Draft Ch. 5 072210
Date: 07/22/2010 05:41 PM

I'm following up on filling in the gaps, but I think we said that Reta should not be
included in the list, so we may want to remove her.

Also, Terry, Reta asked to follow up with you on this list to see if it is typical for an
EIS.  She thought it might be more extensive than what is usually in a preparer's
list.  Your thoughts?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>

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

07/22/2010 03:13 PM

To Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, Terry Chute
<tjchute@msn.com>, Beverly Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

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

Subject Draft Ch. 5 072210

I posted the latest Chapter 5 draft. There are areas that still need completion.
Please review and make appropriate edits to the list.
Thanks!
Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=173200> 
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From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Jeanine Derby
Cc: Andrea W Campbell; Beverley A Everson; Mary M Farrell; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: Draft notes from CNF presentation to T.O. Tribal Council
Date: 10/02/2008 08:31 AM
Signed by: CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
Attachments: Mtg with TO Tribal Council Sep 12 08_mmf.doc

I'll be glad to put the letter together as soon as I have the name and address from
Mary.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
▼ Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS

Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS

10/01/2008 04:43 PM

To Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa
Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Draft notes from CNF presentation to T.O. Tribal

Council

From conversations during our meeting with the Council, we do know that the T.O.
nation is potentially interested in a role as cooperating agency and we need to issue
an invitation to them.   Mary could then follow up to answer their questions re: who
might be the key representative, depending on how they describe their
interest/expertise.    Teresa Ann, were you the one handling letters to cooperative
agencies and can you get a letter to the Chair?   Mary can give you the proper
contact info.   

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS

Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS To Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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Rosemont Mine, Meeting Notes


Between:  
CNF:  Jeanine Derby, Reta LaFord, Beverly Everson, Mary Farrell, Bill Gillespie, and Kendra Bourgart



SWCA: Suzanne Griset, and 




Tohono O’odham Nation Tribal Council:



Verlon M. Jose, Chairman




Felicia Nunez, Vice Chairman




Districts:


Sif Ordah: Wavalene Romero, Mary Lopez





Sells: Evelyn Juan, Kimberly Usto





Schuk Toak: Frances B. Conde, Phyllis Cachora





San Xavier: Olivia Villegas-Liston





San Lucy: Gloria Ramirez, Lorraine Eiler





Pisinemo: Chester Antone, Gerald Fayaunt





Hickiwan: Sandra Ortega, Michele Ortega





Gu Vo: Grace Manuel, Ray (?)





Chukut Kuk: Ethel Garcia




Baboquivari: Frances Miguel, Frances G. Antone


Date:

September 12, 2008, at the Council Chamber, Sells, AZ


Re:

CNF Tribal Consultation and Ethnohistory related to the Rosemont 


Copper Mine Proposal


1.
Chairman Verlon Jose welcomed us and indicated that CNF should begin their presentation.  He clarified that the session is broadcast live on the Nation’s radio station and videotaped as well.  


Jeanine introduced the CNF and SWCA staff and asked Suzanne to speak briefly about the ethnohistory.  Suzanne asked for input and also extended the invitation for the Rosemont tour to the entire Council and asked that any interested, contact her this day.  


2.
The formal presentation consisted of a revised, expanded version of the powerpoint presentation delivered to the Cultural Committee in June.  It was narrated by Beverly, Reta, and Mary. Materials were also distributed with CNF points-of-contact, the mine plan, the tour agenda and logistics, and a copy of the CNF NAGPRA publication in the National Register concerning human remains excavated during the ANAMAX project at Rosemont in the early 1980s. 


3.  
Mr. Jose then asked for questions or comments from the Council.  A brief summary is presented below:

The question was asked whether CNF can say “no” to the request by the Rosemont Cooper Mine.  Jeanine answered that the 1872 Mining Law requires the U.S. Forest Service to accommodate mining requests.

Dr. Selso Villegas, Director of the Natural Resources Department, stated that his department has formulated comments and is seeking Council approval to submit them formally to CNF along with a request that they be a cooperating agency.  His department has expertise working with the two mines on reservation lands.  They feel that the plan currently proposed is incomplete as far as its treatment of ground water contamination and flumes of pollutants. 


Council woman Villegas-Liston raised a concern about the mine’s need for large amounts of water and potential hazards for the people of the San Xavier district, as the closest district.  They are already dealing with water contamination caused by other mines near them.  Jeanine clarified that the mine’s proposed purchase of CAP water from the Bureau of Reclamation would be addressed by a separate NEPA analysis conducted by that federal agency.  San Xavier is supporting the position of the Natural Resources Department.


Jeanine responded that the Coronado National Forest welcomes input from the Tohono O'odham Nation and will issue a formal invitation for the Nation to participate as a “cooperating agency” under NEPA as well as a “consulting party” under the National Historic Preservation Act. Jeanine also noted that the CNF has engaged the Udall Institute to form and manage public working groups to work on a separate track supporting the NEPA process. 

Frances Conde stated for the Council, that although the formal public comment period is closed, the proposal is still subject to comment by the tribe.  She encouraged Council members to attend the tour next week, and said that they will have more comments and questions after the tour.  She wants to be certain that the Nation is included in every aspect of the process and sits at the table and has input.


Olivia Villegas-Liston stated that it is unfortunate that Natural Resources’ comments have not yet been officially approved for submittal.  She wondered how this proposal can go forward when water is already an issue, what will it be like in the future when water is already scarce.

Cachora asked if this project is the one that was written up in the Star newspaper 3 weeks ago; Jeanine responded that it is in the paper nearly every day.  


Jeanine encouraged that the Nation submit formal comments to CNF as part of the government-to-government relationship required in tribal consultation.


Chairman Jose said that there are many stories and songs about that area (Santa Ritas) as they once inhabited the land all across there. He clarified that Tohono O’odham do not consider themselves to be landowners; they don’t own the land within the Nation or any other land.  They consider their role to be that of stewards who care for the land so that it will care for them.  The two mines already on the nation were agreed to in the 1950s, when the economy was poor and they were seen as a good source of jobs and income for the Nation.  “If we knew then what we know now…..”  He also supports the involvement of the Natural Resources Department in the process as a cooperating agency.


He thanked CNF for its presentation and encouraged members to attend the tour.




From: Tom Furgason
To: Andrea W Campbell
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Draft of Rosemont/FS MOU
Date: 01/11/2008 09:19 AM

Thanks Andrea.  We'll review this and get back to you early next week.

Tom 

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2008 3:26 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Draft of Rosemont/FS MOU

for you to copy and distribute in your meeting today.

hasn't been proofread yet, i just finished putting into the required FS
format.

a

Andrea Wargo Campbell
Coronado National Forest
NEPA Coordinator and FOIA Officer
300 West Congress Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
520 388 8352
520 237 0694
awcampbell@fs.fed.us
(See attached file: Rosemont FS MOU andrea 1-10.rtf.doc)
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Marty Rozelle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Sue Lewin; Faye Fentiman; John Able; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Draft Script for 5/12 Meeting
Date: 05/08/2008 11:22 AM

Marty and Sue,
 
Following are some notes by Faye regarding the Elgin facility set up. 
 
Tom
 

“Room will be set up theater style with 120 chairs and two sets of bleachers, for a total of
250 seats. Note that state fire regulations limit the number of people we can accommodate at
any one time to 300. We will be cognizant of this and monitor traffic accordingly. Seats will
be arranged facing the stage with a wide isle around the entire configuration (room for tables
2-6, on the entrance/washroom side should we decide to provide them. There will be a wide
center isle to accommodate speakers moving to and from the podium. The podium will be
situated center floor, facing the line officers and the audience.

The safety plan used for the April 23rd event will serve in this instance as well. Note: The
school asked that media vans also park in the gated area with the FS vehicles.

Ample space is available for booth outside the venue. Electricity is available. Please keep the
area directly in front of the doors and a path to the entrance clear.

The available sound system is excellent. Two wireless microphones (one anchored to the
podium and one available for the moderator and FS staff) will be available. We have the
capability to turn off either or both microphones as needed.

Note: There will be no power point presentations. FS staff – please model the behavior you
wish to see (ie: keep presentations brief (3 min) and to the point; use available technology).

We will keep track of public presenters using randomly distributed, numbered speaker cards
(SWICA) to produce. Speaker order will be indicated on a white board (John).

Set-up will begin at 3 PM at the school. (Faye & John – site visit report)”

 
 

From: Marty Rozelle [mailto:rgl97marty@rozellegroup.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 08, 2008 6:44 AM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; Tom Furgason
Cc: 'Sue Lewin'
Subject: Draft Script for 5/12 Meeting
 
Good morning!
Attached is the script/agenda that we can use during our 12:30 call.  I guessed at who will
be attending from the team.  We need two additional people who can man the sign-in table.
 They will have to stay there at least 1 hour after the start time.
Marty
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Dr. Martha A. Rozelle, President
The Rozelle Group Ltd.
7000 N. 16th Street, Suite 120, #145
Phoenix, AZ 85020
T   602.224.0847    F  602.678.4655 
RGL97marty@rozellegroup.com
 
"And in the end it's not the years in your life that count. It's the life in your years." 
Abraham Lincoln
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; Richard A Gerhart; Rochelle Desser
Subject: Re: eagles
Date: 03/11/2010 10:15 AM

A couple of days for eagle surveys seems like time well spent to me.  Thanks for
explaining the background and benefits to me.

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

▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS

03/11/2010 07:03 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: eagles

yes, we know they exist in the project area, but if they are nesting it may require a
take permit from FWS, and if i understand correctly, we might need the take permit
to avert a fine...its a new thing, so kindof unclear, but I think if debbie and i spend
a few days in the field doing eagle surveys, looking at wetlands, and such, we can
ascertain if they are nesting there or not.  if so and a take permit is needed, i will
see what it takes to get one, and if not, we'll document the fact that we surveyed
for nesting eagles in the proposed project area.  methinks it should be fairly straight
forward to determine if eagles are nesting or just foraging in the project area (e.g.,
they have to return to the nest to feed their young, and if we focus on the likely
areas it will help).

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

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us
▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS
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03/09/2010 08:39 AM

To Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: eagles

It sounds like we have enough info to assume eagles exist in the project area. How
would the effects analysis change if we had more specific info?  

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

▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS 

03/02/2010 02:57 PM

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

cc Richard A Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject eagles

Hi Bev and Mindee--

Just when you thought it was safe to go back to your computer...I'm working on the
Migratory Bird Report, and part of said report is in response to an executive order
for migratory birds...in the executive order, it mentions it is in part responding to the
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.  To make a long story short, it seems like it
would behoove us to try to locate nesting Golden Eagles (or maybe Debbie wants to
do that!)...there is a new part of the act that deals with getting a "permit for take" if
we cannot mitigate our way out of a "take".  Bottom line....I think we need to find
out if there are any nesting Golden Eagles in the Rosemont Area (like along the
ridge, especially; they are known from there, there is good habitat, and there are
potential nesting structures).  If not, there is no further issue.  If so, we would have
to look into a take permit with FWS...this stuff is really new, but it seems like
starting with a Golden Eagle survey should be in order...is this something we can
ask SWCA to do or maybe Debbie wants to...

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

notes://entr3b/8825685D00481218/0/261531E8381CB556072576DA0077C260


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



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; Richard A Gerhart
Subject: Re: eagles
Date: 03/09/2010 08:39 AM

It sounds like we have enough info to assume eagles exist in the project area. How
would the effects analysis change if we had more specific info?  

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

▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS 

03/02/2010 02:57 PM

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

cc Richard A Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject eagles

Hi Bev and Mindee--

Just when you thought it was safe to go back to your computer...I'm
working on the Migratory Bird Report, and part of said report is in
response to an executive order for migratory birds...in the executive
order, it mentions it is in part responding to the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act.  To make a long story short, it seems like it would
behoove us to try to locate nesting Golden Eagles (or maybe Debbie
wants to do that!)...there is a new part of the act that deals with
getting a "permit for take" if we cannot mitigate our way out of a
"take".  Bottom line....I think we need to find out if there are any
nesting Golden Eagles in the Rosemont Area (like along the ridge,
especially; they are known from there, there is good habitat, and there
are potential nesting structures).  If not, there is no further issue.  If
so, we would have to look into a take permit with FWS...this stuff is
really new, but it seems like starting with a Golden Eagle survey should
be in order...is this something we can ask SWCA to do or maybe
Debbie wants to...

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
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520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Roger D Congdon
Cc: 'Hale Barter'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'; Dale

Ortman PE
Subject: Re: East side model
Date: 02/19/2010 11:23 AM

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

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

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

Roger D Congdon/WO/USDAFS

02/18/2010 03:50 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject East side model

Salek, 

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

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

I am not satisfied with the lack of head-dependent boundary conditions for
evapotranspiration and stream cells. Evapotranspiration (ET) varies with the position of the
water table and the MODFLOW ET package reflects this. In the model the ET never varies;
it is a constant flux out of the system. Also, injection and withdrawal from wells is used for
stream inflow and outflow. This never varies. Shouldn’t streamflow also be relative to the
water table? I noted that, perhaps coincidentally, the outflow from the "stream cells"
precisely balances the inflow. That should help the water table to behave.
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The general head boundaries surrounding the model also prevent the water table from getting
out of hand and doing strange things. There's nowhere it can go. If the potentiometric surface
rises, more water flows out to keep it in line and vice versa. I suspect that the recharge flux is
balanced by the wells designated as evapotranspiration.

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

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

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

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

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

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

I'll send more comments as time permits. 

Roger D. Congdon, PhD
Hydrogeologist
USDA Forest Service
333 Broadway Blvd SE
Albuquerque, NM 87102
(505)842-3835
FAX: (505)842-3152 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Electronic Copy of the USFWS Consultation Request Letter
Date: 12/03/2008 11:57 AM

Good point Bev.  Thanks for the prompt review.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2008 11:44 AM
To: Geoff Soroka <gsoroka@swca.com>
Cc: Deborah K Sebesta <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>; Larry Jones <ljones02@fs.fed.us>; Tom Furgason 
<tfurgason@swca.com>; Thomas Skinner <tskinner@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Re: Electronic Copy of the USFWS Consultation Request Letter

Debbie, Larry and Tom; on our letter to USFWS, please put my name and 
phone number as the second contact, and Debbie's as the first.  Otherwise, 
I'll probably just end up referring the questions to one of you as I 
probably won't know the answers.  Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Geoff Soroka" <gsoroka@swca.com> 
12/03/2008 10:57 AM

To
"Deborah K Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>
cc
"Thomas Skinner" <tskinner@fs.fed.us>, "Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, 
"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beverley A Everson" 
<beverson@fs.fed.us>
Subject
Electronic Copy of the USFWS Consultation Request Letter

Hello Debbie,
Attached is the letter requesting formal consultation with the USFWS to be 
signed by Jeanine Derby as directed by the last ID Core Team Meeting. Hard 
copies of this letter will also be mailed to your office and the 
Supervisor?s Office for the project record.
 
Thank you,
Geoffrey Soroka
SWCA Biologist/Project Manager
Tucson Office
(520) 325-9194
gsoroka@swca.com
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: EPG request for comment information
Date: 11/04/2008 12:36 PM

Hi Bev,

Jamie Wood's (EPG) request was on October 13th.  After our conversation,
I forwarded her a copy of the comments as related to transmission to her
on Oct. 14th.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2008 5:21 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: EPG request for comment information

Hi Tom,

This is in response to the request from Jamie Wood at EPG for a copy of
the
Rosemont Copper Project scoping comments.  You had asked me on Tuesday
for
permission from the Forest to release this information.

Jeanine has okayed the release of this information to EPG, but is
concerned
that SWCA doesn't get in the position of deciding what is pertinent data
for EPG's question, and asks that you give EPG the data set and let them
determine what is relevent to them.

Also, for further documentation on this matter, can you give me the date
of
Jamie's request?

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Melinda D Roth
To: mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Event Notification: IDT Mtg- Alts & Mitigations presentation by SWCA
Date: 11/05/2009 02:01 PM

Meeting will be in Room 4B.  Bev, Pls send out a note to IDT.  Thanks.

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

▼ mreichard@swca.com

mreichard@swca.com 

11/05/2009 12:41 PM

To mroth@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Event Notification: IDT Mtg- Alts & Mitigations
presentation by SWCA

The following Calendar event has been posted on "Rosemont Copper
Project EIS".

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
IDT Mtg- Alts & Mitigations presentation by SWCA
Monday, November 16, 2009 
9:00 to 12:00 MST
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

__________
Click here for MORE INFORMATION about this event:
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=4&id=105665

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


them to discuss Rosemont.  Several managers from SWCA would also be involved.  Thanks. 

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



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Arthur S Elek; Beverley A Everson; Charles A Blair; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jrigg@swca.com; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M
Farrell; mreichard@swca.com; Reta Laford; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Re: Feb. 10, 2010 Extended IDT Meeting Agenda.docx
Date: 02/09/2010 08:33 AM
Attachments: Feb. 10, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

See you in 6V6.

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

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

02/06/2010 04:51 PM

To Charles A Blair/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jrigg@swca.com,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Feb. 10, 2010 Extended IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

The agenda for the meeting is attached.  Note that this is an extended
team meeting, and that it will be a half day.  I will need to double
check the meeting room and get back to you to confirm; the meeting
will either be in 6V6 or 4B.
 
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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February 10, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda





Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701, Rm. 6V6. 



Time:  9:00 – 12:00



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Overview of meeting



Alternatives discussion



Mitigation review



Project status and meetings (round robin)







 - Feb. 10, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Feb. 16, 2010 version of DEIS
Date: 02/22/2010 11:58 AM

Thanks!

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

02/22/2010 10:42 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan
Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>

cc

Subject RE: Feb. 16, 2010 version of DEIS

I will post right now.

 
Melissa 

 
"In every one of us there are two ruling principles, whose
guidance we follow wherever they may lead; the one being
an innate desire of pleasure; the other, an acquired
judgement which aspires after excellence." ~ Socrates

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2010 10:39 AM
To: Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Feb. 16, 2010 version of DEIS

 

Hi Everyone, 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


Can you tell me when the new version will be posted on WebEx? 

Thanks. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: karnold@augustaresource.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: RE: Feb. 2008 Second Revision electronic version
Date: 05/27/2008 07:40 PM

Bev,

That CD and the additional hard copies of the "compact" MPO and infrastructure plan are set to be 
run over to your office first thing in the morning.  We will certainly be happy to provide SWCA 
with a copy of the CD as well.

Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, May 27, 2008 6:13 PM
To: Brian Lindenlaub; karnold@augustaresource.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Feb. 2008 Second Revision electronic version

Hi Brian,

When we met on Sunday yousaid that you would get an electronic version of
the Feb. 2008 Second Revision of the MPO maps and diagrams to me.  Could
you also provide a copy to SWCA?

Thanks so much, and again for your time on Sunday meeting with me to go
over MPO submissions.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
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From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: karnold@augustaresource.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: RE: Feb. 2008 Second Revision electronic version
Date: 05/27/2008 07:40 PM

Bev,

That CD and the additional hard copies of the "compact" MPO and infrastructure plan are set to be 
run over to your office first thing in the morning.  We will certainly be happy to provide SWCA 
with a copy of the CD as well.

Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, May 27, 2008 6:13 PM
To: Brian Lindenlaub; karnold@augustaresource.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Feb. 2008 Second Revision electronic version

Hi Brian,

When we met on Sunday yousaid that you would get an electronic version of
the Feb. 2008 Second Revision of the MPO maps and diagrams to me.  Could
you also provide a copy to SWCA?

Thanks so much, and again for your time on Sunday meeting with me to go
over MPO submissions.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Michael A Linden
Cc: Jeff Cornoyer; Michael Doran; Mark Stevens
Subject: RE: Feb. 9 field trip
Date: 02/17/2010 07:05 AM

You're welcome.  I had some good discussions with some of the folks that attended
the field trip regarding their experience with similar projects, and learned some
things that can be applied to Rosemont.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Michael A Linden/R3/USDAFS

Michael A
Linden/R3/USDAFS

02/16/2010 03:47 PM

To Mark Stevens <mstevens@augustaresource.com>

cc 'Jeff Cornoyer' <jcornoyer@rosemontcopper.com>,
Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Michael
Doran/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject RE: Feb. 9 field trip

Hey Guys....just wanted to say thanks for the field tour of the Rosemont project on
Feb. 9......our group was very impressed with the tour and level of detailed
information made available to us.  I had a number of people come up afterwards
and tell me it was a real good tour and they have a much better understanding of
the proposed mine now.   

Michael A. Linden, Regional Liaison
Centralized National Operations
Minerals and Geology Management
USDA Forest Service, 
333 Broadway, S. E., Albuquerque, NM  87102
(505) 842-3158     Fax (505) 842-3152
e-mail: mlinden@fs.fed.us

▼ Mark Stevens <mstevens@augustaresource.com>

Mark Stevens
<mstevens@augustaresource.com> To 'Michael A Linden' <mlinden@fs.fed.us>

cc 'Jeff Cornoyer'
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02/04/2010 01:46 PM
<jcornoyer@rosemontcopper.com>

Subject RE: Feb. 9 field trip

Mike,

 
We should try to carpool out to the project with that number of people.  What do you think?

 
Regards,

 
Mark G. Stevens
Vice President, Exploration
Augusta Resource Corporation
4500 Cherry Creek South Drive, Suite 1040
Denver, CO   80246

 
office: 303-300-0134
mstevens@augustaresource.com

 

 

 
From: Michael A Linden [mailto:mlinden@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 12:40 PM
To: mstevens@augustaresource.com
Subject: Feb. 9 field trip

 

Hi...got your call the other day.  We're still on for about 40 geologists from FS (and
BLM)  showing up around 9 am at Rosemont.....hoping to hear about the ore deposit
geology, see some core, hear about planned operations, etc.. I left a message with
Jeff Cornoyer this am. 

Michael A. Linden, Regional Liaison
Centralized National Operations
Minerals and Geology Management
USDA Forest Service, 
333 Broadway, S. E., Albuquerque, NM  87102
(505) 842-3158     Fax (505) 842-3152
e-mail: mlinden@fs.fed.us

mailto:mstevens@augustaresource.com




From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Christopher C LeBlanc; William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: field meeting next week, July 1
Date: 06/26/2009 04:06 PM

Bev, I will plan to go on this field trip.

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/26/2009 03:11 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTE, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Marc
Kaplan/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@SWCA.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, S@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject field meeting next week, July 1

We will be doing a field trip for the IDT meeting next week, to
Sycamore and Schofield Canyons.  The trip is important to the whole
(extended) team, because we have developed alternatives that put
waste and tailings material into the two canyons.  I would encourage
extended team members to attend if possible, even though this is not
an extended team meeting date.

Please RSVP by COB Monday, so that enough vehicles can be
arranged for the trip.  We'll plan on meeting at 7:00 here in Tucson,
though Nogales folks can meet the rest of the group somewhere along
the line.  More details to come as logistics get worked out.

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Eli Curiel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: field meeting next week, July 1
Date: 06/26/2009 04:44 PM

Plan on Amy and myself joining.  I have my own rig.

Eli Curiel Jr., P.E.
Environmental/Transportation Engineering
Coronado National Forest       Office:  520.388.8413
300 W. Congress                       FAX:    520.388.8332
Tucson, AZ 85701                     Cell:     520.444.0307

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/26/2009 03:11 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTE, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Marc
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Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@SWCA.com,
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Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, S@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject field meeting next week, July 1

We will be doing a field trip for the IDT meeting next week, to
Sycamore and Schofield Canyons.  The trip is important to the whole
(extended) team, because we have developed alternatives that put
waste and tailings material into the two canyons.  I would encourage
extended team members to attend if possible, even though this is not
an extended team meeting date.

Please RSVP by COB Monday, so that enough vehicles can be
arranged for the trip.  We'll plan on meeting at 7:00 here in Tucson,
though Nogales folks can meet the rest of the group somewhere along
the line.  More details to come as logistics get worked out.
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Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Eli Curiel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: field meeting next week, July 1
Date: 06/26/2009 04:46 PM

Sorry, I forgot I had an MVUM online training class that day...Amy can go with Walt
in his jeep.

Eli Curiel Jr., P.E.
Environmental/Transportation Engineering
Coronado National Forest       Office:  520.388.8413
300 W. Congress                       FAX:    520.388.8332
Tucson, AZ 85701                     Cell:     520.444.0307

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/26/2009 03:11 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTE, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Marc
Kaplan/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@SWCA.com,
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Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, S@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject field meeting next week, July 1

We will be doing a field trip for the IDT meeting next week, to
Sycamore and Schofield Canyons.  The trip is important to the whole
(extended) team, because we have developed alternatives that put
waste and tailings material into the two canyons.  I would encourage
extended team members to attend if possible, even though this is not
an extended team meeting date.

Please RSVP by COB Monday, so that enough vehicles can be
arranged for the trip.  We'll plan on meeting at 7:00 here in Tucson,
though Nogales folks can meet the rest of the group somewhere along
the line.  More details to come as logistics get worked out.
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Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: field meeting next week, July 1
Date: 06/29/2009 01:27 PM

I can attend the field trip. Sounds informative.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/26/2009 04:11 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTE, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Marc
Kaplan/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@SWCA.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, S@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject field meeting next week, July 1

We will be doing a field trip for the IDT meeting next week, to
Sycamore and Schofield Canyons.  The trip is important to the whole
(extended) team, because we have developed alternatives that put
waste and tailings material into the two canyons.  I would encourage
extended team members to attend if possible, even though this is not
an extended team meeting date.

Please RSVP by COB Monday, so that enough vehicles can be
arranged for the trip.  We'll plan on meeting at 7:00 here in Tucson,
though Nogales folks can meet the rest of the group somewhere along
the line.  More details to come as logistics get worked out.

Thank you -

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568540051BD46/0/72663754AC4CDC93072575DE006DD3CD


Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: William B Gillespie
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: field meeting next week, July 1
Date: 06/26/2009 03:44 PM

I'll plan on being there.

William Gillespie, Archaeologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson AZ 85701
Phone 520-388-8392 
FAX 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/26/2009 03:11 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTE, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Marc
Kaplan/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@SWCA.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, S@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject field meeting next week, July 1

We will be doing a field trip for the IDT meeting next week, to
Sycamore and Schofield Canyons.  The trip is important to the whole
(extended) team, because we have developed alternatives that put
waste and tailings material into the two canyons.  I would encourage
extended team members to attend if possible, even though this is not
an extended team meeting date.

Please RSVP by COB Monday, so that enough vehicles can be
arranged for the trip.  We'll plan on meeting at 7:00 here in Tucson,
though Nogales folks can meet the rest of the group somewhere along
the line.  More details to come as logistics get worked out.

mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400500038/0/72663754AC4CDC93072575DE006DD3CD


Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: field meeting next week, July 1
Date: 06/29/2009 11:13 AM

Bev,
 
Three people from SWCA will attend.
 
Tom
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2009 3:11 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; Charles Coyle; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel; Deborah K
Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Kendall Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones;
Marc Kaplan; Mary M Farrell; Melissa Reichard; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; S; Salek Shafiqullah; Sarah
L Davis; Tami Emmett; Tom Furgason; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie
Subject: field meeting next week, July 1
 

We will be doing a field trip for the IDT meeting next week, to Sycamore and Schofield Canyons.  The
trip is important to the whole (extended) team, because we have developed alternatives that put waste
and tailings material into the two canyons.  I would encourage extended team members to attend if
possible, even though this is not an extended team meeting date. 

Please RSVP by COB Monday, so that enough vehicles can be arranged for the trip.  We'll plan
on meeting at 7:00 here in Tucson, though Nogales folks can meet the rest of the group somewhere
along the line.  More details to come as logistics get worked out. 

Thank you - 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Brian Lindenlaub
Subject: Re: Figure request
Date: 03/27/2008 01:30 PM

Brian,

You can provide the requested MPO figures to SWCA.  Thanks for letting me know of
the request.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Brian Lindenlaub" <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>

"Brian Lindenlaub"
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com> 

03/27/2008 01:26 PM

To "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Figure request

Bev,

 
SWCA has requested PDF copies of all of the current MPO figures.  If
it’s OK with you, we will forward them on via FTP, per the request. 
Please let us know.

 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Senior Project Manager
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson, AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518

 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com


privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.



From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Ken Kertell
Cc: Jim Tress; Tom Furgason; Chuck Powell; Kathy Arnold; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Figures for BA
Date: 05/21/2009 04:15 PM

Ken,
 
Unfortunately, the files you requested are too large to email.  With your permission, I’d like to have
Chuck Powell in my office coordinate with Lara Mitchell in your office to transfer these files via ftp. 
Alternatively, we could provide them on CD.  Let me know which you’d prefer.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.

From: Ken Kertell [mailto:kkertell@swca.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2009 10:44 AM
To: Brian Lindenlaub
Cc: Jim Tress; Tom Furgason
Subject: Figures for BA
 
Please deliver CAD or GIS files for the following figures:
 
1. Figure 2 from Pima Pineapple Cactus Survey of the Proposed Rosemont Project Waterline
Alignment.
 
2. Figures 7 and 8 from Lesser Long-nosed Bat Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity
 
Thank you
Ken Kertell
Senior Scientist/Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 W. Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 phone
(520) 325-2033 fax
 
,
 
 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:kkertell@swca.com
mailto:jtress@westlandresources.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:cpowell@westlandresources.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com; William B Gillespie; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Re: Final versions of mitigation tables and homework due Jan. 6
Date: 12/30/2009 01:18 PM

Bev --

I downloaded the mitigation chart from the web site, made my changes to the
heritage section, and uploaded it back up to EIS / Chapter 2, with my initials MMF
and today's date as a suffix.  If you have any trouble seeing it, let me know and I
can send it via email, it's not too large.

Mary

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

12/23/2009 04:09 PM

To aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Final versions of mitigation tables and homework due
Jan. 6

Some of you weren't able to receive the links I sent from WebEx a few
minutes ago, for the latest mitigation tables.  You can find them in
WebEx in Group Documents/EIS/Chapter 2/Chapter 2-mitigation.  The
documents are Supplemental Compilation (ACOE, Pima Co., etc) and
Updated Mitigation Measures.  Both were posted today.

The core IDT will be meeting on Jan. 6 in 6V6 from 9:00 to 4:30 to do
the final review of mitigation.  Please review these lists beforehand,
and extended team members not attending the meeting, provide
comments on mitigation in your resource area(s) prior to the meeting

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


so that they can be included in the meeting review.

Thanks, and happy holidays!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Philip Murphy
Cc: John Able; Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: RE: First set of scans
Date: 02/23/2009 05:34 PM

Philip-
I appreciate your quick response. I also appreciate your consideration for the amount of work happening on our side of this project! As far as the
attachments go, each of those files were attached to the appropriate comment code within the submission, so there wouldn’t be duplicate work
beyond what has already been done. The other item that I should mention is the “Form Letters”. Those were scanned once- i.e. Form Letter 1 Master. I
am assuming that you intend to connect those to the online database as well. I will leave it to John to decide what I should send you next. I do have
electronic files already for the Form Letters and Attachments, so please also discuss that with John. I look forward to his direction and will keep you
notified of packages to expect.
 
Thanks!
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Philip Murphy [mailto:Philip.Murphy@InfoHarvest.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2009 1:38 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: 'John Able'; Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Reta Laford'; 'Teresa Ann Ciapusci'
Subject: RE: First set of scans
 
Melissa,
 
That is great new about the first 1200 comment submissions. 
Getting those will allow us to get started on the full build, so we’ll be watching for the mailman.
Many thanks!
 
On transferring the remainder of the scans of the submissions, it would be great for us if you finish them all, then burn them all (including the first 1200) onto
a CD(s) so we have a clean set of all of them.
 
Good question on the attachments to submissions.  From my notes on our conversations, the name of the attachment scan is always constructed as follows:

Image File Name =  SubmissionID_CommentNum_ResourceCategory_ResourceCode.PDF  (see above)?
And I believe there is only ever one attachment file (no matter how long)  per comment entry in the DB?
 
If that is correct, then if you can provide those separate PDF scans of the Attachments that would be perfect, and easy for me to code so that they would be
retrieved along with the Submission image (or at least we would bring up the image of the submission and offer the reader the option of bringing up the
image of the attachment(s).)
 
[But while that works great for me, I imagine there would be some repetitive scanning on your side – e.g.,  the same attachment file referenced from multiple
comments.   If there is some way you can think of that would reduce the scanning work load on your side, I’m open to all suggestions.]
 
And yes, I will be talking with John on Wednesday, so getting your thoughts prior to then would be really helpful.
 
Philip
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------
Philip Murphy, Ph.D.
InfoHarvest Inc.
http://www.InfoHarvest.com
Direct & Mobile 206-251-3732
Skype PhilipMurphy_InfoHarvest

From: Melissa Reichard [mailto:mreichard@swca.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2009 11:59 AM
To: Philip Murphy
Cc: John Able; Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: First set of scans
 
Philip-
Per John’s request, I have sent the first set of scans out in the mail today. The CD contains the first 1200 comment submissions. I have all of the
attachments scanned separate from the submission letters. Do you need the attachments at all? If so, we will need to decide whether it is necessary
for the attachments to be attached to the submission letter on our end. Beyond this first set, would you like the remainder sent to you in one large
mailing or piecemeal? From what I understand, you will be speaking with John Able this week. Please discuss these items with him. I will need the
Forest Service to direct me on what and when they need items delivered to you.

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:Philip.Murphy@InfoHarvest.com
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us


 
Thank you,
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes
 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: John MacIvor other; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: first specialists/ID team meeting
Date: 03/13/2008 02:55 PM

Bev,

The ID Team will be involved in the review of the comments.  I'd suggest
that SWCA meet with the IT Team and present our proposal for the
methodology and database that we intend to use to categorize all of the
comments.  After the ID Team approves our approach, we'll categorize all
comments and then meet with the ID Team with our preliminary results.
From this, we'll develop a Scoping Report for the ID Team review and
approval.

Ultimately, the level of ID Team review of comments will be up to them.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2008 2:44 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: first specialists/ID team meeting

Hi Tom,

Doesn't the ID Team need to be involved in review of the comments?
That's
what I was actually asking about.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 

             "Tom Furgason"

             <tfurgason@swca.c

             om>
To 
                                       "Beverley A Everson"

             03/12/2008 03:02          <beverson@fs.fed.us>

             PM
cc 
 

 
Subject 
                                       RE: first specialists/ID team

                                       meeting

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hi Bev,

I will take the lead on the assessment of scoping comments.  Although,
I'll directly supervise Harmony Hall to take on most of the heavy
lifting.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2008 9:48 AM
To: Tom Furgason

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


Subject: first specialists/ID team meeting

Hi Tom,

Sorry for the onslaught of emails, but I am trying to address everything
that came up in the meeting yesterday, and the discussions I had with
Jeanine after the meeting.

One thing she asked me to pass on to you is to think about who you will
want from your ID team and the Forest's, to meet to discuss the
assessment
of scoping (once we get to that point), and when that meeting should
occur.
I will be completing the PIL today or tomorrow, so I can tell you
exactly
who will be on the Forest team once that letter is done.

I realize this meeting will likely be several weeks out, but keep it in
mind.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Vail Arizona
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Reta Laford; tfurgason@swca.com; cnewman@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator Burns and Rep. Adams-Arizona State Legislature and
Date: 03/18/2010 02:30 PM

Ms. Everson,
 
May I please have the name of the Forest's ADA Compliance Officer?
 
Thanks.

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

Quote for the Day:
 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 
 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

  

To: vailaz@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator Burns and Rep. Adams-Arizona State
Legislature and
From: beverson@fs.fed.us
Date: Mon, 8 Feb 2010 13:31:12 -0700

Hi Elizabeth, 

I received your request and am working on getting an extra set of hard copies.  In the meantime, many
of the reports are on our website, though I understand your preference for reading hard copies. 

Bev 

mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:cnewman@fs.fed.us
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
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http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 02/07/2010

09:02 AM 
To "comments-southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us" <comments-

southwestern-coronado@fs.fed.us>, <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Reta
Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

cc
Subject FOIA and Rosemont Copper Letter from Senator Burns and Rep.

Adams-Arizona State Legislature and

Ms. Everson,

It has been several weeks since I wrote and requested hard copies of the recent
Rosemont Copper Project technical reports and I have heard nothing from you. If you did
not recieve my request,  please let me know and I will resend it.  Thank you.

Also, here are my thoughts on the AZ Legislature letter that was recently sent. It is the
letter I wrote to the House and Senate heads.

____________________________

Hello All,

As a long time registered voter and taxpayer and resident (nearly native) of Pima County,
I was appalled to see a letter in the Green Valley News sent our on behalf of the Senate
and House, with what seemed to be almost complete disregard of the members who are
from this area. 

Rep. Farley's comment: The letter is emblematic of the leaders' "treating Southern Arizona
as a Third World country over which they have hegemony," seems very apropos.

After reading today's article I was heartened to see that the vast majority of the
representatives are listening to the will of their constiuents, which includes the
governments of Pima County, Santa Cruz County, City of Tucson, Sahuarita and the
governing body of Green Valley. The vision and concern they show over Arizona's whole
long term prosperity is encouraging.

I am disheartened; however, to see that there are some who are for the proposed
Rosemont Copper project, especially after reading "

“Jamie Sturgess, vice president for sustainable development for Rosemont Copper Co., met
with legislative leaders in the past two weeks, "but exactly what he asked for, I'm not sure,"  
I would like to request that equal time is given to representative stakeholders
from several diverse groups involved in this proposed project-



Thank you,
________________________________________

Two recent Articles in the Arizona Daily Star:

Our view: Maricopa lawmakers' message supporting Rosemont mine was presumptuous 

Burns, Adams step over line with
letter 
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-
2ac9d6ae3d69.html

Story
Comments

| Posted: Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am | Comments
Font Size: 
Default font size 
Larger font size 
The leaders of the state House and Senate committed a telling faux pas last week,
sending a letter to the U.S. Forest Service "on behalf of the Arizona Senate and the
House of Representatives" in support of the proposed Rosemont mine.
The letter was written Tuesday and most Southern Arizona lawmakers didn't learn of it
until Thursday, according to the Star's Tony Davis.
House Speaker Kirk Adams and Senate President Bob Burns are Maricopa County GOP
legislators whose constituents stand to enjoy economic benefits if the mine is built in the
Santa Rita Mountains - but to suffer none of the ecological and water-resource
consequences the mine could bring to Southern Arizona.

Were Southern Arizona lawmakers invited to weigh in on the letter written on their
"behalf" or to provide information to Adams and Burns about why opposition to the mine
is so virulent in this distant, apparently alien part of the state? No.
To be fair, Burns backed down Thursday after state Sen. Jonathan Paton, a Tucson
Republican who opposes the mine and who plans to run for Congress this year,
complained.

In their letter, Burns and Adams wrote that the proposed mine is a "tremendous economic
opportunity for the state of Arizona," and encouraged the Forest Service to "allow Arizona
to continue to move forward responsibly to utilize our rich and vital copper resources."
In a statement Thursday, Burns said he and Adams understand that "the Rosemont
decision is a local issue, in consultation with federal interests," and that they don't want
the letter to be seen as an endorsement.

But the arrogance exhibited by the Maricopa County-based legislative leaders in muscling
in on a local issue without even consulting local lawmakers is stunning.

Rep. Steve Farley, D-Tucson, told Davis the leaders were "treating Southern Arizona as a
Third World country over which they have hegemony." Farley, who opposes the mine,
added, "to send this out on our behalf without showing it to us is just hubris."
Rep. Frank Antenori, R-Tucson, whose district includes the mine site southeast of Tucson,
told Davis he and other lawmakers had "heartburn" over the letter.

"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been a resolution

http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html
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http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html?mode=comments
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html?mode=comments
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_d88f179c-355a-509c-9c37-2ac9d6ae3d69.html?mode=story#
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put forward, requesting the Legislature's opinion," he said. Antenori told Davis he doesn't
support or oppose the mine, but wants to make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete the
groundwater.
Rosemont Copper Co. wants to extract 225 million pounds of copper from the Santa Rita
Mountains. To do so, Rosemont must a dig a pit well below the area's groundwater table,
and then it must pump out the aquifer for nearly 2,000 more feet to reach the copper.
Burns' statement on Thursday said Paton had convinced him and Adams that "It is not as
simple as we first thought." They now understood concerns about the mine's impact on
water resources, he wrote.

True, it's not simple.

But here's the deal: The people who would live with the mine should be consulted about
their future, and so should they have a say in the ecological future of Southern Arizona.
They have representatives in the Legislature whose job it is to help them speak out and
be heard.
A couple of Maricopa County pols had no business blundering into an important local issue
about which they obviously knew very little. They should apologize and withdraw their
letter.
Arizona Daily Star 
Posted in Opinion, Editorial on Sunday, February 7, 2010 12:00 am

_______________________________________

Letter backing Rosemont stokes
Capitol 'heartburn' 
http://www.azstarnet.com/news/science/environment/article_029ab29f-7a15-587e-9e43-
d79e5ab1a254.html
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Benjie Sanders A shot of an area where a section of the pit is going to be located and
some heavy equipment operators are working to restore the area where they were drilling
for the Rosemont Mine Wednesday August 6, 2008, which is located about 30 miles
southeast of Tucson, Arizona. This picture was taken while on a tour of the mines. Photo
by Benjie Sanders/Arizona Daily Star. 
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Arizona's legislative chiefs frustrated a majority of Tucson-area legislators by writing the
U.S. Forest Service a letter friendly to the proposed Rosemont Mine without consulting
them - yet saying they were writing "on behalf of the Arizona Senate and the House of
Representatives."
Tuesday's letter from Senate President Bob Burns and House Speaker Kirk Adams praised
Rosemont as a "tremendous economic opportunity for the State of Arizona," cited
Arizona's rich mining history, and encouraged the Forest Service to "allow Arizona to
continue to move forward responsibly to utilize our rich and vital copper resources."

But late Thursday, Burns backed off, under criticism led by Jonathan Paton, a Tucson-area
state senator and mine opponent of his party who is running for Congress against another
mine opponent.

The original letter said, "It is imperative that Arizona responsibly utilize our natural
resources as part of our long-term economic recovery and stabilization." In his statement
Thursday, Burns said he and Adams, both Republicans, want to make clear that "the
Rosemont decision is a local issue, in consultation with federal interests," and that they
don't want the letter to be seen as an endorsement.
Their original letter urged the Forest Service to consider an economic impact study done
by the Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral Resources and Arizona State University.
It predicted the mine will bring $9.2 billion in economic benefits over its life by directly
and indirectly creating more than 2,900 jobs. Rosemont Copper Co. paid for the study,
which the letter didn't mention.

Nine of 11 Tucson-area legislators reached Thursday for comment - six Democrats and
three Republicans - were critical of the leaders' letter, and most said they had only
learned of it Thursday. Four other area legislators - three Democrats and a Republican -
didn't respond to the Star's questions about the letter.

Rep. Frank Antenori, a Tucson-area Republican whose district includes the mine site
southeast of Tucson, said he and other legislators had "heartburn" over the letter.

"If they are speaking on behalf of the Legislature, there should have been a resolution
put forward, requesting the Legislature's opinion," said Antenori, who said he doesn't
support or oppose the mine but wants to make sure it doesn't pollute or deplete
groundwater.

The letter is emblematic of the leaders' "treating Southern Arizona as a Third World
country over which they have hegemony," said Rep. Steve Farley, a Tucson Democrat and
mine opponent. "For (Adams) to send this out on our behalf without showing it to us is
just hubris."
Burns' later statement said, "It is not as simple as we first thought. Senator Jonathan
Paton has spoken to us about his concerns with the use of CAP water for the project. We
understand his consistent opposition to the plan."

Adams didn't respond to requests for comment.

This flap comes less than three weeks after U.S. Sen. John McCain, also a Republican,
made statements favorable to the mine while meeting with Green Valley leaders. Under
questioning from the Star three days later, a McCain campaign aide and spokesman said
he hasn't endorsed the mine.
Jamie Sturgess, vice president for sustainable development for Rosemont Copper Co., met
with legislative leaders in the past two weeks, "but exactly what he asked for, I'm not
sure," Rosemont Copper CEO Rod Pace said Thursday. 

Sturgess didn't return calls or an e-mail about the letter.



Speaking before Burns' retreat from the letter surfaced, Pace said he was very happy to
see the original letter. "I think it shows they are looking at the project and what economic
impacts it brings the state. It just said that as long as Rosemont follows its plan of
operations that it submitted and goes through the proper procedures, I think they would
support it as being good for the state."

Of other legislators' concern about the letter, "that makes sense," Pace said. "I know that
people always like to know ahead of time."
Sen. Al Melvin, a northwest-side Republican, said he supports the mine and endorses the
leaders' letter.
"My guess is if it was put to a vote in both chambers we would get a majority in favor of
this letter, given the current makeup of the two chambers. Even if we weren't in these
dire economic times this would be the right thing to do," Melvin said.

Sen. Linda Lopez, a Tucson Democrat, said she supports the mine, but doesn't support
the letter making it appear the Senate supports the mine when it hasn't.

Paton said he is considering drafting a resolution to determine how strong Rosemont's
support is in the Legislature.
"There are economics involved … but it comes to water rights for me. You are exchanging
groundwater there for CAP water," and he isn't confident the CAP will always have enough
water.

His Democratic campaign opponent, incumbent U.S. Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, said in a
prepared statement that "the legislators' new-found interest in this open-pit mine neglects
to address the serious and intractable economic, quality-of-life and environmental
problems that would result if it were to go into operation."
Contact reporter Tony Davis at 806-7746 or tdavis@azstarnet.com 
Posted in Environment, Local, Tony-davis on Friday, February 5, 2010 12:00 am Updated:
11:22 pm. | Tags:

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

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

Quote for the Day: 
 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing" 
-Elbert Hubbard 
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Marcie Bidwell
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Debby Kriegel; Kathy Arnold; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Follow up request for Reclamation photography
Date: 02/09/2010 05:19 PM

Marcie,

I received some CDs from some of the field trip participants, but I'm pretty sure that
there were a lot of photos that I did not get copies of.  I have not made a library out
of the pictures, or otherwise organized them.

I think that the quickest way to get the pictures from those of you that were on field
trips (all those cc'd in this email) to Marcie is for all of you to provide her with any
pictures you have that you think would respond to her request.

I'll check to see what photos I have that would be helpful to you, Marcie.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

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

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> 

02/09/2010 02:16 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Debby
Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Kathy Arnold"
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Debby Kriegel"
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>

cc

Subject Follow up request for Reclamation photography

Hello Bev and Debby, 

I understand from Tom that Bev collected the images of the mine tours
from everyone's personal cameras and then built a common library of
images. 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
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I am looking for good reference images of reclaimed sites that will show
vegetation patterns (both intentional and volunteer). Additionally, we
could use some images of mining facilities, as a few of the simulation
views will have straight views into the pit and mine works. 

Bev, Would there be any good ones in the files that you created/shared
with everybody? 

I would prefer to receive these as digital files, and we can save the
USFS images on the Web Ex for convenient sharing. 

Thank you for your assistance! 
Marcie 

Marcie Demmy Bidwell 
Environmental Planner 
130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A 
Durango, Colorado 81301 
Office: 970.385.8566 
Fax: 970.385.1938 
www.swca.com 

file:////www.swca.com/


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Vail Arizona
Subject: Re: Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments
Date: 09/18/2009 12:55 PM

For clarification, patented mining claims are private land.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com>

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

09/17/2009 11:29 AM

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

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

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

1. What federally listed or propsoed species are modeled for each
alternative, if any?
 
2. It would be helpful to see all of the property owned by
Rosemont Copper/Augusta Resources or any subsidiaries in the
project study area so we can see if they present any opportunities.
 
3. I think it is important to point out that much of the land shown
as owned by Rosemont in the links 130-140 is not "privately owned
land" but rather patented mining claims. What affect would this
have since the transmission line project is not proposed on
Rosemont's fee simple land?  The company also has the following

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com


unpatented mining claims on BLM land. What impacts would this
project have on the BLM unpatented mining claims?
 
All of said claims are located in Sections 1, 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,
35 and
36, Township 18 South, Range 15 East; Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
28, 29,
30, 31, 32 and 33, Township 18 South, Range 16 East; Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9,
Township 19

South, Range 16 East; and Sections 1 and 2, Township 19 South, Range 15 East;
G&SRB&M
 
5. All of the routes appear to end up in the Helvetia area. What would be done to
mitigate impacts to this historic area?
 
6. Of neighborhood associations registered with the County, there are two in the direct
vicinity of the project through the mining claims where links 130 and 140 are located-
  the Vail Preservation Society and Hilton Road Community Association. (found using
the Pima County GIS Mapping systerm) What kind of targeted outreach have you
made to them?
.
 
Thanks!

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than
regretting not doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been

like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee

 

DISCLAIMER:
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contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly

prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original
communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form
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From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov;
daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com;
labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
ebeck@tep.com; ebelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com;
lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com;
sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
Date: Thu, 17 Sep 2009 11:44:51 -0600

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

 
Rosemont Electric Project Stakeholder Group Comments:

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
Community Volunteer

 
17 September 2009-09

 

 
1. Routes:

 



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

 
Reasonable meaning routes that could theoretically be used, not alternatives given to
achieve the end result of the client’s preferred alignment.
            
b. Alternative One-My first choice. The Magruder Option of using the following links:
30-110-120-130-140. Put substation at the node of 110 and 120.

 
Reasoning: 

 
1. An existing transmission line that is in TEP’s 2007 planning model to be upgraded.
2. If the substation were to be located at the node of 110 and 120 it could be used for
construction and then later could also be used to replace the existing Greaterville
substation when the Fort Line is upgraded. In the future, the transmission line could
extend from the new substation and to the Fort. 
3. This uses an existing corridor and existing access roads. 
4. When reclamation occurs and the transmission line and Rosemont substation are
removed, it would mean fewer disturbances.
5.  This route avoids Box Canyon which has significant historical meaning,
including roads built by the Civilian Conservation Corps. 
6. Avoids National Forest Lands. (Public use, vs. State Land which is not widely
available to the public and I am not sure of the allowed recreational use on the Santa
Rita Experimental Range.
7. Less long term maintenance for FERC requirements as it has more lowland plants
vs. large trees in the Forest.
8. At first glance, appears to impact the least number of residences. (Comparatively
speaking) as it is in an existing corridor and would replace wood H frames, allowing
for a single footprint.  Less visibility if dull grey galvanized poles are used.  
9. From the maps I have, it appears to affect the least amount of “virgin” private
property as it is in an existing corridor.
10. TEP already holds a lease on this route and it is pre-payed with the State of
Arizona
11. Avoids most of the Important Riparian Areas until link 140. From the Greaterville
substation to the Rosemont substation there are several IRA’s to avoid. 
12. If, TEP does construction using environmentally and culturally sound practices,
the long term affect on the SR Experimental Range would be minimized. 
13. Avoids having two transmission lines paralleling each other through the Santa Rita
Experimental Range.
14. The community should not have to be dependent on Rosemont Copper for
electricity. The viability of decommissioning the southern fort line to use Santa Rita
Rd. through the project is not assured.  Additionally, by using Santa Rita Rd, it would
assure that the area south from the project, to the existing Fort Line would bisect
several Important Riparian Areas. 
15. No impact on the Arizona Trail until link 140. Visual impact then but much less
than other construction alternative. 
16. Less disturbance of virginal visual impact to neighborhoods that have been
excluded from the project study area to the east of the project. 
17. Less impacts on two designated scenic highways.
18. Regardless of the route, much more study needs to be done involving
neighborhoods to the east of  the project, including field trips to site the Rosemont



substation location.

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

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

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

 
1. Hearing style or information presented on the half hours during the Open Houses. 
2. Include all of the impacted communities in a central public location if you are only
going to have one meeting in Phase 3. 60 miles round trip to a location where there
the attendance was heavily weighed towards an area much further from there is simply
not equitable. 
3. Re-expand the Study Area to include the neighborhoods to the east of the project.
As you can see from the maps, there is a parcel owned by Rosemont Copper that is
directly adjacent to the Hilton Ranch Rd. Community. There is another parcel that is
only separated from the Community by a small portion of State Land. This area would
suffer the most virginal visual impacts that any other community. 
4. Have signs so people who want to attend can find there way from a distance.
5. Post flyers in locations where people will see them. IE on a stick near the cluster
mailboxes, on community bulletin boards in businesses and clubs. 
5. Add Sandy Whitehouse as a stakeholder to the group. Her community of Corona de
Tucson is the closest one, aside from Sahuarita Heights which does not have a
representative either. 
6. Use aggressive outreach to the Environmental Justice neighborhoods that would be
impacted.  (ie Sahuarita Heights)
7. Start the Open Houses later so people who work can attend later. 6;00 or 6:30pm.
Perhaps have a day time Open House for those who live in retirement communities. 
Call the meetings Town Halls instead of Open Houses so people will feel more
involved. 
8. The video was a good idea, but in a location where people did not know about it
and there was too much background noise. 
9. The court reporter was a good idea but a sign might be better so all people would



know he was there. Most did not read the paper speaking of him and about 50/50 of
the people I spoke with had been told about him when they arrived. 
8. Use a less fancy newsletter but say something like “Transmission Line Project
Could Impact YOUR community”-Please Attend. And have a map so people can find
it
9. Contact all of the NGOs in the vicinity of the project and invite them to a meeting
or two where all of them are in attendance.

 
            f. Here is a list of some NGO’s in my community (non inclusive)
            Vail Preservation Society
            Hilton Road Community Association
            Santa Rita Foothills Community Association
            Cienega Watershed Partnership
            Empire Ranch Foundation
            Rincon Institute
            Empire Fagan Coalition
            AZhighway83.com
            Mountain Empire Alliance
            Vailaz.com
            Southeast Business
Cienega Rotary
SEBA Southeast- (Business Association)
            
            g. Some environmental groups-non inclusive
            Center for Biological Diversity
            Sky Island Alliance
            Audubon Society
            Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection
Save the Scenic Santa Ritas

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

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

 
            h. Other Homeowners and Neighborhood Associations can be found online at 
http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/

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

 
These groups could help spread the word about the project.

 

 
i. Pole Finish Color: I suggest a pole finish plan for this project where people can
make comment. Dull grey galvanized poles against a sky or distant mountain back

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


drop are the least visible to the majority of the impacted viewers. 

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

 
k. Public comments shared with the stakeholders group.      

 
__________________________________________________________
             

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than
regretting not doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been

like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee
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Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
Date: Fri, 11 Sep 2009 14:47:23 -0700
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From: jwood@epgaz.com
To: chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; Daniel_J_Moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; vailaz@hotmail.com;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
Cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com;
labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
Cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
EBeck@Tep.com; EBelts@epgaz.com; EBeck@Tep.com;
gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;
LLucero@tep.com; Lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com;
LAitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com

Hi Everyone-
This is  a friendly reminder to provide any comments by Friday,
September 18 regarding the preliminary links discussed at the
Stakeholder Group meeting on July 22, displayed in Project
Newsletter #2, and at the public open house held on August 27. 
Methods to provide comments are:

 
·         Comment form included in the mailed newsletter
·         Comment form on the project web site (www.tep.com)
·         Written comments via letter either mailed or emailed to my
attention 

EPG
Jaime Wood

                4141 North 32
nd

 Street, Suite 102
                Phoenix, Arizona 85018

 
If you have any questions please give me a call (602) 956-4370.
Thank you for your participation in the TEP planning process.
Jaime Wood
EPG 

 

http://www.tep.com/


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Vail Arizona
Subject: Re: Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments
Date: 09/18/2009 12:55 PM

For clarification, patented mining claims are private land.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com>

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

09/17/2009 11:29 AM

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

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

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

1. What federally listed or propsoed species are modeled for each
alternative, if any?
 
2. It would be helpful to see all of the property owned by
Rosemont Copper/Augusta Resources or any subsidiaries in the
project study area so we can see if they present any opportunities.
 
3. I think it is important to point out that much of the land shown
as owned by Rosemont in the links 130-140 is not "privately owned
land" but rather patented mining claims. What affect would this
have since the transmission line project is not proposed on
Rosemont's fee simple land?  The company also has the following

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com


unpatented mining claims on BLM land. What impacts would this
project have on the BLM unpatented mining claims?
 
All of said claims are located in Sections 1, 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,
35 and
36, Township 18 South, Range 15 East; Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
28, 29,
30, 31, 32 and 33, Township 18 South, Range 16 East; Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9,
Township 19

South, Range 16 East; and Sections 1 and 2, Township 19 South, Range 15 East;
G&SRB&M
 
5. All of the routes appear to end up in the Helvetia area. What would be done to
mitigate impacts to this historic area?
 
6. Of neighborhood associations registered with the County, there are two in the direct
vicinity of the project through the mining claims where links 130 and 140 are located-
  the Vail Preservation Society and Hilton Road Community Association. (found using
the Pima County GIS Mapping systerm) What kind of targeted outreach have you
made to them?
.
 
Thanks!

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than
regretting not doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been

like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may

contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly

prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original
communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form
any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov;
daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com;
labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
ebeck@tep.com; ebelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com;
lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com;
sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
Date: Thu, 17 Sep 2009 11:44:51 -0600

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

 
Rosemont Electric Project Stakeholder Group Comments:

 
Elizabeth Webb

 
Community Volunteer

 
17 September 2009-09

 

 
1. Routes:

 



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

 
Reasonable meaning routes that could theoretically be used, not alternatives given to
achieve the end result of the client’s preferred alignment.
            
b. Alternative One-My first choice. The Magruder Option of using the following links:
30-110-120-130-140. Put substation at the node of 110 and 120.

 
Reasoning: 

 
1. An existing transmission line that is in TEP’s 2007 planning model to be upgraded.
2. If the substation were to be located at the node of 110 and 120 it could be used for
construction and then later could also be used to replace the existing Greaterville
substation when the Fort Line is upgraded. In the future, the transmission line could
extend from the new substation and to the Fort. 
3. This uses an existing corridor and existing access roads. 
4. When reclamation occurs and the transmission line and Rosemont substation are
removed, it would mean fewer disturbances.
5.  This route avoids Box Canyon which has significant historical meaning,
including roads built by the Civilian Conservation Corps. 
6. Avoids National Forest Lands. (Public use, vs. State Land which is not widely
available to the public and I am not sure of the allowed recreational use on the Santa
Rita Experimental Range.
7. Less long term maintenance for FERC requirements as it has more lowland plants
vs. large trees in the Forest.
8. At first glance, appears to impact the least number of residences. (Comparatively
speaking) as it is in an existing corridor and would replace wood H frames, allowing
for a single footprint.  Less visibility if dull grey galvanized poles are used.  
9. From the maps I have, it appears to affect the least amount of “virgin” private
property as it is in an existing corridor.
10. TEP already holds a lease on this route and it is pre-payed with the State of
Arizona
11. Avoids most of the Important Riparian Areas until link 140. From the Greaterville
substation to the Rosemont substation there are several IRA’s to avoid. 
12. If, TEP does construction using environmentally and culturally sound practices,
the long term affect on the SR Experimental Range would be minimized. 
13. Avoids having two transmission lines paralleling each other through the Santa Rita
Experimental Range.
14. The community should not have to be dependent on Rosemont Copper for
electricity. The viability of decommissioning the southern fort line to use Santa Rita
Rd. through the project is not assured.  Additionally, by using Santa Rita Rd, it would
assure that the area south from the project, to the existing Fort Line would bisect
several Important Riparian Areas. 
15. No impact on the Arizona Trail until link 140. Visual impact then but much less
than other construction alternative. 
16. Less disturbance of virginal visual impact to neighborhoods that have been
excluded from the project study area to the east of the project. 
17. Less impacts on two designated scenic highways.
18. Regardless of the route, much more study needs to be done involving
neighborhoods to the east of  the project, including field trips to site the Rosemont



substation location.

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

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

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

 
1. Hearing style or information presented on the half hours during the Open Houses. 
2. Include all of the impacted communities in a central public location if you are only
going to have one meeting in Phase 3. 60 miles round trip to a location where there
the attendance was heavily weighed towards an area much further from there is simply
not equitable. 
3. Re-expand the Study Area to include the neighborhoods to the east of the project.
As you can see from the maps, there is a parcel owned by Rosemont Copper that is
directly adjacent to the Hilton Ranch Rd. Community. There is another parcel that is
only separated from the Community by a small portion of State Land. This area would
suffer the most virginal visual impacts that any other community. 
4. Have signs so people who want to attend can find there way from a distance.
5. Post flyers in locations where people will see them. IE on a stick near the cluster
mailboxes, on community bulletin boards in businesses and clubs. 
5. Add Sandy Whitehouse as a stakeholder to the group. Her community of Corona de
Tucson is the closest one, aside from Sahuarita Heights which does not have a
representative either. 
6. Use aggressive outreach to the Environmental Justice neighborhoods that would be
impacted.  (ie Sahuarita Heights)
7. Start the Open Houses later so people who work can attend later. 6;00 or 6:30pm.
Perhaps have a day time Open House for those who live in retirement communities. 
Call the meetings Town Halls instead of Open Houses so people will feel more
involved. 
8. The video was a good idea, but in a location where people did not know about it
and there was too much background noise. 
9. The court reporter was a good idea but a sign might be better so all people would



know he was there. Most did not read the paper speaking of him and about 50/50 of
the people I spoke with had been told about him when they arrived. 
8. Use a less fancy newsletter but say something like “Transmission Line Project
Could Impact YOUR community”-Please Attend. And have a map so people can find
it
9. Contact all of the NGOs in the vicinity of the project and invite them to a meeting
or two where all of them are in attendance.

 
            f. Here is a list of some NGO’s in my community (non inclusive)
            Vail Preservation Society
            Hilton Road Community Association
            Santa Rita Foothills Community Association
            Cienega Watershed Partnership
            Empire Ranch Foundation
            Rincon Institute
            Empire Fagan Coalition
            AZhighway83.com
            Mountain Empire Alliance
            Vailaz.com
            Southeast Business
Cienega Rotary
SEBA Southeast- (Business Association)
            
            g. Some environmental groups-non inclusive
            Center for Biological Diversity
            Sky Island Alliance
            Audubon Society
            Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection
Save the Scenic Santa Ritas

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

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

 
            h. Other Homeowners and Neighborhood Associations can be found online at 
http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/

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

 
These groups could help spread the word about the project.

 

 
i. Pole Finish Color: I suggest a pole finish plan for this project where people can
make comment. Dull grey galvanized poles against a sky or distant mountain back

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


drop are the least visible to the majority of the impacted viewers. 

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

 
k. Public comments shared with the stakeholders group.      

 
__________________________________________________________
             

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than
regretting not doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been

like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may

contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly

prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original
communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form
any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments

may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

  

Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
Date: Fri, 11 Sep 2009 14:47:23 -0700

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


From: jwood@epgaz.com
To: chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; Daniel_J_Moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; vailaz@hotmail.com;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
Cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com;
labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
Cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
EBeck@Tep.com; EBelts@epgaz.com; EBeck@Tep.com;
gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;
LLucero@tep.com; Lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com;
LAitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com

Hi Everyone-
This is  a friendly reminder to provide any comments by Friday,
September 18 regarding the preliminary links discussed at the
Stakeholder Group meeting on July 22, displayed in Project
Newsletter #2, and at the public open house held on August 27. 
Methods to provide comments are:

 
·         Comment form included in the mailed newsletter
·         Comment form on the project web site (www.tep.com)
·         Written comments via letter either mailed or emailed to my
attention 

EPG
Jaime Wood

                4141 North 32
nd

 Street, Suite 102
                Phoenix, Arizona 85018

 
If you have any questions please give me a call (602) 956-4370.
Thank you for your participation in the TEP planning process.
Jaime Wood
EPG 

 

http://www.tep.com/


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Jonathan Rigg; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Fossil document search
Date: 07/14/2010 11:15 AM

This is what I have found thus far. Can you take a look and see if any of these are what you were referring to?
 
http://www.blm.gov/heritage/docum/fossilrpt.pdf
 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/im_attachments/2009.Par.38537.File.dat/IM2009-011_att1.pdf
 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Planning_and_Renewable_Resources/coop_agencies/paleontology_library/paleon_legis.Par.45651.File.dat/PL-
111-011-prpa.pdf
 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/im_attachments/2008.Par.13544.File.dat/IM2008-009_att2.pdf
 
I am not finding anything that is a FS handbook, regulation or guide. Any hints would be useful.
 

From: Jonathan Rigg 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 10:41 AM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fossil document search
 
Bev,
 
I ran a keyword search on our Rosemont drive for the fossil document you mentioned yesterday at our meeting and it did not bring anything up.  Melissa will run
a search as well and get back to you.  I am speaking with our paleontologist at 11:00 and will update you soon after. 
 
Best,
 
Jonathan

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
http://www.blm.gov/heritage/docum/fossilrpt.pdf
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/im_attachments/2009.Par.38537.File.dat/IM2009-011_att1.pdf
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Planning_and_Renewable_Resources/coop_agencies/paleontology_library/paleon_legis.Par.45651.File.dat/PL-111-011-prpa.pdf
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Planning_and_Renewable_Resources/coop_agencies/paleontology_library/paleon_legis.Par.45651.File.dat/PL-111-011-prpa.pdf
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/im_attachments/2008.Par.13544.File.dat/IM2008-009_att2.pdf


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Jonathan Rigg; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Fossil document search
Date: 07/14/2010 11:23 AM
Attachments: Potential Fossil Yield Classification System Implementation Guidance.pdf

Potential Fossil Yield Classification System.pdf

I think this is it! Take a look and verify:
 
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 11:19 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Jonathan Rigg; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Fossil document search
 

Here it is - 

Potential Fossil Yield Classification 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

07/14/2010 10:58 AM

To "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject RE: Fossil  document search

 

Bev- 
Do you have the name of the document? 
Mel 
  
From: Jonathan Rigg 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 10:41 AM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fossil document search 
  
Bev, 
  

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com



Guidance for implementing the Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) System 
 
Introduction
 
The Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) system will aid in assessing the 
potential for discovery of significant paleontological resources or the impact of surface 
disturbing activities to these resources.   
 
It is intended to assist in determining proper mitigation approaches for surface disturbing 
activities, disposal or acquisition actions, recreation possibilities or limitations, and other 
BLM-approved activities.  It will provide consistent information for input and analysis 
during planning efforts.  The PFYC system can also highlight the areas most likely to be 
a focus of paleontological research efforts or illegal collecting.  It is hoped that this 
system will allow BLM to direct management efforts toward potentially significant areas 
and reduce efforts in areas of lower potential. 
 
This classification system was originally developed by the Forest Service’s Paleontology 
Center of Excellence and the Region 2 (FS) Paleontology Initiative in 1996.  
Modifications were made by the BLM’s Paleontological Resources staff in subsequent 
years. 
 
Paleontological resources are closely associated with the geologic rock units containing 
them; that is, fossils are found more frequently in some rock units than others.  The 
management of paleontological resources can thus be tied to the geologic units present at 
or near the ground surface, with greater management emphasis aimed at higher potential 
geologic units. 
 
Uses 
 
This PFYC system is utilized for land use planning efforts and for the preliminary 
assessment of potential impacts and proper mitigation needs for specific projects.  It is 
intended to provide a tool to assess potential occurrences of significant paleontological 
resources.  It is meant to be applied in broad approach for planning efforts, and as an 
intermediate step in evaluating specific projects. 
 
There are five Classes with Class 1 being Very Low Potential and Class 5 being Very 
High Potential.  Although granite, lava beds, and other igneous or metamorphic rock 
types are usually considered to be void of any fossils, outcrops of these rocks may have 
fissure fillings, cave-like structures, sinkholes, and other features that may preserve 
significant paleontological resources or information, so the potential is not zero; therefore 
Class 1 is applied to these rock types usually considered not to contain fossil resources. 
 
It is intended that this system replace the current Condition Classification in the 
Handbook (H-8270-1), for Paleontological Resource Management.  In general, the 
following is a comparison of the Condition Classification rankings to the new PFYC 
Classes:                                                                                                            







    Condition (from H-8270-1) PFYC Class (this Instruction 
Memorandum) 


Condition 1 – Areas known to contain 
vertebrate fossils or noteworthy 
occurrences of invertebrate or plant fossils.  
(Note: this refers to known localities or 
groups of localities) 


PFYC Class 4 (High) or Class 5 (Very 
High), based on geologic unit. 


Condition 2 – Areas with exposures of 
geological units or settings that have high 
potential to contain vertebrate fossils or 
noteworthy occurrences of invertebrate or 
plant fossils. 


PFYC Class 3 (Moderate), Class 4 (High), 
or Class 5 (Very High), based on geologic 
unit. 


Condition 3 – Areas that are very unlikely 
to produce vertebrate fossils or noteworthy 
occurrences of invertebrate or plant fossils. 


PFYC Class 1 (Very Low) or Class 2 
(Low). 


 
Assignment of Classes 
 
A separate class ranking is assigned to each recognized geologic formation or member 
present at the surface.  Deposits of young alluvium (post-Pleistocene) or thick soils can 
often be ignored.  However, geologic mapping may not separate the older Pleistocene 
alluvium which, may contain significant vertebrate fossils, and thus these units need to be 
carefully considered.  Available geologic mapping, depending on map scale, may 
combine multiple formations or units.  In these cases, the assigned classification should 
use the highest class of those included units.  For ease of application, the classifications 
should be integrated into a Geographic Information System (GIS) based geologic map. 
 
The classification is initially determined by the Regional Paleontologist; the State Office 
Paleontology Lead in collaboration with the Regional Paleontologist; or by 
knowledgeable individuals from a paleontology museum, university paleontology 
department, or consulting firm working under a formal agreement.  Several States have 
already completed an initial classification and are incorporating the system into new 
planning and mitigation efforts. 
 
To maintain consistency in planning efforts, mitigation requirements, and other 
management approaches, the classification should be applied to each formation on a 
state-wide basis, and even across State boundaries.  But in some situations, geologic 
characteristics within formations may change across the State or region and may alter the 
potential for fossil occurrence.  These differences may be a characteristic of the 
formation, be variable in occurrence, and unmappable at a workable scale; or may 
indicate a regional gradient, where a formation is highly fossiliferous in one portion of 
the State, but has lowered potential in another area.  A variable occurrence in potential 
may be included in the general information about the formation.  A regional gradient can 
be addressed by assigning a different class for separate areas.  


 
Attachment 2-2 







 
Multiple class assignments for an individual formation should be applied in consultation 
with the State Office to maintain consistency across Field Office boundaries. 
   
Over time, additional information may be acquired or developed that may suggest that a 
change in the class assignment is appropriate, especially from the Unknown Class (3b) to 
a higher or lower class.  The classification should reflect the most current information, 
and recent research or discoveries may indicate a change is warranted.  However, any 
changes should be measured against existing applications or use of the current 
classification, such as usage in Resource Management Plans (RMPs) or other planning or 
management documents. 
 
Application
 
In planning documents and other general applications, these classes allow for uniform 
discussion of the paleontologic resource, potential adverse impacts, and management 
approaches.  Assessment of general conditions, such as acres or percentages of each 
class, or spatial identification of important areas can be determined and presented in 
simple manner.  Identification of areas of potential concern with other resources can be 
identified using GIS mapping or explained in the text body in simple fashion. 
 
The PFYC classes may also be utilized to assess the possibility of adverse or beneficial 
impacts from land tenure adjustment (disposal or acquisition) proposals prior to on-the-
ground surveys. 
 
A primary purpose of the PFYC is to assess the possible impacts from surface disturbing 
activities and help determine the need for pre-disturbance surveys and monitoring during 
construction.  This assessment should be an intermediate step in the analysis process; and 
local conditions such as amount of exposed bedrock should be considered when final 
mitigation needs are determined.  The determination should also be supplemented by 
occurrences of known fossil localities and local geologic and topographic knowledge.   
 
Mitigation Needs Assessment 
 
Impacts of most surface-disturbing activities, and the need for mitigation efforts, are 
addressed by the local Field Office.  Some larger actions, such as major pipeline projects, 
may be handled by the State Office, or even as multi-State projects.  In all these cases, the 
assessment of impacts to paleontological resources and need for mitigation can be 
addressed in similar fashion through a progression of steps.  The following outlines the 
general steps used to apply the PFYC system to this mitigation process. 
 


1.  Identify the proposed action and affected area.  Consider the area directly 
impacted by the action, as well as areas that may be impacted by vehicle drive ways, 
equipment parking, storage areas, and increased access.  Also consider the depth of 
disturbance to determine possible subsurface impacts. 
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2.  Identify the potential impacts to paleontological resources.  Determine the 
geologic units that may be impacted and the associated PFYC classes, and consult 
other sources of information about known localities or paleontological research that 
may have been done previously.     
                                                          
Based on the PFYC class and any additional resource information, determine the 
probability of impacting significant paleontological resources.  If known localities are 
in the area of possible impact, determine if those localities can be avoided by altering 
the proposed action, such as repositioning a well pad location or rerouting a pipeline 
around a locality. 
 
3.  Determine the need for field survey or other mitigation efforts.  On-the-ground 
field surveys, on-site monitoring, spot-checking at key times during construction, or 
locality avoidance are all possible mitigation approaches to lessen adverse impacts. 
 - If the PFYC class for the impacted area is Class 1 or 2, and there are no known 
localities within the area, no further assessment is typically needed. 
 - If a Class 3a (Moderate Potential) unit underlies the area, the local geologic 
conditions should be considered, as well as any known localities in the region.  It may 
be necessary to consult with the Regional Paleontologist or other qualified 
paleontologist to assess the local conditions. 
 - If a Class 3b (Unknown Potential) unit underlies the area, it may be appropriate 
to require an on-site preliminary assessment by a qualified paleontologist. 
 - If the area is a Class 4b (buried bedrock with High Potential) or Class 5b (buried 
bedrock with Very High Potential), an assessment of the possible impacts to bedrock 
units must be made.  If the proposed action will not penetrate the protective soil or 
alluvial layer, a pre-work survey or monitoring during the activity may not be 
necessary.  If the potential exists to remove the protective layer and impact the 
bedrock unit below, it may be prudent to require a pre-work field survey and/or on-
site monitoring during disturbance or spot-checks at key times.  Because the bedrock 
unit is typically buried for much of the area in question, a pre-work survey may not 
always be necessary, as the fossil material may not be visible.  However, it may then 
be more important to have an on-site monitor during disturbance or spot-checks at 
key times. 
 - If it is a Class 4a (exposed bedrock with High Potential) or Class 5a (exposed 
bedrock with Very High Potential) area, it will be necessary in most (Class 4a) or 
almost all (Class 5a) situations to require a pre-activity field survey of the areas 
directly and indirectly impacted. 
 
Larger projects may impact multiple geologic units with differing PFYC Classes.  In 
those cases, field survey and monitoring may be applied at differing levels.  For 
example, surveys may be appropriate only on the Class 4 and 5 formations and not 
the Class 2 formations along a pipeline project.  Careful mapping and detailed field 
notes should reflect the differing survey/monitoring intensities, and should be 
included in the consultant’s report to BLM. 
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4.  Conduct Pre-work Field Survey.  Field surveys are almost always needed for 
Class 4 and 5 units, especially exposed bedrock areas (Class 4a and 5a).  Class 3 units 
may or may not require a survey.  Local conditions, such as vegetated areas or 
pockets of bedrock exposure, may affect the need and intensity of field surveys.  
 
The consultant is required to submit a report of findings after completion of the field 
survey.  In addition to standard reporting information, the report should contain the 
consultants’ recommendations for further mitigation, and this recommendation should 
be considered when determining the need for and type of on-site monitoring or 
locality avoidance. 
 
5.  Monitor during disturbance activities.  Those areas that have been determined 
to have a Very High potential (Class 5) for adverse impacts should typically be 
monitored at all times when surface-disturbing activities are occurring.  If the area has 
a High potential (Class 4), it may be appropriate to examine the exposed unit, 
including the spoil or storage piles, only at key times.  These times are dependent on 
the activity, but typically are: when bedrock is initially exposed, occasionally during 
active excavation, and when the maximum exposure is reached and before backfilling 
has begun.  This monitoring and spot-checking must be performed by a permitted 
paleontologist or their BLM-approved representative.  The monitor has the authority 
to briefly pause any activity to inspect a possible find.  These pauses are intended to 
allow for identification of possible fossil resources and should only last a few minutes 
to a couple hours. 
 
6.  Evaluate significant finds.  If significant paleontological resources are discovered 
during surface disturbing actions or at any other time, the proponent or any of his 
agents must: (a) stop work immediately at that site; (b) contact the appropriate BLM 
representative, typically the project inspector or Authorized Officer, as soon as 
possible; and (c) make every effort to protect the site from further impacts, including 
looting, erosion, or other human or natural damage.  The BLM or designated 
paleontologist will evaluate the discovery and take action to protect or remove the 
resource within 10 working days.  Work may not resume at that location until 
approved by the official BLM representative.  In some cases, such as recovery of a 
dinosaur, further activity at that site may be delayed until the discovered fossils are 
recovered, or until the project is modified to avoid impacting the find.  Because of the 
potential for lengthy delays, the BLM should assure that the project proponent 
understands this possibility prior to approval to begin work. 
 
These steps are included here to provide general guidance, and it may be appropriate 
to modify or skip them for various situations.  However, a brief discussion of the 
background and reason for modification should be placed in the project file. 


 
For all surface-disturbing activities occurring within Class 3 or higher units, a stipulation 
should be included in the permitting document. 
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Further Information
 
Detailed information on the geologic units and paleontological resources within a State 
can often be obtained from State geological surveys, geological or paleontological 
museums, geology departments at universities or colleges, paleontological permittees or 
other researchers or within the BLM from Regional Paleontologists or knowledgeable 
Geologists. 
 
Scientific publications, such as professional journals or State geological survey reports, 
often contain general and detailed information about paleontological and geological 
resources relevant to fossil potential and occurrences for specific areas.  Current and past 
paleontological permittee reports usually include precise locality data and maps, and 
often contain discussions of findings and their significance. 
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Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) System. 
 
Occurrences of paleontological resources are closely tied to the geologic units (i.e., formations, members, 
or beds) that contain them.  The probability for finding paleontological resources can be broadly predicted 
from the geologic units present at or near the surface.  Therefore, geologic mapping can be used for 
assessing the potential for the occurrence of paleontological resources. 
 
Using the Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) system, geologic units are classified based on the 
relative abundance of vertebrate fossils or scientifically significant invertebrate or plant fossils and their 
sensitivity to adverse impacts, with a higher class number indicating a higher potential.  This 
classification is applied to the geologic formation, member, or other distinguishable unit, preferably at the 
most detailed mappable level.  It is not intended to be applied to specific paleontological localities or 
small areas within units.  Although significant localities may occasionally occur in a geologic unit, a few 
widely scattered important fossils or localities do not necessarily indicate a higher class; instead, the 
relative abundance of significant localities is intended to be the major determinant for the class 
assignment. 
 
The PFYC system is meant to provide baseline guidance for predicting, assessing, and mitigating 
paleontological resources.  The classification should be considered at an intermediate point in the 
analysis, and should be used to assist in determining the need for further mitigation assessment or actions. 
 
The descriptions for the classes below are written to serve as guidelines rather than as strict definitions.  
Knowledge of the geology and the paleontological potential for individual units or preservational 
conditions should be considered when determining the appropriate class assignment.  Assignments are 
best made by collaboration between land managers and knowledgeable researchers. 
 
 
Class 1 – Very Low.  Geologic units that are not likely to contain recognizable fossil remains. 


• Units that are igneous or metamorphic, excluding reworked volcanic ash units. 
• Units that are Precambrian in age or older. 


 
 (1) Management concern for paleontological resources in Class 1 units is usually negligible or not 
applicable. 
 
 (2) Assessment or mitigation is usually unnecessary except in very rare or isolated circumstances. 
 
The probability for impacting any fossils is negligible.  Assessment or mitigation of paleontological 
resources is usually unnecessary.  The occurrence of significant fossils is non-existent or extremely rare. 
 
 
Class 2 – Low.  Sedimentary geologic units that are not likely to contain vertebrate fossils or 
scientifically significant nonvertebrate fossils. 


• Vertebrate or significant invertebrate or plant fossils not present or very rare. 
• Units that are generally younger than 10,000 years before present. 
• Recent aeolian deposits. 
• Sediments that exhibit significant physical and chemical changes (i.e., diagenetic alteration). 


   
 (1) Management concern for paleontological resources is generally low.  
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 (2) Assessment or mitigation is usually unnecessary except in rare or isolated circumstances. 
 
The probability for impacting vertebrate fossils or scientifically significant invertebrate or plant fossils is 
low.  Assessment or mitigation of paleontological resources is not likely to be necessary.  Localities 
containing important resources may exist, but would be rare and would not influence the classification.  
These important localities would be managed on a case-by-case basis. 
 
 
Class 3 – Moderate or Unknown.  Fossiliferous sedimentary geologic units where fossil content varies 
in significance, abundance, and predictable occurrence; or sedimentary units of unknown fossil potential. 


• Often marine in origin with sporadic known occurrences of vertebrate fossils. 
• Vertebrate fossils and scientifically significant invertebrate or plant fossils known to occur 


intermittently; predictability known to be low. 
 (or) 


• Poorly studied and/or poorly documented.  Potential yield cannot be assigned without ground 
reconnaissance. 


 
 Class 3a – Moderate Potential.  Units are known to contain vertebrate fossils or 
scientifically significant nonvertebrate fossils, but these occurrences are widely scattered.  
Common invertebrate or plant fossils may be found in the area, and opportunities may exist for 
hobby collecting.  The potential for a project to be sited on or impact a significant fossil locality 
is low, but is somewhat higher for common fossils. 
 
 Class 3b – Unknown Potential.  Units exhibit geologic features and preservational 
conditions that suggest significant fossils could be present, but little information about the 
paleontological resources of the unit or the area is known.  This may indicate the unit or area is 
poorly studied, and field surveys may uncover significant finds.  The units in this Class may 
eventually be placed in another Class when sufficient survey and research is performed.  The 
unknown potential of the units in this Class should be carefully considered when developing any 
mitigation or management actions. 
 


 (1) Management concern for paleontological resources is moderate; or cannot be determined from 
existing data. 
 
 (2) Surface-disturbing activities may require field assessment to determine appropriate course of 
action. 
 
This classification includes a broad range of paleontological potential.  It includes geologic units of 
unknown potential, as well as units of moderate or infrequent occurrence of significant fossils.  
Management considerations cover a broad range of options as well, and could include pre-disturbance 
surveys, monitoring, or avoidance.  Surface-disturbing activities will require sufficient assessment to 
determine whether significant paleontological resources occur in the area of a proposed action, and 
whether the action could affect the paleontological resources.  These units may contain areas that would 
be appropriate to designate as hobby collection areas due to the higher occurrence of common fossils and 
a lower concern about affecting significant paleontological resources. 
 
Class 4 – High.  Geologic units containing a high occurrence of significant fossils.  Vertebrate fossils or 
scientifically significant invertebrate or plant fossils are known to occur and have been documented, but 
may vary in occurrence and predictability.  Surface disturbing activities may adversely affect 
paleontological resources in many cases. 
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 Class 4a – Unit is exposed with little or no soil or vegetative cover.  Outcrop areas are 
extensive with exposed bedrock areas often larger than two acres.  Paleontological resources may 
be susceptible to adverse impacts from surface disturbing actions.  Illegal collecting activities 
may impact some areas. 
 
 Class 4b – These are areas underlain by geologic units with high potential but have lowered 
risks of human-caused adverse impacts and/or lowered risk of natural degradation due to 
moderating circumstances.  The bedrock unit has high potential, but a protective layer of soil, thin 
alluvial material, or other conditions may lessen or prevent potential impacts to the bedrock 
resulting from the activity. 


• Extensive soil or vegetative cover; bedrock exposures are limited or not expected to 
be impacted. 


• Areas of exposed outcrop are smaller than two contiguous acres. 
• Outcrops form cliffs of sufficient height and slope so that impacts are minimized by 


topographic conditions. 
• Other characteristics are present that lower the vulnerability of both known and 


unidentified paleontological resources. 
 


 (1) Management concern for paleontological resources in Class 4 is moderate to high, depending on 
the proposed action. 
 
 (2) A field survey by a qualified paleontologist is often needed to assess local conditions. 
 
 (3) Management prescriptions for resource preservation and conservation through controlled access or 
special management designation should be considered. 
 
 (4) Class 4 and Class 5 units may be combined as Class 5 for broad applications, such as planning 
efforts or preliminary assessments, when geologic mapping at an appropriate scale is not available.  
Resource assessment, mitigation, and other management considerations are similar at this level of 
analysis, and impacts and alternatives can be addressed at a level appropriate to the application. 
 
The probability for impacting significant paleontological resources is moderate to high, and is dependent 
on the proposed action.  Mitigation considerations must include assessment of the disturbance, such as 
removal or penetration of protective surface alluvium or soils, potential for future accelerated erosion, or 
increased ease of access resulting in greater looting potential.  If impacts to significant fossils can be 
anticipated, on-the-ground surveys prior to authorizing the surface disturbing action will usually be 
necessary.  On-site monitoring or spot-checking may be necessary during construction activities. 
 
 
Class 5 – Very High.  Highly fossiliferous geologic units that consistently and predictably produce 
vertebrate fossils or scientifically significant invertebrate or plant fossils, and that are at risk of human-
caused adverse impacts or natural degradation. 
 


 Class 5a – Unit is exposed with little or no soil or vegetative cover.  Outcrop areas are 
extensive with exposed bedrock areas often larger than two contiguous acres.  Paleontological 
resources are highly susceptible to adverse impacts from surface disturbing actions.  Unit is 
frequently the focus of illegal collecting activities. 
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 Class 5b – These are areas underlain by geologic units with very high potential but have 
lowered risks of human-caused adverse impacts and/or lowered risk of natural degradation due to 
moderating circumstances.  The bedrock unit has very high potential, but a protective layer of 
soil, thin alluvial material, or other conditions may lessen or prevent potential impacts to the 
bedrock resulting from the activity. 
 


• Extensive soil or vegetative cover; bedrock exposures are limited or not expected to 
be impacted. 


• Areas of exposed outcrop are smaller than two contiguous acres. 
• Outcrops form cliffs of sufficient height and slope so that impacts are minimized by 


topographic conditions. 
• Other characteristics are present that lower the vulnerability of both known and 


unidentified paleontological resources. 
 


 (1) Management concern for paleontological resources in Class 5 areas is high to very high.  
 
 (2) A field survey by a qualified paleontologist is usually necessary prior to surface disturbing 
activities or land tenure adjustments.  Mitigation will often be necessary before and/or during these 
actions. 
 
 (3) Official designation of areas of avoidance, special interest, and concern may be appropriate. 
 
The probability for impacting significant fossils is high.  Vertebrate fossils or scientifically significant 
invertebrate fossils are known or can reasonably be expected to occur in the impacted area.  On-the-
ground surveys prior to authorizing any surface disturbing activities will usually be necessary.  On-site 
monitoring may be necessary during construction activities. 
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I ran a keyword search on our Rosemont drive for the fossil document you mentioned yesterday at our meeting
and it did not bring anything up.  Melissa will run a search as well and get back to you.  I am speaking with our

paleontologist at 11:00 and will update you soon after.   
  
Best, 
  
Jonathan



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Jonathan Rigg; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Fossil document search
Date: 07/14/2010 11:32 AM

It looks like that was BLM’s policy. The only thing put out by the FS that I can find are appendices to
other EIS:
http://www.fs.fed.us/r2/bighorn/projects/planrevision/documents/final/feis_app_i_paleo.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/ngp/final/pdf_plan_final/Dakota_Prairie_Plan/Appendices/appendix_j.pdf
 
Thoughts?
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 11:19 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Jonathan Rigg; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Fossil document search
 

Here it is - 

Potential Fossil Yield Classification 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

07/14/2010 10:58 AM

To "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject RE: Fossil  document search

 

Bev- 
Do you have the name of the document? 
Mel 
  
From: Jonathan Rigg 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 10:41 AM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fossil document search 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
http://www.fs.fed.us/r2/bighorn/projects/planrevision/documents/final/feis_app_i_paleo.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/ngp/final/pdf_plan_final/Dakota_Prairie_Plan/Appendices/appendix_j.pdf


  
Bev, 
  
I ran a keyword search on our Rosemont drive for the fossil document you mentioned yesterday at our meeting
and it did not bring anything up.  Melissa will run a search as well and get back to you.  I am speaking with our

paleontologist at 11:00 and will update you soon after.   
  
Best, 
  
Jonathan



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Jonathan Rigg; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Fossil document search
Date: 07/14/2010 10:58 AM

Bev-
Do you have the name of the document?
Mel
 

From: Jonathan Rigg 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 10:41 AM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fossil document search
 
Bev,
 
I ran a keyword search on our Rosemont drive for the fossil document you mentioned yesterday at
our meeting and it did not bring anything up.  Melissa will run a search as well and get back to you. 
I am speaking with our paleontologist at 11:00 and will update you soon after. 
 
Best,
 
Jonathan

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Melissa Reichard; mbidwell@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Terry Chute; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Friday's meeting notes with deadlines - Debby's comments
Date: 07/20/2010 07:40 AM
Attachments: 20100716_PM Mtg.pdf

Questions/Comments on the meeting notes: 
1.  Decisions made, bullet #1: Re-word to read "10 year simulations will not be included in DEIS" 
2.  Decisions made, bullet #2: Remove the word "Test" 
2.  Deadlines:

Re-word the first item (July 20 at 1 pm) to read "Vegetation Team meeting"
On the list under "Due July 23", re-word the last item to be 2 separate items: Revised Affected
Environment and Outline for Environmental Consequences.
I will be making the presentation to Rosemont on Friday at 12:00 or 12:30.  Marcie:  When will
you provide the materials for this presentation?  Also, did you say that you could attend
via telephone?  Please provide answers so Melissa can add to this schedule.

Thanks. 

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

07/19/2010 10:19 AM

To "Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com>

cc
Subject Friday's meeting notes with deadlines

All- 
Here are the meeting notes from Friday that include all the new deadlines for visual resources. 
  
Thanks! 
  
Melissa Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
(520)325-9194 ofc.  (520)250-6204 cell 
  
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may

contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient or an

authorized representative of the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, dissemination or copying of this email and its

attachments, if any,  or the information contained herein is prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender

by return email and delete this email from your system. Thank you. 
  

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



Forest Service SWCA


Bev Everson Tom Furgason


Terry Chute Melissa Reichard


Debby Kriegel Marcie Bidwell


Trent Reeder


Attendees:


Project Team Meeting
July 16, 2010


Approved by:
___  Bev Everson
___  Mindee Roth


File in:
___  Administrative Record


Visit to TetraTech to acquire data layers necessary for visual simulations and other DEIS figures
 Most of work already done will need to be re‐done due to new changes


Topics Discussed:


Debby‐ follow‐up with Bob Lefevre on vegetation
Action Items/Assignments:


10 year contours not required for the DEIS
 Vegetation Test team: Salek, Bev, Terry, Debby and Bob


Decisions Made:


Deadlines for Visual Resources:
July 20 at 1 pm‐Marcie will do a simulation presentation to be sure they meet all needs


AND CNF decision on what type of vegetation to simulate required
July 21‐ Close of data receipt‐ ANY data received after this date will not be included in DEIS 


3D sim GIS of all KOPs for all alternatives
Draft Photo Real for MPO and Phased Tails
Affected Environment and Env. Consequences outline


July 23‐ The following due from Marcie to Debby:


July 27‐ Sim feedback from Debby to Marcie due
July 30‐ Affected Environment feedback from Debby to Marcie due


Draft Photo Real for Barrel Only and Scholefield
Environmental Consequences 


Aug 9‐ The following due from Marcie to Debby:


Aug 13‐ Env. Consequences and other sims feedback from Debby to Marcie due
Aug 23‐ Final package of Ch.3 section to SWCA QAQC team from Marcie due
Aug 30‐ Sims completed 


DRAFT‐ NOT FINAL UNTIL INITIALED BY BEV EVERSON OR MINDEE ROTH


Proposed Rosemont Copper Project


      







 
May I submit the attached directly to Rosemont and copy the Coronado?

 
Tom

 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, December 06, 2009 8:59 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: "Final" Rosemont Model Review Memo

 
Tom,

 
Attached is the final version of the MWH technical review memorandum for the mine water supply
pumping report. I instructed MWH to retain the “Draft Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution” as
this is still an internal working document.  Based on their review MWH has a short list of concerns
that will need to be addressed by Rosemont. 

 
Please forward this to the CNF for submittal to Rosemont.  .  As with the whole project this is time
critical so please stress to the CNF that it must be transmitted to Rosemont post haste.

 
Cheers,

 
Dale

 
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

 

 

 
From: Richmond Leeson Jr. [mailto:Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 12:36 PM
To: Dale Ortman 
Cc: Stephen Taylor; Nathan W. Haws
Subject: "Final" Rosemont Model Review Memo

 
Dale,

 
Here is our final version of the model review memo, as requested.  It is still stamped “Draft,
Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution” in the footer.

 
Note that I have only sent it to you, not SWCA or the USFS; let me know if you want me to
send it on to the whole cc list from your request e-mail?

 
Regards, Toby

 

 

 

 
Rocky Mountain Region

Toby Leeson, P.G., Supervising Hydrogeologist

 
1475 Pine Grove Road, Suite 109             Telephone:   970 879 6260
PO Box 774018                                           Facsimile:     970 879 9048
Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477       Mobile:          970 846 4068



 

 




 


Rosemont Groundwater Model Review   
December 4, 2009  Draft, Deliberative, Not for Public Distribution 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM


4820 South Mill Avenue TEL 480 755 8201 
Suite 104 FAX  480 755 8203 
Tempe, Arizona 85282 www.mwhglobal.com 


TO: Tom Furgason DATE: December 4, 2009  
 SWCA Environmental Consultants 
   REFERENCE:  1005979 
CC: Dale Ortman, Consultant 
 Stephen Taylor, MWH 
 
FROM: Nathan W. Haws, Toby Leeson, MWH       
 
SUBJECT: Review Comments of Rosemont Numerical Groundwater Model Update and Simulations; 


Rosemont EIS Support 
 


 
This memorandum presents the findings of MWH’s review of the development and simulation results of 
the numerical groundwater flow model for Rosemont Copper Company’s (RCC) proposed mine supply 
pumping.  The review focuses on the data, assumptions, methods, and results used to predict 
groundwater responses to RCC pumping as presented in two documents: (1) Technical Memorandum, 
Second Update to ADWR Model in Sahuarita/Green Valley Area (Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. 
[M&A], 2009a) and (2) Report, Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont 
Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita Arizona (M&A, 2009b).  This review was conducted 
by MWH, under contract to SWCA Environmental Consultants.  The format of this technical memorandum 
is as follows: (1) discussion of major findings of the review, (2) summary and evaluation of conclusions in 
M&A (2009b), (3) summary of reviewer concerns and their potential impacts, (4) statement of limitations, 
and (5) references.  The requested figure of sections through the maximum predicted drawdown cone and 
the statement of qualifications are provided as attachments.   


 
(1) Major Review Findings 
 


M&A (2009a, 2009b) reports the development and simulation of a numerical groundwater flow model 
for the purpose of predicting the impact of RCC pumping on area groundwater levels.  With a few 
exceptions, the data, assumptions, and methods used to develop the numerical model are reasonable 
and in conformance with standard accepted industry practices.  The methodology for model 
predictions also follows good practice, with the exception that future pumping may be over-allocated 
(which would result in under-prediction of  groundwater elevations) and some future source/sink terms 
may not be included (which would result in over-prediction in some locations and under-prediction in 
others).  The methods to post-process and interpret the results are also valid; however, prediction 
uncertainty has not been appropriately addressed.  The evaluation of the updates to the historical and 
predictive models and the model predictions is further discussed below.  


 
Updates to Historical Model 
M&A (2009a, 2009b) developed the numerical groundwater flow model from an existing groundwater 
flow model recently constructed by the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) (Mason and 
Bota, 2006).  The ADWR model is a regional-scale model, covering the Tucson Active Management 
Area (TAMA) and portions of the upper Santa Cruz Active Management Area (SCAMA).  The ADWR 
model incorporates data from hydrogeological investigations, historical pumping records, and other 
information from government and private entities that define the geology and groundwater occurrence 
in the TAMA/SCAMA area.  This model provides an efficient and credible method for placing the 
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Rosemont numerical model in the proper historical and regional setting.  Because the ADWR model 
has a large regional scale, it, of necessity, coarsens some local features and processes that may be 
important for prediction of groundwater flow on a more local scale.  M&A (2009a, 2009b) refines and 
updates the model in the vicinity of Green Valley/Sahuarita to more accurately simulate the 
hydrogeology and groundwater sources and sinks in the study area (see Figures 1 and 2 of M&A, 
2009b).   
 
The updates to the layering, aquifer parameters, and historical source/sink terms of the ADWR model 
and the grid refinement are all necessary and appropriate.  These updates are founded on reputable 
sources and/or good professional judgment and are reasonable for the hydrogeological context.  The 
major concern with the model updates is that no standard iterative recalibration of the aquifer 
parameters is performed.  M&A (2009b) demonstrates that the model updates improve the model fit to 
measured data compared to the original ADWR model, but it includes no discussion of an effort to find 
optimal parameter values.  For example, the hydraulic conductivity is adjusted in the cells surrounding 
the RCC property based on published aquifer test data, but a standard iterative calibration to optimize 
the value of the hydraulic conductivity, or to determine the spatial extent to which the hydraulic 
conductivity should be modified, is not conducted.  Likewise, no formal calibration is conducted for 
values of the storage coefficient (which was left unchanged from the ADWR model) or the specific 
yield.  (Note that long-term predictions may become less sensitive to storage coefficient and specific 
yield, thus justifying leaving them unchanged; however, a sensitivity analysis of model predictions is 
not conducted, and thus the impact of these parameters is unknown.)  It is possible that much of the 
error between measured and simulated groundwater levels, which can be several tens of feet and 
shows spatial bias in some areas, is partly a reflection of the model parameters being out of 
calibration.  Although formal calibration throughout the entire model domain may not be practical or 
necessary, a calibration within the study area could improve the fit between simulated and measured 
groundwater levels and reduce predictive uncertainty.   
 
Another concern with the model updates is that no consideration is given for the Santa Cruz fault, 
which runs between the RCC wells and many of the other wells in the study area.  Mason and Bota 
(2006) suspect the fault as a source of some of the large residuals (error between measured and 
simulated groundwater levels) in the ADWR model.  M&A (2009b) documents the fault in the text and 
figures, but does not modify the model to account for the fault.  The rationale for not explicitly 
accounting for the fault is not discussed in M&A (2009a, 2009b).     
 
Updates to Predictive Model 
The updates to the predictive period of the ADWR model (2009 – 2031) are well documented, though 
much less certain than updates to the historical period of the model.  M&A (2009a) provides an 
extensive revision of estimated future groundwater withdrawals in the study area by obtaining assured 
water supply documents from ADWR.  The assured water supply documents give an indication of 
expected groundwater withdrawal rates for residential and municipal suppliers, though not necessarily 
a sure definition of future pumping.  For most of the assured water supply documents, M&A (2009a) 
makes the “conservative” assumption (i.e., in the sense of over-predicting drawdown) that pumping will 
achieve the full build-out demand.  A more likely scenario is that some of the planned residential 
developments will not achieve build-out capacity or will be significantly delayed.  (This may be 
particularly true with the downturn in the residential development market.)  Consequently, the future 
pumping from residential developments in the study area is likely over-allocated.  The results of the 
historical simulation showed a bias to under-estimate groundwater level.  An over-allocation of future 
pumping would add to this bias toward under-prediction of future groundwater levels.   
 
Other potential future groundwater sinks/sources not included in the model that may impact future 
groundwater levels within the study area are potential mitigation pumping near the Freeport-McMoRan 
Sierrita Mine and delivery and underground storage of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water to the 
Sahuarita/Green Valley area.   Freeport-McMoRan, Sierrita Operations is currently in the feasibility 
stage of developing a plan to mitigate a sulfate plume originating from the Sierrita tailing 
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impoundment.  The mitigation action will likely involve hydraulic containment that may require in 
excess of 15,000 acre-feet per year in additional groundwater withdrawal (Hydro Geo Chem, Inc., 
2008; see www.fcx.com/sierrita/home.htm).  This would lower groundwater levels southwest of the 
RCC property (west of Green Valley).  Also in the planning stages is the delivery and storage of up to 
7,000 acre-feet per year of CAP water (United State Bureau of Reclamation, 2008).  The CAP water 
would recharge the aquifer at an underground storage facility.  A proposed site for the facility is within 
the study area near the RCC property.  Recharge from this facility could substantially increase 
groundwater levels near the RCC, and possibly throughout the study area if the CAP water is used in 
lieu of groundwater.  The magnitude and exact timetable for these projects are uncertain, but they are 
scheduled during the same time as the predictive simulation period (2009 – 2031). 
 
An assumption of the predictive model, which may be incorrect, is that boundary conditions are static.  
This assumption is refuted by the continual groundwater level declines throughout the study area.  The 
correctness of the assumption is only a minor concern as the boundary heads likely have relatively 
little influence on the groundwater levels within the study area. 
 
Model Predictions 
As documented above, the confidence in the predictions of future groundwater levels in the numerical 
model is weakened by intrinsic model structural inaccuracies, calibration inaccuracies, and uncertainty 
and deficiencies in sources/sinks.  These inaccuracies and uncertainties are, to some extent, inherent 
in all numerical models.  Inaccuracy and uncertainty do not necessarily invalidate the model.  On the 
contrary, the model simulates a very complex and dynamic hydrogeological system, and, with the few 
exceptions noted previously, incorporates the level of complexity appropriate for the use of the model.  
Still, the predictive uncertainty and limitations of the model should be appropriately documented, 
managed, and quantified.  M&A (2009a, 2009b) adequately documents, manages, and quantifies 
suspected predictive uncertainty due to intrinsic inaccuracies.  Seasonal variations and “calibration” 
errors are translated to predictive uncertainties that ranges from 10 to 100 feet due to seasonal 
variations and approximately a 25-foot under-prediction bias at RC-2.  M&A (2009b) does not 
adequately document or quantify predictive uncertainties due to parameter uncertainties and due to 
uncertainties in future groundwater recharge and withdrawal.  These predictive uncertainties could be 
bounded by conducting a sensitivity analysis of model predictions to parameter and future source/sink 
variations.  Sensitivity analyses are often a component of modeling studies. 
 
The prediction uncertainties will be greatest for the prediction of future groundwater levels with and 
without RCC pumping.  Without a sensitivity analysis, bounding the uncertainty is difficult.  Therefore, 
the future groundwater levels reported in M&A (2009b) should be treated more qualitatively than 
quantitatively, demonstrating trends rather than absolute groundwater elevations.  The confidence in 
the predicted groundwater levels will further decrease away from RCC property as the grid coarsens 
and aquifer parameters and source/sinks become less defined.      
 
The predictions of groundwater declines (drawdown) due solely to RCC pumping will be affected less 
by predictive uncertainty because much of the uncertainty is subtracted out during post-processing.  
Therefore, the drawdown due to RCC pumping can be interpreted more quantitatively.  MWH 
evaluated the estimates of the drawdown levels due to RCC pumping reported in M&A (2009b, 
Figures 35, 36) using a simple analytical (Dupruit) solution to estimate steady-state drawdown.  
Although this solution cannot capture the complexity and transience of the model, it does provide a 
rough check on drawdown predictions.  According to this check, the estimates of groundwater level 
drawdown due to RCC pumping reported in M&A (2009b) are reasonable. 


    
(2) Summary and Evaluation of Conclusions 
 


The major conclusions relative to the predicted impact of RCC pumping on groundwater levels given in 
M&A (2009b) are presented in the table below along with MWH’s judgment on their reasonableness. 
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 M&A Conclusion MWH Comment 


Conclusions of Historical Simulations 
1 “…[T]he match to measured groundwater 


levels [for the 1940 steady-state 
simulation] is not excellent in the 
Rosemont area.” (p. 28) 


Figure 28 shows that some of the largest discrepancies 
between the measured and simulated groundwater 
levels in the steady-state model are in the vicinity of the 
RCC property; however, these discrepancies are of little 
concern because the steady-state model does 
reproduce the general trends of the groundwater level 
contours and because the effects of the initial conditions 
(year 1940) on the model predictions (years 2012 – 
2031) are likely minimal.  Also, as stated in M&A 
(2009b), the 1940 groundwater levels are themselves of 
unknown quality. 


2 “Accounting for seasonal variation …the 
model reasonably simulates average 
groundwater level altitude and 
groundwater level change in the vicinity of 
Rosemont properties.” (p. 29) 


Figures 9 – 11 show that groundwater levels in wells 
near RCC property are generally under-predicted.  The 
bias toward under-prediction typically increases as the 
historical simulation progresses in time.  Under-
predictions can range from between about 10 and 70 
feet in the later years.  M&A (2009b) attributes the 
under-prediction to the seasonal pumping from 
agricultural wells not captured in yearly groundwater 
level measurements.  Seasonal pumping likely is 
responsible for some of the under-prediction, yet the 
increasing trend toward under-prediction and the 
consistent under-prediction at RC-2 suggests a general 
bias toward under-prediction of groundwater levels in 
the central basin near Sahuarita and near the RCC 
property beyond that cause by seasonal variation.  


3 “Match of observed and simulated 
groundwater levels at Rosemont wells E-1 
and RC-2 is reasonably accurate.” (p. 30) 


Figure 15 shows a very reasonable match between 
simulated and the average of measured groundwater 
levels for E-1.  Simulated groundwater levels for RC-2 
has a bias toward under-prediction of about 25 feet. 
(Note that M&A (2009b) adjusts simulated future 
groundwater levels upward at RC-2 to account for this 
bias.) 


 Conclusions of Predictive Simulations (2012 through 2031) 
4 “The projected groundwater level altitudes 


are considered representative of annual 
average levels.”  (p. 32; also see Figures 
27 - 30) 


The predictions of future groundwater level altitudes are 
subject to considerable uncertainty, including the 
general bias to under-predict historical groundwater 
levels, uncertainty in model parameters, the 
assumptions of future groundwater withdrawals and 
recharge.  Most of the assumptions made in M&A 
(2009a, 2009b) tend toward over-prediction of 
groundwater level declines (see comments on Updates 
to Predictive Model under Major Review Findings). 
Therefore, the model results likely error on the side of 
low groundwater level altitudes, in general; although, 
groundwater level altitudes southwest of the RCC 
property (west of Green Valley) may be over-predicted 
because of the failure to include Sierrita mitigation 
pumping.  Because of the large uncertainty in the 
groundwater level altitudes the future groundwater level 
altitudes reported in M&A (2009b) should be treated 
more qualitatively than quantitatively, demonstrating 
trends rather than absolute groundwater elevations.  An 
analysis of the sensitivity of model predictions to 
sources of uncertainty would aid in bounding the 
possible range of groundwater level altitudes.  
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 M&A Conclusion MWH Comment 
5 “…[P]rojected groundwater drawdown 


within two miles of the Rosemont 
properties ranges from about 12 feet to 
about 88 feet at the western Rosemont 
property [in year 2012]…[and] from about 
30 feet to about 187 feet at the western 
Rosemont property [in year 2031].” (p. 32-
33; also see Figures 31,33)  
 


The regional drawdown estimates are less prone to bias 
in historical predictions than the groundwater level 
altitudes, but otherwise, are subject to the same  
uncertainties and tendencies (i.e., to over-predict 
groundwater declines) as the predicted groundwater 
level altitudes.  Again, an analysis of the sensitivity of 
model predictions to sources of uncertainty would aid in 
bounding the possible range of groundwater level 
drawdown.    


6 “…[P]rojected groundwater drawdown [as 
a result of Rosemont pumping] within two 
miles of the Rosemont properties ranges 
from about 5 feet to about 80 feet at the 
western Rosemont property [in year 
2012]…[and] from about 10 feet to about 
107 feet at the western Rosemont property 
[in year 2031].” (p. 33; also see Figures 
35,36)  


The predictions of groundwater drawdown due solely to 
RCC pumping are more certain than the other 
predictions because much of the uncertainty is 
subtracted out during post-processing.  Therefore, the 
drawdown due to RCC pumping can be interpreted more 
quantitatively.  The estimates of groundwater level 
drawdown due to RCC pumping reported in M&A 
(2009b) are reasonable for the sustained pumping rates 
and the aquifer properties. 


7 “Maximum extent of projected 
groundwater level drawdown due to 
Rosemont pumping delineated by the 1-
foot drawdown contour (Figure 36) is 
approximately 10 miles north from the 
western Rosemont property.” (p. 33)  


This estimate is for the drawdown after 20 years of RCC 
pumping.  At sustained pumping rates of 5,400 acre-feet 
per year, then 4,700 feet per year, the 1-foot drawdown 
will be extensive. Based on the aquifer parameters given 
in the report, this is a reasonable estimate.  Figure 36 
shows that the 1-foot drawdown contour also extends 
approximately 5 to 6 miles south of the western RCC 
property and across most of the east-west portion of the 
basin after 20 years of pumping.     


8 “…[I]t is expected that future shallow 
groundwater level estimates can be 
determined by adding approximately 30 
feet to model projected groundwater levels 
in the area of the west Rosemont property, 
decreasing to 0 feet added in the area of 
the east Rosemont property.” (p. 34) 


The adjustment for predicting future shallow 
groundwater levels in the vicinity of the Rosemont 
property is reasonable based on historical evidence.  
How well future groundwater levels will follow the 
historical data, and therefore, the validity of this 
approach for future estimates cannot be determined.  
Nevertheless, without better information, the adjustment 
is a reasonable approximation.   


9 “[Seasonal] variations [in groundwater 
levels] are expected to decrease as FICO 
agricultural pumping begins to convert to 
residential pumping in the next 10 years.” 
(p. 34) 


This is a reasonable expectation based on the 
assumptions of residential development used in M&A 
(2009a).  If the rate of residential development is less 
than assumed and agricultural pumping remains as 
strong influence, seasonal variations will continue.  


10 “Impacts [due to Rosemont pumping] will 
be focused in the immediate area around 
the proposed Rosemont pumping 
locations.  Substantially larger and longer- 
term pumping as the result of planned 
residential development in the area will 
become the dominant groundwater level 
influence in the larger area.” (p. 35) 


As shown in Figure 36 and discussed in Section 7.6.3, 
additional drawdown resulting from RCC pumping will 
range from approximately 10 to 107 feet within 2 miles 
of the western RCC pumping.  Assuming that “the larger 
area” is the area outside of this 2-mile radius, then 
pumping for residential water supply will likely be the 
dominant influence, even with the uncertainty in the 
future pumping estimates.  The relative dominance of 
residential pumping may not be as great as shown in 
Figures 33 – 34, however, because future residential 
pumping rates are likely over-allocated (see comments 
on Updates to Predictive Model under Major Review 
Findings).  
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(3) Summary of Concerns 
 


The concerns with the numerical groundwater model and simulations described in M&A (2009a, 2009b) 
are presented in the table below along with MWH’s comments on their potential impacts. 


 
 Concern Comment 


1 Aquifer parameters not calibrated to 
historical model.  


The potential impact of this concern is unknown because 
an analysis of the sensitivity of model prediction to 
aquifer parameter values is not performed.  


2 Santa Cruz fault is not explicitly included 
in model.  


The Santa Cruz fault could have an important impact on 
the predicted influence of RCC pumping because the 
fault runs between the RCC property and many of the 
municipal, mining, and agricultural water suppliers.  M&A 
(2009a, 2009b) may have a good reason for not 
including the fault, but the rationale is not discussed. 


3 Assumption that future pumping will 
achieve its full build-out demand as 
described in assured water supply 
documents will likely over-predict 
pumping and groundwater level declines. 


This assumption likely results in under-prediction of 
groundwater levels, particularly to the west and north of 
RCC property.  An analysis of the sensitivity of model 
predictions to this assumption would aid in bounding the 
uncertainty in model predictions. 


4 Potential future mitigation pumping by the 
Sierrita Mine not included. 


Sierrita Mine mitigation pumping could further decrease 
groundwater levels southwest of the RCC property.  
North of the RCC property, the impacts will likely be 
minor.   


5 Potential future aquifer recharge from 
proposed CAP delivery is not included.  


Recharge by CAP water could significantly increase 
future groundwater levels in the vicinity of RCC property. 


6 Specified boundary heads are assumed 
to be static. 


Groundwater levels near the model boundaries will likely 
decrease in the future; however, the potential impact of 
this concern is minor because boundary heads likely 
have relatively little influence on the groundwater levels 
within the study area. 


7 No sensitivity analysis performed The level of confidence in the model predictions cannot 
be fully evaluated without an analysis of the sensitivity of 
the model predictions to the assumptions future pumping 
and specified aquifer parameters.  


 
(4) Limitations 
 


The review of the model development and simulations conducted for the RCC proposed mine supply 
pumping is based on information provided in M&A (2009a, 2009b).  The review is limited to the data, 
assumptions, methods, results, and conclusions presented in the text, tables, and figures of these two 
reports.  Verification of the accuracy of the data from sources cited in these reports, or the correctness 
of its representation in M&A (2009a, 2009b), was beyond the scope of the review.  In addition, 
modeling files were not consulted as a part of the review.  Therefore, this review does not cover model 
construction or solution errors beyond what is provided in the M&A (2009a, 2009b).  Also beyond the 
scope of the review is the data, assumptions, methods, and results of the ADWR model and its 
documentation (Mason and Bota, 2006). 
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TOBY LEESON, P.G. 
SUPERVISING HYDROGEOLOGIST 
 
EDUCATION: 
M.S., Geology, San Diego State University, 1989 
B.A., Geology, University of Colorado at Boulder, 1986 
 
REGISTRATIONS: 
Professional Geologist: California #RG-5605; Wyoming #PG-2612; Arizona #RG-32566. 
 
PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS: 
National Groundwater Association 
International Association of Hydrogeologists 
 
SUMMARY: 
Mr. Leeson holds a Master of Science degree in geology and has been working as a professional 
geologist and hydrogeologist since 1990.  He is a professional geologist in the states of Arizona, 
California and Wyoming.  Mr. Leeson has extensive environmental consulting experience serving 
industrial, federal and mining clients in the western United States and South America.  He 
specializes in environmental sciences, geology, hydrogeology, and groundwater quality.  Mr. 
Leeson has extensive experience in characterizing and modeling geologic and hydrogeologic 
settings, groundwater resources, environmental impacts, water quality, and contaminated soil and 
groundwater.  Mr. Leeson also has experience in spatial and numerical modeling, including the 
use of two-dimensional seepage and three-dimensional groundwater flow models.  He has 
executed and managed many field investigations involving subsurface drilling and sampling, 
monitoring well installation, geologic and hydrogeologic mapping, aquifer parameter testing, soil 
and soil gas sampling, and groundwater monitoring.  He has extensive experience in multi-
disciplinary project management and negotiation with regulatory agencies, and is routinely 
involved with business development activities, including preparation of proposals, statements of 
qualifications, cost estimation and client relations. 
 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: 
 
Mining-Related Projects 
 
Supervising Hydrogeologist, Coronado National Forest, Santa Cruz Valley, Arizona 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Third-party review of baseline data collection, hydrogeologic modeling, water resource 
assessment, and environmental impact assessment of Augusta Resources proposed Rosemont 
copper mine.  Issues of importance include cumulative impacts of groundwater withdrawal in the 
Santa Cruz Valley, use of Colorado River water, and local community needs (e.g., agriculture, 
retirement communities, and residential water). 
 
Project Manager, MINNTAC, Mountain Iron, Minnesota 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Mr. Leeson was responsible for managing the preparation of an EIS, coordination of technical 
resources, and quality review of the technical documents for the Minnesota Pollution Control 
agency in response to a proposal submitted by US Steel’s Minntac Mine (iron ore) to discharge 
water from its tailings basin to the surrounding watersheds.  In accordance with State of 
Minnesota regulations, and as part of the permitting process for the proposed action, the project 
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team assembled a complete assessment of baseline conditions and potential impacts to relevant 
environmental resources in the vicinity of the proposed project.  Significant resource areas 
analyzed included surface water hydrology and quality, aquatic life, vegetation, wildlife, wild rice, 
wetlands, socioeconomics, geotechnical, mining, and mercury. 
 
United Nuclear Corporation, Northeast Church Rock Mine, New Mexico 
CERCLA Removal Action, EPA Region 9 
MWH has been responsible for managing and executing a Removal Site Evaluation and Removal 
Action for General Electric (GE) for the Northeast Church Rock (NECR) uranium mine near 
Gallup, New Mexico since 2003.  The mine is an inactive, underground uranium mine and is being 
closed under CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan.  The bulk of the mining lease is 
located on Navajo surface trust lands.  In 2005 EPA Region 9 became the lead regulatory agency 
of the site in coordination with the Navajo Nation EPA, the State of New Mexico, and the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs.  The EPA issued a draft EE/CA, evaluating removal action alternatives, 
including the construction and use of a waste disposal cell at the Church Rock Mill Site, about one 
mile from the mine site.  The Mill Site is licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
and as such the EE/CA alternative would require an amendment to the existing Mill Site NRC 
license.   NRC regulations require that an EA or EIS be prepared as per NEPA and NRC guidance.  
MWH is currently preparing an Environmental Report, which is part of the license amendment 
application and will be used by NRC to prepare the EA or EIS. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Cyprus Sierrita Corp., Twin Buttes, Green Valley, Arizona 
Completed a variety of environmental tasks at an inactive, open pit copper mine in support of 
closure of multiple facilities, and to bring the property operator into compliance with the Arizona 
Aquifer Protection Program. Prepared multiple plans for Clean Closure of formerly discharging 
mine facilities.  Prepared a work plan that included a description of the approach, techniques 
planned, analytical programs and the goal for each facility.  Designed and implemented a waste 
rock characterization program.  Analyzed and discussed the results of acid-base accounting tests, 
humidity cell (simulated weathering) tests and synthetic precipitation leaching procedure tests for 
metals. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Cyprus Sierrita Corporation, Sierrita Mine, Green Valley, Arizona 
Assisted Cyprus with ongoing Aquifer Protection Program application efforts for a large open pit 
copper-molybdenum mine, heap leach and conventional mill.  Efforts focused on assessing the 
completeness of their current Aquifer Protection Program application and supporting documents 
based on Aquifer Protection Program requirements. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, BHP Copper, Pinto Valley Mine, Globe, Arizona 
Mr. Leeson developed a summary of site-wide hydrogeologic conditions at an inactive, open-pit 
copper mine in eastern Arizona.  Conducted a pit lake study for the open-pit at the mine to 
determine the ultimate pit lake level(s) after full-closure of the mine, and the pit lake level at 
which a hydraulic sink within the open pit would no longer exist.  The pit lake study included the 
development of analytical models for assessing the pit water balances and ground water inflow 
rates utilizing analytical models.  The results of the pit lake study are being used to support the 
development of closure plans for the mine. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, BHP Copper, Copper Cities Mine, Globe, Arizona 
Mr. Leeson developed a summary of site-wide hydrogeologic conditions at an inactive, open-pit 
copper mine in eastern Arizona.  Conducted two pit lake studies for the open-pits at the mine.  The 







 T. LEESON 
 Page 3 
 


 


 


objectives of the pit lake studies were to determine the ultimate pit lake levels after full-closure of 
the mines, and the pit lake levels at which hydraulic sinks within the open pits would no longer 
exist.  The pit lake studies included the development of analytical models for assessing the pit 
water balances and ground water inflow rates utilizing analytical models.  The results of the pit 
lake studies are being used to support the development of closure plans for the two mine sites. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Equatorial Mineral Park Corp., Mineral Park Mine, Kingman, AZ 
Completed a variety of hydrogeologic evaluations for Equitorial’s Mineral Park open pit, heap 
leach copper mine.  Responsibilities included characterization of groundwater conditions, 
calculation of potential leakage rates of pregnant leachate solutions (PLS) from lined and unlined 
collection sumps, feasibility analysis of collecting PLS from the toe of a large leached waste rock 
dump, and calculation of capture zones for extraction wells at the toe of the dump.  Mr. Leeson 
also evaluated Clean Closure options for an unlined PLS collection pond. 
 
Project Manager, United Nuclear Corporation, St. Anthony and Section 27 Mines, NM 
Managed the materials characterization, closeout, reclamation and financial assurance of two 
inactive uranium mines in the Grants, New Mexico area.  The mines are under the jurisdiction of 
the New Mexico Mining and Minerals Division and are being closed under the New Mexico 
Mining Act.  Particular challenges of the sites include a large open pit with a well developed pit 
lake that could impact a major drinking water aquifer, and large  overburden piles   The mines are 
in a region that has a complex history of other mining impacts and current pressures to further 
develop the resources.  
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, Phelps Dodge, Little Rock Mine, Silver City, New Mexico 
Developed a conceptual closure plan for the inactive Little Rock Mine.  The inactive mine area 
has copper leachate and potential acid rock drainage issues.  The site includes copper leach piles, 
waste rock stockpiles, a mine pit, mine adits, and other disturbance areas.  Challenges include a 
remote area with limited vehicular access. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, Client Confidential, Mt. Todd Mine, Northern Territory, Australia 
Developed a conceptual closure plan and cost estimate for a mining company considering 
reopening the Mt. Todd mine.  The currently inactive mine area has considerable acid rock 
drainage issues and is currently being managed by the Northern Territory government.  Site 
includes a tailings facility, heap leach stockpile, waste rock stockpile and a mine pit.  Challenges 
include a tropical climate with heavy seasonal rains.  Project was completed in conjunction with 
MWH’s Perth office and also included development of water management options and 
environmental conditions assessment for the current conditions. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, El Paso Corp., Comstock Mill, Silver City, Nevada 
Developed a conceptual closure plan for the abandoned Comstock Mill near Silver City, Nevada.  
Gold mining activities have been conducted in the area since the early 1930s.  The Comstock Mill 
and appurtenant facilities were built in 1978.  The site includes a tailings facility and a mill, and is 
located in a remote area with limited access.   
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, Johnston Mill, USACE RAMS Program, Caliente, Nevada 
Developed a conceptual closure plan for the abandoned Johnston Mill near Caliente, Nevada.  The 
site includes an open pit, heap leach pad, solution ponds, open wells and boreholes, and plant 
buildings and structures. 
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Geologist, W.R. Grace, Hayden Gulch Coal Mine, Hayden, Colorado 
Reclamation management for a bond release.  Evaluation of hydrogeology, geologic stability and 
cause of a landslide at the former surface coal mine high-wall.  Management of landslide 
mitigation activities.  Surface water sampling and measurement of flow for evaluation of potential 
environmental impacts. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, Oxbow Mining, LLC, Elk Creek Mine, Somerset, Colorado 
Managed and developed a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan for an 
underground coal mine as per the Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 112.  The SPCC 
Plan described measures to prevent oil discharges from occurring, and to prepare the mine 
personnel to respond in a safe, effective, and timely manner to mitigate the impacts of a spill.   
 
Geologist, W.R. Grace, Hayden and Lay, Colorado 
Evaluation of need for reclamation at multiple former exploration drill sites for an exploration 
bond release. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, Rosia Montana Gold Corporation S.A., Romania 
Hydrogeologic and geologic support of environmental impact statement and engineering design of 
tailings facility, surface water ponds and damns, plant site, for a proposed gold mine in Romania.    
Developed analytical mass balance models for basin wide analysis of contaminants in surface 
water during critical times of life of mine and closure.  Evaluated affects of floods on water 
quality.  Developed conceptual hydrogeologic model and baseline surface water and groundwater 
conditions.  Developed a 2D groundwater contaminant transport model for predicting the fate of 
cyanide in the proposed tailings basin using SEEP/W and CTRANS/W.  Predicted groundwater 
inflow volumes and evaluated engineering options for the management of groundwater inflow at 
the proposed plant, which is proposed to be located where overburden and bedrock will have been 
removed, exposing groundwater. 
 
Hydrogeologist, Newmont Gold, Resurrection Mine, Leadville, Colorado 
Surface water quality sampling and measurement of flow and assessment for a Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study in Colorado’s historical mining district. 
 
Geologist, Rhone-Poulenc, Rasmussen Ridge Mine, Soda Springs, Idaho 
Evaluation of structural and engineering geologic features in order to assess high-wall stability.  
Performed bedrock drilling and description of lithologic and structural features. 
 
Hydrogeologist, Peabody Coal, Seneca Coal Mine, Hayden, Colorado 
Surface water testing including water quality and flow rate for NPDES permit at multiple 
locations within coal mine properties. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Southern Peru Ltd., Cuajone Mine, Moquegua, Peru 
Hydrogeologic and geologic assessment for an environmental impact assessment associated with a 
proposed copper mine expansion.  Executed drilling and well installation programs that included 
the use of and interpretation of downhole pressure tests (packer tests).  Conducted a seep and 
spring survey. 
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Environmental/Earth Science Projects 
 
Supervising Hydrogeologist, AREVA, Inc., Idaho Falls, Idaho 
Development of groundwater resources assessment in support the licensing of AREVA’s proposed 
uranium enrichment facility in the Snake River Plain of southeastern Idaho  After completion of a 
siting study, MWH was tasked to of support preparation of the Environmental Report (ER), which 
is the environmental impact analysis document that is submitted by an applicant to the U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) as part of the license application.  The NRC uses the ER 
as an initial basis to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement under the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  Mr. Leeson was responsible for hydrogeologic site characterization in 
the fractured basalts, using extensive published research of immediate area, pumping tests, 
geophysical logging, core logging and installation/sampling of 750 foot deep monitoring wells.  
He also assisted in the data analysis and preparation of the technical reports for geology and 
groundwater resources. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Department of Defense, Dixie Valley, Nevada 
Environmental impact assessment of a proposed geothermal power plant expansion project. 
Evaluated potential hydrogeologic and geochemical impacts of re-injection of cooler geothermal 
waters back into the reservoir.  Evaluated impacts over an entire groundwater basin to depths of 
several thousand feet. 
 
Field Geologist, USGS, Regional Geology, Missoula, Montana 
Geologic reconnaissance and detailed field mapping of Proterozoic Belt Supergroup rocks, and 
associated geologic structures, and alluvial deposits using aerial photos in stereo pair, topographic 
maps and other traditional field methods. 
 
Senior Hydrogeologist, USACE, Moses Lake Wellfield Superfund Site, Washington 
Designed, managed and performed Remedial Investigations (CERCLA) of a DNAPL 
contaminated site consisting of alluvial and bedrock aquifers within an agricultural and urban area 
largely dependent on groundwater resources.  Major responsibilities included design and 
coordination of field programs under USACE and EPA guidance, hydrogeologic analysis in an 
alluvial and fractured bedrock system, database management, GIS design and implementation, 3D 
numeric modeling of the hydrogeology and contaminant transport and spatial analysis of site 
characteristics.  Modeling included the use of TINs, block models, MODFLOW and MT3DMS 
using Groundwater Modeling System software.  Field methods included drilling, well installation, 
aquifer testing, low-flow groundwater sampling, in-field titration, active soil gas sampling, in-situ 
XRF analysis, geophysical surveying and field mapping.  Responsibilities also included cost 
estimation, project scoping and technical report preparation. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Chevron USA, Richmond, California 
Managed and executed multiple subsurface investigations for a large oil refinery.  Developed 
hydrogeologic and geochemical conceptual models.  Field methods included soil and bedrock 
drilling, well installation, cone penetrometer tests, pressure and pump tests, groundwater 
sampling, free-product measurements and sampling, structural geologic mapping. Responsible for 
budget and schedule control, project QA/QC, and technical report preparation. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Compressor Stations, El Paso Corporation, Roosevelt, Utah 
Project management, site characterization and development of corrective action plans for two 
natural gas compressor stations in the Uintah Basin of eastern Utah.  Site soil and groundwater 
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were contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons (dissolved-phase and free-product) as associated 
with natural gas condensate and crude oil. Remedial technologies being employed include: 
groundwater and free-product extraction, monitored natural attenuation, and enhanced attenuation 
using oxygen release compounds. 
 
Hydrogeologist, Fairchild Air Force Base, Washington 
Monitoring well installation, data analysis and report preparation for a Long-Term Monitoring 
Program associated with a DNAPL- and LNAPL-contaminated site.  Over the past decade, there 
have been several Site Investigations and Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies.  The site 
consists of alluvial and bedrock aquifers within a military and urban area largely dependent on 
groundwater resources.  Responsibilities included interpretation of results of analysis of volatile 
organic compounds in monitoring and domestic wells and the interpretation of geochemical 
parameters to assess the applicability of Monitored Natural Attenuation as a remedial approach for 
addressing trichloroethylene contamination in groundwater.  Responsibilities also included the 
development of a site-wide, web-based database and geographic information system.  
 
Project Geologist, Hewlett Packard, Palo Alto, California 
Performed a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study of a DNAPL contaminated site consisting of 
several aquifers.  Managed and executed multiple subsurface investigations of the vadose and 
saturated zones to characterize the site and evaluate remedial options.  Developed hydrogeologic 
and geochemical models.  Field methods included drilling, well installation, cone penetrometer 
tests, pump tests, and groundwater sampling.  Responsibilities also included budget and schedule 
control and technical report preparation. 
 
Project Hydrogeologist, Pacific Gas & Electric Company, Antioch, California 
Remedial investigation and remedial engineering for a gas and electric company’s former service 
center contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons, including gasoline and crude oil.  Developed 
remedial action and site closure alternatives and data collection program for a risk-assessment.  
Negotiated with regulatory agency.  Managed and executed multiple subsurface investigations 
using a variety of drilling methods, borehole geophysics, detailed soil and groundwater sampling, 
installation of monitoring wells, vapor monitoring, and aquifer pumping tests.  Modeled geology, 
hydrogeology and aqueous geochemistry.  Implemented and coordinated the design, construction, 
and operation of a groundwater remediation system. Developed and managed a large chemical and 
hydrologic database and vector GIS. Conducted data collection, processing and QA/QC.  
Responsibilities also included project and analytical QA/QC. 
 
Staff Geologist, Triangle, Martinez, California 
Performed an investigation of the distribution of nickel, zinc, and chromium compounds in near 
surface soils at a metal plating facility. The investigation included the design and implementation 
of a statistical grid sampling program in order to evaluate the distribution of contaminants in soils 
without creating a bias in the sample coverage. 
 
Staff Geologist, Multiple Clients, San Francisco Bay Area, California 
Executed numerous subsurface field investigations and groundwater sampling programs using a 
variety field methods. Conducted geologic and hydrogeologic field mapping.  Drilling methods 
included augers, water, mud and air rotary, cable tool, direct push, limited access drilling rigs and 
hand augers.  Conducted and analyzed aquifer parameter tests including step-drawdown and 
constant discharge pumping tests, pressure (packer) tests, and rising and falling head slug tests.  
Conducted groundwater sampling programs under the guidelines of state and federal EPA.  
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Utilized geophysical methods, including spontaneous potential, gamma ray, resistivity, acoustic 
televiewer, fluid logging,  ground penetrating radar, and magnetometer surveys. Followed 
stringent field sampling and vapor and groundwater monitoring protocols. 
 
Environmental Scientist, Multiple Clients in San Francisco Bay Area, California 
Conducted and managed multiple Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) for sites in 
Northern California following the requirements of the American Standards for Testing and 
Materials (ASTM).  Tasks included site reconnaissance, personnel interviews, review of aerial 
photographs and historical fire insurance maps, regulatory list searches, agency file reviews, 
development of physiographic, geologic and hydrogeologic models, and report preparation.  Also 
included limited asbestos and lead-based paint surveys. 
 
Geographic Information Systems/Database Management 
 
Uranium Mine Closures, New Mexico 
Developed and managed GIS databases in support of environmental investigations, removal action 
alternatives, and reclamation plans.  Used the GIS to manage, visualize and analyze site data, 
estimate volumes, develop reclamation costs, and technical reporting.  Spatial analysis methods 
included natural neighbor, inverse distance weighting and krigging. 
 
GIS Analyst, Tar Creek Subsidence Study, Picher Oklahoma 
The Picher Mining Field in Oklahoma was one of the largest lead and zinc mining fields in the 
world.  MWH, in collaboration with the Tulsa District of the Army Corps of Engineers, has used 
Geographic Information Systems to develop a risk hazard analysis.  High-resolution spatial data 
were integrated to estimate the maximum potential surface expression of subsidence and the 
subsidence risk probability.  Mr. Leeson was responsible for developing the GIS database and 
developing the routines for processing and integrating the data (high-resolution aerial 
photographs, digital elevation models, geologic data, and digitized mine void geometries).  The 
results of the analyses were then used to generate maps of the maximum potential surface 
expression of subsidence and the subsidence risk probability.  These results allow the communities 
to prevent any further damage to property or risk to human lives as well as better plan for future 
development. 
 
Database Manager, USACE, Moses Lake Wellfield Superfund Site, Moses Lake, WA 
Mr. Leeson developed a data management process and GIS database in support of Remedial 
Investigations of a DNAPL contaminated site.  He utilized cutting-edge hardware/software 
systems for data collection, data management and modeling, including the USACE’s Groundwater 
Modeling System (GMS), USACE’s Environmental Data Management System (EDMS) and 
Access (relational databases), Trimble GPS tools, ArcView GIS 3.2, Spatial and 3D Analysts and 
a variety of other spatial data software. 
 
GIS Database Development, Idaho Mining Association, SE Idaho Phosphate Resource Area 
Designed, built and managed a desktop and web-based geographic information system and 
analytical database for water quality modeling and spatial analysis for a regional investigation of 
selenium contamination of water, soils, vegetation and biological organisms. 
 
Database Manager, ARCO, Superfund Site, Leviathan Mine, California 
Designed and managed a GIS-compatible relational database for accessing and managing surface 
water analytical and flow data, as wells as geotechnical and environmental data. The database was 
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designed to be used in conducting a Remedial Investigation, Feasibility Study and Risk 
Assessment of an inactive sulfur mine located on the eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada. 
 
Marin Municipal Water District, Marin County, California 
Mapped roads and trails using Trimble GPS equipment for the development of a large Arc/Info 
GIS system.  Incorporated Trimble SatView data for GPS mission planning and optimization of 
satellite coverage.  Preprocessed GPS data for import into Arc/Info. 
 
CONTINUING EDUCATION: 
 


• MWH Manage the Project PM Certification (as per Project Management Institute) 
• Knowledge management education 
• Geographic Information Systems, 3D Analysis 
• Hazardous Chemicals in Soil 
• Environmental Law 
• OSHA and MSHA Surface Miner Certified 
• Emergency first aid and CPR 


 
SPECIALIZED SOFTWARE EXPERTISE: 


• AqteSolv (pumping test analysis) 
• ArcGIS/ArcView (GIS) 
• Global Mapper (spatial data management) 
• EnviroInsite (3D data visualization, spatial and statistical analysis) 
• Microsoft Access & (relational databases) 
• Modflow (3D numerical groundwater flow modeling) 
• MT3D and Modpath (3D groundwater and chemical transport modeling) 
• Geoslope - SEEP/W & C/TRANS (2D flow and chemical transport modeling) 
• Surfer (spatial and statistical analysis) 







 


 


NATHAN W. HAWS 
SENIOR ENGINEER 
 


EDUCATION: 


PhD, Environment Engineering, Purdue University, Indiana, USA, 2003 
BS/BSc, Civil and Environmental Engineering, Brigham Young University, Utah, USA, 1999 
MS/MSc, Civil and Environmental Engineering, Brigham Young University, Utah, USA, 1999 
 


REGISTRATIONS: 


Professional Engineer - Civil, Arizona, 48186, 2008 
Professional Engineer - Civil, Nevada, 20251, 2009 
 


EXPERIENCE: 


Hydrologist, South Yuma County Landfill, Air Quality Screening Evaluation, Yuma, Arizona 
Air dispersion screening evaluation using Screen 3 and EPA AP-42 method 
 
Hydrogeologist, Freeport McMoRan, Tailing site characterization, Christmas Mine, Arizona 
Collection and characterization of tailing material samples 
 
Project Engineer, Russell Gulch Landfill, Landfill expansion engineering, Globe, Arizona 
Type IV expansion design, including alternative cover, liner and slope stability, storm water drainage, and 
leachate collection 
 
Project Engineer, South Yuma County Landfill, Landfill expansion engineering, Yuma, Arizona 
Type IV expansion design, including alternative cover, liner and slope stability, storm water drainage, and 
leachate collection 
 
Project Scientist, City of Phoenix, Jet-fuel contamination characterization, Phoenix, Arizona 
Interpretation of analysis of aged jet fuel contamination to characterize its soil-air-water partitioning 
properties 
 
Hydrologist, Freeport McMoRan, AZPDES surface water permitting, Arizona 
Consultant for permit renewals for Christmas, Bagdad, and Bisbee mines 
 
Inspector, Pima County Solid Waste, Environmental audit of solid waste facilities, Pima County, 
Arizona 
Environmental compliance audit of municipal landfills and refuse transfer stations 
 
Project Engineer, Hexcel Corporation, Remedial design consulting, Kent, Washington 
Evaluation of permeable reactive barrier design and economic evaluation of options for remediation of 
chlorinated solvents 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Groundwater, Sierrita Mine 
Regional groundwater flow and sulfate transport model construction, calibration, and predictive 
simulations of mitigation alternatives. 
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Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Groundwater, Copper Queen Branch 
Regional groundwater flow and sulfate transport model construction, calibration, and predictive 
simulations of mitigation alternatives 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Groundwater, Copper Queen Branch 
Regional groundwater flow sulfate transport model construction, calibration, and predictive simulations of 
mitigation alternatives. 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Variably Saturated Water and Air Phases, Sierrita Mine 
Prediction of tailing impoundment drain-down. 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Russell Gulch Landfill, Flow and Transport in 
Variably Saturated Water and Air Phases, Various Sites 
Alternative landfill cover design and performance evaluation. 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, South Yuma County Landfill, Flow and 
Transport in Variably Saturated Water and Air Phases, South Yuma County 
Alternative landfill cover design and performance evaluation. 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Hexcel Facility, Flow and Transport in variably 
Saturated Water and Air Phases, Livermore, California 
Evaluation of recontamination potential via PCE volatilization from groundwater. 
 
Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Surface Water Runoff, 
Storage, and Routing, Christmas Mine 
Long-term water budget of hydrologic loading to tailing impoundments. 
 


PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: 


Model Independent Parameter Estimation (PEST) Workshop 
 


ORGANIZATIONS/MEMBERSHIPS: 


Arizona Hydrological Society 
American Geophysical Union 
 


PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS: 


Das, B.S., N.W. Haws, P.S.C. Rao, 2005, Defining Geometric Similarity in Soils, Vadose Zone Journal 
4:264 270. 


Haws, N.W., B. Liu, E.J. Kladivko, P.S.C. Rao, C.W. Boast, D.P. Franzmeier, 2004, Spatial Variability and 
Measurement Scale of Infiltration Rate on an Agricultural Landscape, Soil Science Society of 
America Journal, 68: 1818 1826. 


Haws, N.W., B.S. Das, P.S.C. Rao, 2004, Dual Domain Solute Transfer and Transport Processes: 
Evaluation in Batch and Column Experiments, Journal of Contaminant Hydrology, 75 (3 4) 
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Haws, N.W., E.J. Bouwer, W.P. Ball, 2006, The Influence of System Conditions and Modeling Formulation 
when Simulating Cometabolic Biodegradation in Sorbent-Water Systems, Advances in Water 
Resources 29(4): 571-589 


Haws, N.W., J. Simunek, P.S.C. Rao, I.C. Poyer, 2005, Single Porosity and Dual Porosity Modeling of 
Flow and Transport in Subsurface Drained Fields Using Effective Field Scale Parameters, Journal 
of Hydrology 313 (3 4) 257 273 


Haws, N.W., P.S.C. Rao, 2004, The Effect of Vertically Decreasing Macropore Fractions on Simulations of 
Non Equilibrium Solute Transport, Vadose Zone Journal, 31: 1300 1308 


Haws, N.W., W.P. Ball, E.J. Bouwer, 2006, Modeling and Interpreting Bioavailability of Organic 
Contaminant Mixtures in Subsurface Environments, Journal of Contaminant Hydrology 82(3-4): 
255-292 


Haws, N. W., W. P. Ball, E. J. Bouwer, 2007, Effects of Initial Solute Distribution on Contaminant 
Availability, Desorption Modeling, and Subsurface Remediation, J. Environ. Qual. 2007 36: 
1392-1402. 


Haws N. W., M. R. Paraskewich Jr., M. Hilpert, W. P. Ball, 2007, Effect of fluid velocity on 
model-estimated rates of radial solute diffusion in a cylindrical macropore column, Water Resour. 
Res., 43, W10409, doi:10.1029/2006WR005751.  


Perkins, D.B., N.W. Haws, J.W. Jawitz, B.S. Das, P.S.C. Rao, 2007, Soil Hydraulic Properties as 
Ecological Indicators in Forested Watersheds Partially Impacted by Mechanized Military 
Training, Ecological Indicators, 7: 589-597 


Schmidt, J.S., N.W. Haws, R.S. Govindaraju, P.S.C. Rao, 2006, A Semi-Analytical Model for Transient 
Flow to a Subsurface Tile Drain, Journal of Hydrology 317(1-2): 49-62 


 


EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: 


Senior Engineer, MWH Americas, Inc., 2009-Present 
Project Engineer and Hydrologist, Hydro Geo Chem, Inc. (Tucson and Phoenix, Arizona), 2005-2009 
Post-Doctoral Research Fellow, Johns Hopkins University. Dept. of Geography and Environmental 
Engineering (Baltimore, Maryland), 2004-2005 
 











From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: Fw: 17 May Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting - Preliminary Purpose & Agenda
Date: 05/05/2010 05:36 PM
Attachments: 20100502_ortman_everson-arnold_may17-techtranmeet_memo.pdf

Team attendance at this meeting is optional, except for a few people that are
already planning to go.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

05/05/2010 02:48 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Fw: 17 May Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting
- Preliminary Purpose & Agenda

Does anyone have any additional agenda items?  Also, this is a head's
up in case you haven't heard that this meeting is scheduled.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To:  Bev Everson (CNF); Kathy Arnold (Rosemont) 


Copy to: 
Jonathan Rigg, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Marcie Bidwell (SWCA), 
Mindee Roth (CNF) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date:  2 May 2010   


Subject: 
17 May 2010 Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting 
Preliminary Purpose & Agenda 


 
Bev & Kathy, 
 
I have been tasked with facilitating a Reclamation Technology Transfer session among the CNF, 
Rosemont, and SWCA to be held on May 17th.  In order for the session to be useful in forwarding 
the NEPA compliance process I need your input as to the overall purpose of the meeting, the 
specific agenda for the meeting, and the attendees needed to make the meeting succeed.  My role 
is to facilitate the meeting, but it is up to the CNF and Rosemont to make it a success.  This will 
be a working meeting to achieve a specific goal; therefore attendance should be limited to those 
persons directly responsible for Rosemont’s Reclamation Plan, the CNF’s evaluation of the plan, 
and SWCA’s support of the CNF in preparing the EIS.  Both Rosemont and the CNF must be 
prepared to participate by presenting succinct information, engaging in targeted dialogue, and 
following through on all agreed actions.  
 
Presented below are my initial thoughts and I require your rapid input.  Please confer with all 
persons who you may want to participate and get back to me with your input; preferably no later 
than Thursday May 6th.  



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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PURPOSE 
 
Provide the CNF with All Information Needed to Meet NEPA and USFS Requirements for 
a Reclamation Plan 
 
 
AGENDA 
 


1. Introduction – PRESENTED BY SWCA 
a. Attendee sign-in 
b. Safety orientation 
c. Purpose of meeting 
d. Agenda 


 
2. Define USFS Reclamation Plan Requirements in Regulation and Policy – PRESENTED 


BY CNF 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Facility specific reclamation design 
c. Bonding 
d. Reclamation Success Criteria and Bond Release 


 
3. Present Current Rosemont Reclamation Plan – PRESENTED BY ROSEMONT 


a. Summarize Reclamation Plan documents submitted to CNF 
i. Itemize documents necessary to current Reclamation Plan 
ii. Itemize obsolete documents, if any 


b. Summarize the Reclamation Plan and what documentation defines each part of the 
plan 


i. Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Concurrent and post-mine reclamation activities 
iii. Facility-specific reclamation design and activities 
iv. Reclamation success criteria 







Rosemont EIS Project Memorandum Page 3 
 
 


Document for Deliberative Purposes Only 
Not for Public Distribution Page 3 
 


 
4. Open Discussion of how existing Reclamation Plan documents meet or do not meet the 


CNF requirements – FACILITATED BY SWCA 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Resource areas affected by Reclamation Plan 
c. Reclamation Plan relationship to Significant Issues 
d. Facility-specific reclamation plans 


i. Design to meet Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Specific activities & materials needed 
iii.  Quantities 
iv. Success criteria 


e. Other reclamation related information necessary to evaluate potential impact to 
Resource Areas for Significant Issues 
 


5. Determine Action Items - FACILITATED BY SWCA 
a. Spreadsheet of specific action items needed to finalize the Reclamation Plan 


i. Itemize all information needed from Rosemont 
ii. Itemize all actions by CNF 
iii. Itemize all actions by SWCA 


b. Schedule all Action Items 
c. Review all Action Items & Schedule 


 
6. Adjourn Session 


 







Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/05/2010 02:47 PM -----

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

05/02/2010 05:17 PM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"'Kathy Arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc "'Jonathan Rigg'" <jrigg@swca.com>, "'Tom
Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Melissa
Reichard'" <mreichard@swca.com>, "'Marcie
Bidwell'" <mbidwell@swca.com>, "Melinda D
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

Subject 17 May Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting
- Preliminary Purpose & Agenda

Bev & Kathy,

 
Attached is a memo with my initial ideas for the Reclamation Tech Transfer meeting scheduled for

May 17
th

.  Please review and get back to me ASAP.

 
Cheers,

 
Dale
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT
Date: 10/14/2008 04:29 PM

Thanks Bev.  Sorry to pile it on.  I'm hoping that we can put our heads
down and plow through all of this.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2008 4:27 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Tom,

Let me see about setting up a meeting to discuss this.  I think we also
need to talk about the language in the Purpose and Need as far as the
need
to approve the company's proposal.  I'll get back to you soon.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 

             "Tom Furgason"

             <tfurgason@swca.c

             om>
To 
                                       <beverson@fs.fed.us>

             10/14/2008 03:00
cc 
             PM                        <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

 
Subject 
                                       FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and

                                       Need--ROSEMONT

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bev,

I just wanted to follow up on this email and let you know that I have
concerns about the implications to the timeline.  We may not have a
complete purpose and need statement to forward to Region for several
months if need each agency to provide their statement.

I'm certain that there is a way to keep things moving, but I'm not sure
how to navigate within FS protocols.  Would it make sense for you, TA,
Andrea, and I to meet to discuss how to move forward with the P&N?

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Furgason
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2008 2:46 PM
To: 'Andrea W Campbell'; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: jable@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; Kristin Cox;
Melissa Reichard; 'jdmacivor@frontiernet.com'
Subject: RE: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Teresa Ann and Andrea:

We are working on revising the P&N to address your comments.  It is
fairly straight forward to frame the P&N within the context of a federal

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


agency defining the reason and context for their federal action.  I
found the following paragraph in the TEP EIS that I'd like to consider
including, with some modifications, in the Rosemont EIS:

"An agency's statement of purpose and need defines the reason and the
context for that agency's action, i.e., it explains what the agency is
called upon to do, given its authority... Because each Federal agency's
jurisdiction here is unique, the decision it is called upon to make also
is unique, thus each agency's purpose and need is different.
Accordingly, each agency has prepared its own purpose and need
statement..."

There are two significant issues to overcome in meeting the deadline to
submit the P&N for regional review this month:

1) we don't have a complete list of cooperating agencies, and
2) even if we did, I don't think that we can expect them to provide
their P&N in the next couple of weeks.

With respect to non-federal cooperating agencies that don't have an
action, then how do we frame the reason and context for their P&N?
Should they even have their own P&N?

Please advise.

Tom Furgason

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2008 2:35 PM
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Tom Furgason; jable@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

TA,

You are correct.

In the P&N section of the DEIS, we must add statements for BLM and Az
Lands
Dept. and any other cooperators. I don't believe we can do that until
they
are onboard and we have a clear picture of what they must approve to
support the mine operation.
Rosemont's objectives would be best stated in an introductory section so
as
not to confuse them with the agencies' P&Ns.
We will clarify the context of the project in our discussion of the
Proposed Action. By this, I mean we should explain that our proposed
action
and those of our cooperators are administrative or regulatory in nature
(or
both), and would not, in themselves, have the potential to cause adverse
environmental impacts.
However, if we approve the MPO, and/or if other agencies grant approval
for
a water or power line within their jurisdictions to support the mining
operation or issue a permit for a mine-related activity, we effectively
grant permission to the proponent to undertake a project that has the
potential to adversely impact the environment.  Thus, we explain, the
Federal agencies' actions addressed in this EIS are "proponent-driven"
actions.
a

-----Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS wrote: -----

To: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS
Date: 10/10/2008 02:19PM
cc: beverson@fs.fed.us, "John Able" <jable@fs.fed.us>, Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject: Re: FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Tom and Bev -

In reviewing the PIL for purposes of updating the NEPA citations in
Attachment 3, I reviewed at Jeanine's requirements for the revised
Purpose
and Need statement from SWCA and the team.  The PIL states:

As the NEPA process proceeds, I expect SWCA and the team to further
clarify
the purpose and need.  At a minimum, the complete purpose and need will
need to explain the proposed action's relationship to applicable
statutes
and policies.   I also expect the purpose and need to be expanded to
address jurisdictions of cooperating agencies, to disclose Rosemont
Copper
Company's corporate objectives, and to otherwise clarify the context of
the
project.



Andrea's latest draft on meets some of these requirements.  Further work
is
needed to address the third sentence in the PIL quote above.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
 "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
10/08/2008 08:48 AM

To
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "John Able"
<jable@fs.fed.us>

Subject
FW: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Bev,

Attached are Andrea's comments on the P&N.  Would you please let me know
if other staff have comments and what you expect for the final P&N
revised?  Thanks.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2008 9:54 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
mreichard@fs.fed.us
Subject: Andrea's Draft Purpose and Need--ROSEMONT

Hi Tom,

I was able to access your draft and download to review.

Attached for your consideration is my revised version of the P&N for
Forest
Service action on the Rosemont project.

It's best if you review it in FINAL rather than FINAL SHOWING MARKUP to
keep from getting a headache.

Also, i didn't want to try to upload it to our WebEx page and mess up
the
Team Working files.

Feel free to share with whomever I did not include on my cc: list.
a

-----"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote: -----

To: "Andrea W Campbell" <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>
From: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Date: 10/04/2008 12:59PM
cc: "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: RE: Draft Purpose and Need

I just reorganized the file and you will receive a notice momentarily.
Please let me know if this does not work for you.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2008 12:38 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Re: Draft Purpose and Need

tom,

i get a message that tells me i am not authorized to access this to
review.

can you or melissa help?
a
ps i can access prop action, not P and N



-----rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com> wrote: -----

To: Andrea Campbell <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, Sarah
Davis <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, Kristin Cox <kscox@swca.com>, Melissa
Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>, Beverly Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Larry Jones
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, Deborah Sebesta <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, Keith Graves
<klgraves@fs.fed.us>, John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ann Ciapusci
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Walt Keyes
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>
From: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>
Sent by: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com>
Date: 10/03/2008 03:52PM
Subject: Draft Purpose and Need

The revised draft Purpose and Need is now on WebEx in the Draft EIS
Folder.
This version incorporates the comments made to SWCA during the October 1
Core Team Meeting.   <
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=99322
>
Per Bev's request, I have also placed a copy of an outline of the
Proposed
Action in the same location.
Tom
(See attached file: P and N Rosemont 10-4 andrea.doc)
(See attached file: P and N Rosemont 10-4 andrea.doc)



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us;
wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: Fw: Aug 20 Coop Agency Mtg
Date: 08/14/2009 04:30 PM

I like having the team at the meeting.  I think, however, that the meeting design
should be to encourage discussion between "like" specialists, not organized around
one  specialist explaining one alternative.  For example, people interested in
hydrology would get together and discuss all of the alternatives and people
interested in biology would do the same, etc.  This would accomplish the goals of  1)
listening to the concerns of the cooperators and learning from them and 2) having
our team members have a chance to interact with their counterparts and build
relationships for future discussions.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/13/2009 03:01 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
ccoyle@swca.com, mreichard@swca.com,
tfurgason@swca.com

Subject Fw: Aug 20 Coop Agency Mtg

Please read Mindee's message below, concerning the team's
participation in the next Cooperating Agency meeting.  What do you
think of this idea, and if you're in favor of it, would you be willing to
participate?  FYI, discussions among the biologists would be
encouraged, as would all other discussions about the project, however,
that would not be the emphasis of the meeting (a biology meeting on
August 20th had been discussed previously, and that's why Mindee
brings it up; it had not gone to the planning stage yet, and that's why
you're hearing about it for the first time, and have not previously been
asked if you could participate). 

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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I look forward to getting your input. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/13/2009 02:21 PM ----- 
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS 

08/13/2009 02:02 PM 
To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Aug 20 Coop Agency Mtg

In an effort to address the IDT concerns raised yesterday regarding interfacing with
the Cooperating Agencies, TA and I had an idea.  Teresa Ann plans to  allow time at
this month's Coop Agency meeting to ask additional questions about the
alternatives, since comments are requested by Aug 28th.  The thought is to set up
displays after lunch, one for each of the 4 action alternatives, staff each station with
one or 2 IDT members, and allow Coops to mill around, similar to an open house,
and ask questions of the IDT about the alternatives.  (The discussion on biology
would be put off since Alternatives is a more timely point of discussion right now) 
Of course, this would require getting materials together and also getting that info to
the webmaster and project record keeper.   What do you think? 

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



From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: Aug 20 Coop Agency Mtg
Date: 08/17/2009 01:36 PM

I appreciate Sarah's thought on this but her suggestion would not work in this
instance.  The cooperating agency representatives that come to the coordination
meetings do not necessarily represent all resource fields that a particular agency's
MOU indicates are within that agency's realm of specialized expertise.  For example,
a cooperator's MOU may indicate specialized experience in wildlife management and
socioeconomic resources, but the representative that attends the meeting may only
be a resource specialist in one of those two areas or may have no resource
experience whatsoever (at least two of the agencies send administrative persons as
their representatives).  The cooperating agency coordination meetings are designed
as point of contact meetings between the Forest Service and the cooperators in
which the representatives receive information that they take back and disseminate
to the appropriate resource specialists in their agency.  

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/17/2009 12:28 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Aug 20 Coop Agency Mtg

Please see Sarah's suggestion below, concerning the IDT's role at the
Cooperating Agency meeting this week.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/17/2009 12:25 PM -----

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS

08/14/2009 04:30 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Fw: Aug 20 Coop Agency Mtg

I like having the team at the meeting.  I think, however, that the meeting design
should be to encourage discussion between "like" specialists, not organized around
one  specialist explaining one alternative.  For example, people interested in
hydrology would get together and discuss all of the alternatives and people
interested in biology would do the same, etc.  This would accomplish the goals of  1)
listening to the concerns of the cooperators and learning from them and 2) having
our team members have a chance to interact with their counterparts and build
relationships for future discussions.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/13/2009 03:01 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
ccoyle@swca.com, mreichard@swca.com,
tfurgason@swca.com

Subject Fw: Aug 20 Coop Agency Mtg

Please read Mindee's message below, concerning the team's participation in the next
Cooperating Agency meeting.  What do you think of this idea, and if you're in favor
of it, would you be willing to participate?  FYI, discussions among the biologists
would be encouraged, as would all other discussions about the project, however,

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/FF21AA289449E4CF07257611007556A4


that would not be the emphasis of the meeting (a biology meeting on August 20th
had been discussed previously, and that's why Mindee brings it up; it had not gone
to the planning stage yet, and that's why you're hearing about it for the first time,
and have not previously been asked if you could participate). 

I look forward to getting your input. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/13/2009 02:21 PM ----- 
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS 

08/13/2009 02:02 PM 
To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Aug 20 Coop Agency Mtg

In an effort to address the IDT concerns raised yesterday regarding interfacing with
the Cooperating Agencies, TA and I had an idea.  Teresa Ann plans to  allow time at
this month's Coop Agency meeting to ask additional questions about the
alternatives, since comments are requested by Aug 28th.  The thought is to set up
displays after lunch, one for each of the 4 action alternatives, staff each station with
one or 2 IDT members, and allow Coops to mill around, similar to an open house,
and ask questions of the IDT about the alternatives.  (The discussion on biology
would be put off since Alternatives is a more timely point of discussion right now) 
Of course, this would require getting materials together and also getting that info to
the webmaster and project record keeper.   What do you think? 

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



From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson; ccoyle@swca.com; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us;
kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us;
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: Fw: Aug 20 Coop Agency Mtg
Date: 08/14/2009 03:58 PM

sounds like a good idea, and I'd be available the 20th.  

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/13/2009 03:01 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
ccoyle@swca.com, mreichard@swca.com,
tfurgason@swca.com

Subject Fw: Aug 20 Coop Agency Mtg

Please read Mindee's message below, concerning the team's
participation in the next Cooperating Agency meeting.  What do you
think of this idea, and if you're in favor of it, would you be willing to
participate?  FYI, discussions among the biologists would be
encouraged, as would all other discussions about the project, however,
that would not be the emphasis of the meeting (a biology meeting on
August 20th had been discussed previously, and that's why Mindee
brings it up; it had not gone to the planning stage yet, and that's why
you're hearing about it for the first time, and have not previously been
asked if you could participate).

I look forward to getting your input.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
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300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/13/2009 02:21 PM -----

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

08/13/2009 02:02 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Aug 20 Coop Agency Mtg

In an effort to address the IDT concerns raised yesterday regarding interfacing with
the Cooperating Agencies, TA and I had an idea.  Teresa Ann plans to  allow time at
this month's Coop Agency meeting to ask additional questions about the
alternatives, since comments are requested by Aug 28th.  The thought is to set up
displays after lunch, one for each of the 4 action alternatives, staff each station with
one or 2 IDT members, and allow Coops to mill around, similar to an open house,
and ask questions of the IDT about the alternatives.  (The discussion on biology
would be put off since Alternatives is a more timely point of discussion right now) 
Of course, this would require getting materials together and also getting that info to
the webmaster and project record keeper.   What do you think?

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



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Salek Shafiqullah; Dale Ortman PE; 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason';

Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: FW: Barrel-Only Landform
Date: 06/29/2010 04:06 PM

I understand your concerns, Salek, and encourageall of you to do what you need to
do to to make sure that you are all on the same page with this alternative.  

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

06/29/2010 03:19 PM

To "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

cc "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"'Krizek, David'" <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>,
"'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>,
fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com, "'Jonathan Rigg'"
<jrigg@swca.com>, "'Kathy Arnold'"
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>, "'Tom Furgason'"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Re: FW: Barrel-Only Landform

Hello Dale, 
It appears that the Rosemont design team has modified the concept to
create a new version as mutually agreed upon at the last meeting.  I
was under the assumption that the collaborative approach we had
been using to discuss pros and cons of the concepts would continue
with the proposed meeting scheduled for this week.   I am wondering
why this approach is being abandoned, as we have made positive
strides in formulating a concept design which could please all the
parties involved?  From a quick review of just the drawing it is difficult
to understand ALL the changes the design team has made as well as
ALL the pros and cons of this concept.       

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 
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From: Fermin Samorano
To: Dale Ortman PE; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Beverley A Everson; 'Krizek, David'; Debby Kriegel; Jonathan Rigg; Kathy Arnold; Marcie Bidwell; Melissa

Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: FW: Barrel-Only Landform
Date: 06/30/2010 08:28 AM

Dale,
 
I am not available.
 
Thank you,
 
Fermin A. Samorano
Rosemont Copper
Mine Manager
Office: 520-445-7461
Cell:  520-343-8765  
 
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2010 8:13 AM
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Krizek, David'; 'Debby Kriegel'; Fermin Samorano; 'Jonathan Rigg'; Kathy
Arnold; 'Marcie Bidwell'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: RE: FW: Barrel-Only Landform
Importance: High
 
Salek,
 
Thanks for expressing your concern.  I take it that you would like to hold an update meeting today
to allow further evaluation of the design concept prior to Rosemont proceeding father in its
development.  Debby has let me know that both of you have a prior commitment in the morning
but will be available after lunch.  I’ll work to  see if we can arrange a meeting in the early
afternoon.  I’ll get back to you on this one.
 
Dale
 

From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 29, 2010 3:19 PM
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Krizek, David'; 'Debby Kriegel'; fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com; 'Jonathan
Rigg'; 'Kathy Arnold'; Marcie Bidwell; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Re: FW: Barrel-Only Landform
 

Hello Dale, 
It appears that the Rosemont design team has modified the concept to create a new version as
mutually agreed upon at the last meeting.  I was under the assumption that the collaborative approach
we had been using to discuss pros and cons of the concepts would continue with the proposed
meeting scheduled for this week.   I am wondering why this approach is being abandoned, as we have
made positive strides in formulating a concept design which could please all the parties involved?
 From a quick review of just the drawing it is difficult to understand ALL the changes the design team
has made as well as ALL the pros and cons of this concept.       

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist

mailto:fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

06/29/2010 10:12 AM

To "'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "'Salek Shafiqullah'"
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Tom Furgason'"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>, "'Jonathan Rigg'"  <jrigg@swca.com>,
"'Kathy Arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,
<fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com>, "'Krizek, David'"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com>

Subject FW: Barrel-Only Landform

 

Debby & Salek, 
  
I have not received a response to the recommendations in the email below.  Please provide your input regarding
the recommendations so that we may reach an expeditious conclusion to the team’s efforts and proceed to a
potential alternative for Reta’s consideration. 

  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  
  
  
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, June 27, 2010 6:29 PM
To: 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'mbidwell@swca.com'; 'Kathy Arnold';
'fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com'; 'Krizek, David'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'tfurgason@swca.com'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Barrel-Only Landform
Importance: High 
  
All, 
  
Attached is the latest landform topography developed by Rosemont for the Barrel-Only landform alternative.

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


 This landform has been developed through the joint efforts of the CNF, SWCA, Rosemont, and TetraTech and

incorporates the following elements: 
  
·         Extension of the Upper Barrel drainage within the landform 
·         Multiple ridge landforms with differing elevations 
·         Potential for variable slopes on eastern flanks of the landform 
·         Potential for reduction in number of drainage control benches on eastern flank of landform 
·         Improved stormwater discharge control utilizing the extension of the Upper Barrel drainage 
·         Maintain overall 3:1 slopes with drainage benches on west side of landform to provide required storage

capacity and maintain tailings placement operations 
·         Maintain waste rock perimeter buttress surrounding tailings 
·         Maintain encapsulation of the heap leach facility 

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

engineering: 
  
·         Confirm constructability of the landform 
·         Summarize the concurrent & final reclamation plan 
·         General layout of rock sub-drains & flow-through drains 
·         General stormwater control plan, including commitment to the design criteria currently in the Site Water

Management Plan Update 
  
In addition, I propose that we not meet on June 30th as currently scheduled but the team review the attached
landform and provide any additional design objectives for Rosemont to include in the final engineering.  Please
get back to me ASAP with comments and any design objectives you believe should be included in the final design.

  
If you have any questions please email me or try the Utah phone listed below. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


Oracle, AZ  85623 
 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Lauren Weinstein
Cc: Emily Belts; Kent C Ellett; Reta Laford; Jeanine Derby; jrigg@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; Beverley A

Everson
Subject: Re: FW: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont power line project
Date: 05/17/2010 11:31 AM

Reta is free.  We will meet at the offices of SWCA, 343 W. Franklin in Tucson at 1:00
pm.  SWCA is roughly 2 blocks due north of the Federal Bldg.

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

▼ "Lauren Weinstein" <Lweinst@epgaz.com>

"Lauren Weinstein"
<Lweinst@epgaz.com> 

05/17/2010 10:58 AM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Emily Belts" <EBelts@epgaz.com>, "Kent C Ellett"
<kellett@fs.fed.us>

Subject FW: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont
power line project

Hi Mindee,
Just checking in on whether or not this Thursday afternoon will work for Reta, etc.,
for a meeting.  Please let both Emily Belts (copied on this email) and me know.
Thanks.
Lauren

 
From: Lauren Weinstein 
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2010 5:38 PM
To: Melinda D Roth
Cc: Kent C Ellett; Emily Belts
Subject: RE: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline
project

 
Hi Mindee,

 
We can meet on Thursday, May 20.  In talking with Kent yesterday, it sounds like
1pm would work.  Let us know how that works for you and the others.  If you
anticipate specific questions on resource analyses, then we may want to reschedule
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to a date and time where we can include our resource specialists, as well.  What we
can do is review what was presented at the open houses and by Ed Beck at the
cooperating agencies meeting on April 15.  As we discussed, it would be helpful for
you to review the TEP website (www.tep.com/company/news/rosemont) for what
was presented at the public meetings on April 13 and 14.  These materials provide
an overview of the studies and routes currently being recommended to be carried
forward.  Also, we are in the process of drafting the application for the Certificate
of Environmental Compatibility which will document our studies and results.  

 
Please let me know how Thursday at 1pm looks for all of you.

 
Thanks,
Lauren

 
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 3:04 PM
To: Lauren Weinstein
Cc: Kent C Ellett
Subject: RE: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline
project

 

Thank you Lauren. 

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

"Lauren Weinstein" <Lweinst@epgaz.com> 

05/11/2010 02:59 PM 
To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Kent C Ellett" <kellett@fs.fed.us> 

Subject RE: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline
project

 

http://www.tep.com/company/news/rosemont


Yes, I agree.  Will get back to you on dates/times. 
  
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 2:49 PM
To: Lauren Weinstein
Cc: Kent C Ellett
Subject: RE: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline project 
  

I think in person would be better.  We could benefit by looking at some maps along
with the discussion. 

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

"Lauren Weinstein" <Lweinst@epgaz.com> 

05/11/2010 02:41 PM 

 

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Kent C Ellett" <kellett@fs.fed.us> 

Subject RE: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline
project

  

 



Hi Mindee, 
Are you thinking of a conference call or in-person meeting?   
Thanks, 
Lauren 
 
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 11:46 AM
To: Lauren Weinstein
Cc: Kent C Ellett
Subject: Brief Forest Service Line Officers on Rosemont powerline
project 
 

Would EPG be available next Thursday or Friday, May 20 or 21, to brief
Jeanine Derby and Reta Laford on the Rosemont powerline analysis
and permitting process?  We greatly appeciate EPG's past
presentations to our project analysis team and cooperating agencies
associated with this project.  The forest and its NEPA subcontractor
SWCA are at the point in our analysis of finalizing alternative
descriptions, including the powerline, and beginning the effects
analysis.  We are hoping our schedules coincide and that the analysis
required for the CEC process will also meet our analysis needs.  We
would like to discuss with EPG how our project schedules and analysis
dovetail.   

Would you please suggest some  meeting times or other possible dates
and I will coordinate.   
Thank you. 

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



From: Kendall Brown
To: Kent C Ellett; ccoyle@swca.com; Sean Lockwood
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: Cause and Effect query re: rangeland
Date: 03/10/2009 03:38 PM
Attachments: rosemont_aum_loss.xls

Charles, 
Take a look at this spreadsheet with figures. I'm available to explain further if
necessary, but roughly figured we'd loose about 780 AUMs (65 head from the herd).
The data you provided to Sean allowed him to come up with these figures based on
the amount of acreage excluded from grazing. The area is strictly on the Rosemont
Allotment, which is permitted to Rosemont Copper Co. 
These figures account for about half of what the allotment is permitted for at this
time. 

D. Kendall Brown
Range Program Manager (Acting)
Coronado National Forest
(520) 237-3702
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

▼ Kent C Ellett/R3/USDAFS

Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS 

03/06/2009 04:58 PM

To Sean Lockwood/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Cause and Effect query re: rangeland

Do either of you know where this info is that SWCA requested?

Kent C. Ellett
District Ranger, Nogales RD
303 Old Tucson Road, Nogales, AZ  85621
520-761-6002 (w), 520-975-0902 (cell)

----- Forwarded by Kent C Ellett/R3/USDAFS on 03/06/2009 04:58 PM -----

"Charles Coyle"
<ccoyle@swca.com> 

03/06/2009 01:39 PM

To "Kent C Ellett" <kellett@fs.fed.us>

cc "Sean Lockwood" <seanlockwood@fs.fed.us>, "Jill
Grams" <jgrams@swca.com>, "Harmony Hall"
<hhall@swca.com>
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Sheet1

		Acres In Allotment		Acres To Be Removed		Suitable Acres		Acres after Removal (Suitable)

		10,100		4,828		9,770		4,942

		AUM's Before Removal		AUM's Per Acre		AUMS's After Removal		88 Cattle for Year Long

		1,575		6.2031746032		796.6888433982

								151 Cattle for 7 months

						87.6357727738
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Subject RE: Cause and Effect query re: rangeland

Hi Kent,

 
Thought I should follow up….we’re still awaiting the livestock/grazing info from last
week.

 
Thanks~

 
Charles Coyle
Senior Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 North Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ  85012

 
Phone: 602-274-3831 ext 1108
Fax: 602-274-3958
www.swca.com 

 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

 

 

From: Kent C Ellett [mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2009 1:45 PM
To: Charles Coyle
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Jill Grams; Melissa Reichard; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann
Ciapusci; Tom Furgason; Kendall Brown; Sean Lockwood
Subject: Re: Cause and Effect query re: rangeland

 

Charles, 
I will get with Sean Lockwood, Rangeland Management Specialist on the Nogales
Ranger District, to provide you with the information you requested. 

Sean, 
I have the booklet "Rosemont Copper Project Figures" that shows on Figure 3-7 the
proposed location of the security fence.  Could we meet either Monday morning or
Tuesday afternoon to go over it and calculate the info that Charles requests below? 

http://www.swca.com/


Thanks,

Kent C. Ellett
District Ranger, Nogales RD
303 Old Tucson Road, Nogales, AZ  85621
520-761-6002 (w), 520-975-0902 (cell)

"Charles Coyle"
<ccoyle@swca.com> 

02/26/2009 02:37 PM 
To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>,

<kellett@fs.fed.us>, <kbrown@fs.fed.us>, "Jill Grams" <jgrams@swca.com>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com> 

Subject Cause and Effect query re: rangeland

 

  

Hi Bev, 
  
We’re trying to find out now how the following regarding livestock grazing in the
Rosemont project area: 
  
  
Magnitude: Closing of XX% of existing rangeland in the Santa Rita Mountain livestock
grazing area. 
  
Extent: Closing of XX (names, numbers, owners) allotments totaling XXX acres.
Historically supports and average of XXX head of livestock. 
  
Also, any information you may have on current AUMs within the project area/how many
AUMs would be lost due to mine development and fencing? 
  
  
Finally, am I correct in assuming from the updated IDT roster that Kendall Brown is



the Forest Service specialist to whom we should direct these questions? I don’t know
for certain if his email above is correct, but if not, could you please forward this to
him? 
  
Needless to say, we’d appreciate receiving this information as soon as possible. 
  
Thank you! 
  
Charles Coyle 
Senior Project Manager 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
3033 North Central Ave., Suite 145 
Phoenix, AZ  85012 
  
Phone: 602-274-3831 ext. 1108 
Fax: 602-274-3958 
www.swca.com 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
  
  
  
  
  

http://www.swca.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: CNF veg layers file 1
Date: 02/08/2010 08:06 AM

Do you mean the CNF corporate database or the Rosemont database?  Terry would
know if it's in the forest's geodatabase.  Isn't Lara compiling all the data for
Rosemont?  Can we get an update on this on Wed?

Sorry, I'm not much help.

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

02/07/2010 11:31 AM

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

cc

Subject Fw: CNF veg layers file 1

Do either of you know if this information is in our GIS data?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 02/07/2010 11:26 AM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

11/06/2009 01:31 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject FW: CNF veg layers file 1

Bev,

 
Per our conversation earlier today, this is the information that we
transmitted to Westland.

 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Reta Laford
Subject: Re: Fw: Complete Pit Backfill & BADCT
Date: 01/27/2010 02:27 PM
Attachments: 20100125_ortman_furgason_pit-passive-containment-badct_memo.pdf

We said today that we need Salek to weigh in on pit backfill pros and cons.  Maybe
review and comment on Dale's input of the County's proposal can be the venue to 1)
get Salek's general opinion about backfil, 2) specific opinion of Pima County's
proposal, and 3) consideration/review of Dale's input.

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

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

01/25/2010 03:36 PM

To Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Complete Pit Backfill & BADCT

How would you like to handle this?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 01/25/2010 03:36 PM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

01/25/2010 12:18 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>,
"Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford"
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

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


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Tom Furgason (SWCA) 


Copy to: Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 25 January 2010   


Subject: ADEQ BADCT Guidance and Pit Backfill Alternative 
 
I have reviewed the current Arizona Mining Guidance Manual BADCT published by ADEQ 
(Publication # TB 04-01) in regard to ADEQ’s ability to permit pit backfill and it appears that the 
BADCT process requires ADEQ to select the alternative that….  results in the least amount of 
pollutant loading (discharge) to the aquifer.  In addition, passive containment caused by a 
permanent drawdown around a mine pit is recognized under BADCT as satisfying the BADCT 
requirements for ADEQ to approve an APP if certain conditions are met.  Presented below are the 
relevant sections of the BADCT Guidance Manual with pertinent statements highlighted. 
 
 
The final step in developing an individual BADCT design is to make a selection from the 
Reference Design and the alternative design(s). The basis for this selection is loading to the 
aquifer. The BADCT design will be that design which results in the least amount of pollutant 
loading (discharge) to the aquifer. For example if an alternative design results in a lower 
pollutant loading to the aquifer, then that design will be selected as the BADCT design instead 
of the Reference Design. (BADCT Section 1.1.3.6 Selection of BADCT Design, Page 1-17) 
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A discharging facility at an open pit mining operation shall be deemed to satisfy BADCT 
requirements of A.R.S. 49-243.B.1. if the ADEQ determines that both of the following 
conditions are satisfied (A.R.S. 49-243.G): 
 


1. “The mine pit creates a passive containment that is sufficient to capture the 
pollutants discharged and that is hydrologically isolated to the extent that it does not 
allow pollutant migration from the capture zone. For purposes of this paragraph, 
“passive containment” means natural or engineered topographical, geological or 
hydrological control measures that can operate without continuous maintenance. 
Monitoring and inspections to confirm performance of the passive containment do not 
constitute maintenance. 


 
2. The discharging facility employs additional processes, operating methods or other 
alternatives to minimize discharge.” (BADCT Section 1.2.5 Passive Containment, Page 
1-35) 
 
 


It is apparent that complete backfill of the Rosemont pit with the consequent development of a 
flow-through condition in the groundwater will not result in the least amount of pollutant loading 
(discharge) to the aquifer when compared to the passive containment resulting from partial or no 
backfill; therefore the complete backfill alternative does not meet ADEQ’s BADCT requirements 
under the APP program and is not compliant with the Clean Water Act.  







Bev,

 
I asked Dale to determine if the Coop Agency Alt is a “legally permittable”
alternative.   Attached are his findings.  The record would probably reflect best if
ADEQ sent a letter to this effect, as well as addressing a backfill alternative that would
allow “flow through” the pit after closure.

 
Tom

 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 10:17 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Complete Pit Backfill & BADCT

 
Tom,

 
Attached is a short memo regarding BADCT and the complete pit backfill concept.  It is apparent
that complete pit backfill does not comply with BADCT, cannot be granted an APP, and hence does
not comply with the Clean Water Act.

 
Dale

 
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS
Subject: Re: FW: Conference Calls and a meeting on April 15
Date: 03/12/2010 01:07 PM

Hi Dale,

Salek is out of the office today, but I just spoke to him on the phone and he said
that he authorizes you to move ahead with the calls and meeting.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

03/12/2010 07:25 AM

To "Salek Shafiqullah - USFS "
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject FW: Conference Calls and a meeting on April 15

Salek,

 
Please respond in the affirmative to authorize me to proceed with the conference
calls and meeting proposed by Rosemont.

 
Regards,

 
Dale

 
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 7:22 AM
To: 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); 'Tom Furgason';
'Beverley A Everson'

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us


Subject: RE: Conference Calls and a meeting on April 15

 
Kathy,

 
I got a call from Salek yesterday afternoon and he is in agreement that the
conference calls and meeting are a good idea and he will authorize me to proceed
setting up both.  Salek did want to confirm that Rosemont would not participate in
the calls or the meeting and that it would be an extension of the first meeting. 
However, any modifications to the plan would, of course, require Rosemont
agreement.  I will need to issue a task order to SRK for this work and will go through
Tom for budget approval.  SWCA can supply the conference call number and a
computer connection should graphics be needed.

 
Let me know if this is OK by you and I will proceed.  When do you want to try for
the first call?  I will go ahead and talk with SRK to see if early or late on
Wednesdays works for them.

 
Cheers,

 
Dale 

 
From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2010 9:28 AM
To: sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; daleortmanpe@live.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Fw: Conference Calls and a meeting on April 15

 
Salek 
I have not heard from Bev and based on Dale's suggestion I wanted to
follow-up to see if you have heard from Bev on this. I wasn't sure of she
was in as I have not heard from her but we wanted to get confirmation
of the process before we got too far into it. Let me know if I can help pull
this together.
Cheers!
Kathy

Kathy Arnold 
Director Environmental & Regulatory Affairs 
Rosemont Copper Company 
P.O. Box 35310 



Tucson, AZ 85740 

Cell 520-784-1972 
Phone 520-297-7723

 

From: Dale Ortman PE <daleortmanpe@live.com> 
To: Kathy Arnold 
Sent: Thu Mar 11 08:26:00 2010
Subject: RE: Conference Calls and a meeting on April 15 
Kathy,

 
You may want to go directly to Salek with this…………………

 
From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 10, 2010 8:59 AM
To: Beverley Everson; Dale PE; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Conference Calls and a meeting on April 15
Importance: High

 
Bev - 
I just wanted to check to make sure this was happening this week as I have not
heard from any of my consultants requesting approval to participate.  Has this been
arranged?
Thank you-
Kathy
Katherine Ann Arnold, P.E. | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

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

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

From: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Date: Wed, 03 Mar 2010 11:06:11 -0700
To: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Dale PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>,
Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>
Conversation: Conference Calls and a meeting on April 15

file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com
file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com
file:////c/beverson@fs.fed.us
file:////c/daleortmanpe@live.com
file:////c/tfurgason@swca.com


Subject: Conference Calls and a meeting on April 15

Bev - 
As we discussed yesterday, I would like to schedule conference calls every two
weeks between the meeting participants from last week so that we can be sure
everyone understands what we are planning and so there are no questions moving
forward.  Can you and Dale schedule such a conference call starting next week
where we will discuss strategy of the modeling effort and then have update calls
every two weeks after that?  I would suggest that they be early on Wednesday
morning or late in the afternoon on Wednesday and I can provide a conference
bridge number if SWCA does not have one available.

Then on April 15 I would like to schedule an update meeting face to face at
Montgomery so that we see the results of the 6 weeks of effort.  Please let me
know if I need to do anything to help facilitate this.

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

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

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

file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Sturgess Jamie; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Fermin Samorano
Subject: Re: FW: Copper Demand to Exceed Supply in 2011
Date: 08/19/2010 05:18 PM

Sorry for my slow response, Jamie.  I was on vacation from the 12th - 18th, and my
computer down most of today.  I'm not sure about ongoing discussions with the
Corps, but the purpose and need is responsive to statute and regulations that are
concerned with mineral development over the long term, not just supply for a year
or two, and not dependent on the current market.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Sturgess Jamie <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

Sturgess Jamie
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

08/16/2010 02:49 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Fermin Samorano
<fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com>

Subject FW: Copper Demand to Exceed Supply
in 2011

Bev: Any ideas as to how or where such information has
relevance to ongoing discussions with the Corps or for the DEIS
purpose and need?

Thanks

jamie
------ Forwarded Message

Good Morning All,
 
Interesting information.
 
Regards,

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com


 

Fermin A. Samorano
Rosemont Copper Company
Mine Manager
c: 520-343-8765
 
Subject: Copper Demand to Exceed Supply in 2011 
If that isn’t a great Subject Line, I don’t know what is.  

http://www.mining-technology.com/News/News93002.html 

Copper demand may exceed supply in 2011 for the first time in four years as
ore grades decline while China sustains purchases.
Pan Pacific Copper general manager of marketing Hidenori Kamoo said
supplies will not catch up with demand next year and it is expected to have a
deficit of 200,000t, reports Bloomberg.
Copper demand is expected to exceed supply by 132,000t in 2011 and by
386,000t next year.
However, copper producers are expected to cut output this year due to lower
grades of ore, falling processing fees and tight supplies of scrap.
Pan Pacific will have a 7% output cut in its annual capacity from April to
September while Sumitomo Metal Mining expects a 10% output cut in the
year started 1 April, reports Bloomberg.
China, the world's biggest copper consumer, imported 1.6 million tons of
refined copper in the first half of 2010.
 

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

------ End of Forwarded Message

http://www.mining-technology.com/News/News93002.html


From: Sean Lockwood
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: Coronado Invasive Weed NEPA decision
Date: 08/25/2010 08:09 AM

Sharon Biedenbender

Sean Lockwood
Coronado N.F./ Nogales R.D.
Range and Watershed
Work: 520-761-6014
Fax: 520-2812396
Cell: 520-609-2556
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 02:19 PM

To Sean Lockwood/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Fw: Coronado Invasive Weed NEPA decision

What is Sharon's last name?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Sean Lockwood/R3/USDAFS

Sean
Lockwood/R3/USDAFS

08/20/2010 02:01 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Fw: Coronado Invasive Weed NEPA decision

No I sure dont know what the reference would be. I would contact Sharon, she
probably would have a good idea. 

mailto:CN=Sean Lockwood/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3a/87256CA9001600E7/0/A5BFFCAD8D197DD90725778500736737
notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/0/94A4AF9C49A99A5107257785007334DF


Sean Lockwood
Coronado N.F./ Nogales R.D.
Range and Watershed
Work: 520-761-6014
Fax: 520-2812396
Cell: 520-609-2556
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/20/2010 01:59 PM

To Sean Lockwood/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Coronado Invasive Weed NEPA decision

Hi Sean,

Please see the note below.  Do you know what the reference would be?

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/20/2010 01:58 PM -----

"Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com> 

08/19/2010 12:53 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Reta
Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Coronado Invasive Weed NEPA decision

Mindee did a little research and found that the Coronado has a DN/FONSi that authorizes
treatment of weeds forest-wide, including the use of herbicides.  It was approved in 2004. 



At some point we'll need to get the appropriate title so we can incorporate it by reference,
as well as reference it in the Elements Common section.  For now I will leave spraying inn
as a treatment option and leave a placemark for referencing this authorizing decision. 
Thanks Mindee!

 
Terry Chute



From: Sean Lockwood
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: Coronado Invasive Weed NEPA decision
Date: 08/20/2010 02:01 PM

No I sure dont know what the reference would be. I would contact Sharon, she
probably would have a good idea. 

Sean Lockwood
Coronado N.F./ Nogales R.D.
Range and Watershed
Work: 520-761-6014
Fax: 520-2812396
Cell: 520-609-2556
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/20/2010 01:59 PM

To Sean Lockwood/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Coronado Invasive Weed NEPA decision

Hi Sean,

Please see the note below.  Do you know what the reference would
be?

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/20/2010 01:58 PM -----

"Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com> 

08/19/2010 12:53 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Reta
Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>, "Melinda D Roth"

mailto:CN=Sean Lockwood/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Coronado Invasive Weed NEPA decision

Mindee did a little research and found that the Coronado has a DN/FONSi that authorizes
treatment of weeds forest-wide, including the use of herbicides.  It was approved in 2004. 
At some point we'll need to get the appropriate title so we can incorporate it by reference,
as well as reference it in the Elements Common section.  For now I will leave spraying inn
as a treatment option and leave a placemark for referencing this authorizing decision. 
Thanks Mindee!

 
Terry Chute



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: FW: Draft discussion/thoughts on alternatives and effects to recreation and visual quality
Date: 07/30/2009 03:39 PM
Attachments: Recreation_Effects_Alternatives.doc

Visual_Effects_Alternatives.doc
07222009_agenda.xml

A reminder for you...  Melissa is on vacation this week.  I think she returns to work
on Tuesday.

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

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

07/30/2009 03:28 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Re: FW: Draft discussion/thoughts on alternatives and

effects to recreation and visual quality

Melissa,

I think the best strategy is to put all the specialists' input into the table.  Is that
doable for you?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS To "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568540050FE6F/0/31EFF07E537057E4072575FA005C3175









D R A F T


Rosemont Alternatives and Summary of Likely Direct Effects on Recreation 

July 21, 2009


No Action


· No Effects


Proposed Action


· Tailings and waste rock would obliterate views of mountains from Scenic Byway

· Arizona Trail would be located along the toe of tailings and waste rock piles

· Forest road system (including popular OHV loop roads throughout the project area) would no longer provide scenic driving opportunities for visitors


· Dispersed recreation opportunities in riparian areas along Barrel and McCleary canyons would be obliterated


· Access across Gunsight Pass may remain open to public


Rosemont’s Alternative


· Same effects as Proposed Action, but mitigation (including reshaping landforms and revegetation) would help tailings and waste rock look somewhat less engineered


Tailings in Schofield/Waste Rock in McCleary


· Tailings and waste rock would alter views of mountains from Scenic Byway


· Arizona Trail would be obliterated by a portion of the waste rock and tailings piles 


· Some Forest road system (including popular OHV loop roads throughout the project area) would continue to provide scenic driving opportunities for visitors


· Dispersed recreation opportunities in riparian areas along Barrel and McCleary canyons would be preserved


· East-West access across mountains may be permanently obliterated

Only Barrel Canyon


· Similar effects to Rosemont’s Alternative

· Lower portion of Barrel Canyon would continue to be available for dispersed recration

Tailings in Sycamore/Waste Rock in Upper Barrel and Upper McCleary


· Would likely have a reduced impact on recreation by placing 1/3 of waste material in Sycamore Canyon, which is much less important for recreation

· Tailings and waste rock would obliterate a portion of the view of mountains from Scenic Byway


· Much of Forest road system (including popular OHV loop roads throughout the project area) would continue to provide scenic driving opportunities for visitors


· Many dispersed recreation opportunities in riparian areas along Barrel and McCleary canyons would be preserved


· East-West access across mountains may be permanently obliterated













D R A F T


Rosemont Alternatives and Summary of Likely Direct Effects on Visual Resources


July 21, 2009


No Action


· No Effects


Proposed Action


· Tailings and waste rock would obliterate views of mountains from Hwy 83, AZ Trail, and other viewpoints east of project

· Tailings and waste rock do not blend with surrounding landscape (even side slopes, flat top, etc.)


Rosemont’s Alternative


· Same effects as Proposed Action, but mitigation (including reshaping landforms and revegetation) would help tailings and waste rock look somewhat less engineered


Tailings in Schofield/Waste Rock in McCleary


· Tailings and waste rock would be placed in locations highly visible from viewing areas on east side of mountains

· May be easier to mimic landforms and vegetation patterns from surrounding landscape because mountains here have much more simple shape and vegetation


· Large flat bench would not look natural


· Pit would be fully visible


· Plant would be fully visible


· Central mountain view would remain

Only Barrel Canyon


· Similar effects to Rosemont’s Alternative

· Height of pile in south end of Barrel may have more effect on views from south and/or from east side of mountains than proposed action

Tailings in Sycamore/Waste Rock in Upper Barrel and Upper McCleary


· Would likely have a reduced impact on visual quality long-term by placing 1/3 of waste material in Sycamore Canyon, which is much less visible than other areas


· Would need to demonstrate to residents to north and northwest (including Tucson) that tailings pile can be treated to have little or no effect to these viewsheds

· Access road to Sycamore would create a visual impact during mine operation


· Pit would be fully visible


· Plant would be fully visible


· Much of central mountain view would remain
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07/21/2009 10:04 AM
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Re: FW: Draft discussion/thoughts on alternatives and

effects to recreation and visual quality

I believe Bev plans to use specialist input on alternatives to eventually formulate a
memo with rationale to Jeanine on what alternatives the team is recommending for
detialed analysis, etc.  I wouldn't do anything with the input right now.  Bev will be
back next week and you can ask her then if she wants you to consolidate the info. 
We have to get the issues formalized and reviewed by the RO before we can
formalize the alternatives, so we have a little bit of time on this one. 
What is planned for tomorrow is to finalize issue statements and units of measure.  I
can make copies for the team.  I just need your help setting up the laptop and
projector.  Thanks for all your help and diligence! 

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

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

07/21/2009 09:25 AM 
To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beverley A Everson"

<beverson@fs.fed.us> 
Subject FW: Draft discussion/thoughts on alternatives and effects to

recreation and visual quality

Mindee- 
I know you are working on Region correspondence for SR1, but could you peek at this
note? Should I be compiling all of the resource specialist comments into the table or how
would you like these handled? Also, are there handouts that you would like me to have
prepared for tomorrow? 
  

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/9A65D68FD961DEE4882575FA005AA6A4


Thanks for all you help! 
  
Melissa 
  
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant 

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2009 8:24 AM
To: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Draft discussion/thoughts on alternatives and effects to recreation and
visual quality 
  

Here is my homework for tomorrow's meeting.  I realize that we were supposed to
put our thoughts into a table, but I wasn't sure which table to use, and it looked like
other resource specialists were creating documents like this...so I drafted something
similar.  This morning I attempted to post the rec document on WebEx and it
appeared to save fine, but then I couldn't find it on WebEx, so I must have done
something wrong.   

Melissa, can you either post these documents on WebEx?  Or do you or Bex plan to
consolidate text from specialist's input into one big table for us all to loo at?   

Thanks. 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: FW: Draft discussion/thoughts on alternatives and effects to recreation and visual quality
Date: 07/21/2009 10:04 AM
Attachments: Recreation_Effects_Alternatives.doc

Visual_Effects_Alternatives.doc
07222009_agenda.xml

I believe Bev plans to use specialist input on alternatives to eventually formulate a memo with rationale
to Jeanine on what alternatives the team is recommending for detialed analysis, etc.  I wouldn't do
anything with the input right now.  Bev will be back next week and you can ask her then if she wants
you to consolidate the info.  We have to get the issues formalized and reviewed by the RO before we
can formalize the alternatives, so we have a little bit of time on this one. 
What is planned for tomorrow is to finalize issue statements and units of measure.  I can make copies
for the team.  I just need your help setting up the laptop and projector.  Thanks for all your help and
diligence! 

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

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

07/21/2009 09:25 AM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>
cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beverley A Everson"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>
Subject FW: Draft discussion/thoughts on alternatives and effects to

recreation and visual quality

Mindee- 
I know you are working on Region correspondence for SR1, but could you peek at this note? Should I be
compiling all of the resource specialist comments into the table or how would you like these handled? Also, are

there handouts that you would like me to have prepared for tomorrow? 
  
Thanks for all you help! 
  
Melissa 
  
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2009 8:24 AM

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com









D R A F T


Rosemont Alternatives and Summary of Likely Direct Effects on Recreation 

July 21, 2009


No Action


· No Effects


Proposed Action


· Tailings and waste rock would obliterate views of mountains from Scenic Byway

· Arizona Trail would be located along the toe of tailings and waste rock piles

· Forest road system (including popular OHV loop roads throughout the project area) would no longer provide scenic driving opportunities for visitors


· Dispersed recreation opportunities in riparian areas along Barrel and McCleary canyons would be obliterated


· Access across Gunsight Pass may remain open to public


Rosemont’s Alternative


· Same effects as Proposed Action, but mitigation (including reshaping landforms and revegetation) would help tailings and waste rock look somewhat less engineered


Tailings in Schofield/Waste Rock in McCleary


· Tailings and waste rock would alter views of mountains from Scenic Byway


· Arizona Trail would be obliterated by a portion of the waste rock and tailings piles 


· Some Forest road system (including popular OHV loop roads throughout the project area) would continue to provide scenic driving opportunities for visitors


· Dispersed recreation opportunities in riparian areas along Barrel and McCleary canyons would be preserved


· East-West access across mountains may be permanently obliterated

Only Barrel Canyon


· Similar effects to Rosemont’s Alternative

· Lower portion of Barrel Canyon would continue to be available for dispersed recration

Tailings in Sycamore/Waste Rock in Upper Barrel and Upper McCleary


· Would likely have a reduced impact on recreation by placing 1/3 of waste material in Sycamore Canyon, which is much less important for recreation

· Tailings and waste rock would obliterate a portion of the view of mountains from Scenic Byway


· Much of Forest road system (including popular OHV loop roads throughout the project area) would continue to provide scenic driving opportunities for visitors


· Many dispersed recreation opportunities in riparian areas along Barrel and McCleary canyons would be preserved


· East-West access across mountains may be permanently obliterated













D R A F T


Rosemont Alternatives and Summary of Likely Direct Effects on Visual Resources


July 21, 2009


No Action


· No Effects


Proposed Action


· Tailings and waste rock would obliterate views of mountains from Hwy 83, AZ Trail, and other viewpoints east of project

· Tailings and waste rock do not blend with surrounding landscape (even side slopes, flat top, etc.)


Rosemont’s Alternative


· Same effects as Proposed Action, but mitigation (including reshaping landforms and revegetation) would help tailings and waste rock look somewhat less engineered


Tailings in Schofield/Waste Rock in McCleary


· Tailings and waste rock would be placed in locations highly visible from viewing areas on east side of mountains

· May be easier to mimic landforms and vegetation patterns from surrounding landscape because mountains here have much more simple shape and vegetation


· Large flat bench would not look natural


· Pit would be fully visible


· Plant would be fully visible


· Central mountain view would remain

Only Barrel Canyon


· Similar effects to Rosemont’s Alternative

· Height of pile in south end of Barrel may have more effect on views from south and/or from east side of mountains than proposed action

Tailings in Sycamore/Waste Rock in Upper Barrel and Upper McCleary


· Would likely have a reduced impact on visual quality long-term by placing 1/3 of waste material in Sycamore Canyon, which is much less visible than other areas


· Would need to demonstrate to residents to north and northwest (including Tucson) that tailings pile can be treated to have little or no effect to these viewsheds

· Access road to Sycamore would create a visual impact during mine operation


· Pit would be fully visible


· Plant would be fully visible


· Much of central mountain view would remain
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To: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Draft discussion/thoughts on alternatives and effects to recreation and visual quality 
  

Here is my homework for tomorrow's meeting.  I realize that we were supposed to put our thoughts into
a table, but I wasn't sure which table to use, and it looked like other resource specialists were creating
documents like this...so I drafted something similar.  This morning I attempted to post the rec document
on WebEx and it appeared to save fine, but then I couldn't find it on WebEx, so I must have done
something wrong.   

Melissa, can you either post these documents on WebEx?  Or do you or Bex plan to consolidate text
from specialist's input into one big table for us all to loo at?   

Thanks. 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Dale Ortman PE; Roger D Congdon
Subject: RE: FW: Draft SRK SOW - Myers Groundwater Report Review
Date: 02/07/2010 07:57 PM

Salek,
 
Thanks for the approval. We'll get a SOW and cost estimate to Rosemont soon. 
 
Tom

From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Fri 2/5/2010 4:07 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Dale Ortman PE; Roger D Congdon
Subject: Re: FW: Draft SRK SOW - Myers Groundwater Report Review

Hello Tom, 
Please move forward with getting this work completed.   
Thanks. 

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

02/02/2010 02:36 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc
Subject FW: Draft SRK SOW - Myers Groundwater Report  Review

Bev and Salek, 
  
Please review the attached SOW and let me know if you would like SWCA to approach Rosemont to have this

work completed. 
  
Tom 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, January 24, 2010 1:08 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Draft SRK SOW - Myers Groundwater Report Review 
  

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us


Tom, 
  
Attached is a draft SOW for SRK to review the two Myers groundwater reports and the work proposed by
TetraTech to evaluate groundwater impact in Davidson Canyon. 

  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Jeanine Derby
To: Andrea W Campbell
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Richard Ahern; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Re: Fw: FOIA request of 04/06/08
Date: 05/27/2008 10:28 AM
Attachments: Chrisman FOIA.PDF

He might be premature in requesting the technical info.   (Maybe some of his
questions, if relevant to the analysis, would be answered during the analysis with
input from Rosemont and/or contract specialists through SWCA ).  

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS

Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS 

05/27/2008 10:09 AM

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Richard
Ahern/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: FOIA request of 04/06/08

Jeanine,

This indeed was a FOIA request forwarded to me from Region (see
attached).

From Dick's email below, I gather that we do NOT have records that
divulge the type of info the Doctor seeks.

I'd appreciate Bev's input on this, and if we have nothing, I will
prepare a written response from you that indicates we've fwded back
to Region (appeal rights letter for FOIA from R Forester).

Please advise.
thanks.

a

----- Forwarded by Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS on 05/27/2008 10:03 AM -----

Richard
Ahern/R3/USDAFS To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc nitroxer2003@yahoo.com, Andrea W

mailto:CN=Jeanine Derby/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Andrea W Campbell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Richard Ahern/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES







05/27/2008 08:10 AM
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: FOIA request of 04/06/08

Beverley, 

Dr. Chrisman's inquiry is being forwarded to you since it appears to be specific to
Rosemont, and he is advised of this referral by copy of this note.  His original inquiry
which apparently ended up in Albuquerque, was in a form which was taken as a
FOIA request for which I have no relevant documentation.

My telephone conversation with Dr Chrisman on May 22, 2008 mostly dealt with his
view that all of the available data should be readily available and compiled in a
format that would be useful in his evaluation of the region. My e-mail to him is
below, and during my conversation with him I tried to impress upon him that we
don't do that, but that he would be welcome to whatever we had.  I tried studiously
to avoid discussing anything specific about Rosemont.

Dick

----- Forwarded by Richard Ahern/R3/USDAFS on 05/27/2008 07:57 AM -----

Steve_in_Arizona
<nitroxer2003@yahoo.com> 

05/24/2008 09:10 AM
Please respond to

nitroxer2003@yahoo.com

To Richard Ahern <rahern@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Re: FOIA request of 04/06/08

Dear Mr. Ahern:

 

So far, I have submitted six comments to the FS as part of the NEPA process. I don't know
which one you have because you didn't quote it or reference the part of the comment you
have been asked to answer.

 

From your email, you appear either not to understand what I'm asking for; or, feel we don't
yet have anything to talk about. I have four mining concerns, not answered adequately by
the Rosemont Mining Plan; questions which might require remediation. Any one of these



questions you could have been asked about (see numbered list).

 

(1) Tenorm as it relates to the Rosemont Mine, (2) Stability of rock walls and mine tailings
as presented in the Rosemont Mine plan, walls up to 600 ft high without reinforcements
from water activity or earthquake, (3) Lack of proper drainage planning in the set-up of the
operational area of the ore processing area, and (4) Plans to isolate mined materials from the
aquifer, such as impoundments and impermable leach pads.

 

Let me be "more specific" regards #1 Tenorm. (It's my guess that's the comment you are
answering? (#'s 2 and 3 would be routed to a Civil Engineer. #4 would be routed to a
Mining Engineer.) If I'm correct we can proceed or you can forward the question for anwer
to someone who has more information on minerals and mines in the Rosemont area or the
FS area Rosemont would be permitted to access and use according to the 1872 mining law,
granting them mining access to public land, in the Forest Service's keeping.

 

My comments regards #1 Tenorm concern what I want and what I don't need, follow:

 

I don't want a list of mines. I can get that. I don't want to know a comprehensive geology or
mineralogy of AZ. I'm asking about the minerals of the Rosemont area; something that is
known, something analysis is availble for from assay of claims now in the possession of
Rosemont and from drill sampling. If mines and minerolgy is not your area of study then
your NEPA participation may be limited. If not we should continue.

 

Tell me about the Uranium content in the mineral deposits of the Rosemont Mine area as
proposed. I know there are Laramide granites in some parts of the Rosemont area to be
mined and I know these formations are known to have Uranium present.

 

I have also seen mining data bases for this part of AZ that are Internet search-able, by



minerals contained, in mines, either in operation, or abandoned. Uranium appears to be 
present in many areas in Southern Arizona; and, the  data I've seen makes me think the
Rosemont mineral deposits contain concentratable trace Uranium which could become
Tenorm (techniologically enriched normal radiological mineral).

 

Experience with Tenorm in Arizona has been these minerals have contaminated the aquifer;
and, have been potentially dangerous to man and wildlife. If the Rosemont mine has
radioactive element that could be released as Tenorm into the aquifer that would be of
interest to the NEPA process and constitute an environmental and health impact to everyone
in the area adjacent to the mine; as well as to the workers of the mine.

 

If your department has no information for me that would be of value in answering my more
specific question or if the information you have you may not be able to give to me, you may 
chose to forward this email and my response to the FS requestor, so they can monitor the
NEPA process or reroute the comment to a more appropriate agency.

 

 

Thank You,

Dr. Steve Chrisman

 

 

 

--- On Thu, 5/22/08, Richard Ahern <rahern@fs.fed.us> wrote:

From: Richard Ahern <rahern@fs.fed.us>



Subject: FOIA request of 04/06/08
To: nitroxer2003@yahoo.com
Date: Thursday, May 22, 2008, 2:24 PM

Dr.. Chrisman

To introduce myself, I am the manager of the minerals program
on the
Coronado Forest.  In response to the FOIA officer's request
for my help in
responding to your FOIA, I have checked through our files for
anything on
the Rosemont area relating to "old mine sites."

We do not have any specific files or information on old mine
sites.   What
I do have are two very thick files on earlier administrative
actions in the
Rosemont area, neither of which are specific to old mines. 
While there may
be a few documents in those files which may fit your request
parameters,
the request itself is too generalized to help in identifying
what would be
of interest and what would not.  Without more specific
information, I would
not feel comfortable making that decision on your behalf.

I have one or two suggestions as to how we could proceed. 
First, and most
preferable, would be for you to visit my office by
appointment and review
the files  yourself.  A copy machine would be made available
to you, and
unless you chose to copy the entire 9 inches of files, there
might not be a
copy charge.  I would need to review what you chose to copy
for possible
disclosure issues and possible redaction of entries which we
are not able
to disclose, but that is a relatively simple matter.  Mostly
it covers
personal information like addresses and such.  There are
other sensitive
issues, such as archaeological features and things like that
which might be
redacted,, but generally none relating to minerals or mining.

Alternatively, if you want to copy the entire set of files, I
would suggest
that you make arrangements with one or another photocopy
shop, to which I
could deliver the files.  They would make copies, and charge
that to your
account, and deliver my files with your copies to me for
redaction and
delivery to you.  Considering the volume and the complexity
of the files,
that could be quite expensive.  Many of the documents in the
files are



stapled, some are over-sized, many must be handled one sheet
at a time,
survey reports are voluminous, and so on.  I am concerned
that you will be
very disappointed in the results of this course of action. 
Most of the
files are not related to "old mine sites" but to
administrative
issues.

The best response to your request would be to refer you to
the Arizona
Department of Mines and Minerals at their web site or by
personal contact.
They have been compiling this kind of information for almost
a century.
They have numerous reports and maps available, and many can
be viewed
on-line at http://www.admmr.state.az.us/Info/    or you could
contact them
directly,  Nyal Niemuth (602) 771-1604 or at
njn22r@hotmail.com.  Other
phone numbers would be available at:
http://www.admmr.state.az.us/General/contacts.html

The Arizona Geological Survey office in Tucson has a number
of publications
reporting old mine sites and providing some information, and
an extensive
library of information on the Rosemont area and elsewhere. 
Their website
provides contact information at    http://www.azgs.az.gov/. 
They are
located at 416 W. Congress St, Suite 100, Tucson, Arizona
85701 and can be
reached at (520) 770-3500.

You might also want to visit the Augusta web site, or
Rosemont Copper as
they are now called.  It is my understanding that a great
deal of
information on the area and their project has been posted on
their web
site.

In any case, perhaps the best thing would be for us to
review your request
on the telephone.  I could not reach you earlier, so perhaps
it would work
best if  you called me at your convenience.

My contact information is as follows:

Richard Ahern
Minerals Program Manager
300 W. Congress, 6th floor
Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone: (520) 388-8327
Cell:      (520) 260-5053



e-mail:  rahern@fs.fed.us



From: Jeanine Derby
To: Andrea W Campbell
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Richard Ahern; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Re: Fw: FOIA request of 04/06/08
Date: 05/27/2008 10:28 AM
Attachments: Chrisman FOIA.PDF

He might be premature in requesting the technical info.   (Maybe some of his
questions, if relevant to the analysis, would be answered during the analysis with
input from Rosemont and/or contract specialists through SWCA ).  

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS

Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS 

05/27/2008 10:09 AM

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Richard
Ahern/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: FOIA request of 04/06/08

Jeanine,

This indeed was a FOIA request forwarded to me from Region (see
attached).

From Dick's email below, I gather that we do NOT have records that
divulge the type of info the Doctor seeks.

I'd appreciate Bev's input on this, and if we have nothing, I will
prepare a written response from you that indicates we've fwded back
to Region (appeal rights letter for FOIA from R Forester).

Please advise.
thanks.

a

----- Forwarded by Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS on 05/27/2008 10:03 AM -----

Richard
Ahern/R3/USDAFS To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc nitroxer2003@yahoo.com, Andrea W

mailto:CN=Jeanine Derby/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Andrea W Campbell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Richard Ahern/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES







05/27/2008 08:10 AM
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: FOIA request of 04/06/08

Beverley, 

Dr. Chrisman's inquiry is being forwarded to you since it appears to be specific to
Rosemont, and he is advised of this referral by copy of this note.  His original inquiry
which apparently ended up in Albuquerque, was in a form which was taken as a
FOIA request for which I have no relevant documentation.

My telephone conversation with Dr Chrisman on May 22, 2008 mostly dealt with his
view that all of the available data should be readily available and compiled in a
format that would be useful in his evaluation of the region. My e-mail to him is
below, and during my conversation with him I tried to impress upon him that we
don't do that, but that he would be welcome to whatever we had.  I tried studiously
to avoid discussing anything specific about Rosemont.

Dick

----- Forwarded by Richard Ahern/R3/USDAFS on 05/27/2008 07:57 AM -----

Steve_in_Arizona
<nitroxer2003@yahoo.com> 

05/24/2008 09:10 AM
Please respond to

nitroxer2003@yahoo.com

To Richard Ahern <rahern@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Re: FOIA request of 04/06/08

Dear Mr. Ahern:

 

So far, I have submitted six comments to the FS as part of the NEPA process. I don't know
which one you have because you didn't quote it or reference the part of the comment you
have been asked to answer.

 

From your email, you appear either not to understand what I'm asking for; or, feel we don't
yet have anything to talk about. I have four mining concerns, not answered adequately by
the Rosemont Mining Plan; questions which might require remediation. Any one of these



questions you could have been asked about (see numbered list).

 

(1) Tenorm as it relates to the Rosemont Mine, (2) Stability of rock walls and mine tailings
as presented in the Rosemont Mine plan, walls up to 600 ft high without reinforcements
from water activity or earthquake, (3) Lack of proper drainage planning in the set-up of the
operational area of the ore processing area, and (4) Plans to isolate mined materials from the
aquifer, such as impoundments and impermable leach pads.

 

Let me be "more specific" regards #1 Tenorm. (It's my guess that's the comment you are
answering? (#'s 2 and 3 would be routed to a Civil Engineer. #4 would be routed to a
Mining Engineer.) If I'm correct we can proceed or you can forward the question for anwer
to someone who has more information on minerals and mines in the Rosemont area or the
FS area Rosemont would be permitted to access and use according to the 1872 mining law,
granting them mining access to public land, in the Forest Service's keeping.

 

My comments regards #1 Tenorm concern what I want and what I don't need, follow:

 

I don't want a list of mines. I can get that. I don't want to know a comprehensive geology or
mineralogy of AZ. I'm asking about the minerals of the Rosemont area; something that is
known, something analysis is availble for from assay of claims now in the possession of
Rosemont and from drill sampling. If mines and minerolgy is not your area of study then
your NEPA participation may be limited. If not we should continue.

 

Tell me about the Uranium content in the mineral deposits of the Rosemont Mine area as
proposed. I know there are Laramide granites in some parts of the Rosemont area to be
mined and I know these formations are known to have Uranium present.

 

I have also seen mining data bases for this part of AZ that are Internet search-able, by



minerals contained, in mines, either in operation, or abandoned. Uranium appears to be 
present in many areas in Southern Arizona; and, the  data I've seen makes me think the
Rosemont mineral deposits contain concentratable trace Uranium which could become
Tenorm (techniologically enriched normal radiological mineral).

 

Experience with Tenorm in Arizona has been these minerals have contaminated the aquifer;
and, have been potentially dangerous to man and wildlife. If the Rosemont mine has
radioactive element that could be released as Tenorm into the aquifer that would be of
interest to the NEPA process and constitute an environmental and health impact to everyone
in the area adjacent to the mine; as well as to the workers of the mine.

 

If your department has no information for me that would be of value in answering my more
specific question or if the information you have you may not be able to give to me, you may 
chose to forward this email and my response to the FS requestor, so they can monitor the
NEPA process or reroute the comment to a more appropriate agency.

 

 

Thank You,

Dr. Steve Chrisman

 

 

 

--- On Thu, 5/22/08, Richard Ahern <rahern@fs.fed.us> wrote:

From: Richard Ahern <rahern@fs.fed.us>



Subject: FOIA request of 04/06/08
To: nitroxer2003@yahoo.com
Date: Thursday, May 22, 2008, 2:24 PM

Dr.. Chrisman

To introduce myself, I am the manager of the minerals program
on the
Coronado Forest.  In response to the FOIA officer's request
for my help in
responding to your FOIA, I have checked through our files for
anything on
the Rosemont area relating to "old mine sites."

We do not have any specific files or information on old mine
sites.   What
I do have are two very thick files on earlier administrative
actions in the
Rosemont area, neither of which are specific to old mines. 
While there may
be a few documents in those files which may fit your request
parameters,
the request itself is too generalized to help in identifying
what would be
of interest and what would not.  Without more specific
information, I would
not feel comfortable making that decision on your behalf.

I have one or two suggestions as to how we could proceed. 
First, and most
preferable, would be for you to visit my office by
appointment and review
the files  yourself.  A copy machine would be made available
to you, and
unless you chose to copy the entire 9 inches of files, there
might not be a
copy charge.  I would need to review what you chose to copy
for possible
disclosure issues and possible redaction of entries which we
are not able
to disclose, but that is a relatively simple matter.  Mostly
it covers
personal information like addresses and such.  There are
other sensitive
issues, such as archaeological features and things like that
which might be
redacted,, but generally none relating to minerals or mining.

Alternatively, if you want to copy the entire set of files, I
would suggest
that you make arrangements with one or another photocopy
shop, to which I
could deliver the files.  They would make copies, and charge
that to your
account, and deliver my files with your copies to me for
redaction and
delivery to you.  Considering the volume and the complexity
of the files,
that could be quite expensive.  Many of the documents in the
files are



stapled, some are over-sized, many must be handled one sheet
at a time,
survey reports are voluminous, and so on.  I am concerned
that you will be
very disappointed in the results of this course of action. 
Most of the
files are not related to "old mine sites" but to
administrative
issues.

The best response to your request would be to refer you to
the Arizona
Department of Mines and Minerals at their web site or by
personal contact.
They have been compiling this kind of information for almost
a century.
They have numerous reports and maps available, and many can
be viewed
on-line at http://www.admmr.state.az.us/Info/    or you could
contact them
directly,  Nyal Niemuth (602) 771-1604 or at
njn22r@hotmail.com.  Other
phone numbers would be available at:
http://www.admmr.state.az.us/General/contacts.html

The Arizona Geological Survey office in Tucson has a number
of publications
reporting old mine sites and providing some information, and
an extensive
library of information on the Rosemont area and elsewhere. 
Their website
provides contact information at    http://www.azgs.az.gov/. 
They are
located at 416 W. Congress St, Suite 100, Tucson, Arizona
85701 and can be
reached at (520) 770-3500.

You might also want to visit the Augusta web site, or
Rosemont Copper as
they are now called.  It is my understanding that a great
deal of
information on the area and their project has been posted on
their web
site.

In any case, perhaps the best thing would be for us to
review your request
on the telephone.  I could not reach you earlier, so perhaps
it would work
best if  you called me at your convenience.

My contact information is as follows:

Richard Ahern
Minerals Program Manager
300 W. Congress, 6th floor
Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone: (520) 388-8327
Cell:      (520) 260-5053



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Salek Shafiqullah; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Re: Fw: Global Acid Rock Drainage (GARD) Guide
Date: 11/18/2009 10:24 AM
Attachments: GARD Guide Launch_ICARD-9.pdf

Dennis Turner, ADEQ, suggests the referenced report could be useful to Rosemont
water analysis...
Thx. Teresa.

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

▼ Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

11/16/2009 03:04 PM

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

cc

Subject Fw: Global Acid Rock Drainage (GARD) Guide

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax

----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 11/16/2009 03:03 PM -----

"Dennis L. Turner"
<Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov> 

11/16/2009 02:30 PM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Global Acid Rock Drainage (GARD) Guide

Attached is an announcement (one of several—I chose this newsletter because it’s
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                                                                                                                                                                  November 2009 


To obtain information on MEND or its publications, please send an e-mail to: 
mend-nedem@nrcan.gc.ca 


  


                                         


The MEND Monitor   
 
8th ICARD 
The Eighth International Conference on Acid Rock 
Drainage was held in conjunction with Securing the 
Future in Skellefteå, Sweden on June 23-26, 2009. 
Over 300 delegates from 42 countries participated 
in the conference. The technical program contained 
over 140 presentations and 70 posters ranging from 
basic understanding of ARD to policies for 
sustainable mining. Short courses were given prior 
to the conference and three field trips to historical 
and active mine sites were held after the 
conference. Conference proceedings will be available 
from the INAP www.inap.com.au and SveMin 
websites www.securing.skelleftea.se. 
 
GARD Guide Launched at ICARD 
The Global Acid Rock Drainage (GARD) Guide was 
officially launched at the 8th ICARD to much 
acclaim. The GARD Guide describes proven 
techniques for characterization, prediction, monitoring, 
treatment, prevention, and management of drainage 
produced by sulphide mineral oxidation, often 
termed “acid rock drainage” (ARD). It also 
addresses metal leaching (ML) caused by sulphide 
mineral oxidation. The Guide will assist industry to 
provide high levels of environmental protection, 
support government efforts in assessing and 
regulating mining activities, and enable the public 
and other stakeholders to gain a higher degree of 
understanding of acid prevention plans and practices.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
Members of Global Alliance and Golder team 


at the 8th ICARD, Skellefteå, Sweden 
 
 
 


 


 
The Guide applies to all commodities, from base 
and precious metals to uranium and diamonds, and 
to all phases of mining, from exploration to post-
closure. It also takes into account climate, 
environmental, and other geographic factors. 
 
The GARD Guide is based on a “Wiki” model and 
resides at www.gardguide.com, so that it is 
accessible to practitioners around the globe.  
Information on ARD/ML has been compiled into 
over 700 pages, organized into chapters and sub-
chapters. The GARD Guide will now enter into a 
phase of continual improvement and awareness 
creation, which will result in further upgrades and 
revisions.  Users of the GARD Guide can leave 
comments and suggestions on the Wiki, or provide 
feedback directly to Gilles Tremblay, GARD Guide 
Secretariat.  Development of the GARD Guide was 
sponsored by INAP, with the support of the Global 
Alliance.  Golder Associates was retained to 
develop the Guide, and assembled a global team of 
recognized experts for this tremendous effort.  
 
9th ICARD Comes to Canada  
The MEND Organizing Committee was selected to 
host the 9th ICARD in Ottawa in the spring of 2012. 
ICARD 2012 will continue the strong tradition forged 
by previous ICARDs as being the preeminent venue 
for leading-edge acidic drainage research and 
problem solving. The conference will include three 
days of technical presentations and a suite of short 
courses and field trips.  


  


Upcoming Events 
16th Annual MEND-BC ARD/ML Workshop. The 
theme is “Soil, Geomembrane and Non-traditional 
Dry Covers”. December 2-3, 2009. Vancouver, BC.  
Visit the MEND website  
 
13th International Seminar on Paste and Thickened 
Tailings. The theme is “Paste Technology –
Improving our World”. May 3-6, 2010.  Toronto, ON. 
Visit  www.paste2010.com 
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short, easy to read) of the Global Acid Rock Drainage Guide. It’s free and accessible
online. I highly recommend it as a reference when reviewing and writing applicable
portions of the Rosemont EIS. The discussions about ICARD are not relevant; just
happened to be part of this particular newsletter.

 
FYI; please forward to Salek and other interested parties.

 
''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 
Dennis L. Turner, R.G.
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Surface Water Section
1110 W. Washington St. MC 5415 A-1
Phoenix, AZ 85007

 

 

NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may contain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL information and
is intended only for the use of the specific individual(s) to whom it is addressed. It may contain
information that is privileged and confidential under state and federal law. This information may be used or
disclosed only in accordance with law, and you may be subject to penalties under law for improper use or
further disclosure of the information in this e-mail and its attachments. If you have received this e-mail in
error, please immediately notify the person named above by reply e-mail, and then delete the original e-

mail. Thank you.



From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Larry Jones; William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: Fw: Horst's draft final report  - COMMENTS NEEDED ASAP
Date: 04/22/2010 10:03 AM

I might, but couldn't find the report on the WebEx site, likely due to my own
lameness not to its absence.  Any clues which folder/section I could find it?

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

04/22/2010 09:42 AM

To Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Horst's draft final report - COMMENTS NEEDED
ASAP

Do you have any comments you want to add?
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/22/2010 09:36 AM -----

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

04/22/2010 07:10 AM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Marcie
Bidwell'" <mbidwell@swca.com>, "'Melinda D Roth'"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Rochelle Dresser"
<rdesser@fs.fed.us>, "'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '"
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Tom Furgason'"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

cc daleortmanpe@live.com

Subject RE: Horst's draft final report - COMMENTS NEEDED

ASAP

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/AD1B0E72B36AE8218825770D004C771C


Salek and Marcie:  Please provide comments immediately. 

Others:  I don't know of others who plan to comment, but if you do, please get your
comments in immediately or call me to discuss.   

Thanks.

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

04/22/2010 06:55 AM 
To "'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Beverley A Everson'"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Melinda D Roth'" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "'Salek
Shafiqullah - USFS '" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Rochelle Dresser"
<rdesser@fs.fed.us>, "'Marcie Bidwell'" <mbidwell@swca.com> 

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

Debby, 
  
To date, I have only received IDT comments from you on the draft landform report
prepared by Horst Schor. Please confirm that no other IDT members have commented on
the report and that I have all comments from the IDT . 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 



(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  
  
  
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2010 9:50 AM
To: 'Debby Kriegel'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS
'; Rochelle Dresser (rdesser@fs.fed.us); 'Marcie Bidwell'
Subject: RE: Horst's draft final report - Debby's draft comments 
  
Debby, 
  
Yes, there are major issues with this report.  I’m committed to other work until early next
week, but I will get back to you at that time.  Please continue thinking about the report
and engage with the other IDT members to develop a suite of comments from the CNF.  I’m
targeting having a set of comments for Horst by the latter part of next week.  The contract
gives us one round of review for the draft report so I want to be sure we have everyone’s
input. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


  
  
From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2010 10:39 AM
To: daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: Horst's draft final report - Debby's draft comments 
  

Dale, 

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

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

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us 



From: Mary Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; klgraves@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com;
wgillespie@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; ccoyle@swca.com

Subject: Re: Fw: Issue Statements
Date: 08/14/2009 07:53 AM

thanks Bev & Mindee -- I like Bev's suggestions for night skies, and our changes
regarding heritage and tribal issues are incorporated.  One little thing:  several of
our issue statements use the phrase "siting of..." facilities.  Would it be better to use
another word, e.g. construction?  I'm not sure how engineers interpret siting, but to
me it's just staking something out, and that wouldn't really capture the ground
disturbance associated with construction.

Then one big thing:  as Debby K has pointed out, our politically correct and
administratively appropriate issue statement for Visual Resources don't seem to
adequately capture the public's energy and passion for this issue. Could we keep our
own objectivity but acknowledge the fervor somehow?  It was easier to do this for
tribal issues, partly because they were uanimous and partly because their legal
status gives their statements added weight-- we know we can't dismiss tribes by
ignoring what they've said or dismissing it as being just opinion or superstition.  And
I realize the general public and organizations don't have the same rights, and that
it'd be terribly unwieldy and biased to say sometihng like "The Save the Scenic
Santa Ritas organization says that the destruction of the scenery will have severe
impacts on tourism and the economy."  

Still, I think our issue statements would be more accurate if we could figure out how
to pump up visual resources!

Mary

On Thu, Aug 13, 2009 at 5:01 PM, Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
wrote:

I have a couple of suggestions in rereading the statements, 1) under Night Skies, bullett 1, I suggest
"reduced visibility of stars, planets and other celestial bodies, and satellites" (the other celestial
bodies would include things like asteroids and meteorites), and 2) under Noise and Vibration,
"decreased opportunities for solitude, quiet, and other enjoyment of the natural environment for area
recreationists, residents, and visitors" 

Team, please weigh in, responding to both Mindee and me. 

Thank you! 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/13/2009 04:49 PM ----- 
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

08/13/2009 04:15 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject Issue Statements

I think all comments from Wednesday's IDT meeting are incorporated in this attached version.  As I
read through it one last time, I found some additional questions or suggestions, which I coded in red
text.  I also added a brief introduction.  After talking to Reta, I took the liberty of reordering the issues
to put the drivers up front and I dropped Reclamation Plan as an issue.  I hope you're comfortable in
forwarding  this on to the IDT for final comment.  Let me know if you have question, concerns, or
other ideas about how to "finalize" this product. 

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



From: Andrea Herrera
To: Vail Arizona
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; James A Maes
Subject: Re: FW: Lack of responsiveness by the Coronado National Forest Service re EIS Rosemont Copper
Date: 03/19/2010 11:10 AM

Good Afternoon Elizabeth,

Thank you for your e-mail and request.  In order to best accommodate your needs, can you
please provide me with more information and clarification as to the type of alternative format
you are requesting?  Through your trailing e-mailing correspondence, it appears as though
you are seeking either hard copies of the EIS documents or a CD/DVD format to be made
available.  In terms of a CD format - it encompasses an audio version of the documents
rather than text.  Further, can you please state which specific Technical Reports you are
referencing?  

Looking forward to your response.  

Thank you,

Andrea M. Herrera
Program Specialist/Veterans & Disabilities Program Manager
USDA Forest Service, Southwestern Region
Region 3, Regional Office, Civil Rights
333 Broadway Blvd. SE, Albuquerque, NM 87102
Phone: (505) 842-3809 | Fax: (505) 842-3807
E-Mail: aherrera@fs.fed.us
Website: http://fsweb.r3.fs.fed.us/cr

“The only limit to our realization of tomorrow will be our doubts of today."
- Franklin D. Roosevelt
▼ Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com>

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

03/19/2010 07:11 AM

To <aherrera@fs.fed.us>

cc <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <tstowe@azleg.gov>,
<tfurgason@swca.com>, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "cnewman@fs.fed.us"
<cnewman@fs.fed.us>, "ron.barber@mail.house.gov"
<ron.barber@mail.house.gov>,
<sara.hummelrajca@mail.house.gov>

Subject FW: Lack of responsiveness by the Coronado National
Forest Service re EIS Rosemont Copper

Ms. Herrera,
 
I received your email address from Reta LaFord. It has now been two
months since I put in a request to Ms. Everson for alternative means to
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view the latest technical reports regarding the Rosemont Copper Project.
(these are on the wesbite, not any secret 'behind the scenes' reports) My
request was a very reasonable accommodation. Please see a letter I
wrote to Ms. Stowe, policy advisor for the AZ. House of Representatives a
month ago. My frustrations are still the same, just a month later.  I no
longer feel a CD is a compromise as I deserve to be able to understand
the information in an equal manner to others and should not have to
compromise when my requested accommodation is very reasonable. At
any rate, I have not received a CD either. 
 
Thank you for your time,

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

Quote for the Day: 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the
addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or
attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or
saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender .
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed
without the express written consent of the sender.

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: tstowe@azleg.gov
CC: jpaton@azleg.gov; fantenori@azleg.gov;
dgowan@azleg.gov; district4@pima.gov; beverson@fs.fed.us;
rlaford@fs.fed.us; cnewman@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com;
horst_greczmiel@ceq.eop.gov
Subject: Lack of responsiveness by the Coronado National
Forest Service re EIS Rosemont Copper
Date: Fri, 19 Feb 2010 11:08:19 -0700

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


Ms. Stowe,

 
I am writing to express my concerns over “The Process” for the EIS for Rosemont Copper.
This is a recent example of the lack of responsiveness to a person whose community would
be directly and indirectly impacted by the proposed project.

 
On January 19th,  2010 I wrote to Ms. Beverly Everson of the Coronado National Forest with
the request for hard copies of the most recent Rosemont Copper technical reports. We have
satellite internet which does not allow us to download or even view these reports as the file
sizes are too large. I imagine there are other rural indivicuals who have the same issue with
their internet connection or others who have a dial up connection.

 
 Additionally, I have a neurological deficit which does not allow me to efficiently process
large amounts of information on a computer screen, thus qualifying for a reasonable
accommodation under the Americans with Disabilities Act. This is not the first request for
information in hard copy from the Forest Service for both of the above reasons. Furthermore,
I also requested a CD/DVD similar to what was provided at the beginning of the process for
the MPO. This would have been a compromise to the hard copies. 

 
A prior request for hard copies was filled by Rosemont Copper rather than the Forest Service.
Kathy Arnold of Rosemont Copper told me she does not have a problem fulfilling this more
recent request but all requests must now go through the Forest Service as it is considered a
request under the Freedom of Information Act.

 
I did not receive a reply from Ms. Everson regarding my request on January 19th and sent a
second inquiry on Feb 7th . The response I received on Feb 8th was as follows: 

 
“I received your request and am working on getting an extra set of hard copies.  In the
meantime, many of the reports are on our website, though I understand your preference for
reading hard copies”

 
Even though I have stated on more than one occasion that I CANNOT ACCESS THE
REPORTS ON THE FOREST SERVICE WEBSITE, I was told yet again that I could
view them there. On Feb. 9th 2010, I sent a reply back to Ms. Everson asking for an ETA on
the copies and did not receive a response.

 
Now, a month after my initial request and the day before a very large community outreach
event in our area (Vail Pride Day) I have not received this information from the Forest
Service and therefore will not be able to speak about any updates. I will be representing the
Empire Fagan Coalition, an organization that works on preservation and education in the
Empire Mountains/Mt. Fagan Valley, predominately related to Arizona State Trust Land.
While the Rosemont Copper project is not the focus of our organization, water, air quality
and traffic issues in and near the Davidson Canyon are relevant. 



 
This is how the process is (not?) working. I’m sure you can appreciate my frustration.

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

Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the

addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or

attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or

saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender .
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed

without the express written consent of the sender.

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: Landscape Architects and Reclamation Team
Date: 05/05/2009 08:35 AM

It's hard to know exactly where discussions might lead, but your earlier guess of 9-
noon is probably about right.

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

05/04/2009 03:00 PM

To karnold@rosemontcopper.com,
daleortmanpe@live.com

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

Subject Re: Fw: Landscape Architects and Reclamation Team

I have 6V6 reserved all day on May 7.  Let's plan on starting at 9:00.  Does anyone
have a feel for how much time we'll need?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

05/01/2009 12:10 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

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

Subject Re: Fw: Landscape Architects and Reclamation Team

Thursday is probably best.  Marcie and I are available that day.   We need to know
the time and location.   Will you respond to Kathy and let us know?

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/261C693E902BF7D4872575A90068164F
notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/0/6281BA6843898A54072575A80058F853


Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

04/30/2009 09:11 AM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Landscape Architects and Reclamation Team

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/30/2009 09:11 AM -----

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

04/29/2009 04:02 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Dale
Ortman PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>,
Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Landscape Architects and Reclamation
Team

Bev – 
I would like to work through Dale and set up a technical team meeting between the
Reclamation Team and your landscape architects.  I understand the SWCA specialist will
be in town next week on Thursday or Friday and may have some time to sit down with
our reclamation team to discuss expectations and see the direction our team is heading. 
I am particularly interested to make sure our group is aware of the concerns that your
review team has.  Please let me know if your group would be interested in such a
meeting and pick a day and time – May 7th or 8th and I will make our specialists available.

 
As I think I mentioned, we are just getting started “tweaking” our reclamation plan so we
won’t have anything to present as such and would be more interested in hearing
concerns.

 
Regards,

 
Kathy



 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 

 

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: mbidwell@swca.com; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Fw: Landscape Architects and Reclamation Team
Date: 05/01/2009 12:10 PM

Thursday is probably best.  Marcie and I are available that day.   We need to know
the time and location.   Will you respond to Kathy and let us know?

Most importantly, we need you and/or Reta to provide direction on whether it's
appropriate for Rosemont to do any of the needed visual resource work and/or
provide any products.  I'm thinking that the main topics at this meeting may be to
provide them with a clear answer to this question, and to discuss how Rosemont
can provide project-specific information to SWCA to ensure that their simulations are
accurate, analysis is complete, and that possible design options are feasible.

Also, what is Kathy referring to when she mentions our "review team"?

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

04/30/2009 09:11 AM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Landscape Architects and Reclamation Team

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/30/2009 09:11 AM -----

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

04/29/2009 04:02 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Dale
Ortman PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>,
Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Landscape Architects and Reclamation
Team

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Bev – 
I would like to work through Dale and set up a technical team meeting between the
Reclamation Team and your landscape architects.  I understand the SWCA specialist will
be in town next week on Thursday or Friday and may have some time to sit down with
our reclamation team to discuss expectations and see the direction our team is heading. 
I am particularly interested to make sure our group is aware of the concerns that your
review team has.  Please let me know if your group would be interested in such a
meeting and pick a day and time – May 7th or 8th and I will make our specialists available.

 
As I think I mentioned, we are just getting started “tweaking” our reclamation plan so we
won’t have anything to present as such and would be more interested in hearing
concerns.

 
Regards,

 
Kathy

 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 

 

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: 'Debby Kriegel'; mbidwell@swca.com
Subject: RE: Fw: Landscape Architects and Reclamation Team
Date: 05/04/2009 04:06 PM

Thanks Bev; see you on Thursday.
 
Dale
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 3:01 PM
To: karnold@rosemontcopper.com; daleortmanpe@live.com
Cc: Debby Kriegel; mbidwell@swca.com
Subject: Re: Fw: Landscape Architects and Reclamation Team
 

I have 6V6 reserved all day on May 7.  Let's plan on starting at 9:00.  Does anyone have a feel for
how much time we'll need? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

05/01/2009 12:10 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc mbidwell@swca.com, Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Fw: Landscape Architects and Reclamation TeamLink
 

Thursday is probably best.  Marcie and I are available that day.   We need to know the time and
location.   Will you respond to Kathy and let us know? 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

04/30/2009 09:11 AM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject Fw: Landscape Architects and Reclamation Team

 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/6281BA6843898A54072575A80058F853


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

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/30/2009 09:11 AM -----
Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

04/29/2009 04:02 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Dale Ortman PE

<daleortmanpe@live.com>, Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject Landscape Architects and Reclamation Team

 

Bev – 
I would like to work through Dale and set up a technical team meeting between the Reclamation Team
and your landscape architects.  I understand the SWCA specialist will be in town next week on
Thursday or Friday and may have some time to sit down with our reclamation team to discuss
expectations and see the direction our team is heading.  I am particularly interested to make sure our
group is aware of the concerns that your review team has.  Please let me know if your group would be
interested in such a meeting and pick a day and time – May 7th or 8th and I will make our specialists
available. 
  
As I think I mentioned, we are just getting started “tweaking” our reclamation plan so we won’t have
anything to present as such and would be more interested in hearing concerns. 
  
Regards, 
  
Kathy 
  
Katherine Arnold,  PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the

intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately. 
 

 

 

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan
Date: 09/04/2009 03:33 PM

Kathy,

At the Permeon meeting a couple of weeks ago, David told me that he and Joy
would likely have something to present soon.  Please let me know the status.

Also, earlier this summer you said you would look into options for removing or
breaking up the uppermost benches in the pit at the end of mining operations (which
would help mitigate visual impacts by breaking up the horizontal lines).  SWCA did a
quick elevation study recently and determined about 1000' vertical feet (or twenty
50-foot benches) would potentially be visible from Highway 83.  Have you had a
chance to explore what might be feasible?

Thanks.

Debby

▼ Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/23/2009 02:53 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
"David.Krizek@tetratech.com"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>,
"Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>

Subject RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Bev – 
I forwarded Debby’s request to David for an update and haven’t heard back from
him.  We are going to have some internal meetings to discuss status and progress
before the end of the month and I would like to see how those go before I push him

too much.  Let’s have an informal discussion at the meeting on the 30
th

.

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Kathy, can you give Debby and I an update on what your thoughts are
on the next meeting and scheduling?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/17/2009 02:48 PM 
To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


Hi Kathy, 

Just wondering whether your team (Sage & Tetra Tech) are planning to meet with us
sometime soon.   

Please keep me posted.  Thanks! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/17/2009 02:41 PM ----- 

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/03/2009 11:23
AM 

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, mbidwell@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Re: Meeting on Reclamation PlanLink

 

Kathy, 

notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/3B2EB141E568213D872575CA00618D8C


If your team isn't ready to present their work yet, then Meeting after the 15th will be
fine. 

My availability that week: 
Monday, June 15:  available from 11 am until 3 pm.   
Tuesday, June 16:  available only before 9 am (note: I'm usually in the office by 7) 
Wednesday, June 17:  Bev can let you know if I will need to be at a core team
meeting this day.  If there's no meeting, I'd be available all day.   
Thursday and Friday, June 18 & 19:  available any time. 

At our meeting on May 7, Joy and David asked for evaluation criteria and affected
environment input from SWCA for tomorrow's meeting.  I'm reviewing Marcie Bidwell's
draft evaluation criteria today, and hopefully she can send this to you within a day or
so.  The affected environment section is expected by the end of this month. 

Thanks. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/03/2009 10:45 AM 

To "dkriegel@fs.fed.us" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 
Subject Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 



Debbie – 
I spoke with David yesterday regarding a meeting on the Reclamation Plan items and based
on the work that has been completed I think that we would be better off not meeting this
week.  I have forwarded your shape files to David for consideration and will chat with him
either this afternoon or early next week.  I propose that we review the possibility of

meeting the week of the 15
th

 so that some forward momentum will be made prior to sitting
down for discussion as I understand you are unavailable next week. 
  
Regards, 
Kathy 
  
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately. 
  

 

  

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan
Date: 09/10/2009 11:31 AM

Kathy,

Please keep me posted on the meeting date.  

In the proposed action, the waste rock and tailings pile blocks most of the pit view
from Hwy 83.  However, this is not true in the draft alternatives.  A while back, I had
a thought that removing the ridge might be less of a visual impact than seeing the
back of the pit, and SWCA did a cross section from Hwy 83 to see what would need
to be removed to accomplish this.  If I'm remembering correctly, there was about
1000' of vertical back edge of the pit that would have to be removed, which
convinced me that removing the ridge wasn't a good idea.  Even if it's only 500',
that is still a bunch of benches.  Therefore, we need your input on what is possible
to break up a bunch of benches, not just a couple of them.  

Thank you!

Debby

▼ Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

09/10/2009 08:04 AM

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

cc Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>

Subject RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Debby – 
Sorry for the delay, I was waiting for some additional information from David.  Right
now they are trying to schedule a meeting on water management – this should

happen the week of the 21
st
 sometime.  Once they have that meeting, then the

reclamation plans and meetings should follow right behind, an integrated part of
the reclamation is water management so it is a chicken and egg thing.

 
As to the benches on the pit, I am not sure where you are seeing 1000’ vertical feet,
our line of site analysis shows approximately 50-100’ at closure and at year 10
approximately 500’.  So in order to fully answer your question I need more
information.  For one or two benches, we can do some work however for more
than that we need to consider stability and other issues so we need to discuss

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


more.

 
Finally, I have not received additional information from Permeon regarding
updated information, lab data, etc.  

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2009 3:33 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Kathy, 

At the Permeon meeting a couple of weeks ago, David told me that he
and Joy would likely have something to present soon.  Please let me
know the status. 

Also, earlier this summer you said you would look into options for
removing or breaking up the uppermost benches in the pit at the end of
mining operations (which would help mitigate visual impacts by breaking
up the horizontal lines).  SWCA did a quick elevation study recently and
determined about 1000' vertical feet (or twenty 50-foot benches) would
potentially be visible from Highway 83.  Have you had a chance to
explore what might be feasible? 

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


Thanks. 

Debby

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/23/2009 02:53 PM 

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
"David.Krizek@tetratech.com" <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>,
"Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com" <Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com> 

Subject RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Bev – 
I forwarded Debby’s request to David for an update and haven’t heard back from him.  We
are going to have some internal meetings to discuss status and progress before the end of
the month and I would like to see how those go before I push him too much.  Let’s have

an informal discussion at the meeting on the 30
th

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

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

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


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

 

  
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan 
  

Kathy, can you give Debby and I an update on what your thoughts are on the next
meeting and scheduling?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/17/2009 02:48 PM 

 

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

  

 



Hi Kathy, 

Just wondering whether your team (Sage & Tetra Tech) are planning to
meet with us sometime soon.   

Please keep me posted.  Thanks! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/17/2009 02:41 PM ----- 

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/03/2009 11:23
AM 

 

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, mbidwell@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Re: Meeting on Reclamation PlanLink

  

 

notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/3B2EB141E568213D872575CA00618D8C


Kathy, 

If your team isn't ready to present their work yet, then Meeting after the
15th will be fine. 

My availability that week: 
Monday, June 15:  available from 11 am until 3 pm.   
Tuesday, June 16:  available only before 9 am (note: I'm usually in the
office by 7) 
Wednesday, June 17:  Bev can let you know if I will need to be at a core
team meeting this day.  If there's no meeting, I'd be available all day.   
Thursday and Friday, June 18 & 19:  available any time. 

At our meeting on May 7, Joy and David asked for evaluation criteria
and affected environment input from SWCA for tomorrow's meeting.  I'm
reviewing Marcie Bidwell's draft evaluation criteria today, and hopefully
she can send this to you within a day or so.  The affected environment
section is expected by the end of this month. 

Thanks. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/03/2009 10:45 AM 

 

To "dkriegel@fs.fed.us" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 



Subject Meeting on Reclamation Plan

  

 

Debbie – 
I spoke with David yesterday regarding a meeting on the Reclamation Plan
items and based on the work that has been completed I think that we would
be better off not meeting this week.  I have forwarded your shape files to
David for consideration and will chat with him either this afternoon or early
next week.  I propose that we review the possibility of meeting the week of

the 15
th

 so that some forward momentum will be made prior to sitting down
for discussion as I understand you are unavailable next week. 
 
Regards, 
Kathy 
 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
 

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
 
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and
notify us immediately. 
  

  

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Kathy Arnold; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan
Date: 07/21/2009 07:02 AM

Kathy and Bev:

Any news on this?  Will there be a meeting sometime soon?

Debby

▼ Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/23/2009 02:53 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
"David.Krizek@tetratech.com"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>,
"Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>

Subject RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Bev – 
I forwarded Debby’s request to David for an update and haven’t heard back from
him.  We are going to have some internal meetings to discuss status and progress
before the end of the month and I would like to see how those go before I push him

too much.  Let’s have an informal discussion at the meeting on the 30
th

.

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


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

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Kathy, can you give Debby and I an update on what your thoughts are
on the next meeting and scheduling?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/17/2009 02:48 PM 
To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Hi Kathy, 

Just wondering whether your team (Sage & Tetra Tech) are planning to meet with us



sometime soon.   

Please keep me posted.  Thanks! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/17/2009 02:41 PM ----- 

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/03/2009 11:23
AM 

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, mbidwell@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Re: Meeting on Reclamation PlanLink

 

Kathy, 

If your team isn't ready to present their work yet, then Meeting after the 15th will be
fine. 

My availability that week: 
Monday, June 15:  available from 11 am until 3 pm.   
Tuesday, June 16:  available only before 9 am (note: I'm usually in the office by 7) 
Wednesday, June 17:  Bev can let you know if I will need to be at a core team
meeting this day.  If there's no meeting, I'd be available all day.   
Thursday and Friday, June 18 & 19:  available any time. 

notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/3B2EB141E568213D872575CA00618D8C


At our meeting on May 7, Joy and David asked for evaluation criteria and affected
environment input from SWCA for tomorrow's meeting.  I'm reviewing Marcie Bidwell's
draft evaluation criteria today, and hopefully she can send this to you within a day or
so.  The affected environment section is expected by the end of this month. 

Thanks. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/03/2009 10:45 AM 

To "dkriegel@fs.fed.us" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 
Subject Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Debbie – 
I spoke with David yesterday regarding a meeting on the Reclamation Plan items and based
on the work that has been completed I think that we would be better off not meeting this
week.  I have forwarded your shape files to David for consideration and will chat with him
either this afternoon or early next week.  I propose that we review the possibility of

meeting the week of the 15
th

 so that some forward momentum will be made prior to sitting
down for discussion as I understand you are unavailable next week. 



  
Regards, 
Kathy 
  
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately. 
  

 

  

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan
Date: 09/04/2009 03:33 PM

Kathy,

At the Permeon meeting a couple of weeks ago, David told me that he and Joy
would likely have something to present soon.  Please let me know the status.

Also, earlier this summer you said you would look into options for removing or
breaking up the uppermost benches in the pit at the end of mining operations (which
would help mitigate visual impacts by breaking up the horizontal lines).  SWCA did a
quick elevation study recently and determined about 1000' vertical feet (or twenty
50-foot benches) would potentially be visible from Highway 83.  Have you had a
chance to explore what might be feasible?

Thanks.

Debby

▼ Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/23/2009 02:53 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
"David.Krizek@tetratech.com"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>,
"Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>

Subject RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Bev – 
I forwarded Debby’s request to David for an update and haven’t heard back from
him.  We are going to have some internal meetings to discuss status and progress
before the end of the month and I would like to see how those go before I push him

too much.  Let’s have an informal discussion at the meeting on the 30
th

.

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Kathy, can you give Debby and I an update on what your thoughts are
on the next meeting and scheduling?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/17/2009 02:48 PM 
To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


Hi Kathy, 

Just wondering whether your team (Sage & Tetra Tech) are planning to meet with us
sometime soon.   

Please keep me posted.  Thanks! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/17/2009 02:41 PM ----- 

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/03/2009 11:23
AM 

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, mbidwell@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Re: Meeting on Reclamation PlanLink

 

Kathy, 

notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/3B2EB141E568213D872575CA00618D8C


If your team isn't ready to present their work yet, then Meeting after the 15th will be
fine. 

My availability that week: 
Monday, June 15:  available from 11 am until 3 pm.   
Tuesday, June 16:  available only before 9 am (note: I'm usually in the office by 7) 
Wednesday, June 17:  Bev can let you know if I will need to be at a core team
meeting this day.  If there's no meeting, I'd be available all day.   
Thursday and Friday, June 18 & 19:  available any time. 

At our meeting on May 7, Joy and David asked for evaluation criteria and affected
environment input from SWCA for tomorrow's meeting.  I'm reviewing Marcie Bidwell's
draft evaluation criteria today, and hopefully she can send this to you within a day or
so.  The affected environment section is expected by the end of this month. 

Thanks. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/03/2009 10:45 AM 

To "dkriegel@fs.fed.us" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 
Subject Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 



Debbie – 
I spoke with David yesterday regarding a meeting on the Reclamation Plan items and based
on the work that has been completed I think that we would be better off not meeting this
week.  I have forwarded your shape files to David for consideration and will chat with him
either this afternoon or early next week.  I propose that we review the possibility of

meeting the week of the 15
th

 so that some forward momentum will be made prior to sitting
down for discussion as I understand you are unavailable next week. 
  
Regards, 
Kathy 
  
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately. 
  

 

  

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan
Date: 09/10/2009 11:31 AM

Kathy,

Please keep me posted on the meeting date.  

In the proposed action, the waste rock and tailings pile blocks most of the pit view
from Hwy 83.  However, this is not true in the draft alternatives.  A while back, I had
a thought that removing the ridge might be less of a visual impact than seeing the
back of the pit, and SWCA did a cross section from Hwy 83 to see what would need
to be removed to accomplish this.  If I'm remembering correctly, there was about
1000' of vertical back edge of the pit that would have to be removed, which
convinced me that removing the ridge wasn't a good idea.  Even if it's only 500',
that is still a bunch of benches.  Therefore, we need your input on what is possible
to break up a bunch of benches, not just a couple of them.  

Thank you!

Debby

▼ Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

09/10/2009 08:04 AM

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

cc Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>

Subject RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Debby – 
Sorry for the delay, I was waiting for some additional information from David.  Right
now they are trying to schedule a meeting on water management – this should

happen the week of the 21
st
 sometime.  Once they have that meeting, then the

reclamation plans and meetings should follow right behind, an integrated part of
the reclamation is water management so it is a chicken and egg thing.

 
As to the benches on the pit, I am not sure where you are seeing 1000’ vertical feet,
our line of site analysis shows approximately 50-100’ at closure and at year 10
approximately 500’.  So in order to fully answer your question I need more
information.  For one or two benches, we can do some work however for more
than that we need to consider stability and other issues so we need to discuss

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


more.

 
Finally, I have not received additional information from Permeon regarding
updated information, lab data, etc.  

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

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

 
From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2009 3:33 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Kathy, 

At the Permeon meeting a couple of weeks ago, David told me that he
and Joy would likely have something to present soon.  Please let me
know the status. 

Also, earlier this summer you said you would look into options for
removing or breaking up the uppermost benches in the pit at the end of
mining operations (which would help mitigate visual impacts by breaking
up the horizontal lines).  SWCA did a quick elevation study recently and
determined about 1000' vertical feet (or twenty 50-foot benches) would
potentially be visible from Highway 83.  Have you had a chance to
explore what might be feasible? 

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


Thanks. 

Debby

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/23/2009 02:53 PM 

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
"David.Krizek@tetratech.com" <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>,
"Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com" <Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com> 

Subject RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Bev – 
I forwarded Debby’s request to David for an update and haven’t heard back from him.  We
are going to have some internal meetings to discuss status and progress before the end of
the month and I would like to see how those go before I push him too much.  Let’s have

an informal discussion at the meeting on the 30
th

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

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

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


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

 

  
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan 
  

Kathy, can you give Debby and I an update on what your thoughts are on the next
meeting and scheduling?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/17/2009 02:48 PM 

 

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

  

 



Hi Kathy, 

Just wondering whether your team (Sage & Tetra Tech) are planning to
meet with us sometime soon.   

Please keep me posted.  Thanks! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/17/2009 02:41 PM ----- 

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/03/2009 11:23
AM 

 

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, mbidwell@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Re: Meeting on Reclamation PlanLink

  

 

notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/3B2EB141E568213D872575CA00618D8C


Kathy, 

If your team isn't ready to present their work yet, then Meeting after the
15th will be fine. 

My availability that week: 
Monday, June 15:  available from 11 am until 3 pm.   
Tuesday, June 16:  available only before 9 am (note: I'm usually in the
office by 7) 
Wednesday, June 17:  Bev can let you know if I will need to be at a core
team meeting this day.  If there's no meeting, I'd be available all day.   
Thursday and Friday, June 18 & 19:  available any time. 

At our meeting on May 7, Joy and David asked for evaluation criteria
and affected environment input from SWCA for tomorrow's meeting.  I'm
reviewing Marcie Bidwell's draft evaluation criteria today, and hopefully
she can send this to you within a day or so.  The affected environment
section is expected by the end of this month. 

Thanks. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/03/2009 10:45 AM 

 

To "dkriegel@fs.fed.us" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 



Subject Meeting on Reclamation Plan

  

 

Debbie – 
I spoke with David yesterday regarding a meeting on the Reclamation Plan
items and based on the work that has been completed I think that we would
be better off not meeting this week.  I have forwarded your shape files to
David for consideration and will chat with him either this afternoon or early
next week.  I propose that we review the possibility of meeting the week of

the 15
th

 so that some forward momentum will be made prior to sitting down
for discussion as I understand you are unavailable next week. 
 
Regards, 
Kathy 
 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
 

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
 
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and
notify us immediately. 
  

  

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Kathy Arnold; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan
Date: 07/21/2009 07:02 AM

Kathy and Bev:

Any news on this?  Will there be a meeting sometime soon?

Debby

▼ Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/23/2009 02:53 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
"David.Krizek@tetratech.com"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>,
"Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>

Subject RE: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Bev – 
I forwarded Debby’s request to David for an update and haven’t heard back from
him.  We are going to have some internal meetings to discuss status and progress
before the end of the month and I would like to see how those go before I push him

too much.  Let’s have an informal discussion at the meeting on the 30
th

.

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


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

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Kathy Arnold
Subject: Re: Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Kathy, can you give Debby and I an update on what your thoughts are
on the next meeting and scheduling?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/17/2009 02:48 PM 
To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Fw: Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Hi Kathy, 

Just wondering whether your team (Sage & Tetra Tech) are planning to meet with us



sometime soon.   

Please keep me posted.  Thanks! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/17/2009 02:41 PM ----- 

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/03/2009 11:23
AM 

To Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, mbidwell@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Re: Meeting on Reclamation PlanLink

 

Kathy, 

If your team isn't ready to present their work yet, then Meeting after the 15th will be
fine. 

My availability that week: 
Monday, June 15:  available from 11 am until 3 pm.   
Tuesday, June 16:  available only before 9 am (note: I'm usually in the office by 7) 
Wednesday, June 17:  Bev can let you know if I will need to be at a core team
meeting this day.  If there's no meeting, I'd be available all day.   
Thursday and Friday, June 18 & 19:  available any time. 

notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/3B2EB141E568213D872575CA00618D8C


At our meeting on May 7, Joy and David asked for evaluation criteria and affected
environment input from SWCA for tomorrow's meeting.  I'm reviewing Marcie Bidwell's
draft evaluation criteria today, and hopefully she can send this to you within a day or
so.  The affected environment section is expected by the end of this month. 

Thanks. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

06/03/2009 10:45 AM 

To "dkriegel@fs.fed.us" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 
Subject Meeting on Reclamation Plan

 

Debbie – 
I spoke with David yesterday regarding a meeting on the Reclamation Plan items and based
on the work that has been completed I think that we would be better off not meeting this
week.  I have forwarded your shape files to David for consideration and will chat with him
either this afternoon or early next week.  I propose that we review the possibility of

meeting the week of the 15
th

 so that some forward momentum will be made prior to sitting
down for discussion as I understand you are unavailable next week. 



  
Regards, 
Kathy 
  
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately. 
  

 

  

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Arthur S Elek
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: Mitigation Table
Date: 12/08/2009 01:19 PM

Thanks for keeping us apprised.

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

▼ Arthur S Elek/R3/USDAFS

Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS

12/08/2009 12:59 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Fw: Mitigation Table

Reviewed mitigation table, 12/08/09.

ART ELEK
Fire Prevention Officer
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales AZ. 85621
Office:  (520) 761-6010
Cell:      (520) 975-7814
Fax:      (520) 281-2396
e-mail    aelek@fs.fed.us
▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

11/17/2009 01:09 PM

To Robert Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Alan
Belauskas/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Mitigation Table

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Arthur S Elek/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3a/872568540050FE6F/0/1D0EBE834D4C0C3207257671006E8057


WebEx Link to mitigation product for review per Bev's Homework email yesterday...

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/17/2009 01:06 PM -----

Tom Furgason
<tfurgason@swca.com> 
Sent by: rosemonteis
<notify@weboffice.com>

11/16/2009 04:20 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Walt Keyes <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, Sarah Davis
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>, Larry Jones
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>, Mindee Roth
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, Melissa Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>, Salek Shafiqullah
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason
<tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Mitigation Table

Bev,

 

Here is the table that I was reffering to earlier today: 
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=159164> 

 

Tom

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=159164


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Sturgess Jamie; Katherine Arnold
Subject: Re: FW: need to find out where these proposed new wilderness sites are in the ocoronado
Date: 08/27/2010 10:37 AM

I found some more info on the forest website for Forest Plan Revision:
http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/plan-revision/plan-revision-documents.shtml 

An 821-acre expansion of Mt. Wrightson Wldns. is being considered (?) on the east
side in upper Garnder Cyn.

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

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/27/2010 09:59 AM

To Sturgess Jamie <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Subject Re: FW: need to find out where these proposed new

wilderness sites are in the ocoronado

Jamie,

The only wilderness that has been proposed within the past few years is the
Tumacacori Wilderness that Congressman Grijalva has been trying to get introduced
in a bill.  I don't know the current status of this, but can ask around if you need that
information.  There are some considerations for new wildernesses in the Forest Plan
Revision process, including one that we are looking at recommending with the plan
revision, in the northern Chiricahuas.  Others may be included as recommendations
with one or some of the alternatives associated with the plan revision.  I will ask our
planning shop for more information on what all we're looking at with the plan
revision analysis and get back to you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
notes://entr3b/872568540050FE6F/0/3AB6B956C4960CBC8825778C00126769


Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Sturgess Jamie <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

Sturgess Jamie
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

08/26/2010 08:21 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Katherine
Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc

Subject FW: need to find out where these
proposed new wilderness sites are in
the ocoronado

Bev can you help us with where the coronado wilderness areas are located as
per the note below?

Thanks

jamie
------ Forwarded Message
From: <jameister@aol.com>
Date: Thu, 26 Aug 2010 22:52:16 -0400
To: <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Subject: need to find out where these proposed new wilderness sites are in
the ocoronado

Below is a list of areas that are being evaluated for wilderness designations in
Arizona's National Forests. The Tonto National Forest is the only one that does not
currently have any potential new designations currently under evaluation.  
  

819,455 Acres of New Wilderness Being Evaluated for
Arizona's National Forests

Coconino National Forest - ten new areas comprised of
77,136 acres 

Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - up to 287,800 Acres 
Coronado National Forest - ten new areas comprised of

file:////c/jameister@aol.com
file:////c/jsturgess@augustaresource.com


123,713 acres 
Kaibab National Forest - up to 54,830 acres of new or

additions to existing 
Prescott National Forest -  up to 275,976 acres 

------ End of Forwarded Message



From: Jennifer Ruyle
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: need to find out where these proposed new wilderness sites are in the ocoronado
Date: 08/27/2010 12:57 PM

The reports for the potential wilderness areas being considered are on the Forest
Plan revision webpage.  

http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/plan-revision/plan-revision-documents.shtml

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Jennifer M. Ruyle
Forest Planner
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520)388-8351  jruyle@fs.fed.us
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/27/2010 10:07 AM

To Jennifer Ruyle/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: need to find out where these proposed new
wilderness sites are in the ocoronado

Jennifer,

Can you tell me what wilderness areas might be recommended with
the Forest Plan revision?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/27/2010 10:06 AM -----

Sturgess Jamie
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

08/26/2010 08:21 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Katherine
Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc

mailto:CN=Jennifer Ruyle/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject FW: need to find out where these
proposed new wilderness sites are in
the ocoronado

Bev can you help us with where the coronado wilderness areas are located as
per the note below?

Thanks

jamie
------ Forwarded Message
From: <jameister@aol.com>
Date: Thu, 26 Aug 2010 22:52:16 -0400
To: <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Subject: need to find out where these proposed new wilderness sites are in
the ocoronado

Below is a list of areas that are being evaluated for wilderness designations in
Arizona's National Forests. The Tonto National Forest is the only one that does not
currently have any potential new designations currently under evaluation.  
  

819,455 Acres of New Wilderness Being Evaluated for
Arizona's National Forests

Coconino National Forest - ten new areas comprised of
77,136 acres 

Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - up to 287,800 Acres 
Coronado National Forest - ten new areas comprised of

123,713 acres 
Kaibab National Forest - up to 54,830 acres of new or

additions to existing 
Prescott National Forest -  up to 275,976 acres 

file:////c/jameister@aol.com
file:////c/jsturgess@augustaresource.com


------ End of Forwarded Message



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Sturgess Jamie; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Katherine Arnold
Subject: Re: FW: need to find out where these proposed new wilderness sites are in the ocoronado
Date: 08/27/2010 09:59 AM

Jamie,

The only wilderness that has been proposed within the past few years is the
Tumacacori Wilderness that Congressman Grijalva has been trying to get introduced
in a bill.  I don't know the current status of this, but can ask around if you need that
information.  There are some considerations for new wildernesses in the Forest Plan
Revision process, including one that we are looking at recommending with the plan
revision, in the northern Chiricahuas.  Others may be included as recommendations
with one or some of the alternatives associated with the plan revision.  I will ask our
planning shop for more information on what all we're looking at with the plan
revision analysis and get back to you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Sturgess Jamie <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

Sturgess Jamie
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

08/26/2010 08:21 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Katherine
Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc

Subject FW: need to find out where these
proposed new wilderness sites are in
the ocoronado

Bev can you help us with where the coronado wilderness areas
are located as per the note below?

Thanks

jamie

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com


------ Forwarded Message
From: <jameister@aol.com>
Date: Thu, 26 Aug 2010 22:52:16 -0400
To: <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Subject: need to find out where these proposed new wilderness
sites are in the ocoronado

Below is a list of areas that are being evaluated for wilderness
designations in Arizona's National Forests. The Tonto National Forest
is the only one that does not currently have any potential new
designations currently under evaluation.  
  

819,455 Acres of New Wilderness Being Evaluated for
Arizona's National Forests

Coconino National Forest - ten new areas comprised of
77,136 acres 

Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - up to 287,800 Acres 
Coronado National Forest - ten new areas comprised of

123,713 acres 
Kaibab National Forest - up to 54,830 acres of new or

additions to existing 
Prescott National Forest -  up to 275,976 acres 

------ End of Forwarded Message

file:////c/jameister@aol.com
file:////c/jsturgess@augustaresource.com


From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Dale PE; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Roger D Congdon; Rochelle Desser
Subject: Re: FW: Proposal and Cost Estimate for Pit Lake Geochemistry Predictive Model Review
Date: 03/31/2010 11:13 AM
Attachments: PitLakeGeochem_Review_SOWEstCostProposal_183101_cs_20100330_FNL.pdf

Hello Tom, 
I have reviewed the three SOW by SRK and find them to be acceptable.  Please move forward with the
proposed work.  Thanks.   

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

03/30/2010 05:56 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah"

<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Roger D Congdon"
<rcongdon@fs.fed.us>, "Rochelle Desser" <rdesser@fs.fed.us>,
"Dale PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject FW: Proposal and Cost Estimate for Pit Lake Geochemistry
Predictive Model Review

Bev, 
  
Attached is the first of three Scopes of Work by SRK for the review of the following
reports/documents: 

1) Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model 
2) AMEC response to SRK comments on the dry stack tailings seepage 
3) Infiltration, Seepage, Fate and Transport Modeling for the Rosemont Copper Project EIS 
  
Would you please confirm that the work proposed by SRK meets the Coronado’s
expectations and requirements?  I’ll issue a notice to proceed upon your approval.  I’d
appreciate a prompt response so that SRK can staff these appropriately.  Thank you. 
  
Tom Furgason 
Office Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext. 110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:rdesser@fs.fed.us



 
 


SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. 
3275 West Ina Road, Suite 240 
Tucson, Arizona 
USA 85741 
 
cstone@srk.com 
www.srk.com 
 
Tel:   520.544.3688 
Fax:  520.544.9853 
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Memorandum 
 
To: Tom Furgason, SWCA  Date: March 25, 2010 


cc: Dale Ortman, P.E.; Charles Coyle, 
SWCA; C. Hoag, SRK 


From: Claudia Stone, R.G. 


Subject: Rosemont EIS – Proposal and Cost  Project #: 183101 


 Estimate for Review of Tetra Tech (2010) report, Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model 


SRK Consulting, Inc. (SRK) was provided a scope of work (SOW) and request for cost estimate by Mr. Dale 
Ortman (Ortman, 2010), on behalf of SWCA and the Coronado National Forest (CNF) for a technical review 
of a report prepared by Tetra Tech (2010), Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model. This memorandum pro-
vides a scope of work, key personnel, and cost estimate for this project, as requested by Mr. Ortman. 


Scope of Work and Approach 


This section provides the approach to preparing a technical review of the Tetra Tech report, Geochemical Pit 
Lake Predictive Model, dated February 2010. 


SRK will review the Tetra Teck (2010) report in the context of the Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) (West-
Land Resources, 2007), and will incorporate the geochemical baseline data contained in previous reports re-
viewed by SRK for the Draft Technical Memorandum, Preliminary Geochemistry Review—Rosemont Cop-
per Project (SRK, 2010) 


The specific tasks to be undertaken include the following: 


• Review the subject report, including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or selected by SRK 
and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject report and other relevant reports; 


• Prepare a Draft Technical Memorandum; and 


• Prepare a Final Technical Memorandum following one round of SWCA and CNF review only, re-
sulting in editorial comments. 


The work performed by SRK will be a document review only. Any additional technical review requested by 
SWCA and/or CNF will be out of the scope of this work. 


Cost Estimate 


The cost for this Scope of Work is estimated not to exceed $25,000. The fee structure is shown in Table 1. 
The estimated fee includes: review of the relevant Tetra Tech report(s) and portions of the MPO; technical 
collaboration between hydrogeology and geochemical reviewers; preparation of a draft Technical Review 
Memorandum; response to editorial comments provided by SWCA and/or CNF; and preparation of a final 
Technical Review Memorandum. There is no contingency for additional evaluation, if requested by SWCA 
or CNF. 
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Timing 


SRK will begin work upon receipt of a written notice to proceed and a signed Change Order or contract. The 
availability of key personnel may be problematic, given a short notification period, but SRK will make every 
effort to provide SWCA with a Draft Technical Memorandum within 2 weeks from the date of the notice to 
proceed. If a key technical person is unable to participate within the time frame requested, SRK will notify 
SWCA immediately, and request an extension. One week after receipt of complete editorial comments from 
SWCA and the CNF, SRK will provide a Final Technical Review Memorandum to SWCA. SRK under-
stands that the notice to proceed is contingent upon SWCA approving SRK’s proposed approach, cost esti-
mate, and responsible personnel.  


Qualifications of Responsible Personnel 


The pit lake geochemistry review will require input from a team of SRK professionals with the relevant min-
ing, hydrology, and geochemistry experience. The team will be sourced out of the Tucson, Denver, and Van-
couver offices, with input from technical personnel in other SRK offices as necessary. The pit lake geoche-
mistry evaluation and technical memorandum will be prepared by, or under the direct supervision of person-
nel having at least a bachelor’s degree and 10 years of professional experience in the relevant technical field, 
with an emphasis on hard-rock mining. The level of professional experience of key personnel will meet or 
exceed that required in the most current version of the Memorandum of Understanding between the CNF and 
Rosemont Copper Company. The report prepared by SRK will briefly summarize the qualifications of the 
key personnel, include résumés as required, and will include statements to SWCA affirming that the evalua-
tions were prepared by them or under their direct supervision. 


Key personnel who will be responsible for this evaluation are Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D., SRK Principal Hy-
drogeologist, and Steve Day, M.Sc., SRK Principal Geochemist. Other personnel with relevant technical ex-
pertise, who will provide assistance, include the following SRK professionals: 
 


• Larry Cope, SRK Senior Hydrogeologist 
• Mike Sieber, P.E., SRK Hydrogeologist 
• Cori Hoag, R.G., SRK Principal Geologist 


 
The contributions of these individuals will be focused on their specific areas of expertise. Dr. Ugorets has 
more than 31 years of professional experience in hydrogeology, developing and implementing groundwater 
flow and solute-transport models related to mine dewatering, groundwater contamination, and water resource 
development. One area of his expertise relevant to the present review is in the development of conceptual 
and numerical groundwater flow and solute-transport models. Dr. Ugorets will be directly responsible for 
reviewing, or overseeing the review of the hydrology of the pit lake predictive model.  
 
Mr. Day has more than 30 years of experience in geochemistry; in particular, he has more than 10 years of 
experience  in the development of waste management plans to address acid rock drainage and leaching of 
mine wastes in general, as related to hard rock mining. Mr. Day’s level of professional experience exceeds 
that required in the most current version of the Memorandum of Understanding between the CNF and Rose-
mont Copper Company. One area of Mr. Day’s expertise relevant to the present review is in the development 
of prediction methods for mine planning and modeling of leachate chemistry. Mr. Day will be directly re-
sponsible for reviewing, or overseeing the review of the geochemistry of the pit lake predictive model.  
 
In the event that a particular specialist becomes unavailable, a professional of equal or more relevant expe-
rience will be substituted, with SWCA’s approval, to provide the services in the time frame required. The 
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resumes of key individuals have been provided to SWCA in previous submittals for other tasks, excepting 
Mr. Day. Mr. Day’s resume is provided in Attachment A. 


The Technical Final Memorandum will briefly summarize the qualifications of the key personnel, will in-
clude a copy of each résumé, and will include a statement to SWCA affirming that the evaluation was pre-
pared by the indicated person or under his/her direct supervision. Personnel with overall responsibility for 
project coordination and task management are Corolla K Hoag, R.G. and Claudia Stone, R.G. 
 
As stated previously in other proposals related to the EIS support work SRK is performing, SRK’s indepen-
dence is ensured by the fact that SRK holds no equity in any mining project and that its ownership rests sole-
ly with its staff. Neither SRK nor any of its employees and associates who may be consulted in the prepara-
tion of this evaluation of the ACDs has worked directly for the Augusta Resource Rosemont Copper Project 
or has any beneficial interest in Rosemont. SRK will be paid a fee for this work in accordance with normal 
professional consulting practices. 


References 
Tetra Tech, 2010, Geochemical pit lake predictive model, Rosemont Copper Project: Report prepared for 


Rosemont Copper Company, Tetra Tech Project No. 114-320777, February 2010, 33 p., 6 appendic-
es (Appendices D and E provided to SRK for review). 


Ortman, D., 2010, Technical review: Scope of work and request for cost estimate, Geochemical pit lake pre-
dictive model: Project Memorandum, Rosemont EIS Project, February 17, 2010 (received by SRK, 
March 23, 2010), 3 p. 


SRK Consulting, Inc., 2010, Preliminary Geochemistry Review—Rosemont Copper Project: Technical Me-
morandum prepared for SWCA, February 2010. 


WestLand Resources, Inc., 2007, Mine plan of operations: unpublished report prepared for Augusta Re-
source Corporation, WestLand Project No. 1049.05 B 700, 98 p., 27 figs., and 4 appendices. 
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Table 1 Cost Estimate—Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model Review  


SRK Key 
Personnel 


  
Discipline 


Rate/Hour Time Cost 
(US$) (Hours) (US$) 


Cori Hoag Consultation, project coordination, review $165  3 $495.00  
Claudia Stone Project coordination, report review $130  6 $780.00  
Vladimir Ugo-
rets 


Principal in charge of hydrologic review of geochemical pit 
lake predictive model; draft and final technical memoran-
dum; response to SWCA/CNF comments. 


$165 40 $6,600.00 


Steve Day Principal in charge of geochemical review of geochemical 
pit lake predictive model; draft and final technical memo-
randum; response to SWCA/CNF comments. 


$235 40 $10,600.00 


Larry Cope  Assistance with technical review of Tetra Tech geochemi-
stry pit lake predictive model; draft and final technical 
memorandum; response to SWCA/CNF comments. 


$135 20 $2,700 


Mike Sieber Assistance with technical review of Tetra Tech geochemi-
stry pit lake predictive model; draft and final technical 
memorandum; response to SWCA/CNF comments. 


$115  20 $2,300.00  


 Support Staff Administration $75  3 $225.00 
Estimated Fees     $23,700.00 
5.0% Office Overhead 


  
$1,185.00 


ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS     $24,885.00 
Estimated Not-To-Exceed Project Cost 


  
$25,000.00 
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Profession Professional Geoscientist 


Education M.Sc, Geochemistry, University of British Columbia 1988. 
B.Sc., Geology, University of British Columbia 1985. 


Registrations/
Affiliations 


Professional Geoscientist (BC) No. 18,467. 
Professional Geologist (Northwest Territories and Nunavut) No 
L1283. 
Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of B.C. 
Fellow of the Geological Association of Canada. 
Fellow, The Association of Applied Geochemists. 


 
Specialisation Stephen Day is Principal Geochemist at SRK's Vancouver office. He is an 


experienced specialist in the development of waste management plans to address 
acid rock drainage and leaching of mine wastes in general. He has particular 
expertise in the development of prediction methods for mine planning and modeling 
of leachate chemistry. His project experience includes development of innovative 
approaches to management of potentially acid generating wastes at new mines, 
assessment of existing waste disposal facilities at operating and abandoned mines to 
determine options for reduction or elimination of contaminated drainage, and 
environmental audits of mines. 


 
Certification Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). 


Hazardous Wastes Operations and Emergency Response (OSHA 29 CFR 1910)  
40-hour course. 


 
Employment Record 
1998 – Present  SRK Consulting (Canada) Inc., Principal Geochemist 


 
1992 – 1998 Dames & Moore, Senior Geochemist/Manager, Geosciences 


 
1989 – 1992 Norecol Environmental Consultants Ltd., Geochemist 


 
1987 – 1989 British Columbia Geological Survey, Geochemist 
 
Publications Fifteen technical papers on metal leaching and acid rock drainage studies, stream 


sediment sampling, formation of placer deposits, mineral exploration in glacial 
terrains. 
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Key Experience: New Mine Approvals and Permitting 
 
PolyMet Mining Corp., Northmet Project, Minnesota (1999-2001, 2004-current) 
• Development and implementation of geochemical test program, and water quality predictions for 


proposed open pit PGM, nickel and copper mine at the facilities of an existing iron mine. 
 
Taseko Mines, Properity Project (2006-current) 
• Geochemical assessment of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit copper-gold mine. 
 
Niblack Mining, Niblack Project (2006) 
• Review of geochemical aspects for permitting of underground exploration development. 
 
Teck Cominco, Morelos Project (2006-2008) 
• Geochemical assessment of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit gold mine. 
 
Miramar, Doris North Project (2006-current). 
• Geochemical characterization of quarry rock 
 
AES Wapiti Coal Project, Hillsborough Resources (2006) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and coal for proposed drag line coal mine. 
 
Horizon Project, Hillsborough Resources (2006) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and coal processing products for proposed underground and 


open pit coal project. 
 
Barrick Gold, Donlin Creek Project (2006-current) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit gold mine. 


 
Westhawk Development Corp., Coal Creek Project (2006). 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and proposed small coal mine. 
 
Crowflight Minerals, Bucko Mine (2005) 
• Geochemical characterization of rock and tailings for proposed underground nickel mine. 


 
Doublestar Resources, Catface Project 
• Geochemical characterization of rock and tailings for proposed open pit copper mine. 
 
Novagold Corporation, Galore Creek Project (2004-current) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold mine 
 


Pebble Partnership, Pebble Project (2004-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization. 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold-molybdenum mine 
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bcMetals Corporation, Red Chris Project (2003-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold mine 
 


Brule Project, Western Canadian Coal (2004-2006) 
• Geochemical characterization, water chemistry predictions and input to waste management planning for 


a coal mine 
 
Dillon Mine, Western Canadian Coal (2004) 
• Geochemical characterization, water chemistry predictions and input to waste management planning for 


small coal mine 
 
Doublestar Resources Limited, Sustut Copper Project (2001-2003) 
• Assessment of geochemical issues for proposed copper mine 
• General permitting assistance under the BC Environmental Assessment Process 
 
 
Barrick Gold Corp, Pascua Project, Chile/Argentina (1999-2001) 
• Assessment of waste rock and tailings geochemistry and prediction of drainage quality 
 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources, True North Project (2000-2002) 
• Review of expansion proposals for the Fort Knox Mine 
 
BHP Billiton Diamonds, Ekati Diamond MineTM, Northwest Territories (2001-Current) 
• Characterization of waste rock and prediction of water quality for the Sable, Pigeon and Beartooth Pipes 
• Compilation of Waste Rock Management Plans 
 
Crystal Graphite Corporation, Black Crystal Graphite Project, British Columbia (2001-2002) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for a proposed graphite mine 
 
Teck Corp, Pogo Project, Alaska (1996-2004) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed underground 


gold mine 
 
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, Northwest Territories (1999-2001) 
• Review of geochemical aspects of Diavik Diamond Mines 
 
Coeur d’Alene Mines, San Bartolome Project, Bolivia (2001-2002) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for a proposed silver mine 
 
Manalta Coal, Telkwa Coal Project, B.C. (1991-2000) 
• Development of waste management plan to address acid drainage potential 
 
Sutton Resources, Bulyanhulu Project, Tanzania (1997-1998) 
• Waste management planning and prediction of impacts for proposed underground gold mine 
 
Teck Corp, Marte Lobo Project, Chile (1997) 
• Assessment of potential impacts to groundwater due to waste rock leaching at proposed open pit gold 


mine 
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Pine Valley Coal, Willow Creek Coal Project, B.C. (1996-1997) 
• Baseline evaluation of acid generation potential and water quality for proposed coal mine 
 
Teck Corp, Petaquilla Project, Panama (1996-1997) 
• Prediction of potential impacts due to leaching of waste rock at proposed open pit copper mine 
 
Cominco, Kudz-Ze-Kaya project, YT (1996) 
• Retained to address acid generation issues in waste management plan for proposed zinc-copper-lead 


mine 
 
Termopacifico, Colombia (1994) 
• Assessment of existing waste management for small coal mines as part of proposed thermal power plant 
 
Manhattan Minerals, Moris Mine, Mexico (1993) 
• Developed closure plan for proposed heap leach gold mine.  Also addressed acid generation issues 
 
TVI, Canatuan Project, Philippines (1993) 
• Development of waste management plan for proposed gold mine 
 
El Condor, Kemess South Project, B.C. (1992) 
• Evaluated natural weathering of rock and soil in support of waste management plan for proposed copper 


mine 
 
Brewery Creek (1991) 
• Soil and vegetation geochemistry study 
 
Galore Creek Project (1991) 
• Conducted initial assessment of acid generation at proposed large porphyry copper mine 
 
Snip Mine (1991) 
• Developed cyanide degradation model for tailings pond 
 
Berg Project (1990) 
• Investigated acid generation in waste rock and proposed waste handling approach for porphyry copper 


mine 
 
Taiwan Limestone Project (1990) 
• Conducted environmental assessment of proposed limestone quarry 
 
Geddes Resources, Windy Craggy Project, B.C. (1989-1991) 
• Investigated acid generation in waste rock, tailings, and underground workings and developed waste 


management plan for proposed massive sulphide copper mine 
 
Cinola Project (1989-1990) 
• Development of waste rock and tailings management plan for proposed epithermal gold mine 
 
Cheni Gold Mines (1989) 
• Developed waste rock handling plan for potentially acid generating rock at gold vein mine 
 
Silver Butte Mine (1989) 
• Interpreted acid generation data for waste rock and underground development for proposed massive 


sulphide base metal mine 
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Confidential Client 
• Due diligence audit for a proposed porphyry copper mine  
• Prediction of impacts due to rock and tailings leaching and recommendation of waste management 


strategies 
 
Key Experience:  Operating Mines  
 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation and Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company, 
Greens Creek Mine 
• Team leader for environmental audit of an underground silver mine. 


 
Elk Valley Coal Corporation (2007-current) 
• Development of a geochemical model for leaching of selenium to the Elk River  and Cardinal River from 


six large open pit coal mines. 
 
Imperial Metals, Mount Polley Mine (2004-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization and water quality predictions for mine expansion. 
• Water quality predictions for closure of copper heap leach. 
 
Inmet, Troilus Mine (2005) 
• Development of an approach for waste rock segregation at open pit copper gold mine. 
 
BHP Billiton, Mina Tintaya (2005-2006) 
• Evaluation of selenium sources in waste rock and downstream attenuation and transport. 
• Geochemical characterization for closure planning. 
 
TeckCominco, Elkview Coal Mine (2003) 
• Detailed assessment of occurrence and release of selenium from mine facilities, and recommendations 


for management approaches 
 
Teck Cominco Alaska, Red Dog Mine, Alaska (1997-Current) 
• Development of innovative methods for characterization of the geochemical behaviour of waste rock 
• Ongoing geochemical advice and interpretation 
 
Thompson Creek Mining, Endako Mine (1999-2000) 
• Assessment of waste rock geochemistry 
 
Huckleberry Mines Limited (1996-current) 
• Ongoing advice to operating open pit copper and molybdenum on waste management and prediction of 


long term water quality impacts 
 
TeckCominco, Luscar Ltd., Fording Coal, Elk Valley Coal Mines, British Columbia (1999-2002) 
• Technical review of university research on the occurrence and release of selenium from waste rock 
 
Hudson Bay Mining and Smelting (1998) 
• Environmental audit of more than ten massive sulphide copper and zinc mines, mills and associated 


smelter 
 
Confidential, Colombia (1997) 
• Assessment of existing environmental liabilities and scoping of environmental impact assessment for an 


operating coal mine as part of due diligence review 
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Cominco Trail Operations, B.C. (1993) 
• Developed slag pile leachate model for proposed slag disposal site 
 
Gold Mine Yellowknife, NWT (1993) 
• Environmental assessment of operating gold mine as part of due diligence 
 
Macrae Mining, New Zealand (1993) 
• Presented arguments on acid generation thresholds in tailings.  Evaluated reports on arsenic leaching 


from waste rock and tailings 
 
Equity Silver Mines (1991) 
• Developed water quality model for an acid generating open pit to address disposal of water treatment 


sludge in pit 
 
Tanco Mining company (1991) 
• Environmental audit of tantalum mine and mill 
 
Endako Mines (1990) 
• Evaluated acid generation potential of waste rock and tailings at molybdenum mine 
 
Key Experience:  Mine Closure Planning 
 
Barrick Gold, Nickel Plate Mine (2005) 
• Geochemical characterization for closure planning of waste rock, mine workings and tailings from open 


pit gold mine. 
 
Teck Cominco, Pine Point Mine (2006) 
• Evaluation of monitoring requirements for tailings discharge. 
 
Teck Cominco Alaska, Red Dog Mine (2003-Current) 
• Water quality predictions for mine closure planning 
 
Deloitte & Touche, Faro Mine (2002-Current) 
• Design and implementation of geochemical studies for closure planning 
 
BHP Billiton, Island Copper Mine (2001-2005) 
• Geochemical studies for closure planning 
• Chemical load modelling 
 
Hudson Bay Mining and Smelting, Flin Flon Operations (2005) 
• Input to estimation of closure costs. 
 
Teck Cominco, HB Mine (2005) 
• Review of geochemical issues for tailings. 
 
Viceroy Resources, Brewery Creek Mine (2002-2004) 
• Evaluation of water quality aspects related to closure. 
• Assessment of selenium leaching. 
 
Inmet, Samatosum Mine (2003) 
• Environmental audit of former open pit copper-silver mine. 
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BHP Billiton, Confidential Internal Reviews (2002) 
• Reviewed geochemical aspects of closure plans for two mines 
 
BHP Billiton, Robinson Mine, Nevada (2001-2002) 
• Geological and geochemical characterization of waste rock as part of closure planning for a large open 


pit copper mine 
• Operation of a field laboratory for determination of leachable metal concentrations 
 
British Columbia Ministry of Water Land and Air Protection, Britannia Mine, British Columbia 
(2001-Current) 
• Evaluation of the effects of the use of mine workings for storage of contaminated mine water prior to 


treatment 
 
Highland Valley Copper, Highmont Mine, BC (2000-2001) 
• Geochemical assessment of tailings for closure planning 
 
Dupont Canada, Baker Mine, B.C. (1999-Current) 
• Evaluation of long term drainage quality for an inactive underground gold and silver mine 
• Closure Planning 
 
TeckCominco Ltd., Sa Dena Hes Mine, Yukon Territory (1999-Current) 
• Assessment of geochemical characteristics of underground lead-zinc mines, waste rock and tailings, and 


downstream loading and impact assessment 
 
Environment Canada, Mount Washington Mine, B.C. (1999-2000) 
• Assessment of geochemistry as part of closure planning for a inactive open-pit copper mine 
 
Holden Mine, Washington State (1998-Current) 
• Support for Feasibility Study for closure of underground mine, waste rock and tailings 
• Development of a site geochemical model to support selection of closure measures for a disused 


underground copper and zinc mine 
 
Westmin Resources, Premier Gold Mine, B.C. (1998-2002) 
• Prediction of long term geochemical behaviour of waste rock and tailings at an open pit gold mine 
 
Homestake, Snip Mine, B.C. (1998) 
• Prediction of post-closure impacts due to leaching of mine wastes at underground gold mine 
 
Confidential Client (1996) 
• Evaluated leaching of mercury from a former mercury mine as part of decommissioning 
 
COMIBOL, Bolivia (1996-1997) 
• Assessment of environmental issues for operating and closed mines as part of due diligence review 
 
Weldwood Canada, Various Properties, B.C. (1996) 
• Environmental evaluation of large area of former coal mining to assess remediation measures and 


potential costs 
 
Stronsay, B.C. and Sa Dena Hes, Y.T. projects (1993) 
• Initial assessment of potential environment liabilities 
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Kinross Gold, QR Gold Mine, B.C (1993, 1998-2000) 
• Predictions of post-closure impacts due to long term leaching of waste rock and pit walls at open pit gold 


mine 
 
Cominco, Sullivan Mine, B.C. (1992-1998) 
• Evaluation of metal leaching from oxidized waste rock and tailings as part of closure planning. 


Geochemical interpretation of regional groundwater chemistry downgradient of tailings facility.  
Modelling of dry cover materials for acid generating tailings 


 
Cominco, Pinchi Lake Mine (1994-1995) 
• Evaluation of mercury distribution and leaching from mine wastes as part of closure planning 
 
Survey of Abandoned Mines (1991) 
• Compiled data relating to acid generation potential at more than 1000 abandoned mines in British 


Columbia.  Assessed five coal and metal mine sites 
 
Key Experience:  Government Projects 
 
Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of British Columbia (2006-2007) 
• Delivered a short course acid rock drainage assessment (five venues 
 
MEND Program (2005-2006) 
• Lead author for a report on the effect of low temperatures on geochemical processes. 
 
U.S. Trade and Development Agency, Dominican Republic (2002) 
• Delivered part of a short course to federal government personnel on acid rock drainage assessment and 


remediation 
 
State of Alaska (2001) 
• Workshop on mine site geochemical assessment 
 
Canadian International Development Agency, Peru (2000-2001) 
• Preparation of guidelines for inspection of mines 
 
MEND Program (2000-2001) 
• Managed and co-authored preparation of report titled Acidic Rock Drainage and Technology Gap 


Analysis 
 
MEND Program (1996-2000) 
• Co-author of technology manual on acid rock drainage prediction, control and treatment 
 
MEND Program (1998) 
• Reviewed and assisted with selection section of Procedures for Assessing the Subaqueous Stability of 


Oxidized Waste Rock 
 
MEND Program (1997) 
• Co-authored Blending and Layering Waste Rock to Delay, Mitigate or Prevent Acid Generation 
 
MEND Program (1996) 
• Co-authored Guide for predicting water geochemistry from waste rock piles 
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Japan International Cooperation Agency, Brazil (1995-1996) 
• Part of a multi-disciplinary team led by Mitsubishi that evaluated remediation of coal mines in the State 


of Santa Catarina 
 
Indian and Northern Affairs (1994) 
• Prepared a long range research plan for acid rock drainage 
 
Mine Environment Neutral Drainage Program, Cinola Project, B.C. (1994) 
• Assessed long term potential for acid generation in waste rock and evaluated limestone addition to 


prevent acid release from waste rock 
 
QA/QC for Acid Generation Studies (1990) 
• Prepared manual for BC Acid Mine Drainage Task Force 
 
Review of Acid Generation Determination Methods (1990) 
• Assessed methods and recommended new approaches to testing for Energy, Mines and Resources 


Canada 
 
Acid Rock Drainage Technical Guide (1989) 
• Co-authored state-of-the-art manual covering prediction and monitoring of acid mine drainage 
 
Key Experience:  Contaminated Sites and Other Projects  
 
Ministry of Health 
• Directed sampling of 240 wells to assess potential pesticide contamination 
 
Fullerton Lumber 
• Assessed soil contamination and potential approaches to on-site processing and soil remediation 
 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
• Assessed soil, sediment and water contamination at a marine repair station.  Developed and costed 


remediation options 
 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
• Assessed contaminated woodfill on Crown lands.  Developed and costed remediation options 
 
Western Steel 
• Interpretation of arsenic sludge chemistry. 
 
Grand Metropolitan 
• Assessment and management of several hydrocarbon underground storage tanks 
 
Transport Canada 
• Senior review of project to assess liabilities associated with underground fuel storage tanks at 28 remote 


beacon sites 
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(520) 325-2033 fax 
  
  
From: Stone, Claudia [mailto:cstone@srk.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2010 7:20 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Charles Coyle; Hoag, Cori; Ugorets, Vladimir; Day, Stephen; Sieber, Mike; Cope,
Larry
Subject: Proposal and Cost Estimate for Pit Lake Geochemistry Predictive Model Review 
  
Good evening, Tom: 
  
Attached is our proposal and cost estimate to review the Tetra Tech report, Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive
Model.  We anticipate our team will be able to complete the draft review within two weeks of receiving your
notice to proceed; however, in the event of imperfect timing, I will notify you immediately and provide a revised

schedule. 
  
If you have questions, please call. 
  
Our proposal to review the most recent AMEC comments to our previous Dry Stack TSF review is being

submitted as a separate email. 
  
Best regards, 
Claudia 
  
  
Claudia Stone 
Sr. Environmental Geologist 

 
3275 West Ina Road, Suite 240 
Tucson, AZ 85741 
Phone:  520-544-3688 
Mobile: 520-444-6734 
  
This message and any attached files may contain information that is confidential and/or subject of legal  privilege intended only for
use by the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for delivering the message to the
intended recipient, be advised that you have received this message in error and that any dissemination, copying or use of this
message or attachment is strictly forbidden, as is the disclosure of the information therein. If you have received this message in

error please notify the sender immediately and delete the message. 
  
  
  
  



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Dale Ortman PE; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: FW: Reclamation Tech Transfer Meeting - Final Agenda
Date: 05/10/2010 09:14 AM
Attachments: 20100510_ortman_everson-arnold_may17-techtranmeetagenda_memo.pdf

I have questions...

Dale:
1.  I don't see revegetation specifically listed on this agenda.  When would the best
place for this discussion to take place?
2.  There is no time or location listed on this agenda.  You mentioned that the
meeting would start at 9:00, but you'll want to tell others.  Are we meeting at
SWCA's office?

Bev:
1.  Who on the CNF will be presenting item #2?  If it's appropriate, I could bring up
my specific agenda topics for items a and b.

▼ "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

05/10/2010 08:54 AM

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

cc

Subject FW: Reclamation Tech Transfer Meeting - Final
Agenda

FYI………….

 
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 10, 2010 8:27 AM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Marcie
Bidwell'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Subject: Reclamation Tech Transfer Meeting - Final Agenda

 
Bev & Kathy,

 
Attached is a memorandum with the final agenda for the Reclamation Technology

Transfer Meeting scheduled for May 17
th

.  Please note that I need the names of the
people who will be presenting the various sections on behalf of their respective
organizations.  SWCA will be finalizing the schedule and venue for the meeting this

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To:  Bev Everson (CNF); Kathy Arnold (Rosemont) 


Copy to: 
Jonathan Rigg, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Marcie Bidwell (SWCA), 
Mindee Roth (CNF) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date:  10 May 2010   


Subject: 
17 May 2010 Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting 
Final Purpose & Agenda 


 
Bev & Kathy, 
 
This memorandum presents the final agenda for the Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting 
scheduled for May 17th.  Additions include the following: 


• Presentation on revegetation case histories at existing mining operations, and 
• Discussion of the potential to create a “landform” mitigation for an alternative. 


 
We will be finalizing the schedule and venue this week, but please reserve the full day for the 
meeting.  Also, I need both Rosemont and the CNF to provide me with the persons who are to be 
in attendance and those who will be presenting for their respective organizations.  Please provide 
the presenters no later than Wednesday May 12th. 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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PURPOSE 
 
Provide the CNF with All Information Needed to Meet NEPA and USFS Requirements for 
a Reclamation Plan 
 
 
AGENDA 
 


1. Introduction – PRESENTED BY SWCA 
a. Attendee sign-in 
b. Safety orientation 
c. Purpose of meeting 
d. Agenda 


 
2. Define USFS Reclamation Plan Requirements in Regulation and Policy – PRESENTED 


BY CNF 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Facility specific reclamation design 
c. Bonding 
d. Reclamation Success Criteria and Bond Release 


 
3. Present Current Rosemont Reclamation Plan – PRESENTED BY ROSEMONT 


a. Summarize Reclamation Plan documents submitted to CNF 
i. Itemize documents necessary to current Reclamation Plan 
ii. Itemize obsolete documents, if any 


b. Summarize the Reclamation Plan and what documentation defines each part of the 
plan 


i. Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Concurrent and post-mine reclamation activities 
iii. Facility-specific reclamation design and activities 
iv. Reclamation success criteria 


 
4. Revegetation Case Histories – PRESENTED BY ROSEMONT 
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5. Open Discussion of how existing Reclamation Plan documents meet or do not meet the 


CNF requirements – FACILITATED BY SWCA 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Resource areas affected by Reclamation Plan 
c. Reclamation Plan relationship to Significant Issues 
d. Facility-specific reclamation plans 


i. Design to meet Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Specific activities & materials needed 
iii.  Quantities 
iv. Success criteria 


e. Other reclamation related information necessary to evaluate potential impact to 
Resource Areas for Significant Issues 


 
6. Open Discussion of potential for a “landform” mitigation – FACILITATED BY SWCA 


 
7. Determine Action Items - FACILITATED BY SWCA 


a. Spreadsheet of specific action items needed to finalize the Reclamation Plan 
i. Itemize all information needed from Rosemont 
ii. Itemize all actions by CNF 
iii. Itemize all actions by SWCA 


b. Schedule all Action Items 
c. Review all Action Items & Schedule 


 
8. Adjourn Session 


 







week and let you know the details by the latter part of the week.  This is to be a
full-day working meeting so please restrict attendance to only those staff with
direct responsibility for the Reclamation Plan.

 
Regards,

 
Dale
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: references cited in tech. reports needed for admin. record
Date: 01/29/2010 04:49 PM

Yes, please furnish both hard copy and electronic.
Send directly to Melissa in searchable PDF format.  

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

01/25/2010 12:44 PM

To Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: references cited in tech. reports needed for
admin. record

Hi Sarah,

Please see Kathy's question, below, and let me know your response. 
Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 01/25/2010 12:43 PM -----

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

01/22/2010 04:35 PM

To "beverson@fs.fed.us"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@rosemontcopper.com>,
"mroth@fs.fed.us" <mroth@fs.fed.us>,
"tfurgason@swca.com"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

cc

Subject Re: references cited in tech. reports
needed for admin. record

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Bev 
My plan was both. Did you want a specific format?

Kathy 

Kathy Arnold 
Director Environmental & Regulatory Affairs 
Rosemont Copper Company 
P.O. Box 35310 
Tucson, AZ 85740 

Cell 520-784-1973 
Phone 520-297-7723

From: Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
To: Kathy Arnold; Jamie Sturgess; Melinda D Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>;
tfurgason@swca.com <tfurgason@swca.com> 
Sent: Fri Jan 22 17:30:05 2010
Subject: references cited in tech. reports needed for admin. record 

Kathy and Jamie, 

A question came up this week about what format you would be submitting these
references in - hard copy or electronic, or both.  Can you tell me how you plan to
submit these documents? 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Dennis L. Turner
Subject: Re: FW: revision to last Thursday's bounds of analysis discussion
Date: 10/19/2009 03:00 PM

Thanks, Dennis.  I will share this with our hydrologist and groundwater specialist. 
Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Dennis L. Turner" <Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov>

"Dennis L. Turner"
<Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov> 

10/19/2009 11:34 AM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject FW: revision to last Thursday's bounds of
analysis discussion

Hi Bev: I meant to include your name with this e-mail.

 
Thx.

 
--DT

 

From: Dennis L. Turner 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2009 11:31 AM
To: 'Teresa Ann Ciapusci'
Subject: revision to last Thursday's bounds of analysis discussion
Importance: High

 
Hi Teresa:

 
I write to request a revision to my comments offered on the “bounds of

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Turner.Dennis@azdeq.gov


analysis” discussion regarding the point I designated as A-4 on Map ”E”.
My comment, “please evaluate / identify duration of rinsing and draining
heap leach pile” should be revised. It is not common practice to rinse a
copper heap leach pile upon closure. This practice is typical of gold
heap leach, where residual cyanide needs to be rinsed from the pile.
Instead, copper heap leach piles are allowed to drain. Unfortunately,
this drainage is asymptotic – it never truly reaches 0 GPM. Hence, my
comment should be revised to “evaluate long term effects from seepage
of the heap leach pile after it ceases operation. What long term
accommodations, if any, should be made for continued seepage of the
pile after closure and capping?” There remains a long term concern
about impacts to surface and groundwater.

 
Please forward this message to Tom at SWCA.

 
Thanks.

 
''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 
Dennis L. Turner, R.G.
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Surface Water Section
1110 W. Washington St. MC 5415 A-1
Phoenix, AZ 85007

 

 

NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may contain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL
information and is intended only for the use of the specific individual(s) to whom it is
addressed. It may contain information that is privileged and confidential under state and
federal law. This information may be used or disclosed only in accordance with law, and
you may be subject to penalties under law for improper use or further disclosure of the
information in this e-mail and its attachments. If you have received this e-mail in error,
please immediately notify the person named above by reply e-mail, and then delete the
original e-mail. Thank you.



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont Area Biology-Hydrology-Riparian Field Trip Agenda
Date: 11/24/2009 08:15 AM
Attachments: Agenda hydro-bio-ripo field trip dec 10.doc

Great coordination!  Thanks all!

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

▼ Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

11/24/2009 07:51 AM

To brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu, cbeck@azdot.gov,
Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov, daniel_moore@blm.gov,
dt1@azdeq.gov, David_Jacobs@azag.gov,
falco@cfa.harvard.edu, gfleming@asmi.az.gov,
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us, jmtannler@azwater.gov,
julia.fonseca@pima.gov, jwindes@azgfd.gov,
karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov,
lagrignano@azwater.gov, lee.allison@azgs.az.gov,
Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov,
LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov,
madan.singh@mines.az.gov,
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil,
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil, nicole.ewing-
gavin@tucsonaz.gov, nicole.fyffe@pima.gov,
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us,
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov, stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us

cc

Subject Fw: Rosemont Area Biology-Hydrology-Riparian Field
Trip Agenda

Good morning all - 

Attached to this message is information about an upcoming field
review of Rosemont Copper Project biology, hydrology, and riparian
issues organized by Forest Service Biologist, Larry Jones.  This note is
intended to ensure that all cooperating agencies are aware of the
opportunity to participate in this field review opportunity.  If your
agency wishes to participate, and is not already represented in Larry's
list of attendees, please contact Larry directly with the names of your
agency participants.  He will coordinate all arrangements for this field
review.

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

AGENDA


Biology-Hydrology-Riparian Field Trip, 10 December 2009

Bring lunch and drinkables! We will strictly enforce meeting and leaving times. Presentations and main discussion points bulleted below.

0845 Gather at Fish and Wildlife Service Tucson Office (201 N Bonita Ave) parking lot and figure out carpools (please bring multi-person off-highway carpooling cars; people going “separately” are strongly discouraged…too many people on this trip)


0900 (Sharp) Leave FWS office


Stop 1.  0945 Mile Post 44 Hwy 83.  Overview of Rosemont from the highway and this is WHERE WE WILL MEET PEOPLE that aren’t meeting us in Tucson. 


· Ground rules and tailgate safety (Larry Jones)

· Overview of what we want to accomplish today (Larry) 

· Overview of the Rosemont project area from the highway and alternatives (Salek Shafiqullah)

1045  Leave Stop 1

Stop 2.  Rosemont Ranch Overlook.  Another vantage point looking down on mine area and downstream reaches


· Briefing on water resources and issues (Salek) 10 min or less


· Briefing on riparian resources and issues (Bob Levefre) 10 min or less


· Briefing on plant and animal resources and issues (Larry) 10 min or less


· Framing the hydro-bio bounds of analysis (open discussion)

· Downstream issues and concerns (open discussion)


1200  Leave Stop 2

Stop 3.  McCleary Spring and Canyon.


· Lunch at the spring (open discussion)


· Spring flora and fauna and water levels (open discussion)


· Standing water issues (open discussion)


· Relative eco-values of drainages among alternatives (open discussion)


· Discuss follow-up (Bob)


1430  Leave Stop 3


Leave by way of overlooks and head back to MP 44 (if needed), then back to Tucson. 



Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax

----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 11/24/2009 07:46 AM -----

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS 

11/23/2009 04:09 PM

To jim_rorabaugh@fws.gov, msredl@azgfd.gov,
jason_douglas@fws.gov, Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov,
Mike_Martinez@fws.gov, tfurgason@swca.com,
Marcia_Radke@blm.gov, turner.dennis@azdeq.gov,
lagrignano@azwater.gov, rcasavant@azstateparks.gov,
jsorensen@azgfd.gov, Cat_Crawford@fws.gov,
doug_duncan@fws.gov, Marit_Alanen@fws.gov,
Jeff_Simms@blm.gov, sidner@u.arizona.edu,
JWindes@azgfd.gov, karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov,
tsnow@azgfd.gov, gsoroka@swca.com,
abest@westlandresources.com, SEhret@azgfd.gov,
dtilton@azgfd.gov, mwalton@azgfd.gov, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Bobbi L
Barrera/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, kkertell@swca.com,
blindenlaub@westlandresources.com,
scott_richardson@fws.gov, Keith_Hughes@blm.gov,
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil,
dbuecher@comcast.net, Linda
Peery/NONFS/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc karnold@rosemontcopper.com, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont Area Biology-Hydrology-Riparian Field Trip
Agenda

Rosemont Biologist Group (US Forest Service, Cooperating agencies, SWCA,
WestLand, Fish & Wildlife Service):

Please find attached the agenda for our field trip to discuss the interface of water
and biota for the proposed Rosemont Copper Mine.  The trip is scheduled for
Thursday, December 10, 2009.  Because the trip has grown quite large, it has
become somewhat formal, and we will be having quite a few cars, so it is critical we
stick to the time and carpool as much as possible.  Below are the names of the folks
that RSVP'ed and are coming (or possibly coming). Note that I am sending this out
to my Biologists group emailing list, and a number of the attendees are not
biologists, so if you work with them, please make sure they get the word.  Note that
we are meeting either at Fish and Wildlife Service in Tucson, as originally planned,
or if we are meeting you out there, IT WILL BE AT Milepost 44 on HWY 83, NOT the
ATV staging area, as originally indicated.  Here's the list I have of people going:



Larry Jones, USFS
Bob Lefevre, USFS
Salek Shafiqullah, USFS
Debbie Sebesta, USFS
Jason Douglas, FWS
Doug Duncan, FWS
Julia Fonseca, Pima Co
Brian Powell, Pima Co
Marisa Rice, Pima Co
Greg Saxe, Pima Co
Marcia Radke, BLM
Jeff Simms, BLM
Geoff Soroka, SWCA
Patti Spindler, ADEQ (and maybe Dennis Turner and/or someone else)
Karen Howe, Tohono O'odam
Shawn Carroll, Tohono O'odam
Amanda Best, WestLand
Mike Demlong and/or John Windes, AGFD

Let me know if there are any changes...it's going to be a big crowd!  If there is
going to be inclement weather and we feel the need to postpone, stay tuned to your
emails, and don't hesitate to call or email me.  Thanks!  I look forward to interacting
with all of you!

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

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



From: Walter Keyes
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Debby Kriegel; mbidwell@swca.com; rellis@swca.com; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont Bounds of Analysis
Date: 10/22/2009 11:59 AM

Debby,

Thanks for the tickler.  Debby, you asked "Walt:  Shouldn't the transportation
Bounds include the mine's access road (and/or forest roads between 83
and the mine)?"

RE: Transportation.  "It do", as the Hillbilly on the Simpsons says.  But it doesn't
show on the graphic, which is a problem.  I believe I identified this as a graphic
problem earlier but didn't follow-up to make sure it got resolved.  

So, Ralph, are you the go-to-guy to get the graphic of Bounds of Analysis for
Transportation changed so that there is an visually evident "bounds" (i.e. a line
around an area)?  If not please forward to that person or let me know you're not (or
both).

I now believe it needs to encompass the following areas/facilities:  

*    SR 83:  I-10 to the turnoff to Box Canyon Road

*    The I-10/SR 83 interchange (visual "bulb" around that area to show that it is
included an a "facility")

*    Box Canyon Road in its entirety.

*    Santa Rita Road (is that the correct name?); the road which runs from the white
marble mine to essentially Sahurita.

*    Any area within contiguous USFS land north of Box Canyon which can be
reached from the previously mentioned roads.  

These roads potentially may be impacted through changes due to:  

*    Access curtailment (includes temporary or permanent loss of access, or changes
to types of access/decreases in road standards).

*    Access improvement (includes temporary or permanent improvement in access,
or changes to types of access/increases in road standards).

*    Traffic increase or change in traffic type (includes safety issues).

Walt.

...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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     This email contains information known to the State of
California to cause lack of reproductive success in the recipient.
..........................................................................
▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

10/21/2009 12:17 PM

To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mbidwell@swca.com

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Rosemont Bounds of Analysis

I just briefly looked at each of these (which is very interesting), and I
had a couple of thoughts:

Walt:  Shouldn't the transportation Bounds include the mine's access
road (and/or forest roads between 83 and the mine)?

Marcie:  The SW edge of the Bounds for visual resources follows a
ridgeline, but the other boundaries are political.  This bothers me a bit,
especially where the eastern Pima County line cuts off on the west
flank of the Whetstone mountains.  The project will easily be visible
from there, but the ridge is in Cochise County.  Can we revisit this
sometime soon?

Thanks.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 10/21/2009 12:11 PM -----

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

10/14/2009 03:48 PM

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

cc Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Rosemont Bounds of Analysis



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

 

Any further question should be directed to Bev or Tom.

I hope this helps!

Thanks!

Mel

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

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


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; mbidwell@swca.com; sleslie@swca.com
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont Chapter 3 Outline
Date: 04/05/2010 08:23 AM
Attachments: Chapter 3 Outline.docx

Bev:  These are different headings than the draft EIS is using, but it looks like text
and topics in the draft can be re-arranged to fit into these headings.

Marcie and Steve:  Please be aware that the EIS outline may be changing again. 
Maybe you both should just focus on specialist reports.

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

04/01/2010 01:23 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Fw: Rosemont Chapter 3 Outline

Hi Everyone, 

Please see the enclosed revised Rosemont DEIS Chapter 3 outline.  I
would appreciate getting any comments that you have on the revision
within the next few days, and no later than COB on April 7. 

As some of you heard in an IDT meeting a few weeks ago, there will
likely be team assignments for the lead in the physical, biological and
social environment sections of the analyses for this chapter.  We will
talk about this some more in the upcoming IDT meetings on April 7
(core team) and April14 (extended team).  Please plan on a full day for
each of these meetings, from 9:00 to 4:30, in 6V6 and 4B
respectively. 

Thanks, 

Bev 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Rosemont Chapter 3 DEIS Outline

SWCA Revision of Desser Draft March 16, 2010

CHAPTER 3

Introduction

How chapter is organized

Relevant information about Mining that will Inform all sections (referenced to avoid redundancy sections)

The Santa Rita Mountains, general geography, climate, topography, main place names and communities, land uses, overall management direction

Basis for Cumulative Effects – Foreseeable Future Activities

The Physical Environment

Geology and Minerals

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Soils and Reclamation

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Air Quality

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Water Resources 

Groundwater Quantity

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Groundwater Quality

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Surface Water Quantity

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Surface Water Quality

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

The Biological Environment 

Seeps and Springs and Riparian Habitats

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Sky Islands

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Plant Communities

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Botanical Species of Concern

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Wildlife Species of Concern

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Livestock Grazing

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

The Social Environment

Land Use

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Dark Skies and Astronomy

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Visual Quality

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Recreation

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Hazardous Materials

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Fire and Fuels Mgt

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Transportation/Access

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Noise and Vibrations

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Public Safety

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Heritage Resources

Archeological Resources

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Traditional Tribal Resources

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Socioeconomics

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Environmental Justice

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative
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Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/01/2010 01:10 PM ----- 
"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

03/30/2010 05:23 PM 
To "Rochelle Desser" <rdesser@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>, <jdmacivor@frontiernet.net> 

Subject FW: Rosemont Chapter 3 Outline

Rochelle, 
  
We have made a few revisions to your Chapter 3 outline and completed some of the
sections that were left off.  More specifically, we reorganized some of the sections so that
analysis in preceding sections supports conclusions (e.g., HazMat, Fuels and Fire, and
Transportation come before Human Health and Safety).  We also retained some sections
like EJ and Transportation at an equal heading level with other Issues.  Please take a look
at the attached and let me know if it is acceptable to you.   
  
Finally, the outline is numbered only to track the heading levels at this time.  They will be
removed prior to sending the document to the Region for review. 
  
Tom 
  
From: Camille Ensle 
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2010 3:29 PM
To: Jonathan Rigg; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Chapter 3 Outline 
  

Attached is the revised Outline for Chapter 3 



From: Eli Curiel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont Chapter 3 Outline
Date: 04/01/2010 02:48 PM
Attachments: Chapter 3 Outline.docx

ok with me

Eli Curiel Jr., P.E.
Environmental/Transportation Engineering
Coronado National Forest       Office:  520.388.8413
300 W. Congress                       FAX:    520.388.8332
Tucson, AZ 85701                     Cell:     520.444.0307

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

04/01/2010 01:23 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Fw: Rosemont Chapter 3 Outline

Hi Everyone, 

Please see the enclosed revised Rosemont DEIS Chapter 3 outline.  I
would appreciate getting any comments that you have on the revision
within the next few days, and no later than COB on April 7. 

As some of you heard in an IDT meeting a few weeks ago, there will
likely be team assignments for the lead in the physical, biological and
social environment sections of the analyses for this chapter.  We will
talk about this some more in the upcoming IDT meetings on April 7
(core team) and April14 (extended team).  Please plan on a full day for
each of these meetings, from 9:00 to 4:30, in 6V6 and 4B
respectively. 

Thanks, 

mailto:CN=Eli Curiel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

Rosemont Chapter 3 DEIS Outline

SWCA Revision of Desser Draft March 16, 2010

CHAPTER 3

Introduction

How chapter is organized

Relevant information about Mining that will Inform all sections (referenced to avoid redundancy sections)

The Santa Rita Mountains, general geography, climate, topography, main place names and communities, land uses, overall management direction

Basis for Cumulative Effects – Foreseeable Future Activities

The Physical Environment

Geology and Minerals

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Soils and Reclamation

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Air Quality

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Water Resources 

Groundwater Quantity

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Groundwater Quality

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Surface Water Quantity

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Surface Water Quality

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

The Biological Environment 

Seeps and Springs and Riparian Habitats

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Sky Islands

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Plant Communities

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Botanical Species of Concern

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Wildlife Species of Concern

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Livestock Grazing

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

The Social Environment

Land Use

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Dark Skies and Astronomy

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Visual Quality

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Recreation

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Hazardous Materials

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Fire and Fuels Mgt

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Transportation/Access

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Noise and Vibrations

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Public Safety

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Heritage Resources

Archeological Resources

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Traditional Tribal Resources

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Socioeconomics

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Environmental Justice

Introduction

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 

Affected Environment

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans

Environmental Consequences

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Direct, Indirect, Cumulative
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Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/01/2010 01:10 PM ----- 
"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

03/30/2010 05:23 PM 
To "Rochelle Desser" <rdesser@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>, <jdmacivor@frontiernet.net> 

Subject FW: Rosemont Chapter 3 Outline

Rochelle, 
  
We have made a few revisions to your Chapter 3 outline and completed some of the
sections that were left off.  More specifically, we reorganized some of the sections so that
analysis in preceding sections supports conclusions (e.g., HazMat, Fuels and Fire, and
Transportation come before Human Health and Safety).  We also retained some sections
like EJ and Transportation at an equal heading level with other Issues.  Please take a look
at the attached and let me know if it is acceptable to you.   
  
Finally, the outline is numbered only to track the heading levels at this time.  They will be
removed prior to sending the document to the Region for review. 
  
Tom 
  
From: Camille Ensle 
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2010 3:29 PM
To: Jonathan Rigg; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Chapter 3 Outline 
  



Attached is the revised Outline for Chapter 3 



From: George McKay
To: Molly Thrash
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Copper Project - Bounds of Analysis:  Land Use Resources
Date: 07/01/2009 08:51 AM
Attachments: Land Use Bounds of Analysis 06232009_mt.doc

Although I do not necessarily disagree with the bounds of analysis for land use
resources (I am not quite sure what the intent is by what is written), there is
absolutely nothing to back up statements like "Land use north of this area would be
more influenced by....than by the Rosemont Copper Project", "Land use south of this
area would be more influenced by....than by the Rosemont Copper Project" etc.,
etc.  The old forest planner (John Turner) use to call those "naked conclusions".  
How do you quantify or defend those statements if they are challenged?  What is
your basis for determining the influence?  

I think it would be much simpler to use I-10 on the north, I-19 on the west,
Highway 83 on the east (except where it traverses national forest, then I would use
"the eastern boundary of the Santa Rita Mountain Unit, Nogales Ranger District,
Coronado National Forest"), and Highway 82 on the south.  You could still include
the communities along those routes if you desire. 

The southern description is very vague.   It also appears to indicate Highway 82 is
the primary haul route.  I am not sure that is correct.  

In addition,  I have read the last paragraph at least 4 times and still do not
understand what it means.

▼ "Molly Thrash" <mthrash@swca.com>

"Molly Thrash"
<mthrash@swca.com> 

06/30/2009 12:58 PM

To <gmckay@fs.fed.us>

cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>,
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject FW: Rosemont Copper Project - Bounds of Analysis:
Land Use Resources

George, 

 
Have you had a chance to read over the land use bounds of analysis for
the Rosemont Copper project?  I have submitted it for map generation,
but that’s subject to change based on any input you’d like to provide.

 
I’d like to get started on the Affected Environment discussion for Land
Use next week, so would appreciate any feedback you might want to
offer.
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mailto:mthrash@swca.com
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Molly Thrash








Office: 970.385.8566


SWCA NEPA Specialist







mthrash@swca.com

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A








Durango, Colorado 81301








PROJECT MEMORANDUM


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT

		To:

		Charles Coyle (SWCA)



		Copy to:

		Tom Furgason (SWCA); Marcie Bidwell (SWCA)



		From:

		Molly Thrash (SWCA)



		Date:

		23 June 2009

		

		



		Subject:

		Draft Bounds of Analysis – Land Use Resources





This memorandum presents a preliminary determination of Bounds of Analysis for Land Use.  Temporal bounds are described in terms of the four time periods being applied to the Rosemont Project as outlined in the memorandum on Impact Timeline dated 11 January 2009.  These are Construction, Operation, Closure, and Post-Closure.  Land Use resources are defined to include current land use activities, land ownership, and planned use as defined in applicable planning documents, within the potentially affected area.  Analysis of land use resources also includes the compatibility of the proposed use to the existing and planned uses in the surrounding area.  


Spatial bounds are described in this memorandum in terms of the general geographic area to be used for the analysis; however, once identified, the final spatial bounds will be depicted on a map prepared by SWCA.   The spatial Bounds of Analysis for Land Use Resources should also coordinate with the bounds established for hazardous materials transportation and visual resources. 


The spatial bounds of analysis for Land Use Resources can be mapped as follows:  

North – Interstate 10 at State Road 83 (Sonoita Highway) due west to the San Xavier Reservation.    Land use north of this area would be more influenced by the Air Force base and city of Tucson than by the Rosemont Copper Project.  

East – Eastern boundary of the Nogales Ranger District of the Coronado National Forest.  Land use east of the District  would be more influenced by the La Cienegas Natural Conservation Area and Kartchner Caverns State Park than by the Rosemont Copper Project.


South– Northeastern Santa Cruz County to include the town of Sonoita, on the primary haul route.  Land use south of the county line is managed by Santa Cruz County, distinct from Pima County, but the conversion of land to industrial use may have impacts, economically and otherwise, across county lines.

West – Interstate 19 from Tumacacori, AZ north to the southern extent of the San Xavier Reservation.  Land use north of the Reservation would be more influenced by Tucson, and west of the Reservation, more influenced by management of the state and federal lands west of I-19 than by the Rosemont Copper Project.

Temporally, the potential immediate impacts to Land Use Resources, both within and adjacent to the project area, would occur from initial project construction through and beyond post-closure, encompassing approximately 24 years.  The potential impacts of topographic modifications resulting in immediate and permanent alterations to the landscape would also impact future land use in the surrounding areas. Therefore, the temporal Bounds of Analysis for Land Use Resources exceed the identified 24 years of project activity, and reflect the indefinite to irreversible commitment of the change in land use to industrial utilization.  
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Thanks!
Molly

 

 

 
Molly Thrash
NEPA Coordinator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
Durango Office
130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A
Durango, CO 81301
office 970-385-8566
cell 970-769-5006
mthrash@swca.com

 

From: Molly Thrash 
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2009 10:05 AM
To: 'gmckay@fs.fed.us'
Subject: Rosemont Copper Project - Bounds of Analysis: Land Use
Resources

 
Good morning, George.

 
I’m Molly, with SWCA (which you could figure out from the email
header) in the Durango, CO office.  I’ve just joined the Rosemont team
as of last week, and am taking over for land use resources.  

 
Attached, please find the Bounds of Analysis for land use resources for
your review and input.  I’d like to get this submitted to the project file as
final, but need your approval first.  

 
If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to call me!  I
look forward to talking with you at your convenience.

 
Thanks!
-molly



 

 

 
Molly Thrash
NEPA Coordinator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
Durango Office
130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A
Durango, CO 81301
office 970-385-8566
cell 970-769-5006
mthrash@swca.com

 



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Dale Ortman PE; Debby Kriegel; Marcie Bidwell; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Roger

D Congdon; Larry Jones; Robert Lefevre
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Copper
Date: 11/17/2009 02:41 PM

Hello Tom, 
Thanks for the update.  Saleks tentative schedule: 
Wed 12-9  Available, unless Bev schedules an IDT meeting 
Thur 12-10 Potentially unavailable, due to a field trip to the Rosemont site with Cooperating Agencies
and Biologists (Larry Jones, et al).   
Fri 12-11  Available 

Note:  Landform meeting and biologist/hydro meeting could coincide or maybe I could do a half day
with each?  Many of the post mining issues will be similar for both groups  however, the bio/hydro
meeting will probably also discuss many of the pre-mining (existing condition) and "during mining"
issues. 

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

11/17/2009 02:01 PM

To "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Roger D Congdon"
<rcongdon@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Debby
Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>,
"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject FW: Rosemont Copper

Salek and Roger, 
  
Debby Kriegal would like to schedule a meeting with Horst Schor, the Forest Service Hydrologists, and
SWCA specialist to discuss how to approach modifying the waste rock and tailings facilities to have
more of a natural land form.  Horst, Debby, and SWCA specialists are all available on December 9-11.
 I expect Debby and Horst to run the meetings.  However, it is my understanding that we’ll need to
provide Horst with as much information about the proposed action and alternatives as possible.  We
will also be conducting a site visit for Horst. 
  
Please reply to all if these dates are available.  If not, please contact Debby and see if some alternate
dates are available.  Thanks. 
  
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
  
 

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Mon 11/16/2009 7:58 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Copper

Tom: 

Looks like Horst is not available Dec 2-4.   

Nov 30-Dec 2 does not work for me, and it's probably not good for Roger.   

Would you please check whether Dec 9-11 works for everyone?  Perhaps this is the best option?! 

Thanks. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

11/13/2009 03:57 PM

 

To "Horst" <hjschor@jps.net>
cc "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Rosemont Copper

 

  

Thank you Horst.  I’ll look for the package and send you a fully executed contract. 



Tom 
 

  

From: Horst [mailto:hjschor@jps.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2009 3:14 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: 'Debby Kriegel'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Copper 

Tom, 

On Monday I will send you a package with the signed documents and the insurance certificate confirmation. 

I will be available after Thanksgiving and recommending either Monday Nov. 30th through Wednesday December
2nd  or Wednesday December 9th through Friday December 11th for meetings, etc. 

Currently Southwest Airlines has the following flight schedule to Tucson available: 

Departing Wednesday Orange County 8:35 am and arriving in Tucson 12:45 pm 
Departing Friday Tucson 1:10 pm arriving Orange County 5: 00 pm 

Horst 

From: Tom Furgason [mailto:tfurgason@swca.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2009 8:00 AM
To: Horst
Cc: Debby Kriegel; beverson@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Rosemont Copper 

Horst: 

The policy appears to be sufficient.  Please have your agent issue a certificate of insurance (see
attached).  I appreciate you taking the time and energy obtain coverage. 

With respect to the schedule, I will get back to you later today.  I’m meeting with the Coronado and the
Proponent (Rosemont Copper Company) this afternoon and we’ll be coordinating with them to
determine when their engineers are available.  I hope to have a meeting date determined by the close
of business tomorrow.  What is your availability in the next two or three weeks? 

Tom 
 

  



From: Horst [mailto:hjschor@jps.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2009 7:33 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Rosemont Copper 

Tom: 

Yesterday, Tuesday, November 10th I faxed you the coverage proposed by State Farm.  In the final policy SWCA
will be listed as an additional insured.  Please let me know if this meets your needs.   

Where do we go from here? 

Debby from the Forrest Service asked me what schedule you have proposed for me. 

Horst 
  



From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: William B Gillespie; Kathy Makansi; Karina Montez; Tim Connor
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont core IDT meeting Wednesday, September 1
Date: 08/27/2010 03:59 PM

Bev, I'd like to attend.  Bill and I had committed to inspect CB Tank on Catalina
district with Tim Connor that day, but one of us will suffice, and I've invited Karina
to take my place for the field trip (unless Bill insists on going to the rosemont
meeting) -- it'd be very good for her to see that super cool archaeological site with
Bill and the tank modifications Tim did to protect the site. 

And why am I so excited about Rosemont, Tim and Bill might ask?  We just got the
archaeological survey report draft in for the Rosemont alternatives, and Suzanne
also sent me the changes she suggested for the Issue Statements, plus the "new"
mitigation measures common to all alternatives.  Plus I'm still pretty hazy on bounds
of analysis for past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.  Did y'all ever
consider Debby Kriegel's idea for baseline conditions?  

Mary

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/27/2010 03:19 PM

To Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Rosemont core IDT meeting Wednesday,
September 1

It would be great if you could attend this meeting...

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/27/2010 03:17 PM -----
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Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/27/2010 03:16 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont core IDT meeting Wednesday,

September 1

RCC Team, 

Please plan on a half day meeting, 9:00 to 12:00 in 6V6, to discuss bounds of
analysis and past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions (the table that I've
asked for input from some of you from.  Time allowing, we'll also do a round robin
project update.

Extended team members are welcome and encouraged to attend. 

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/0/435F49A4C8350D4A0725778800680022


From: Walter Keyes
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Roger D Congdon'; Reta Laford - Coronado National Forest; 'Tom

Furgason'
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont EIS - Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Geology & Minerals
Date: 03/11/2009 04:51 PM
Attachments: RosemontDraftChp3_KeyesComments.doc

Dale, 

Reviewed and comments included in yellow highlights. 

Walt. 

...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8332 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
    "Being right too soon is socially unacceptable".
                                                 -- Robert A. Heinlein
.......................................................................... 

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

03/11/2009 12:11 PM

To "Walt Keyes - CNF" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>
cc "'Roger D Congdon'" <rcongdon@fs.fed.us>, "'Beverley A Everson'"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford - Coronado National Forest"
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "'Charles Coyle'"  <ccoyle@swca.com>, "'Tom
Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject FW: Rosemont EIS - Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Geology & Minerals

Walt, 
  
Both Bev and Salek are on vacation; earlier I forwarded this to Roger Congdon for review, but Tom Furgason

suggested that you may be a better person to act in Bev and Salek’s place.  Please work this out with Roger. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Dale 
  
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2009 8:02 AM
To: 'Roger D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; Kent C Ellett; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa
Reichard'; 'Keith Pohs'
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Geology & Minerals 
  
Roger, 
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DALE ORTMAN PE






Office: (520) 896-2404


Consulting Engineer







Mobile: (520) 449-7307

PO Box 1233








E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com

Oracle, AZ 85623









PROJECT MEMORANDUM


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT

		To:

		Roger Congdon (USFS)



		Copy to:

		Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah, Kent Ellett (CNF); Charles Coyle, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Keith Pohs (SWCA)



		From:

		Dale Ortman PE



		Date:

		11 March 2009

		

		



		Subject:

		Draft Chapter 3 Headings – Geology and Minerals 





Presented below are our draft headings for the Hydrology (you mean Geology/Minerals?) section of Chapter 3.  Please review and comment as per CNF direction.


3.2. Geology and Minerals

3.2.1. Regional Geology 

3.2.2. Mine Site Geology


3.2.2.1. Geology (basic geology and structure)


3.2.2.2. Mineral Exploration and Mining History


3.2.2.3. Rosemont Deposit (Rosemont Deposit geology with emphasis on difference between sulfide and oxide ore which is foundational to potential ARD issues)


3.2.3. Geologic Hazards


3.2.3.1. Seismicity


3.2.3.2. Landslides (this may be just an “Other” category)

3.2.3.3. Subsidence (limited to the known subsidence issues in the Santa Cruz Valley due to groundwater withdrawal)


3.2.3.4. Debris Flows


3.2.4. Other Geologic Resources


3.2.4.1. Fossils


3.2.4.2. Caves
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Again, with both Bev and Salek on vacation it looks like it falls to you to review the draft Chapter 3 headings for
the Geology and Minerals section.  Your expertise is the best fit for this section of the IDT available IDT members.

  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Roger D Congdon; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Hydrology Meeting
Date: 12/19/2008 10:54 AM

Roger,
 
We are fairly certain that the meeting will be held Thursday, January 15.  I’ll leave it to Dale to firm up
the details. 
 
Tom
 

From: Roger D Congdon [mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, December 19, 2008 10:22 AM
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Hydrology Meeting
 

I will not be available until January 6th at the earliest. So far, my January calendar is
relatively unfilled (but not for long). Remember, I would greatly prefer not to have a
meeting on the day following a Sunday or a holiday, as I would have to travel on that
day to get there on time. 

Thanks all. 

Roger D. Congdon, PhD
Hydrogeologist
USDA Forest Service
333 Broadway Blvd SE
Albuquerque, NM 87102
(505)842-3835
FAX: (505)842-3152 

Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

12/15/2008 03:04 PM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE"

<daleortmanpe@live.com>, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: FW: Rosemont Hydrology MeetingLink
 
  

Hello Tom, 
Week of Dec 15.  Available all week but I am coordinating with others for at least two days of field
work for this week. 
Week of Dec 22 (Xmas)  Not available.  Annual Leave   
Week of Dec 29 (New Years) Not available.  Annual Leave   
Week of Jan 5   Not available.  Working at the Regional office (Albuquerque). 
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Week of Jan 12.  Available 14, 15, 16  (Tom is not available on 12,13).   
Week of Jan 19.  Available 20, 21, 22, 23 (Jan 19 is Federal holiday). 
I called Roger and left him a message as to his availability.  I think he is in Tucson the Week of Dec 15
but may be booked up with other tasks. 
Hope this helps.   

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

12/15/2008 01:49 PM

To "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE"

<daleortmanpe@live.com>
Subject FW: Rosemont Hydrology Meeting

 
  

Salek, 
  
Jim Davis from Errol Montgomery would like to meet with the SWCA/Dale Ortman/SRK/MWH hydro
team to continue providing information regarding our hydrological investigation and groundwater flow
model development for both the mine area and for the groundwater supply pumping in the Sahuarita
Heights area. 
  
Are you available during the first week of January, or even possibly next week?  The only dates other
than the legal holidays that I will be unavailable will be January 12-13. 
  
Tom



From: Mark E Schwab
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Michael A Linden
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont Impact Analysis - Dry Stack Tailings Design Report Questions
Date: 06/08/2009 11:43 AM
Attachments: 2009-06-05_Ortman_Shaffiqullah et al_Dry Stack Tail Questions_memo.pdf

Thanks Bev - I have nothing to add.

- Mark

Mark E. Schwab, Arizona Zone Geologist
Tonto National Forest, 2324 E. McDowell Rd.
Phoenix, AZ  85006   office:  602-225-5266
Fax:  602-225-5295   cell:  623-680-6045
e-mail:  mschwab@fs.fed.us

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/05/2009 12:26 PM

To Eli Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Michael A
Linden/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mark E
Schwab/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Rosemont Impact Analysis - Dry Stack Tailings
Design Report Questions

Do any of you have anything to add to Dale's memo?  (Mike and Mark,
I'm assuming you have access to the tailings report on the site that
Melissa created for you; let me know if you need other information
from me).

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/05/2009 12:22 PM -----

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

06/05/2009 11:08 AM

To <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Beverley A Everson'"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Charles Coyle'" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "'Melissa
Reichard'" <mreichard@swca.com>, "'Tom
Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>
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DALE ORTMAN PE       Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer        Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233         E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson (CNF) 


Copy to: 
Charles Coyle, Melissa Reichard, Tom Furgason (SWCA); Claudia Stone, Clara Balasko, 
Mike Sieber (SRK) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 5 June 2009   


Subject: 
Questions for Rosemont 
Dry Stack Tailings Final Design Report  


 
Presented below are draft questions I believe should be addressed by Rosemont prior to the CNF, SWCA, 
and SWCA’s subcontractor SRK proceeding with impact analysis for the dry stack tailings facility described 
in the report titled Rosemont Copper Company Dry Stack Tailings Storage Facility Final Design Report, 
April 15, 2009 prepared by AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. of Englewood, Colorado.  Please review 
these questions, comment as you feel appropriate, and forward a final set of questions to Rosemont for their 
consideration. 
 


1. The design report sets a 15 day limit for evaporation of accumulated storm water on the top surface 
of the tailings but the BADCT demonstration included as an appendix sets a 5 day limit; please 
confirm which is correct and provide a corrected report. 


2. The tailings design is based on two tailings samples, Colina and MSRD-1 that, based on the submitted 
geotechnical test results, appear to have almost identical physical properties.  The report states that 
although there are several ore-bearing rock types the high degree of similarity between the two 
tailings samples indicates a uniformity of tailings properties throughout the deposit.  However, the 
report does not present any discussion of the origin of the samples, the rock types from which they 
were prepared, or the rationale as to why they are a reliable basis for design; please provide such a 
rationale.   


3. The text of the report indicates the tailings to have a USCS classification of SM when, in fact, the 
presented data indicates both samples to classify as ML; please correct the report. 
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4. The report states that tailings in excess of 18% moisture may be safely placed within the core of the 
facility at a distance of no more than 1100 feet from the inside crest of the rock buttress.  However, 
no analysis is presented to support this statement; please provide such an analysis including an upper 
bound limit on the allowable moisture content.  Additional related questions are: 


a. Is there a contingency plan for upset conditions at the tailings filtration plant other than the 
allowance to place tails at greater than 18% moisture in the core of the disposal facility? 


b. How will the conveyor and radial stacker system be aligned and operated to allow selective 
placement of tailings between the core and the outer portions of the tailings in the event of 
cyclical changes in tailings moisture content? 


5. The seepage prediction is based on a placed tailings moisture content of 18% however the plan allows 
for placement of tails at moisture contents exceeding 18% in the core of the facility.  Please provide 
an upper bound seepage analysis using the maximum allowable moisture content from Question #4 
for tailings placed in the core of the facility. 


6. The report does not contain a Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) to ensure long-term conformance of the 
tailings facility construction with the design; please provide a QAP. 


7. The report indicates the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 2, but omits the same for Diversion 
Channel No. 1; please provide the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 1. 


8.  The seepage analysis states that no ponding of storm water was included in the analytical boundary 
conditions.  However, the design includes a top surface drainage grade of only 0.25% and 
construction using a radial stacker placing 25-foot lifts, and it is doubtful that both the construction 
method will allow grading control to maintain the 0.25% slope or the 0.25% slope will effectively 
drain the tailings top surface except during extreme flooding.  Please provide additional rationale for 
the exclusion of ponding of storm water in the seepage analysis. 


9. Will the surface water control design report due for submission in July 2009 include engineering 
details for the storm water control facilities for the dry stack tailings?  Additional questions are: 


a. The Central Drain (chimney drain) has been removed from the design, however the rock 
buttress on the north side of the Phase I tailings, that will be buried by the Phase II tailings, 
may allow storm water from the surface of the tailings to be routed to the Flow-Through 
Drain and comingle with discharging storm water; what is the plan to prevent this occurrence? 


b. The seepage analysis does not include an analysis of potential infiltration through the rock 
buttress contacting the underlying tailings and subsequently exiting the toe of tailings facility 
to comingle with discharging storm water; what is to prevent this occurrence?   


 







Subject Rosemont Impact Analysis - Dry Stack Tailings
Design Report Questions

Salek & Bev,

 
Attached is a memo presenting draft questions I believe should be addressed by
Rosemont regarding the final design report for the dry stack tailings facility.  Please
review, edit as you see fit, and forward a final set of questions to Rosemont.

 
Regards,

 
Dale

 
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landform Project
Date: 02/10/2010 03:01 PM

Dale:   

This is good news!  When will he have a contract and the items he needs? 

Debby 

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

02/10/2010 02:25 PM

To "'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
cc "'Melinda D Roth'" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "'Beverley A Everson'"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Salek Shafiqullah'"
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject FW: Rosemont Landform Project

Debby, 
  
Horst has agreed to a schedule that completes his work in time……………… 
  
Dale 
  
From: Horst [mailto:hjschor@jps.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2010 11:26 AM
To: 'Dale Ortman PE'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Landform Project 
  
Dale: 
  
To clarify my situation with regards to the deadline now prescribed please understand that before I can start any
Landform design work it is imperative to keep in mind that: 
  
  
1.      I need written authorization to proceed. 
  
  
2.      I do not need the Golder report to initiate Landform design work.  There is much preliminary topographic
analysis, volume computations and design evolution that has to be done before     Golder’s work comes into play. 
  
  
3.      No later than one week after start of my design work I will need the three (3) items listed under Section 2
“Available Information” in my last proposal (facilities location, heritage areas and the topography for three
alternative waste layouts) in the formats stated. 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


  
With the delays encountered thus far, at this point every day counts and it is imperative in order to come close to
the suggested March 3 deadline that I receive written authorization before February 15. 
  
Three (3) weeks are needed for a design undertaking of this magnitude and based on this and the above I foresee at
this point a completion of the work by March 8, 2010. 
  
Per your revised task schedule: 
  
Task 1     $  4,000 
Task 2     $27,000 
Task 3     $  5,000 
Task 4b   $  3,500 
Total       $39,500 
  
This is a design of considerable complexity that cannot be rushed through and done right.   
  
I hope the team can understand and appreciate my position as I have been anxious to move forward with this
assignment for quite some time. 
  
Horst 
  
  
  
  
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 09, 2010 2:43 PM
To: 'Horst'
Cc: 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Marcie Bidwell'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont Landform Project
Importance: High 
  
Horst, 
  
The CNF has committed to finalize the list of alternatives for consideration in the Rosemont DEIS by March 15th

and must determine if landforming is a viable alternative prior to that date.  Therefore, the essential elements in
your proposal of January 10, 2010 must be completed in time for the CNF to include them in their decision
making process.  Golder has confirmed that they will submit their report on Monday February 15 and you can
receive a copy no later than the following day.  In order to meet the deadline it is necessary for you to complete

the following work elements no later than March 3rd: 
  
·         Task 1, Second bullet item - “review…. Golder’s report and its implications for the Landform design.”  Note:

 Golder will be available for limited consultation. 
·         Task  2 – Landform Design 
·         Task 3 – Study three alternative locations for mine waste disposal 
·         Task 4b – Presentation of Landform design plans and findings to team members in Tucson.  Note:  In order
to expedite the work schedule the design report (Task 4a) is not included in this work.  Completion of the design

report will be held until after the presentation. 
  
Please let us know if you are able to complete the reduced scope-of-work within the necessary schedule, and any



cost modification associated with the revision. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Walter Keyes
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Melinda D Roth; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
Date: 12/03/2009 01:48 PM

Bev,

Golder can do anything you want, given sufficient time/money.  However, once
Golder determines or selects a slope ratio (or suite of slope ratios) which they
believe meet your criteria (long term stable with the suite of "soils" anticipated, and
non-uniform slope ratios to mimic the natural landscape in the area) they could fairly
easily let you know what the change in footprint would be with the following
constraints:

*    Toe of slopes that currently rest against drainage divides ("ridges") stay in the
same place (for the Barrel alternative this means the West, South and Southeast
toes-of-slope remain as they are).

*    The top-of-pile elevation remains the same unless the slope ratio flattens
enough that the slopes touch eachother at the top of the pile.

*    They're free to move the Northeast face of the pile downstream as needed to
accommodate the volume they removed from the presumed flattened slopes.

To determine what the footprint would be to accommodate the varying underlying
topography to the Northeast would take considerable time.  They could SWAG-it
based on an assumed geometric simplification of the existing topography, particularly
if they threw in a "swell" factor to make sure the footprint doesn't end up too small
(I recommend swelling 20% in this regard).

I don't know if Golder has 3D Civil Engineering volume calculation software available
or subcontractable, but if they do AND someone can provide or find a digital terrain
model (DTM)--or digitize contour lines from a 7.5 minute topo to use in lieu of a
DTM--they can more easily and quickly (read: cheaply) give you a final footprint
which accounts for the new slopes, the constraints bulletted above, and accounts for
the existing topography to the Northeast over which the pile presumably might
grow.  I believe this is do-able and that they should be able to provide an estimate
of hours/effort to do that work--especially once they have identified the
recommended slope ratios.

I recommend that Golder develop a varying but repeated slope pattern that can be
"applied" to any area of the piles--much like the pattern printed on carpet.  The
pattern could be of large scale.  As the pile has many sides the repetition won't be
apparent to the uninitiated due to the varying shadowing of the different sides of
the pile.  The repeating  pattern makes for an engineering solution that is
constructible and enforceable, and also means that Golder would be charged with
providing the final solution for all the slope faces based on the varying slopes in that
pattern--which means the slopes will be inherently conservative regarding erosion
and stability.

If Golder says a suite of slopes/patterning which results in an average slope ratio of
3.5:1 meets your criteria then the current footprint obviously is good.
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Hope this helps.

I'm here tomorrow if you want me on a call.

Walt.
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
     This email contains information known to the State of
California to cause lack of reproductive success in the recipient.
..........................................................................
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

12/03/2009 12:07 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

Please see correspondence below.  I'm not an engineer, but to me, if
Golder says that desirable landforming is not possible within the
existing footprint, they should also be able to fairly easily say what
land area would accomodate the landform.  Do you engineers see
something that I am missing? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 12/03/2009 12:04 PM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

12/03/2009 10:46 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Salek
Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "Dale Ortman " <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Debby
Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>,
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Melinda D
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment
Proposal



Bev,

 
Dale and I had a long conversation about this.  The determination of the increase to
the footprint should not be part of the current scope of work because we are too early
in the process to adequately predict the amount of time it will take to figure this out.  I
would like to propose that we authourize the current SOW and then issue a Change
Order when Golder has completed enough work to give us an informed opinion
regarding the level of effort required to complete this task.

 
While created some contracting headaches for SWCA, this is the most efficient in
terms getting this process going.  Keep in mind that this will be an iterative process.

 
Tom

 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2009 4:41 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman ; Debby Kriegel; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Melinda D Roth;
rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

 

Tom, 

The one thing that I would like to have added is an estimate of the space needed to
accomodate a desirable landform if the model that they come up with does not fit
within the Barrel footprint.  For example, they might determine that an additional
10% of the existing footprint would be needed in order for the landform to be
stable.  This information would at least give us an idea of what it would take to
make a desirable landform possible, rather than just knowing that the existing
footprint won't work for what we want to do with landforming. 

Bev 
  
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428



Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

12/01/2009 05:01 PM 
To <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Debby

Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Dale Ortman "

<daleortmanpe@live.com> 
Subject FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

 

  

Bev, 
  
Attached is Golder’s SOW for your consideration.  Please let me know ASAP if you
feel that George missed anything.  I have forwarded a copy with the costs to
Rosemont for their consideration. 
  
Tom 
  

 

From: Kelley Cox 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
For you - 
  
Kelley Cox 
Senior Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 W.  Franklin Street 



Tucson, Arizona 85701 
Phone: 520-325-9194  Fax: 520-325-2033 
www.swca.com 
Sound Science, Creative Solutions.® 
  
  
  
  
  
  

 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:28 PM
To: Kelley Cox
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Kelley, 
  
Can you please delete the last sheet and black out the cost estimate on Page 2?
Thanks. 
  
Tom 
  

 

From: Annandale, George [mailto:George_Annandale@golder.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 4:26 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Kidd, Dave; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Tom 
  
Please find attached the proposal for the landforming assessment. 
  
I will appreciate it if you can let me know whether the client approved so that we can
commence with the work. 
  
Sincerely, 
  

http://www.swca.com/


  
George W. Annandale, D.Ing., P.E. | Practice / Program Leader | Golder
Associates Inc.               
44 Union Blvd, Suite 300, Lakewood, Colorado, USA 80228      
T: +1 (303) 980-0540 | D: +1-720-920-4612 | F: +1 (303) 985-2080 | C: +1 (720)
244-3865| E: george_annandale@golder.com | www.golder.com              

This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive use of the intended
recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all  copies. Electronic media is susceptible to
unauthorized modification, deterioration, and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any work product
may not be relied upon.    

Please consider the environment before printing this email.     
  
  

mailto:Mark_Swallow@golder.com
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman; Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
Date: 12/03/2009 09:41 AM

Hello Tom,
I am interested in being cc'ed on emails concerning water, soil, reclamation etc.  It
appears I am left off some correspondence (for example the Rosemont landforming
assessment proposal, report review tech memos to Rosemont, etc) and I have to
learn about it through the grape vine

 Thanks for helping on this. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman; Debby Kriegel; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
Date: 12/03/2009 10:46 AM

Bev,
 
Dale and I had a long conversation about this.  The determination of the increase to the footprint
should not be part of the current scope of work because we are too early in the process to adequately
predict the amount of time it will take to figure this out.  I would like to propose that we authourize the
current SOW and then issue a Change Order when Golder has completed enough work to give us an
informed opinion regarding the level of effort required to complete this task.
 
While created some contracting headaches for SWCA, this is the most efficient in terms getting this
process going.  Keep in mind that this will be an iterative process.
 
Tom
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2009 4:41 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman ; Debby Kriegel; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
 

Tom, 

The one thing that I would like to have added is an estimate of the space needed to accomodate a
desirable landform if the model that they come up with does not fit within the Barrel footprint.  For
example, they might determine that an additional 10% of the existing footprint would be needed in
order for the landform to be stable.  This information would at least give us an idea of what it would
take to make a desirable landform possible, rather than just knowing that the existing footprint won't
work for what we want to do with landforming. 

Bev 
  
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

12/01/2009 05:01 PM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Debby
Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Dale
Ortman " <daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
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Bev, 
  
Attached is Golder’s SOW for your consideration.  Please let me know ASAP if you feel that George
missed anything.  I have forwarded a copy with the costs to Rosemont for their consideration. 
  
Tom 
 

 

From: Kelley Cox 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
For you - 
  
Kelley Cox 
Senior Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 W.  Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
Phone: 520-325-9194  Fax: 520-325-2033 
www.swca.com 
Sound Science, Creative Solutions.® 
  
  
  
  
  
 

 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:28 PM
To: Kelley Cox
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Kelley, 
  
Can you please delete the last sheet and black out the cost estimate on Page 2? Thanks. 
  
Tom 
 

 

http://www.swca.com/


From: Annandale, George [mailto:George_Annandale@golder.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 4:26 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Kidd, Dave; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Tom 

  
Please find attached the proposal for the landforming assessment. 

  
I will appreciate it if you can let me know whether the client approved so that we can commence with the work. 

  
Sincerely, 

  
  
George W. Annandale, D.Ing., P.E. | Practice / Program Leader | Golder Associates Inc.               
44 Union Blvd, Suite 300, Lakewood, Colorado, USA 80228      
T: +1 (303) 980-0540 | D: +1-720-920-4612 | F: +1 (303) 985-2080 | C: +1 (720) 244-3865| E:
george_annandale@golder.com | www.golder.com               

This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive use of the intended recipient. Any use,
distribution or copying of this transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please notify the sender and delete all  copies. Electronic media is susceptible to unauthorized modification, deterioration,
and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any work product may not be relied upon.     

Please consider the environment before printing this email.     
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Salek Shafiqullah; Walter Keyes
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
Date: 12/03/2009 12:25 PM

I don't quite understand why this would be a big task.  George is going to explore
landforming on one slope.  If he determines that the footprint will change, won't
there be some sort of map or graphic that goes with his report?  If so, it should be
really easy to calculate the additional acreage.  Calculating the % might be a little
trickier, since he's not looking at the entire perimeter of the pile.

Or am I missing something?

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

12/03/2009 12:07 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

Please see correspondence below.  I'm not an engineer, but to me, if
Golder says that desirable landforming is not possible within the
existing footprint, they should also be able to fairly easily say what
land area would accomodate the landform.  Do you engineers see
something that I am missing? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 12/03/2009 12:04 PM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

12/03/2009 10:46 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Salek
Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "Dale Ortman " <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Debby
Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>,
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Melinda D
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment
Proposal

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Bev,

 
Dale and I had a long conversation about this.  The determination of the increase to
the footprint should not be part of the current scope of work because we are too early
in the process to adequately predict the amount of time it will take to figure this out.  I
would like to propose that we authourize the current SOW and then issue a Change
Order when Golder has completed enough work to give us an informed opinion
regarding the level of effort required to complete this task.

 
While created some contracting headaches for SWCA, this is the most efficient in
terms getting this process going.  Keep in mind that this will be an iterative process.

 
Tom

 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2009 4:41 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman ; Debby Kriegel; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Melinda D Roth;
rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

 

Tom, 

The one thing that I would like to have added is an estimate of the space needed to
accomodate a desirable landform if the model that they come up with does not fit
within the Barrel footprint.  For example, they might determine that an additional
10% of the existing footprint would be needed in order for the landform to be
stable.  This information would at least give us an idea of what it would take to
make a desirable landform possible, rather than just knowing that the existing
footprint won't work for what we want to do with landforming. 

Bev 
  
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428



Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

12/01/2009 05:01 PM 
To <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Debby

Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Dale Ortman "

<daleortmanpe@live.com> 
Subject FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

 

  

Bev, 
  
Attached is Golder’s SOW for your consideration.  Please let me know ASAP if you
feel that George missed anything.  I have forwarded a copy with the costs to
Rosemont for their consideration. 
  
Tom 
  

 

From: Kelley Cox 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
For you - 
  
Kelley Cox 
Senior Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 W.  Franklin Street 



Tucson, Arizona 85701 
Phone: 520-325-9194  Fax: 520-325-2033 
www.swca.com 
Sound Science, Creative Solutions.® 
  
  
  
  
  
  

 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:28 PM
To: Kelley Cox
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Kelley, 
  
Can you please delete the last sheet and black out the cost estimate on Page 2?
Thanks. 
  
Tom 
  

 

From: Annandale, George [mailto:George_Annandale@golder.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 4:26 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Kidd, Dave; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Tom 
  
Please find attached the proposal for the landforming assessment. 
  
I will appreciate it if you can let me know whether the client approved so that we can
commence with the work. 
  
Sincerely, 
  

http://www.swca.com/


  
George W. Annandale, D.Ing., P.E. | Practice / Program Leader | Golder
Associates Inc.               
44 Union Blvd, Suite 300, Lakewood, Colorado, USA 80228      
T: +1 (303) 980-0540 | D: +1-720-920-4612 | F: +1 (303) 985-2080 | C: +1 (720)
244-3865| E: george_annandale@golder.com | www.golder.com              

This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive use of the intended
recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all  copies. Electronic media is susceptible to
unauthorized modification, deterioration, and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any work product
may not be relied upon.    

Please consider the environment before printing this email.     
  
  

mailto:Mark_Swallow@golder.com
http://www.golder.com/


From: Dale Ortman
To: George Annandale; Tom Furgason - SWCA; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; Bev Everson - USFS
Cc: Melinda D Roth - CNF; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; Walt Keyes - CNF
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
Date: 12/04/2009 01:18 PM

George,

Do not wait; we have a time critical project and an approved SOW, so we start now.
______________

Dale Ortman PE
Cell: (520) 449-7307
Office/Home: (520) 896-2404

Sent Via Blackberry

-----Original Message-----
From: Annandale  George <George_Annandale@golder.com>
Date: Fri, 4 Dec 2009 19:00:46 
To: <daleortmanpe@live.com>; <tfurgason@swca.com>; <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>; <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Cc: <mroth@fs.fed.us>; <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>; <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

I do not think we can wait on this.  I suggest that wel start and keep everyone informed as we 
go. 
  
 
George Annandale 
  
 
 
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
 Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 10:01 AM
 To: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Beverley A Everson'
 Cc: 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Walter Keyes'; Annandale, George
 Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Debby, 
  
I'm in on this and will provide the coordination between Horst and George as we see their roles 
develop.  FYI, I'm currently in Reno but will be back in Arizona Saturday evening and available 
starting on Tuesday (Monday is taken by the Arizona state SME conference. a mining convention). 
  
Cheers, 
  
Dale 
  
 
 
From: Tom Furgason [mailto:tfurgason@swca.com] 
 Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 2:09 PM
 To: Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson
 Cc: Melinda D Roth; daleortmanpe@live.com; Salek Shafiqullah; Walter Keyes
 Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Debby, 
  
I would like to task Dale with the coordination of the efforts between Horst and George. Feel free 
to talk to Dale directly and inform him of your concerns and expectations. 
  
Tom 
  
 
 
----------------
 
From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
 Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 9:29 AM
 To: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
 Cc: Melinda D Roth; daleortmanpe@live.com; Salek Shafiqullah; Debby Kriegel
 Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  

 Salek and I just discussed this proposal.  There is no indication that George will coordinate his 
work with Horst, and we don't want the two of them to do work that isn't on the same trajectory. 
 One option is to wait a week until Horst has had a chance to meet with us and discuss a 
strategy, and then proceed with proposals from both of them simultaneously.  If waiting is 
problematic, then at least move "Consult with Dale Ortman and forest service staff during the 
course of the investigation" up into the objective section and add "Coordinate all work with Horst 
Schor".
 
 Additionally, the FS will want copies of the report, powerpoint, and analysis (input-output files 
associated with the model).  We probably need about 5 copies of everything (me, Salek, Bev/Mindee, 
project record, etc.).  Please add this to the proposal, or confirm that SWCA will make copies for 
us. 
 
 Thanks. 
 
 
 
Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 
12/02/2009 04:40 PM 
 
To 
"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:george_annandale@golder.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us


 
cc 
"Dale Ortman " <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, 
jsturgess@augustaresource.com, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, rlaford@fs.fed.us 
 
Subject 
Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment ProposalLink 
<Notes://ENTR3B/8725685400513A7E/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/3D4CF4F1F896B1AF8525768000002A8B> 
  
 
  
  
 

 
 
 
 Tom, 
 
 The one thing that I would like to have added is an estimate of the space needed to accomodate a 
desirable landform if the model that they come up with does not fit within the Barrel footprint. 
 For example, they might determine that an additional 10% of the existing footprint would be 
needed in order for the landform to be stable.  This information would at least give us an idea of 
what it would take to make a desirable landform possible, rather than just knowing that the 
existing footprint won't work for what we want to do with landforming. 
 
 Bev 
  
 Beverley A. Everson
 Forest Geologist
 Coronado National Forest
 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
 Tucson, AZ.  85701
 
 Voice: 520-388-8428
 Fax: 520-388-8305 
 
"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 
12/01/2009 05:01 PM 
  
 
To 
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
 
cc 
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Dale Ortman " <daleortmanpe@live.com> 
 
Subject 
FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
 
  
  
 

 
 
 
 Bev, 
  
 Attached is Golder's SOW for your consideration.  Please let me know ASAP if you feel that George 
missed anything.  I have forwarded a copy with the costs to Rosemont for their consideration. 
  
 Tom 
   
  
 
----------------
 

 
 From: Kelley Cox 
 Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:51 PM
 To: Tom Furgason
 Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
 For you - 
  
 Kelley Cox 
 Senior Administrator 
 SWCA Environmental Consultants 
 343 W.  Franklin Street 
 Tucson, Arizona 85701 
 Phone: 520-325-9194  Fax: 520-325-2033 
 www.swca.com <http://www.swca.com/>  
 Sound Science, Creative Solutions.® 
  
  
  
  
  
   
  
 
----------------
 

 
 From: Tom Furgason 
 Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:28 PM
 To: Kelley Cox



 Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
 Kelley, 
  
 Can you please delete the last sheet and black out the cost estimate on Page 2? Thanks. 
  
 Tom 
   
  
 
----------------
 

 
 From: Annandale, George [mailto:George_Annandale@golder.com] 
 Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 4:26 PM
 To: Tom Furgason
 Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Kidd, Dave; Melissa Reichard
 Subject: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
 Tom 
  
 Please find attached the proposal for the landforming assessment. 
  
 I will appreciate it if you can let me know whether the client approved so that we can commence 
with the work. 
  
 Sincerely, 
  
  
 George W. Annandale, D.Ing., P.E. | Practice / Program Leader | Golder Associates Inc.             
  
 44 Union Blvd, Suite 300, Lakewood, Colorado, USA 80228      
 T: +1 (303) 980-0540 | D: +1-720-920-4612 | F: +1 (303) 985-2080 | C: +1 (720) 244-3865| E: 
george_annandale@golder.com <mailto:Mark_Swallow@golder.com>  | www.golder.com 
<http://www.golder.com/>               
 
 This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive 
use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this transmission, other than 
by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please 
notify the sender and delete all copies. Electronic media is susceptible to unauthorized 
modification, deterioration, and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any 
work product may not be relied upon.    
 
 Please consider the environment before printing this email.     
  
  



From: Tom Furgason
To: Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; daleortmanpe@live.com; Salek Shafiqullah; Walter Keyes
Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
Date: 12/03/2009 02:09 PM

Debby,
 
I would like to task Dale with the coordination of the efforts between Horst and George. Feel free to
talk to Dale directly and inform him of your concerns and expectations.
 
Tom
 

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 9:29 AM
To: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Cc: Melinda D Roth; daleortmanpe@live.com; Salek Shafiqullah; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
 

Salek and I just discussed this proposal.  There is no indication that George will coordinate his work
with Horst, and we don't want the two of them to do work that isn't on the same trajectory.  One option
is to wait a week until Horst has had a chance to meet with us and discuss a strategy, and then
proceed with proposals from both of them simultaneously.  If waiting is problematic, then at least move
"Consult with Dale Ortman and forest service staff during the course of the investigation" up into the
objective section and add "Coordinate all work with Horst Schor".

Additionally, the FS will want copies of the report, powerpoint, and analysis (input-output files
associated with the model).  We probably need about 5 copies of everything (me, Salek, Bev/Mindee,
project record, etc.).  Please add this to the proposal, or confirm that SWCA will make copies for us. 

Thanks. 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

12/02/2009 04:40 PM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc "Dale Ortman " <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Debby Kriegel"
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, jsturgess@augustaresource.com, "Melinda D
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, rlaford@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment ProposalLink
 
  

Tom, 

The one thing that I would like to have added is an estimate of the space needed to accomodate a
desirable landform if the model that they come up with does not fit within the Barrel footprint.  For
example, they might determine that an additional 10% of the existing footprint would be needed in
order for the landform to be stable.  This information would at least give us an idea of what it would

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/3D4CF4F1F896B1AF8525768000002A8B


take to make a desirable landform possible, rather than just knowing that the existing footprint won't
work for what we want to do with landforming. 

Bev 
 
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

12/01/2009 05:01 PM

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

<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
cc <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Dale Ortman "

<daleortmanpe@live.com>
Subject FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

 

  

Bev, 
 
Attached is Golder’s SOW for your consideration.  Please let me know ASAP if you feel that George
missed anything.  I have forwarded a copy with the costs to Rosemont for their consideration. 
 
Tom 
 

 

From: Kelley Cox 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
 
For you - 
 
Kelley Cox 
Senior Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 W.  Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
Phone: 520-325-9194  Fax: 520-325-2033 

 



www.swca.com
Sound Science, Creative Solutions.® 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:28 PM
To: Kelley Cox
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
 
Kelley, 
 
Can you please delete the last sheet and black out the cost estimate on Page 2? Thanks. 
 
Tom 
 

 

From: Annandale, George [mailto:George_Annandale@golder.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 4:26 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Kidd, Dave; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
 
Tom 

 
Please find attached the proposal for the landforming assessment. 

 
I will appreciate it if you can let me know whether the client approved so that we can commence with the work. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
George W. Annandale, D.Ing., P.E. | Practice / Program Leader | Golder Associates Inc.               
44 Union Blvd, Suite 300, Lakewood, Colorado, USA 80228      
T: +1 (303) 980-0540 | D: +1-720-920-4612 | F: +1 (303) 985-2080 | C: +1 (720) 244-3865| E:
george_annandale@golder.com | www.golder.com               

This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive use of the intended recipient. Any use,
distribution or copying of this transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please notify the sender and delete all  copies. Electronic media is susceptible to unauthorized modification, deterioration,
and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any work product may not be relied upon.     

Please consider the environment before printing this email.     

http://www.swca.com/
mailto:Mark_Swallow@golder.com
http://www.golder.com/


From: Walter Keyes
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Melinda D Roth; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
Date: 12/03/2009 01:48 PM

Bev,

Golder can do anything you want, given sufficient time/money.  However, once
Golder determines or selects a slope ratio (or suite of slope ratios) which they
believe meet your criteria (long term stable with the suite of "soils" anticipated, and
non-uniform slope ratios to mimic the natural landscape in the area) they could fairly
easily let you know what the change in footprint would be with the following
constraints:

*    Toe of slopes that currently rest against drainage divides ("ridges") stay in the
same place (for the Barrel alternative this means the West, South and Southeast
toes-of-slope remain as they are).

*    The top-of-pile elevation remains the same unless the slope ratio flattens
enough that the slopes touch eachother at the top of the pile.

*    They're free to move the Northeast face of the pile downstream as needed to
accommodate the volume they removed from the presumed flattened slopes.

To determine what the footprint would be to accommodate the varying underlying
topography to the Northeast would take considerable time.  They could SWAG-it
based on an assumed geometric simplification of the existing topography, particularly
if they threw in a "swell" factor to make sure the footprint doesn't end up too small
(I recommend swelling 20% in this regard).

I don't know if Golder has 3D Civil Engineering volume calculation software available
or subcontractable, but if they do AND someone can provide or find a digital terrain
model (DTM)--or digitize contour lines from a 7.5 minute topo to use in lieu of a
DTM--they can more easily and quickly (read: cheaply) give you a final footprint
which accounts for the new slopes, the constraints bulletted above, and accounts for
the existing topography to the Northeast over which the pile presumably might
grow.  I believe this is do-able and that they should be able to provide an estimate
of hours/effort to do that work--especially once they have identified the
recommended slope ratios.

I recommend that Golder develop a varying but repeated slope pattern that can be
"applied" to any area of the piles--much like the pattern printed on carpet.  The
pattern could be of large scale.  As the pile has many sides the repetition won't be
apparent to the uninitiated due to the varying shadowing of the different sides of
the pile.  The repeating  pattern makes for an engineering solution that is
constructible and enforceable, and also means that Golder would be charged with
providing the final solution for all the slope faces based on the varying slopes in that
pattern--which means the slopes will be inherently conservative regarding erosion
and stability.

If Golder says a suite of slopes/patterning which results in an average slope ratio of
3.5:1 meets your criteria then the current footprint obviously is good.

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Hope this helps.

I'm here tomorrow if you want me on a call.

Walt.
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
     This email contains information known to the State of
California to cause lack of reproductive success in the recipient.
..........................................................................
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

12/03/2009 12:07 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

Please see correspondence below.  I'm not an engineer, but to me, if
Golder says that desirable landforming is not possible within the
existing footprint, they should also be able to fairly easily say what
land area would accomodate the landform.  Do you engineers see
something that I am missing? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 12/03/2009 12:04 PM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

12/03/2009 10:46 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Salek
Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "Dale Ortman " <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Debby
Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>,
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Melinda D
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment
Proposal



Bev,

 
Dale and I had a long conversation about this.  The determination of the increase to
the footprint should not be part of the current scope of work because we are too early
in the process to adequately predict the amount of time it will take to figure this out.  I
would like to propose that we authourize the current SOW and then issue a Change
Order when Golder has completed enough work to give us an informed opinion
regarding the level of effort required to complete this task.

 
While created some contracting headaches for SWCA, this is the most efficient in
terms getting this process going.  Keep in mind that this will be an iterative process.

 
Tom

 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2009 4:41 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman ; Debby Kriegel; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Melinda D Roth;
rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

 

Tom, 

The one thing that I would like to have added is an estimate of the space needed to
accomodate a desirable landform if the model that they come up with does not fit
within the Barrel footprint.  For example, they might determine that an additional
10% of the existing footprint would be needed in order for the landform to be
stable.  This information would at least give us an idea of what it would take to
make a desirable landform possible, rather than just knowing that the existing
footprint won't work for what we want to do with landforming. 

Bev 
  
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428



Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

12/01/2009 05:01 PM 
To <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Debby

Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Dale Ortman "

<daleortmanpe@live.com> 
Subject FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

 

  

Bev, 
  
Attached is Golder’s SOW for your consideration.  Please let me know ASAP if you
feel that George missed anything.  I have forwarded a copy with the costs to
Rosemont for their consideration. 
  
Tom 
  

 

From: Kelley Cox 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
For you - 
  
Kelley Cox 
Senior Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 W.  Franklin Street 



Tucson, Arizona 85701 
Phone: 520-325-9194  Fax: 520-325-2033 
www.swca.com 
Sound Science, Creative Solutions.® 
  
  
  
  
  
  

 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:28 PM
To: Kelley Cox
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Kelley, 
  
Can you please delete the last sheet and black out the cost estimate on Page 2?
Thanks. 
  
Tom 
  

 

From: Annandale, George [mailto:George_Annandale@golder.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 4:26 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Kidd, Dave; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Tom 
  
Please find attached the proposal for the landforming assessment. 
  
I will appreciate it if you can let me know whether the client approved so that we can
commence with the work. 
  
Sincerely, 
  

http://www.swca.com/


  
George W. Annandale, D.Ing., P.E. | Practice / Program Leader | Golder
Associates Inc.               
44 Union Blvd, Suite 300, Lakewood, Colorado, USA 80228      
T: +1 (303) 980-0540 | D: +1-720-920-4612 | F: +1 (303) 985-2080 | C: +1 (720)
244-3865| E: george_annandale@golder.com | www.golder.com              

This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive use of the intended
recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all  copies. Electronic media is susceptible to
unauthorized modification, deterioration, and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any work product
may not be relied upon.    

Please consider the environment before printing this email.     
  
  

mailto:Mark_Swallow@golder.com
http://www.golder.com/


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Walter Keyes'; 'Annandale, George'
Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
Date: 12/04/2009 10:01 AM

Debby,
 
I’m in on this and will provide the coordination between Horst and George as we see their roles
develop.  FYI, I’m currently in Reno but will be back in Arizona Saturday evening and available
starting on Tuesday (Monday is taken by the Arizona state SME conference… a mining convention).
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 

From: Tom Furgason [mailto:tfurgason@swca.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 2:09 PM
To: Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; daleortmanpe@live.com; Salek Shafiqullah; Walter Keyes
Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
 
Debby,
 
I would like to task Dale with the coordination of the efforts between Horst and George. Feel free to
talk to Dale directly and inform him of your concerns and expectations.
 
Tom
 

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 9:29 AM
To: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Cc: Melinda D Roth; daleortmanpe@live.com; Salek Shafiqullah; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
 

Salek and I just discussed this proposal.  There is no indication that George will coordinate his work
with Horst, and we don't want the two of them to do work that isn't on the same trajectory.  One option
is to wait a week until Horst has had a chance to meet with us and discuss a strategy, and then
proceed with proposals from both of them simultaneously.  If waiting is problematic, then at least move
"Consult with Dale Ortman and forest service staff during the course of the investigation" up into the
objective section and add "Coordinate all work with Horst Schor".

Additionally, the FS will want copies of the report, powerpoint, and analysis (input-output files
associated with the model).  We probably need about 5 copies of everything (me, Salek, Bev/Mindee,
project record, etc.).  Please add this to the proposal, or confirm that SWCA will make copies for us. 

Thanks. 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us
mailto:George_Annandale@golder.com


12/02/2009 04:40 PM cc "Dale Ortman " <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Debby Kriegel"
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, jsturgess@augustaresource.com, "Melinda D
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, rlaford@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment ProposalLink
 
  

Tom, 

The one thing that I would like to have added is an estimate of the space needed to accomodate a
desirable landform if the model that they come up with does not fit within the Barrel footprint.  For
example, they might determine that an additional 10% of the existing footprint would be needed in
order for the landform to be stable.  This information would at least give us an idea of what it would
take to make a desirable landform possible, rather than just knowing that the existing footprint won't
work for what we want to do with landforming. 

Bev 
 
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

12/01/2009 05:01 PM

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

<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
cc <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Dale Ortman "

<daleortmanpe@live.com>
Subject FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

 

  

Bev, 
 
Attached is Golder’s SOW for your consideration.  Please let me know ASAP if you feel that George
missed anything.  I have forwarded a copy with the costs to Rosemont for their consideration. 
 
Tom 
 

 

notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/3D4CF4F1F896B1AF8525768000002A8B


From: Kelley Cox 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
 
For you - 
 
Kelley Cox 
Senior Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 W.  Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
Phone: 520-325-9194  Fax: 520-325-2033 
www.swca.com 
Sound Science, Creative Solutions.® 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:28 PM
To: Kelley Cox
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
 
Kelley, 
 
Can you please delete the last sheet and black out the cost estimate on Page 2? Thanks. 
 
Tom 
 

 

From: Annandale, George [mailto:George_Annandale@golder.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 4:26 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Kidd, Dave; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
 
Tom 

 
Please find attached the proposal for the landforming assessment. 

 
I will appreciate it if you can let me know whether the client approved so that we can commence with the work. 

http://www.swca.com/


 
Sincerely, 

 
 
George W. Annandale, D.Ing., P.E. | Practice / Program Leader | Golder Associates Inc.               
44 Union Blvd, Suite 300, Lakewood, Colorado, USA 80228      
T: +1 (303) 980-0540 | D: +1-720-920-4612 | F: +1 (303) 985-2080 | C: +1 (720) 244-3865| E:
george_annandale@golder.com | www.golder.com               

This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive use of the intended recipient. Any use,
distribution or copying of this transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please notify the sender and delete all  copies. Electronic media is susceptible to unauthorized modification, deterioration,
and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any work product may not be relied upon.     

Please consider the environment before printing this email.     
 
 

mailto:Mark_Swallow@golder.com
http://www.golder.com/


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman; Debby Kriegel; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
Date: 12/03/2009 10:46 AM

Bev,
 
Dale and I had a long conversation about this.  The determination of the increase to the footprint
should not be part of the current scope of work because we are too early in the process to adequately
predict the amount of time it will take to figure this out.  I would like to propose that we authourize the
current SOW and then issue a Change Order when Golder has completed enough work to give us an
informed opinion regarding the level of effort required to complete this task.
 
While created some contracting headaches for SWCA, this is the most efficient in terms getting this
process going.  Keep in mind that this will be an iterative process.
 
Tom
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2009 4:41 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman ; Debby Kriegel; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
 

Tom, 

The one thing that I would like to have added is an estimate of the space needed to accomodate a
desirable landform if the model that they come up with does not fit within the Barrel footprint.  For
example, they might determine that an additional 10% of the existing footprint would be needed in
order for the landform to be stable.  This information would at least give us an idea of what it would
take to make a desirable landform possible, rather than just knowing that the existing footprint won't
work for what we want to do with landforming. 

Bev 
  
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

12/01/2009 05:01 PM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Debby
Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Dale
Ortman " <daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

 
  

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us


Bev, 
  
Attached is Golder’s SOW for your consideration.  Please let me know ASAP if you feel that George
missed anything.  I have forwarded a copy with the costs to Rosemont for their consideration. 
  
Tom 
 

 

From: Kelley Cox 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
For you - 
  
Kelley Cox 
Senior Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 W.  Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
Phone: 520-325-9194  Fax: 520-325-2033 
www.swca.com 
Sound Science, Creative Solutions.® 
  
  
  
  
  
 

 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:28 PM
To: Kelley Cox
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Kelley, 
  
Can you please delete the last sheet and black out the cost estimate on Page 2? Thanks. 
  
Tom 
 

 

http://www.swca.com/


From: Annandale, George [mailto:George_Annandale@golder.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 4:26 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Kidd, Dave; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Tom 

  
Please find attached the proposal for the landforming assessment. 

  
I will appreciate it if you can let me know whether the client approved so that we can commence with the work. 

  
Sincerely, 

  
  
George W. Annandale, D.Ing., P.E. | Practice / Program Leader | Golder Associates Inc.               
44 Union Blvd, Suite 300, Lakewood, Colorado, USA 80228      
T: +1 (303) 980-0540 | D: +1-720-920-4612 | F: +1 (303) 985-2080 | C: +1 (720) 244-3865| E:
george_annandale@golder.com | www.golder.com               

This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive use of the intended recipient. Any use,
distribution or copying of this transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please notify the sender and delete all  copies. Electronic media is susceptible to unauthorized modification, deterioration,
and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any work product may not be relied upon.     

Please consider the environment before printing this email.     
  
 

mailto:Mark_Swallow@golder.com
http://www.golder.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Salek Shafiqullah; Walter Keyes
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
Date: 12/03/2009 12:25 PM

I don't quite understand why this would be a big task.  George is going to explore
landforming on one slope.  If he determines that the footprint will change, won't
there be some sort of map or graphic that goes with his report?  If so, it should be
really easy to calculate the additional acreage.  Calculating the % might be a little
trickier, since he's not looking at the entire perimeter of the pile.

Or am I missing something?

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

12/03/2009 12:07 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

Please see correspondence below.  I'm not an engineer, but to me, if
Golder says that desirable landforming is not possible within the
existing footprint, they should also be able to fairly easily say what
land area would accomodate the landform.  Do you engineers see
something that I am missing? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 12/03/2009 12:04 PM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

12/03/2009 10:46 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Salek
Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "Dale Ortman " <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Debby
Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>,
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Melinda D
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment
Proposal

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Bev,

 
Dale and I had a long conversation about this.  The determination of the increase to
the footprint should not be part of the current scope of work because we are too early
in the process to adequately predict the amount of time it will take to figure this out.  I
would like to propose that we authourize the current SOW and then issue a Change
Order when Golder has completed enough work to give us an informed opinion
regarding the level of effort required to complete this task.

 
While created some contracting headaches for SWCA, this is the most efficient in
terms getting this process going.  Keep in mind that this will be an iterative process.

 
Tom

 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2009 4:41 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman ; Debby Kriegel; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Melinda D Roth;
rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

 

Tom, 

The one thing that I would like to have added is an estimate of the space needed to
accomodate a desirable landform if the model that they come up with does not fit
within the Barrel footprint.  For example, they might determine that an additional
10% of the existing footprint would be needed in order for the landform to be
stable.  This information would at least give us an idea of what it would take to
make a desirable landform possible, rather than just knowing that the existing
footprint won't work for what we want to do with landforming. 

Bev 
  
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428



Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

12/01/2009 05:01 PM 
To <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Debby

Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us> 
cc <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Dale Ortman "

<daleortmanpe@live.com> 
Subject FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

 

  

Bev, 
  
Attached is Golder’s SOW for your consideration.  Please let me know ASAP if you
feel that George missed anything.  I have forwarded a copy with the costs to
Rosemont for their consideration. 
  
Tom 
  

 

From: Kelley Cox 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
For you - 
  
Kelley Cox 
Senior Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 W.  Franklin Street 



Tucson, Arizona 85701 
Phone: 520-325-9194  Fax: 520-325-2033 
www.swca.com 
Sound Science, Creative Solutions.® 
  
  
  
  
  
  

 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:28 PM
To: Kelley Cox
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Kelley, 
  
Can you please delete the last sheet and black out the cost estimate on Page 2?
Thanks. 
  
Tom 
  

 

From: Annandale, George [mailto:George_Annandale@golder.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 4:26 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Kidd, Dave; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal 
  
Tom 
  
Please find attached the proposal for the landforming assessment. 
  
I will appreciate it if you can let me know whether the client approved so that we can
commence with the work. 
  
Sincerely, 
  

http://www.swca.com/


  
George W. Annandale, D.Ing., P.E. | Practice / Program Leader | Golder
Associates Inc.               
44 Union Blvd, Suite 300, Lakewood, Colorado, USA 80228      
T: +1 (303) 980-0540 | D: +1-720-920-4612 | F: +1 (303) 985-2080 | C: +1 (720)
244-3865| E: george_annandale@golder.com | www.golder.com              

This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive use of the intended
recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all  copies. Electronic media is susceptible to
unauthorized modification, deterioration, and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any work product
may not be relied upon.    

Please consider the environment before printing this email.     
  
  

mailto:Mark_Swallow@golder.com
http://www.golder.com/


From: Tom Furgason
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman; Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
Date: 12/03/2009 09:45 AM

Thanks for letting me know Salek.  We’ll make sure to cc on future emails that concern the resources
that interface with hydrology.  I suspect that is the majority of resources.
 
Tom
 

From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 9:42 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman ; Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
 

Hello Tom, 
I am interested in being cc'ed on emails concerning water, soil, reclamation etc.  It appears I am left off
some correspondence (for example the Rosemont landforming assessment proposal, report review tech
memos to Rosemont, etc) and I have to learn about it through the grape vine 

 Thanks for helping on this. 

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

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert
Date: 10/26/2009 04:58 PM
Attachments: Biography-Resume for Rosemont Copper Project in Arizona.doc

Draft proposal for Rosemont Copper Project in Arizona.doc

Rosemont is open to the idea.  I will pin them down this week.  I am hoping they
will conrtact with Horst directly or thru SWCA as opposed to us preparing a sole-
source contract in short order.

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

▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

10/21/2009 12:18 PM

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

cc

Subject Fw: Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert

Can you provide an answer to this question?

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 10/21/2009 12:18 PM -----

Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS

10/13/2009 11:10 AM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Francisco
Valenzuela/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Cordts/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert

 An assessment (costing $7500), could provide a  useful comparison with what the
company proposes for landform shaping as part of reclamation in their mitigated
POA.   That seems like a reasonable expenditure, does our MOU allow spending
Rosemont $ for that?.   We might want a follow-up cost estimate that addresses all

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/5D3802D3027E64B10725764E004CA809



       



    HORST J. SCHOR
      


      RESUME/BIOGRAPHY

Mr. Schor’s professional career spans more than 30 years and has included civil engineering and land planning for, and the management of the development of large scale hillside mixed use Planned Communities in southern California, i.e. Anaheim Hills  4,300 acres and Talega, 3,000 acres both in the County of Orange.  During this time he developed his Landform Grading and Revegetation Concept to replicate natural slope and landforms as a means to mitigate for natural topography and landscape destroyed by human activities or natural processes.

Since 1991 he has been an independent consultant to private and public entities specializing in Land Development Projects and in Landform/Geomorphic Creation or Restoration Projects for various private clients and public entities, such as The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, The United States Environmental Protection Agency, Syncrude Oil of Alberta, Canada, the State of Kentucky EPA, the Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy, the State of New Mexico Land Office, Chevron Mining Corporation and the Navajo EPA Water Quality Division.

In 1999 he was appointed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency to a six member panel of experts as a landform/geomorphic restoration specialist to develop improvements in the mining reclamation process in the mountain top removal/valley fill of coal mining in the Appalachian Mountains. He also participated in numerous forums conducted by OSM (Office of Surface Mining), EPA, Mining Engineers Panels, and others.

He has provided mine reclamation consulting in diverse locations including the oil sands operations at Fort McMurray in Northern Alberta, Canada, coal mining in the Appalachian Mountains and on the Navajo Reservation, and most recently, in northern New Mexico on a large molybdenum mine.


He holds degrees in Civil Engineering and Land Surveying and in Geography with a specialization in Urban Planning.  He is a member of the American Society of Civil Engineers.

Articles on his “Landform Grading and Revegetation” concept have been published by the American Society of Civil Engineers Geotechnical Journal, the Urban Land Institute, Landscape Architect and Specifier News, the Los Angeles Times and others.  He has also received an Award of Merit from the American Planning Association for his concepts.


Mr. Schor has regularly presented his concepts as a guest lecturer at the University of Wisconsin College of Engineering, the University of California at Irvine and also, at the invitation of the University of Dresden’s, (Germany) School of Landscape Architecture.

In 2007 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. published his book entitled “Landforming; an Environmental Approach to Hillside Development, Mine Reclamation and Watershed Restoration.”



       H.J. SCHOR CONSULTING  (  626 N. PIONEER DR. (  ANAHEIM, CA. 92805  ( (714)778-3767  (  FAX: (714) 778-1656  ( E-mail:  hjschor@jps.net




HORST J. SCHOR
DRAFT PROPOSAL FOR INITIAL CONSULTING ASSIGNMENT
ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT

October 12, 2009

Three day trip to Tucson and the project site consisting of:

1. First day – am flight in - pm introductory meeting and initial review of plans and documents.


2. Second day – all day office meetings and field trip to site.


3. Third day – am follow up meetings and discussions, pm return flight

While there, I would like to review any full size plans available including maps of the existing topography and hydrology, aerial photos, mine grading and drainage plans and proposals, available geologic and soils maps and any geotechnical reports and findings, EIS documents as well as anything else that would help me formulate a picture of the situation and to arrive at possible alternative approach concepts to it.

I would to also like to be informed of the following:

1. A brief  history of events that led to the current stage 

2. The mine proponent’s position regarding his proposal


3. A summary of the various inputs both pro and con that have been received so far

4. The local, regional, state and federal agency positions and politics of this proposed project

I am estimating the cost to be as follows:

Three days consulting: 3 days x 8 hours x $250/hr = $6,000


Travel expenses …………………………. ……… =$1,500

Total estimated proposal…………………………..=$7,500

The travel expense estimate is based upon a round trip flight from Orange County to Tucson, two nights accommodation in Tucson, three days car rental and gas, three days meals.
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alternatives.  Then the challenge becomes, who pays for that.  
(I added Bob Cordts to the mailing list, representing minerals.)    

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

10/13/2009 07:35 AM

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Francisco
Valenzuela/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert

I learned of Horst Schor after reading his book "Landforming", which describes how
to re-contour man-made landscapes to restore natural hydrology and mimic the
surrounding landscape.

Last week I called him to discuss whether he might be able to help with the
Rosemont project.  He has a consulting business which specializes in geomorphic
restoration and revegetation, and he told me that his personal mission in life is to
"scar up less of the earth's surface."  He has 30 years experience in this work, his
background includes civil engineering, environmental studies, geotech, and urban
planning.  He's worked on hard rock mines, including a molybdenum mine in New
Mexico with 1000' high tailings dumps.  He's worked with numerous government
agencies, the EPA, the public, and others.

He has a truly unique set of skills, and I recommend that we get him involved in
Rosemont immediately.  The land forms associated with Rosemont are an integral
part of the alternatives that will be fleshed out soon, so his input would be timely. 
Landform shaping is not mitigation; it effect the footprints of alternatives, hydrology,
how tailings would be placed, etc. 

It is clear that the Forest Service, SWCA, and Rosemont do not have the skills
necessary to do this type of work.  We need help.

I asked Horst to provide a resume and a proposal for an initial visit to Tucson and
the project site.  See his message and attachments below.

How can we make this happen?



----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 10/13/2009 06:57 AM -----

"Horst"
<hjschor@jps.net> 

10/12/2009 08:34 AM

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

cc

Subject Rosemont Copper Project

Dear Debby,

 
I have reviewed some of the essential components of the data concerning the above referenced
project you submitted to me and have the following general observations to make:

 
It is obvious that the proposal as outlined will represent a radical and permanent alteration of the
of the entire gemorphology, hydrology and vegetative cover of the area – all of which  will of
course have a direct impact on the visual quality.  Not only will the site that is directly impacted by
the massive, proposed fill structure be effected, but also the surrounding landscape, in particular
the land downstream.

 
Diversions and concentration of flows in large (hardened?) channels will destroy the surrounding
downstream runoff patterns thereby damaging the plant life it once supported.  This is particularly
critical in sparse rainfall regimes such as yours.

 
The proposed monolithic dump structure is clearly devoid of any natural topographic features or
natural analogs characteristic of the local landscape and purely designed for efficient excavation,
hauling and placement.  The design plan developed appears fairly refined and advanced and
probably in the mind of the future operator meets his ultimate business plan.

 
Because of the magnitude of this proposal the challenge will clearly be how to develop a more
environmentally responsible and responsive reclamation and restoration plan that will also meet the
operational needs of the mine proponent.

 
However – if there is the will - there is also a way.  An “engineered” fill structure with all the
characteristics of the conventional, traditional approach to reclamation design is neither the best
nor the only alternative available in today’s world.  Short term efficiency must be weighed against
long term impact and performance.

 
I am of the belief that future generations deserve better from us and that we have a responsibility
to leave a more environmentally concerned legacy behind after we extract the “valuables” from the
earth.

 



Debby, attached you will find my Resume/Biography and the Draft Proposal.

 
Please do call me after you have reviewed this and let me know if there are any questions.

 
Best regards,

 
Horst

 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Jamie Sturgess; Keith L Graves; tfurgason@swca.com; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Mine photos taken at Naragansett open face quarry on private lands
Date: 03/24/2008 10:44 PM

Jamie, please disregard my earlier email concerning the photos.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

03/24/2008 02:55 PM

To Keith Graves <klgraves@fs.fed.us>,
"beverson@fs.fed.us"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject FW: Rosemont Mine photos taken at
Naragansett open face quarry on
private lands

Keith and Bev:

For your edification.

Best Regards,

Jamie Sturgess

------ Forwarded Message
From: Mike Clarke <mclarke@augustaresource.com>
Date: Mon, 24 Mar 2008 15:45:55 -0600
To: 'Jamie Sturgess' <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine photos

Jamie,
All of the photos were taken near the old Narrangansett mine and on patented
mining claims belonging to us.

7372 marks a geochemical sample we collected within the Narrangansett pits
and located on our patented mining claims.  I can't read the numbers.

7363 of tag 322903 also marks a geochemical sample we collected inside the
Narrangansett mine.  The sample is located at coordinates 522,657 East,
3,523,601 North (NAD 83, zone 12, meters).

7376 is a photo taken within the Narrangansett mine.  The pit was excavated
over 50 years ago by the then operators.  It is located entirely within our
patented mining claims.

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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7378 is taken from the Gunsite Pass road and shows a diamond drill hole we
are drilling.  The drill collar is at 522,875 East, 3,523,535 North (NAD 83,
zone 12, meters).  The photo was taken from a location within our patented
claims.  The drill is located within our patented claims as is all of the
related work around the rig.
Mike

-----Original Message-----
From: Jamie Sturgess [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com]
Sent: Monday, March 24, 2008 3:07 PM
To: Mike Clarke; Rod Pace
Subject: FW: Rosemont Mine photos

Mike:

Please provide a sentence on each of these photos, as to private or public
lands, and exact precise information on drill hole number as appropriate.

I believe these are in order:

7372 rock sample locator tag from mapping on private lands at Rosemont
7363 rock sample locator tag from sampling of rock face on private lands
7376 group of at old quarry site ?naragansett? on private lands at Rosemont
7378 exploration drill hole on private lands at Rosemont

Please confirm before I reply to Keith Graves, as it appears someone may
have told him otherwise: My guess is some trespassers on our property
believe that these are public lands.

Jamie

------ Forwarded Message
From: Keith L Graves <klgraves@fs.fed.us>
Date: Mon, 24 Mar 2008 08:20:14 -0700
To: Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine photos

Can you edify me on what these are?

³Knowledge comes from our mistakes;
      Through our mistakes we change our world².   klg

Keith L. Graves
District Ranger
Nogales Ranger District
Tel # 520.761.6000
FAX # 520.281.2396
klgraves@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Keith L Graves/R3/USDAFS on 03/24/2008 08:18 AM -----
                   
             "Susan Fisher"
             <susanmariefisher
             @gmail.com>                                                To
                                       klgraves@fs.fed.us
             03/23/2008 01:07                                           cc
             PM                        "Russell & Nancy Riordon"
                                       <rriordon@cox.net>, "Dick Smith"
                                       <dick.jubilado@gmail.com>,
                                       spruess@mines.edu, "Susan Keegan"
                                       <susankeegan@cox.net>, "David and
                                       Joe Anne Erickson" <djerk@cox.net>
                                                                   Subject
                                       Fwd: Rosemont Mine photos
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   



Ketih

I met you at the open house presentation in Green Valley last week and said
I would email you about some red markings and metal tags in the rocks near
where the Rosemont mine is suppose to be. We hiked to Gunsight Pass, then
to Harts Mt. and over to a couple of amphitheater-like areas where we saw
indication of what we thought might be mining activity. Can you enlighten
us on our findings?

Thanks,
Susan Fisher

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bill Bens <saguarohiker@yahoo.com>
Date: Sat, Mar 22, 2008 at 11:02 PM
Subject: Rosemont Mine photos
To: susanmariefisher@gmail.com

Bill Bens
TucsonHikers - Southern Arizona's Hiking Network!

Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it
now.

(See attached file: IMG_7372.JPG)(See attached file: IMG_7363.JPG)(See
attached file: IMG_7376.JPG)(See attached file: IMG_7378.JPG)

------ End of Forwarded Message

------ End of Forwarded Message



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Jamie Sturgess; Keith L Graves; tfurgason@swca.com; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Mine photos taken at Naragansett open face quarry on private lands
Date: 03/24/2008 10:44 PM

Jamie, please disregard my earlier email concerning the photos.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

03/24/2008 02:55 PM

To Keith Graves <klgraves@fs.fed.us>,
"beverson@fs.fed.us"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject FW: Rosemont Mine photos taken at
Naragansett open face quarry on
private lands

Keith and Bev:

For your edification.

Best Regards,

Jamie Sturgess

------ Forwarded Message
From: Mike Clarke <mclarke@augustaresource.com>
Date: Mon, 24 Mar 2008 15:45:55 -0600
To: 'Jamie Sturgess' <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine photos

Jamie,
All of the photos were taken near the old Narrangansett mine and on patented
mining claims belonging to us.

7372 marks a geochemical sample we collected within the Narrangansett pits
and located on our patented mining claims.  I can't read the numbers.

7363 of tag 322903 also marks a geochemical sample we collected inside the
Narrangansett mine.  The sample is located at coordinates 522,657 East,
3,523,601 North (NAD 83, zone 12, meters).

7376 is a photo taken within the Narrangansett mine.  The pit was excavated
over 50 years ago by the then operators.  It is located entirely within our
patented mining claims.
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7378 is taken from the Gunsite Pass road and shows a diamond drill hole we
are drilling.  The drill collar is at 522,875 East, 3,523,535 North (NAD 83,
zone 12, meters).  The photo was taken from a location within our patented
claims.  The drill is located within our patented claims as is all of the
related work around the rig.
Mike

-----Original Message-----
From: Jamie Sturgess [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com]
Sent: Monday, March 24, 2008 3:07 PM
To: Mike Clarke; Rod Pace
Subject: FW: Rosemont Mine photos

Mike:

Please provide a sentence on each of these photos, as to private or public
lands, and exact precise information on drill hole number as appropriate.

I believe these are in order:

7372 rock sample locator tag from mapping on private lands at Rosemont
7363 rock sample locator tag from sampling of rock face on private lands
7376 group of at old quarry site ?naragansett? on private lands at Rosemont
7378 exploration drill hole on private lands at Rosemont

Please confirm before I reply to Keith Graves, as it appears someone may
have told him otherwise: My guess is some trespassers on our property
believe that these are public lands.

Jamie

------ Forwarded Message
From: Keith L Graves <klgraves@fs.fed.us>
Date: Mon, 24 Mar 2008 08:20:14 -0700
To: Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine photos

Can you edify me on what these are?

³Knowledge comes from our mistakes;
      Through our mistakes we change our world².   klg

Keith L. Graves
District Ranger
Nogales Ranger District
Tel # 520.761.6000
FAX # 520.281.2396
klgraves@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Keith L Graves/R3/USDAFS on 03/24/2008 08:18 AM -----
                   
             "Susan Fisher"
             <susanmariefisher
             @gmail.com>                                                To
                                       klgraves@fs.fed.us
             03/23/2008 01:07                                           cc
             PM                        "Russell & Nancy Riordon"
                                       <rriordon@cox.net>, "Dick Smith"
                                       <dick.jubilado@gmail.com>,
                                       spruess@mines.edu, "Susan Keegan"
                                       <susankeegan@cox.net>, "David and
                                       Joe Anne Erickson" <djerk@cox.net>
                                                                   Subject
                                       Fwd: Rosemont Mine photos
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   



Ketih

I met you at the open house presentation in Green Valley last week and said
I would email you about some red markings and metal tags in the rocks near
where the Rosemont mine is suppose to be. We hiked to Gunsight Pass, then
to Harts Mt. and over to a couple of amphitheater-like areas where we saw
indication of what we thought might be mining activity. Can you enlighten
us on our findings?

Thanks,
Susan Fisher

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bill Bens <saguarohiker@yahoo.com>
Date: Sat, Mar 22, 2008 at 11:02 PM
Subject: Rosemont Mine photos
To: susanmariefisher@gmail.com

Bill Bens
TucsonHikers - Southern Arizona's Hiking Network!

Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it
now.

(See attached file: IMG_7372.JPG)(See attached file: IMG_7363.JPG)(See
attached file: IMG_7376.JPG)(See attached file: IMG_7378.JPG)

------ End of Forwarded Message

------ End of Forwarded Message



From: Dale Ortman
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; Tom Furgason - SWCA
Cc: Bev Everson - USFS; Debby Kriegel; Melinda D Roth - CNF; Walt Keyes - CNF
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information
Date: 02/16/2010 01:35 PM

This is done...  Spoke with Mike George and he said he could easily accomodate  
______________

Dale Ortman PE
Cell: (520) 449-7307
Office/Home: (520) 896-2404

Sent Via Blackberry

-----Original Message-----
From: Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>
Date: Sat, 13 Feb 2010 05:13:01 
To: <tfurgason@swca.com>
Cc: <beverson@fs.fed.us>; <daleortmanpe@live.com>; <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>; <mroth@fs.fed.us>; 
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information

Hello Tom, 
The intended audience for the precipitation comments was Golder in relation to their landforming 
work.  I was hoping that it would have been forwarded to them prior to them finishing their work 
so we could discuss.  In hind sight, I should have asked for authorization to contact your sub-
consultant directly to discuss design details.....similar to what Debby has done with Horst.   
 
Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
 Coronado National Forest
 520-388-8377 
 
 
 
 "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 
02/12/2010 02:40 PM 
 
To "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us> 
 
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, 
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us> 
 
Subject RE: FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information 
 
 
 
 
 
Salek, 
  
Thank you for your comments.  Would you like me to send these to Rosemont or do you think that it 
would be better from Bev? 
  
Tom 
  
 
 
----------------
 
From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us] 
 Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 1:37 PM
 To: Tom Furgason
 Cc: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; Melinda D Roth
 Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information 
  

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

 Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
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 Coronado National Forest
 520-388-8377 
 
 
 "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 
02/02/2010 02:40 PM 
 
 
To "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us> 
 
cc "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson" 
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com> 
 
Subject FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information 
  
 
 
     
 

 
 
 Salek, 
  
 I'm just forwarding this in case you have not seen this document.  Mindee informed me that you 
and Walt have raised concerns about using the 100-year storm event for analysis (again). 
 Responding to this memo may be a good approach from the Coronado, but I'll leave that up to you. 
  
  
 Tom 
   
 
  
 
----------------
 

 From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
 Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 11:19 AM
 To: 'Annandale, George'
 Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
 Subject: Rosemont Precipitation Information 
  
 George, 
  
 Attached is a TetraTech memo summarizing the precipitation data for the project. 
  
 Dale 
  
 _______________________ 
  
 Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
 Consulting Engineer 
  
 (520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
 (520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
 (435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
 daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
 PO Box 1233 
 Oracle, AZ  85623 
  



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; Walter Keyes
Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information
Date: 02/12/2010 10:13 PM

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

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

02/12/2010 02:40 PM

To "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE"

<daleortmanpe@live.com>, <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Walter Keyes"
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information

Salek, 
  
Thank you for your comments.  Would you like me to send these to Rosemont or do you think that it would be

better from Bev? 
  
Tom 
 

From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 1:37 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information 
  

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

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 

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

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

02/02/2010 02:40 PM

To "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>
cc "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>
Subject FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information

 

  

Salek, 
 
I’m just forwarding this in case you have not seen this document.  Mindee informed me that you and Walt have
raised concerns about using the 100-year storm event for analysis (again).  Responding to this memo may be a

good approach from the Coronado, but I’ll leave that up to you.   
 
Tom 
 

  

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 11:19 AM



To: 'Annandale, George'
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Precipitation Information 
 
George, 
 
Attached is a TetraTech memo summarizing the precipitation data for the project. 
 
Dale 
 
_______________________ 
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
 
daleortmanpe@live.com 
 
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont West Access Road, Water Line, and Power Line
Date: 07/22/2010 09:45 AM

Okay, well, that's what we thought, so now it's been verified.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

07/22/2010 07:16 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
david.krizek@tetratech.com, mbidwell@swca.com,
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

cc

Subject Fw: Rosemont West Access Road, Water Line, and
Power Line

Here's most of the answer...

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 07/22/2010 07:14 AM -----

"Lara Mitchell"
<lmitchell@swca.com> 

07/21/2010 01:55 PM

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

cc "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Melissa
Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont West Access Road, Water Line, and
Power Line

Hi Debby
For the MPO and the 3 alternatives the west access road goes through Lopez Pass.
For the MPO the power line goes through Lopez Pass. For all three alternatives, 4 of the power line
alternative routes (Preferred Route, Alternative 1, Preferred sub alternative and sub alternative 1)
all go through Lopez Pass, one (Alternative 2) comes through farther south, near Box Canyon Road.
For the MPO the water line looks like it comes through Lopez Pass. We are still waiting on water
line data. I was told by Melissa that we would receive it on Friday.  I don’t have any info for the

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Alternatives water lines until we get that data.

 
So from what I looked at today, no access road or power line goes though Gunsight Pass. I’ll have
to get back to you on the water line info.
-Lara

 
From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 1:41 PM
To: Lara Mitchell
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont West Access Road, Water Line, and Power Line

 

Lara, 

On Friday, we took a hard drive to Tetra Tech and collected GIS data for the MPO
and alternatives.  When you're back in the office and have time to review this data,
please look at the following files for the MPO and each alternative: 

West access road 
Power line 
Water line

Which are over Gunsight Pass?  Which are over Lopez Pass? 

Thanks!! 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Reta Laford; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont/SWCA revised scope of work
Date: 02/27/2009 08:08 AM
Attachments: Rosemont Contract Mod to CNF 022509.doc

Work that is missing from the February 25, 2008 Contract Modification:
1.  Work required to complete analysis of effects to recreation
2.  Work required to complete analysis of effects to wilderness 
3.  Visual Resource work items included in my Nov. 11, 2008 email to SWCA.  Some
of the major items include:

Exploration of radically different shaping of the waste rock and tailings pile
to avoid the monolithic form and flat top, and to better mimic natural
landforms in the area.  This will require research (contacting other mining
projects who have successfully done this type of work and probably site
visits to one or more of them), a 3-D computer model to manipulate (i.e.,
not just static viewpoints) and/or a topographic model, as well as
involvement of other resource specialists (primarily wildlife and hydrology,
but possibly also archaeology) and a mining specialist (probably Dale).
Review of USFS directives, area plans, and other guidance.
Completion of specific EIS sections including Affected Environment (which
would include mapping viewsheds affected by the project and a description
of valued landscape character), Environmental Consequences (using both
VQOs and SMS), and Cumulative Effects Analysis (at viewshed, EMA, and
forest-wide scales). 

Additionally,
1.  Page 6, bullet 7 mentions that RCC will complete visual simulations.  This is not
acceptable.  Simulations need to be completed as part of the EIS and should be
completed by SWCA or their subcontractor under the direction of the USFS. 
2.  Page 6, bullet 7, mentions that additional tours are not included.  This is not
acceptable.  One or more trips to other reclaimed mine sites will likely be needed. 
Although I have been researching possible locations, SWCA should immediately take
the lead to determine which reclamation sites would be helpful to complete analysis.
3.  I have yet to receive from SWCA a full proposal and schedule.  Without this I am
unable to assess whether the hours described in the proposed contract modification
are sufficient.  This proposal and schedule should also include proposed trips to
Tucson by the SWCA landscape architect.
4.  I am concerned about the lack of dialogue between USFS/SWCA and RCC.  I
expected SWCA to schedule a meeting with Daniel Roth in the fall to begin
discussion of options for reshaping the waste rock and tailings pile.  And although
RCC's experts provided extremely thorough presentations to the USFS, I believe that
SWCA should present equally detailed information on resource issues (including
visual quality) back to RCC.

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS To Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B

Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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February 25, 2009

Mr. Jamie Sturgess


Augusta Resource Corporation


4500 Cherry Creek South Drive


Denver, CO 80246-1548

RE:
CONTRACT MODIFICATION FOR YEAR 2009 SERVICES RELATING TO THE ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) 


Dear Jamie:


Enclosed please find a scope of work and estimated cost for the Rosemont Copper Project for 2009.  This scope represents our best estimate at this time to complete the DEIS and is based on the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and amendment dated September 25, 2008 between Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) and the Coronado National Forest (CNF).  This scope of work provides only estimated costs at this time because the CNF has not formally identified issues or alternatives. We have also identified assumptions we are using to develop the estimated cost. In the event the assumptions change, we will inform you immediately and discuss a course of action, including a potential change order. 

The scope of work includes some tasks that are almost completed, such as Scoping and Cultural Resource surveys (Class III pedestrian), as well as tasks yet to begin.  This additional scope of work is divided into ten (10) separate tasks.  

We have also developed the attached tracking schedule, consistent with the timeline in the amended MOU, that we will submit to the CNF so that they can provide it to RCC at your monthly status meetings. Please contact me with any questions you may have.


Sincerely,


Ken Houser

Managing Principal

cc: 
C. Coyle, SWCA




Project file 11204.01, Task 1

Attachments


Scope of work

for Services provided in 2009 in support of the 


Rosemont Copper Project eis

TASK 1: PROJECT MANAGEMENT


OBJECTIVE:  To manage the quality and schedule of the overall Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) project; define project teams; identify goals and milestones; and outline SWCA and Forest Service responsibilities, reporting procedures, communication plans, and information gathering responsibilities. 


Task 1.1: Weekly Project Status Meetings


SWCA will coordinate weekly with the USFS to maintain tight control of the project's schedule, strategic direction and progress through the use of a Project Core Team (PCT). The PCT meetings, which may also be conference calls, will serve to maintain the project's focus and a realistic schedule. Meeting topics will include a discussion of current tasks, progress, and direction. Key issues or anticipated issues that have the potential to affect the schedule will also be discussed. The PCT will consist of the Forest Service Project Manager and ID Team Leaders and the SWCA Project Manager and/or Assistant Project Manager. Other key Team members will be invited as appropriate for each meeting/conference call to discuss specific project issues. 

Assumptions: 

· No more than 44 weekly meetings in 2009 with two SWCA staff attending.

Task 1.2: Proponent Status Meetings

Monthly meetings will be attended with Rosemont Copper Company (RCC), USFS, and SWCA throughout the EIS process. Meetings will be held in person to discuss progress and resolve data requests.  It is anticipated that all meetings will occur at the Forest Supervisor’s Office in Tucson Arizona.

Assumptions: 

· 10 monthly meetings with two SWCA staff attending.

Task 1.3:  Cooperating Agency Meetings


SWCA will be available to attend meetings with cooperating agencies that participate in the EIS process. Early coordination with agencies will ensure valuable input as the process evolves. We assume up to five meetings will be held with agencies under this task.

Assumptions: 

· A total of five meetings held in Tucson area with one SWCA staff member attending.

Task 1.4:  Other Meetings

These may include meetings called by the USFWS, USFS, SWCA, RCC or other project consultants. 

Assumptions: 

· Ten unscheduled meetings to be held at CNF offices or SWCA Tucson office. No more than two SWCA staff will attend.

Task 1.5 – John MacIvor – Subconsultant


This task and line-item cost is to cover the direct labor and expenses for John MacIvor’s contribution to this project. SWCA expects John to continue in his role of NEPA (SWCA) ID Team Leader. In that position John will support Charles Coyle, Rosemont Project Manager and will act to facilitate communications between the Forest Service, the SWCA project team and Rosemont Copper. John will also be called on by Mr. Coyle to contribute to the original writing and the technical review of all sections of the DEIS to ensure the process and legal requirements of NEPA are integrated. In addition, John will act as the SWCA liaison to the Cooperating Agencies to ensure CEQ and Agency requirements are realized.


Assumptions:


· 960 hours (80 hrs per month) in 2009 plus a travel allowance and all direct expenses related to travel and work in Tucson as outlined in Mr. MacIvor’s subcontract agreement with SWCA.  


TASK 2:  SCOPING SUMMARY

A majority of the work associated with Scoping was completed in 2008.  However, SWCA is waiting for formal direction from the CNF regarding the final content of the three scoping reports.  


2.1
Scoping Reports

The CNF has requested that SWCA prepare the following scoping reports:

1) Scoping Process and Quantitative Results


2) Content Analysis and Thematic Grouping of Issues


3) Issue Statements and Issues to be Analyzed in Detail


SWCA is completing issue statements (#3), which were initially identified as a USFS responsibility. 


Assumptions: 

· Two meetings with USFS and two reviews of each report will be needed to complete this task. 

TASK 3: Chapter 1 – INTRODUCTION AND purpose and need

SWCA will assist the FS in preparing Chapter 1 of the DEIS.  SWCA has reviewed the USFS’s Purpose and Need statement.  This Task is approximately 60% complete and includes review of:   


· public, agency, and cooperating agency input


· the project need such that it is in broad enough terms to allow for several solutions that have the potential to meet management objectives while minimizing environmental impacts.


· a defensible rationale for the project need.


· links between aspects of the project purpose and needs, and USFS policy objectives.


· consistency with USFS statutory responsibilities.


· rationale for how each element of the Purpose will meet the project Need. 


The proposed outline for Chapter 1 – Introduction and Purpose and Need is presented below. 


1.1 INTRODUCTION 

1.2 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

1.3 PROJECT HISTORY, BACKGROUND AND LOCATION

1.4 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 


1.4.1 Decisions to be Made

1.5 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK AND AUTHORIZING ACTIONS 


1.5.1 Mining Plan of Operations 

1.6 ISSUES RAISED DURING SCOPING


1.6.1 Scoping Process and Efforts 


1.6.2 Summary of Scoping Issues 


1.6.2.1  Issues Beyond the Scope of this EIS


1.6.2.2  Issues Addressed but Not Traced in this EIS

1.7 INTERRELATED ACTIONS

1.7.1 Introduction 


1.7.2 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 


Assumptions:  

· Two rounds of review by the CNF will be needed and there will be no timing delays as a result of the CNF review schedule changes.

· Purpose and Need 100% Completed. Draft and review of Chapter 1 still to be completed. 

· The FS accepts the outline presented in this Task with minimal changes. If changes are made to the outline subsequent to the acceptance by FS, a change order will be required.

TASK 4: ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT

OBJECTIVE: To develop and describe a range of reasonable and practical alternatives that fulfills the project Purpose and Need and prepare Chapter 2 on behalf of the USFS.


Task 4.1 Alternatives Analysis


SWCA will work with the USFS to develop the no action alternative and a reasonable range of primary and/or secondary alternatives that fulfill the P&N for the project.  This is an iterative process that includes 1) generating ideas, 2) developing alternatives until they seem reasonable or not reasonable, and 3) keeping them in a list to analyze in detail or eliminating them from detailed analysis.  Rationale for keeping or dismissing any alternative considered will be documented. 


SWCA will use the following process to develop an adequate range of alternatives:


1. Examine project P&N; re-evaluate P&N if it is defined so narrowly as to preclude alternatives to the Proposed Action.


2. Review public, agency, and stakeholder scoping input regarding potential primary or secondary alternatives to achieve the project P&N.


3. Eliminate alternatives suggested during scoping that do not meet project P&N (provide rationale for eliminating alternatives in the Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Analysis section of the EIS).


4. Eliminate alternatives suggested during scoping that do not decrease environmental impacts in relation to the Proposed Action or other alternatives (provide rationale for eliminating alternatives in the Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Analysis section of the EIS).


5. Use remaining alternatives suggested during public and agency scoping input, combined with professional expertise, to determine the full range of “reasonable” alternatives that could possibly meet the project P&N. 


6. Pick a representative sample of the full range of “reasonable” alternatives.  Wherever possible, include alternatives that address resource impact concerns brought up during public and agency scoping.


7. Some agencies’ NEPA implementation guidelines require the identification of a preferred alternative to signal agency intentions without being pre-decisional. 
Agency guidelines may also require the identification of an Environmentally Preferable Alternative in the NEPA document.


Assumptions: 

· CNF will require no more than four alternatives (including the No Action) to be analyzed in detail in the EIS.  

· RCC’s consultants will prepare any 404 (B)(1) alternative analysis required by the US Army Corps of Engineers. 

· SWCA will attend up to two IDT meetings with CNF as part of this Task, and no more than two rounds of reviews will be required.

Task 4.2: Chapter 2 – ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 


The proposed outline for Chapter 2 – Alternatives Including the Proposed Action is presented below. 


2.1 PROPOSED ACTION

2.1.1 Overview of Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 

2.1.2 Mining Operations

2.1.3 Heap-Leach Facilities 

2.1.4 Ore Processing Operations 

2.1.5 Project Support and Ancillary Facilities 

2.1.6 Utilities, Equipment, Vehicles, and Supplies 

2.1.7 Site Access and Project Traffic 

2.1.8 Construction and Operational Considerations 

2.1.9 Rosemont’s Proposed Reclamation and Closure 

2.2 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

2.2.1 Alternatives Considered in Detail 

2.2.2 Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Consideration 

2.3 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

2.4 AGENCY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Assumptions: 

· The FS accepts the outline presented in this Task with minimal changes. If changes are made to the outline subsequent to the acceptance by FS, a change order will be required.

TASK 5: DETAILED TECHNICAL REPORTS TO address Significant issues


We understand the following issues are considered at this point in the project to be significant issues to be addressed throughout the EIS. As the scoping report is completed, the list of significant issues may vary from those presented in this Scope of Work. It is also understood that detailed and specialized data collection efforts will be the responsibility of SWCA as well as other consultants contracted by RCC.


Assumptions:

· Information regarding each of these resources will be submitted by 2/27/09 to the USFS at a level of detail acceptable for preparing the Affected Environment (Chapter 3) and a basis for analyzing impacts of alternatives.

· All Resource Studies (e.g., Recreation), except those specifically identified as SWCA’s responsibility in this Task, completed to USFS satisfaction are assumed to be the responsibility of RCC consultants.

Issue 1. Water Resources (To be completed by RCC Consultant)

Ground Water (east side)


Ground Water (west side)


Surface Water (east side)


Surface Water (west side)


Water Resource Delineation and Jurisdictional Determinations

Issue 2. Visual Resources (To be completed by SWCA)

Task A. Visual/Remediation Design Meeting, Remediation Field Trips


Participate in one design/remediation briefing meeting with USFS staff, one 8-hour field visit with USFS and other USFS designees, and two 4-hour debrief meetings to review opportunities with project staff. 

Task B. Collect, Analyze, and Summarize Visual Resource Information


Collect, analyze and summarize constituent information through key interviews with Rosemont design team, USFS staff, FS records, and other relevant sources. Establish up to 5 key observation points (KOPs) and document these locations with photography and geographic positioning system (GPS). Identify evaluation criteria that will be used to define and evaluate project effects for the visual resources included in the study area. Evaluation criteria may include visual objectives from USFS Scenery Integrity Objectives (SIOs), restoration indicators, design guidelines, and setting indicators. Identify visual design opportunities and mitigation for dry stacking, tailing pile orientation, placement, and remediation.

Task C. Prepare Visual Technical Report


Following development of the alternatives, prepare a report which summarizes the existing alternative and recommends (1) areas for improvement for the existing alternative, and/or (2) defines objectives, design guidelines/standards, and mitigation measures for proposed alternatives. Report should describe the important corridors and viewsheds for protection, key elements of remediation techniques for visual enhancement, and opportunities for visual protection through tailing pile design specifics or location. Additionally, the report will include several maps to show recommended strategies.  

Assumptions:


· Task A: Visual Design meeting will be based in the Rosemont Copper project vicinity as (1) 4-hour pre-tour meeting with remediation design team, (1) 8-hour field visit to mine sites, (1) 4 hour field visit with project staff, field prep and pre-post notes, and travel time. USFS staff will organize the remediation tour and meeting with other resource specialists.

· Deliverable from Visual Design meeting will be brief meeting notes and site analysis map that identifies critical viewsheds, opportunities and challenges for visual resource protection.

· Task B: Specific information sources and interviews will be determined with USFS staff and will not exceed 160 hours of effort.

· Task B Deliverables will include initial draft sections (2 of 5 total sections) of Visual Technical Report for key issues and opportunities that will be identified under Task A. They may include: dry stacking, tailing pile orientation, tailing placement and remediation.  Additionally, geographic position system coordinates (GPS), photographs, and visual observations will be recorded per USFS standards. 


· Task C: Will include written documentation of visual objectives, evaluation criteria, and mitigation measures for Proposed Action and alternatives. 


· Task C deliverables will include draft of Sections 4-5 of visual technical report, review by USFS staff, and final report with responses to public comment. Maps (up to 5 maps) and GIS information developed for the process will also be included. 


· Visual simulations are not included as RCC has indicated they will complete them. Additional simulations may be requested by the USFS for an additional fee. 


· Additional tours to reclamation sites beyond the Project Area, as requested by the USFS, would require an additional scope and fee to cover time, deliverables, and travel expenses. 

Issue 3: Socioeconomic (To be completed by RCC Consultant)

Issue 4: Transportation (To be completed by RCC Consultant)

Issue 5: Air Quality (To be completed by RCC Consultant) 

Issue 6: Biological Resources (To be completed by RCC Consultant and SWCA)

SWCA will complete three documents required by the Forest Service: a Biological Assessment and Evaluation (BA&E), Management Indicator Species (MIS), and a technical memorandum on birds listed under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).  SWCA biologists will work at the direction of the CNF project biologist to complete all three reports per Forest Service requirements to demonstrate compliance with the Endangered Species Act, National Forest Management Act, and the MBTA.  Pending review of the biological reports currently in preparation by Westland Resources, the Forest Service may also require the preparation of a Wildlife Specialists Report.  

This task also includes SWCA’s assistance with the CNF’s requirements to consult with the US Fish and Wildlife Service under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  This includes preparing correspondence on behalf of the CNF Biologist, attending consultation meetings, and if required, working with RCC and the agencies to develop reasonable mitigation.

Assumptions: 


For the BA Task:


· 2 meetings with USFWS at 2 hrs/meeting 


· 2 meetings with USFS at 2 hrs/meeting 

· No more than 2 rounds of document review


· No more than 12 species covered


· No additional field visits or resource studies necessary


· Assumes adequate level of detail in reports to be submitted by WestLand Resources or other consultants to RCC

For the MBTA Task:


· 1 meeting with USFS at 2 hrs/meeting 

· No more than 2 rounds of document review


· No additional field visits or resource studies necessary


· Assumes adequate level of detail in reports to be submitted to the Forest Service


For the MIS Task:


· 2 meetings with USFS at 2 hrs/meeting 

· No more than 2 rounds of document review


· No additional field visits or resource studies necessary


· Assumes adequate level of detail in reports to be submitted by WestLand Resources or other consultants to RCC

· Only three action alternatives and the no action alternative will be analyzed in the EIS

Issue 7: Cultural Resources (To be completed by SWCA)

SWCA has completed Class III (pedestrian) archaeological surveys of the proposed mine footprint, access road, and utility lines, and is in the process of completing the survey report.  This report will identify previously recorded sites, sites that have been mitigated partially or wholly, and when appropriate provide recommendations of National Register eligibility.  The report will also identify sites of indeterminate eligibility.  Upon review of the report by the CNF, cooperating agencies, and SHPO, SWCA will revise the report and submit a final to the CNF.  


This task also includes coordination and facilitation of tribal consultation.  SWCA’s primary role in this will be to assist the CNF in documenting the consultation process and coordinating field trips.  Results of tribal consultation will be documented in the project record. The Arizona State Historic Preservation Office has encouraged CNF to enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the tribes, the SHPO, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, which will outline the mitigation measures for the RCP. CNF proposes to invite the tribes to enter into the MOA at the time that it distributes the archaeology report, and it will convene a meeting to draft the MOA.  SWCA would assist in the logistics and MOA preparation.

As part of the consultation process, the CNF has requested that an ethnohistory be compiled, specific to the proposed RCP area.  Much of the data needed for the ethnohistory cannot be found in written records, so the completion of the ethnohistory is facilitated during conversations with official tribal representatives during the tours, and by visits to the tribes to talk to elders who may be unable to travel.    


The tribal consultation process during 2009 will continue through the Record of Decision. The tribes will likely continue to be involved in the mine process through the reclamation phase.  The CNF has a long history of consulting with many of these same tribes on various projects, several of which have been very controversial.  Nevertheless, the tribes and the CNF continue to consult on all of these actions as required by federal statute.  

Assumptions:

· One review of archaeology report by CNF and one review by SHPO


· Does not include preparation of and eligibility testing plan or data recovery plan


· Includes consultation services through 12/31/09


· One review of ethnohistory by CNF and one review by SHPO


· No additional tribal consultation meetings in 2009 will be required


· No additional survey or excavation work is anticipated in 2009

· Based on conversations with the CNF, no more than three additional field trips/site visits with tribes or agencies will be required.  

· Maximum of six tribal or agency participants for each field trip/site visit.

TASK 6: CHAPTER 3 – AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT OBJECTIVE: To describe the features of the existing environment, including physical, natural, and human-made resources consistent with the USFS and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OBJECTIVE: To conduct an evaluation of impacts on environmental resources caused by the alternatives under consideration. Impact analyses will conform to the requirements of agency guidance. CEQ regulations require, at 1502.16 (c), that an EIS disclose possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of the USFS, regional, State, and local land use plans, policies and controls for the areas concerned.

SWCA will prepare a concise description of the area affected by the alternatives carried forward for detailed evaluation in the EIS. To identify the appropriate elements that need to be described in the Affected Environment section, SWCA will identify the types of impacts to both physical structure and ecological function.  This will be done using input from public and agency scoping, the ID team, and cooperating agencies.  Resources that will be described in the Affected Environment section will include those that 1) could be adversely or positively impacted by the Proposed Action or alternatives, or 2) could be adversely or positively impacted by virtue of being symbiotic with other impacted resources.  Those resources that do not meet the above criteria will be eliminated from the detailed analysis. Rationale for the elimination of any resource will be documented.   

Mr. Dale Ortman, P.E. will be a sub-consultant to SWCA to provide internal staff expertise in mining and the various technical disciplines that directly relate to the potential water resource issues surrounding a large scale hardrock mine.  His expertise will be valuable to both SWCA project management staff and technical specialists in understanding the cause and effect relationships that influence their work.  In addition, as a member of the Core Interdisciplinary Team for the EIS, he will provide support to the Coronado National Forest management and technical specialists.  He will also coordinate the work scope for other SWCA sub-consultants to insure that technical requirements associated with Water Resources and hydrological issues are sufficiently addressed in the EIS. The specific areas of expertise include:


· General mining practice


· Tailings disposal design, operations, and closure


· Waste rock disposal design, operations, and closure


· Open pit mine design, operations, and closure


· Mine water supply


· Mine impacts to groundwater, including both groundwater depletion and chemistry


· Mine impacts to surface water


· Storm water control


· Reclamation, including steep slope erosion control


· Pit lake potential and chemistry


· Mine waste geochemistry, including ARD potential

Assumptions:


· No more than four alternatives, including the no action alternative, will be analyzed in the EIS


· Two rounds of review by the CNF will be needed for the Affected Environment and two rounds of reviews for the Environmental Consequences and there will be no timing delays as a result of the CNF review schedule changes. 


TASK 7: CHAPTERS 4-9 AND APPENDICES

4.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

6.0 REFERENCES


7.0 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS


8.0 GLOSSARY


9.0 INDEX


Assumptions:


· One review by the CNF will be needed and there will be no timing delays as a result of the CNF review schedule changes. 


TASK 8: PUBLICATION OF THE DEIS

OBJECTIVE: To compile the narratives and exhibits developed in the preceding tasks into a comprehensive Draft EIS that fulfills the requirements of the Forest Service as well as the National Environmental Policy Act.


Task 8.1: Development of Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Statement


An administrative (review) Draft EIS will be prepared under this task. Twenty hard copies (20), as well as an electronic copy, of the first administrative draft document will be distributed to the Consultant Team, RCC, and the Forest Service for review and editing. Following incorporation of the first round of comments, twenty (20) hard copies and an electronic copy of the second administrative Draft EIS will be distributed for additional review and final editing. The administrative Draft EIS shall include all components required for a complete EIS document, including the following:


1. Purpose and Need


2. Alternatives


3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences


4. Consultation and Coordination

5. List of Preparers

6. References

7. Acronyms


8. Glossary

9. Index


Appendices, as appropriate

Task 8.2: Team Review of Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Statement


FS will review both the first administrative Draft EIS and the second administrative Draft EIS. Review comments and revisions will be prepared under this task. SWCA and USFS will participate in one internal conference call per respective administrative review of the Draft EIS.


Task 8.3: Development of Draft Environmental Impact Statement


After the two rounds of editorial review and revision of the administrative Draft EIS, the document will be finalized for submission to Forest Service and RCC for approval and publication. SWCA will distribute the documents to all agencies, organizations, and individuals on the document distribution list.

TASK 9: MANAGEMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE FILE


This task involves assembly, management, and maintenance of the following three files:


· The Administrative File (A/F) provides a digital catalog and paper copy of all information used in the development of the methodology, analysis, and the decision-making process for the EIS. The information contained in this file may be included in the Administrative Record. This file serves as a centrally located, organized library for use by the project staff.


· The Project File provides an organized file for all project information not contained in the Administrative File. This information may be included in the Administrative Record. The primary purpose of this file is to provide for documentation and tracking purposes and to ensure that all information is kept in an organized manner to document any need that arises.


· The Administrative Record is prepared in the event that legal action is filed against the Record of Decision. It provides the U.S. Justice Department with a digital catalog and paper copy of all information used in the development of the methodology, analysis, and the decision-making process for the EIS. The Administrative Record is created principally from the A/F, but Project File documents may also be included. The Forest Service and the Justice Department determine what documents will, or will not, be included in the Administrative Record.


Assumptions:


· Purchase of three fireproof file cabinets


· 600 hours at XX per hour for Administrative Assistant

TASK 10: FOIA REQUESTS

SWCA will supply copies of documentation to the CNF based on individual FOIA requests.

Assumptions


· 75 hours at XX per hour for Administrative Assistant



02/25/2009 11:29 AM
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Rosemont/SWCA revised scope of work

Hi All,

Please see the draft scope of work that SWCA will be submitting to the
Rosemont Copper Company.  I would like your input for the work
outlined, and time allowed for that work, in your specialty areas.  Is
the work they're proposing to do reasonable?  Are they allowing
sufficient time for the work?  And lastly, considering that the are doing
the actional analysis, and we are doing the review, are they putting
any work/expense on us that they should be doing/paying for?

Keep in mind that their scope of work has to stay within what can be
reasonably expected for a complete EIS analysis.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 02/25/2009 11:20 AM -----

"Charles Coyle"
<ccoyle@swca.com> 

02/25/2009 08:55 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Teresa Ann
Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, <kellett@fs.fed.us>,
"Ken Houser" <Khouser@swca.com>, "Jeff Connell"
<jconnell@swca.com>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Rosemont/SWCA revised scope of work

Hi Bev,

 
Attached is a copy of our newly revised scope of work for 2009, for your team’s



review.  The only difference between this version and what we will submit to Jamie is
the costs have been deleted here.  As we discussed yesterday, the assumptions
included here were necessary for us to generate a budget that Rosemont Copper
could approve. 

 
Please inform both us at SWCA and Jamie Sturgess at the same time of any
comments your team has.  I believe it was mentioned at our meeting yesterday that
it’s quite important we receive feedback by the end of the day tomorrow, if at all
possible, so this topic can be discussed by all three entities (USFS, Rosemont, and
SWCA) at the Friday meeting—we genuinely need to have a 2009 contract in place
by early next week.

 
Thank you!

 
Charles Coyle
Senior Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 North Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ  85012

 
Phone: 602-274-3831 ext. 1108
Fax: 602-274-3958
www.swca.com 

 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

 

http://www.swca.com/


From: Kendall Brown
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: Seed Mix
Date: 07/31/2008 02:42 PM
Attachments: Native Southeastern Arizona Grass Seed Mix 8 Species.doc

Bev,
On your attachment it shows two seed mixes, I believe. Either one is a great choice.

D. Kendall Brown
Acting Range Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
(520) 237-3702
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

07/31/2008 02:14 PM

To Kendall Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Seed Mix

Kendall,

This is the mix that Kathy said they have started using in the drilling
reclamation.  Does it look okay to you, or do you want to change it?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 02:04 PM -----

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@augustaresource.com> 

07/25/2008 04:20 PM
Please respond to

karnold@augustaresource.com

To 'Beverley A Everson'
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Seed Mix

mailto:CN=Kendall Brown/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

Native Southeastern Arizona Grass Seed Mix 8 Species / 


% / Species / Common Name / Lot # / Purity / Inert / Other Crop / Weed / Viability / Test Date


10 Bouteloua curtipendula / Sideoats Grama  0715 / 76.82 / 23.11 / .07 / .0 / 86% / 11/06


20 Bouteloua gracilis / Blue Grama 0709 / 61.43 / 37.42 / 0.94 / 0.21 / 89% / 11/06


03 Bouteloua rothrockii / Rothrock Grama 0714 / 96.25 / 3.75 / 0 / 0 / 70% / 10/06


20 Leptochloa dubia / Green Sprangletop 0704 /88.99 / 10.91 / .05 / .05 / 89% / 12/06


20 Plantago insularis / Indian Wheat 0713 / 99.25 / .63 / .02 / .1 / 93% / 11/06


12 Schizyachrium scoparium / Little Bluestem  0710 / 64.99 / 34.92 / 0 / .09 / 89% / 12/06


12 Sporobolis cryptandra / Sand Dropseed 0711 / 99.87 / 0.10 / 0 / .03 / 98% / 2/07


03 Vulpia microstachys / Small-flowered Fescue / 0712 / 99.34 / .58 /0 /.08/ 74% / 12/06


Planting Rate: 20- 40 lbs per acre

Southeastern Arizona Native Grass Mix / 14 Species / 


% of Mix / Species


  4   Andropogon barbinoides / Cane Beardgrass


12   Bouteloua curtipendula / Sideoats Grama 


10   Bouteloua gracilis / Blue Grama 


 4    Bouteloua rothrockii / Rothrock Grama 


 2    Eragrostis intermedia / Plains Lovegrass


 3    Festuca microstachys / Small Flowered Fescue


10   Leptochloa dubia / Green Sprangletop


10   Plantago insularis / Indian Wheat


10   Schiziachrium scoparium / Little Bluestem


  8   Setaria macrostachys / Plains Bristlegrass


10   Sporobolis airoides / Sacaton 


10   Sporobolis cryptandra / Sand Dropseed 


 5    Sporobolis gigantaeus / Giant Dropseed


 2    Trichachne californica / Arizona Cottontop


Suggested Planting Rates 15-30 lbs per acre



Bev – 
Attached is the seed mix that we have been using at the exploration drill sites at
Rosemont.  Please let me know if this will be okay for use on the Forest Service or if
there is another mix you would prefer.

 
Thank you – 
Kathy

 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 

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

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

 

 

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Re: Fw: Seeking meeting date
Date: 02/10/2010 04:06 PM

check you calendars for a meeting with the Army Corp...see below.  Bev, pls share
with others as you see fit.

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

▼ Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS

Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS

02/10/2010 01:43 PM

To Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

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

Subject Re: Fw: Seeking meeting date

Let's try to pin down a meeting on March 16.  I'm supposed to be in Albuquerque at
RLT, but I'll adjust if she will agree to a time.  
Bev and Mindy, if Teresa Ann can get a committment from Marjorie Blaine then get
SWCA and any other team members appropriate for this meeting lined up to attend.

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

02/09/2010 08:39 AM

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Seeking meeting date

See below.  Marjorie is available on March 9, 10, and 16.  Are any of these dates
that work with your schedule?  

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568540050FE6F/0/D32F05C523650282072576C50055F5DE


Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 02/09/2010 08:38 AM -----

"Blaine, Marjorie E SPL"
<Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil> 

02/08/2010 03:37 PM

To "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Seeking meeting date

9th, 10th, 16th 

Marjorie 
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and
recycle

-----Original Message-----
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2010 3:22 PM
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL
Subject: RE: Seeking meeting date

What dates do you have available before March 19?   

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax 

"Blaine, Marjorie E SPL" <Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil> 

02/08/2010 02:14 PM To
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Alvarez, Cindy"
<cindy_alvarez@blm.gov> cc Subject
RE: Seeking meeting date

         

Teresa

I'm not available any of those dates.  I don't work on Fridays :( 



Marjorie
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and
recycle

-----Original Message-----
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2010 12:41 PM
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL; Alvarez, Cindy
Subject: Seeking meeting date

Marjorie and Cindy - 

I'm working on establishing a date for the responsible officials to meet for
a final look at the range of alternatives for the Rosemont Copper Project
DEIS.  Jeanine has the following dates available:  March 1, 2 or 5 in the
afternoon or any time on March 12.  Please let me know which of these dates
works best for your schedules. 

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax



From: Jeanine Derby
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Fw: Seeking meeting date
Date: 02/10/2010 06:24 PM

yes, have Teresa Ann continue to include cindy from BLM.   Marjorie is the critical
person - if she can't come, we would cancel.   Thanks for catching that.

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

02/10/2010 05:45 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Fw: Seeking meeting date

Is Cindy still in the loop on the meeting scheduling, or is it just Majorie that we're
trying to coordinate with?  The email trail here started out addressed to Cindy and
Majorie, but then omitted Cindy.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS

02/10/2010 04:06 PM

To tfurgason@swca.com, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa
Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Fw: Seeking meeting date

mailto:CN=Jeanine Derby/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8825685A004DEFED/0/C08520C55D71BE9C072576C6007EC228
notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/0/DE10F5AE7466B759072576C6007187BF


check you calendars for a meeting with the Army Corp...see below.  Bev, pls share
with others as you see fit.

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

▼ Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS

Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS

02/10/2010 01:43 PM

To Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

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

Subject Re: Fw: Seeking meeting date

Let's try to pin down a meeting on March 16.  I'm supposed to be in Albuquerque at
RLT, but I'll adjust if she will agree to a time.  
Bev and Mindy, if Teresa Ann can get a committment from Marjorie Blaine then get
SWCA and any other team members appropriate for this meeting lined up to attend.

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

02/09/2010 08:39 AM

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Seeking meeting date

See below.  Marjorie is available on March 9, 10, and 16.  Are any of these dates
that work with your schedule?  

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning

notes://entr3b/872568540050FE6F/0/D32F05C523650282072576C50055F5DE


Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 02/09/2010 08:38 AM -----

"Blaine, Marjorie E SPL"
<Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil> 

02/08/2010 03:37 PM

To "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Seeking meeting date

9th, 10th, 16th 

Marjorie 
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and
recycle

-----Original Message-----
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2010 3:22 PM
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL
Subject: RE: Seeking meeting date

What dates do you have available before March 19?   

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax 

"Blaine, Marjorie E SPL" <Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil> 

02/08/2010 02:14 PM To
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Alvarez, Cindy"
<cindy_alvarez@blm.gov> cc Subject
RE: Seeking meeting date

         

Teresa

I'm not available any of those dates.  I don't work on Fridays :( 

Marjorie
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and
recycle



-----Original Message-----
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2010 12:41 PM
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL; Alvarez, Cindy
Subject: Seeking meeting date

Marjorie and Cindy - 

I'm working on establishing a date for the responsible officials to meet for
a final look at the range of alternatives for the Rosemont Copper Project
DEIS.  Jeanine has the following dates available:  March 1, 2 or 5 in the
afternoon or any time on March 12.  Please let me know which of these dates
works best for your schedules. 

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax



From: Jeanine Derby
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: Seeking meeting date
Date: 02/10/2010 01:43 PM

Let's try to pin down a meeting on March 16.  I'm supposed to be in Albuquerque at
RLT, but I'll adjust if she will agree to a time.  
Bev and Mindy, if Teresa Ann can get a committment from Marjorie Blaine then get
SWCA and any other team members appropriate for this meeting lined up to attend.

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS

Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

02/09/2010 08:39 AM

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Seeking meeting date

See below.  Marjorie is available on March 9, 10, and 16.  Are any of
these dates that work with your schedule?  

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax

----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 02/09/2010 08:38 AM -----

"Blaine, Marjorie E SPL"
<Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil> 

02/08/2010 03:37 PM

To "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Seeking meeting date

9th, 10th, 16th 

mailto:CN=Jeanine Derby/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Marjorie 
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and
recycle

-----Original Message-----
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2010 3:22 PM
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL
Subject: RE: Seeking meeting date

What dates do you have available before March 19?   

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax 

"Blaine, Marjorie E SPL" <Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil> 

02/08/2010 02:14 PM To
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Alvarez, Cindy"
<cindy_alvarez@blm.gov> cc Subject
RE: Seeking meeting date

         

Teresa

I'm not available any of those dates.  I don't work on Fridays :( 

Marjorie
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and
recycle

-----Original Message-----
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2010 12:41 PM
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL; Alvarez, Cindy
Subject: Seeking meeting date

Marjorie and Cindy - 

I'm working on establishing a date for the responsible officials to meet for
a final look at the range of alternatives for the Rosemont Copper Project
DEIS.  Jeanine has the following dates available:  March 1, 2 or 5 in the
afternoon or any time on March 12.  Please let me know which of these dates
works best for your schedules. 

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Nicole Fyffe
Subject: Re: FW: Selection process
Date: 05/06/2008 11:55 AM

We're still working on responding to the requests for information on the selection
process.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Nicole Fyffe" <Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov>

"Nicole Fyffe"
<Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov> 

05/05/2008 11:02 AM

To "Jamie Sturgess"
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

cc "Beverly Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject FW: Selection process

Hi Jaime. As you requested, attached is the contract for Tom Myers,
and info regarding the selection process. It took me about 2-3 working
days since your request to get you this info. My understanding is that
the Forest Service has had requests for the selection process used for
SWCA - and that is has been a few weeks since those requests. Has
that information been sent out to those making those requests, and if so
can we get a copy? Thanks.

 
-Nicole

From: George Widugiris 
Sent: Monday, May 05, 2008 9:47 AM
To: Nicole Fyffe
Subject: FW: Selection process

Hi Nicole…….This contract resulted
from a direct select request authorized under A.R.S. 34-103.D.1.  

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Nicole Fyffe
Subject: Re: FW: Selection process
Date: 05/06/2008 11:55 AM

We're still working on responding to the requests for information on the selection
process.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Nicole Fyffe" <Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov>

"Nicole Fyffe"
<Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov> 

05/05/2008 11:02 AM

To "Jamie Sturgess"
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

cc "Beverly Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject FW: Selection process

Hi Jaime. As you requested, attached is the contract for Tom Myers,
and info regarding the selection process. It took me about 2-3 working
days since your request to get you this info. My understanding is that
the Forest Service has had requests for the selection process used for
SWCA - and that is has been a few weeks since those requests. Has
that information been sent out to those making those requests, and if so
can we get a copy? Thanks.

 
-Nicole

From: George Widugiris 
Sent: Monday, May 05, 2008 9:47 AM
To: Nicole Fyffe
Subject: FW: Selection process

Hi Nicole…….This contract resulted
from a direct select request authorized under A.R.S. 34-103.D.1.  

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: FW: SOQ
Date: 03/26/2008 09:47 AM

Bev,

Feel free to distribute this to any relevant Forest Service staff.
Thanks.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, March 24, 2008 8:25 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: FW: SOQ

Tom, I want to forward these SOQs to others (Salek and regional
specialists) for their input, but Ken Black's message indicates they
should
not be shared.  Please see my hi-liting, below.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 

             "Tom Furgason"

             <tfurgason@swca.c

             om>
To 
                                       <beverson@fs.fed.us>

             03/12/2008 08:51
cc 
             AM

 
Subject 
                                       FW: SOQ

 

 

 

 

 

 

-----Original Message-----
From: Black, Ken [mailto:kblack@srk.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 2:56 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Hoag, Cori; Ortman, Dale
Subject: RE: SOQ

Tom
Please find attached an SOQ. This is an updated version that was shared
with you earlier and includes an additional list of specialists in
regulatory affairs, permitting and engineering.

If you have any questions please don't hestitate to call.

Regards,
Ken

Ken Black P. Eng
Principal Consultant
3275 West Ina Road, Suite 240
Tucson, AZ. 85741
kblack@srk.com
Phone:  +1 520 544 3688
Fax:    +1 520 544 9853
Mobile: +1 520 204 5220
www.srk.com

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


NOTICE - This message contains information that is confidential and
privileged and is intended only for the use of the addressee named
above.  If you are not the intended recipient of this message you are
hereby notified that you must not disseminate, copy or take any action
in reliance on it. If you have received this message in error please
notify tucson@srk.com.

-----Original Message-----
From: Ortman, Dale
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 9:29 AM
To: 'tfurgason@swca.com'
Cc: Black, Ken; Hoag, Cori
Subject: Re: SOQ

Tom,

Call Ken Black or Cori Hoag at our office and they can forward you the
SOQ.  Also, if there are any other technical specialties that were not
included in the SOQ they can supply people to fit.

It's a balmy morning here on the shores of of the Bering Sea..... Ice to
the horizon....

I'll be back next Tuesday.

Dale
Dale Ortman
SRK Consulting
520-444-9463
Sent via BlackBerry

----- Original Message -----
From: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>
To: Ortman, Dale
Cc: Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Sent: Tue Mar 04 07:38:18 2008
Subject: SOQ

Hi Dale,

Would it be possible to get an electronic copy of SRK's SOQ?  Bev
Everson would like to transmit your quals to some specialists in other
offices for review.  Ideally, we'd like the SOQ and resumes of key
staff.  I know that you are out this week, so let me know if there is
somebody in the Tucson office that I should contact.  Thanks.

Tom

(See attached file: RosemontEIS_SOQ.pdf)



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: FW: SOQ
Date: 03/25/2008 03:47 PM

Bev,

You may share these with other CNF staff.  We just can't distribute them
outside of CNF or the SWCA Core Team.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, March 24, 2008 8:25 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: FW: SOQ

Tom, I want to forward these SOQs to others (Salek and regional
specialists) for their input, but Ken Black's message indicates they
should
not be shared.  Please see my hi-liting, below.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 

             "Tom Furgason"

             <tfurgason@swca.c

             om>
To 
                                       <beverson@fs.fed.us>

             03/12/2008 08:51
cc 
             AM

 
Subject 
                                       FW: SOQ

 

 

 

 

 

 

-----Original Message-----
From: Black, Ken [mailto:kblack@srk.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 2:56 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Hoag, Cori; Ortman, Dale
Subject: RE: SOQ

Tom
Please find attached an SOQ. This is an updated version that was shared
with you earlier and includes an additional list of specialists in
regulatory affairs, permitting and engineering.

If you have any questions please don't hestitate to call.

Regards,
Ken

Ken Black P. Eng
Principal Consultant
3275 West Ina Road, Suite 240
Tucson, AZ. 85741
kblack@srk.com
Phone:  +1 520 544 3688
Fax:    +1 520 544 9853
Mobile: +1 520 204 5220
www.srk.com

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


NOTICE - This message contains information that is confidential and
privileged and is intended only for the use of the addressee named
above.  If you are not the intended recipient of this message you are
hereby notified that you must not disseminate, copy or take any action
in reliance on it. If you have received this message in error please
notify tucson@srk.com.

-----Original Message-----
From: Ortman, Dale
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 9:29 AM
To: 'tfurgason@swca.com'
Cc: Black, Ken; Hoag, Cori
Subject: Re: SOQ

Tom,

Call Ken Black or Cori Hoag at our office and they can forward you the
SOQ.  Also, if there are any other technical specialties that were not
included in the SOQ they can supply people to fit.

It's a balmy morning here on the shores of of the Bering Sea..... Ice to
the horizon....

I'll be back next Tuesday.

Dale
Dale Ortman
SRK Consulting
520-444-9463
Sent via BlackBerry

----- Original Message -----
From: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>
To: Ortman, Dale
Cc: Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Sent: Tue Mar 04 07:38:18 2008
Subject: SOQ

Hi Dale,

Would it be possible to get an electronic copy of SRK's SOQ?  Bev
Everson would like to transmit your quals to some specialists in other
offices for review.  Ideally, we'd like the SOQ and resumes of key
staff.  I know that you are out this week, so let me know if there is
somebody in the Tucson office that I should contact.  Thanks.

Tom

(See attached file: RosemontEIS_SOQ.pdf)



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10
Date: 06/17/2010 10:40 AM

Okay, more on the SOW suggestions document.  I have received quite a bit of input
via email, and to make sure that all suggestions are captured, and accurately, I
would still like for everyone to record their ideas in a single document.  Because
several people are having trouble with the WebEx link (and I can't access the
internet this morning to try to figure out what's going on in WebEx), you will soon
be getting info on where to find the document on the J Drive.  Stay tuned.

Please be sure to put your comments in the one document, and don't create new
ones of your own.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/16/2010 06:20 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Rosemont IDT members,

Thanks for a productive, well-attended meeting today.  For those of
you who were not in the meeting, Mindee and I asked today for
suggestions for needs with a new scope of work that SWCA is putting

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:hschewel@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Kendall Brown/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us


together for funding (by Rosemont) for work on the project.

Please see the link below for a place to add your suggestions for work
needed, to be included in the scope of work.  Your suggestions will be
forwarded for review internally, and then by SWCA starting on
Monday.  If you would like your ideas to be considered, you will need
to add them to the document in WebEx (link below) by COB on Friday.

Call me if you need help accessing the document, or editing, though I
think it's pretty straightforward...

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 06:09 PM -----

Beverly Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 
Sent by: rosemonteis
<notify@weboffice.com>

06/16/2010 06:07 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go directly to
the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please note that some email
clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't
go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10
Date: 06/17/2010 10:40 AM

Okay, more on the SOW suggestions document.  I have received quite a bit of input
via email, and to make sure that all suggestions are captured, and accurately, I
would still like for everyone to record their ideas in a single document.  Because
several people are having trouble with the WebEx link (and I can't access the
internet this morning to try to figure out what's going on in WebEx), you will soon
be getting info on where to find the document on the J Drive.  Stay tuned.

Please be sure to put your comments in the one document, and don't create new
ones of your own.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/16/2010 06:20 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Rosemont IDT members,

Thanks for a productive, well-attended meeting today.  For those of
you who were not in the meeting, Mindee and I asked today for
suggestions for needs with a new scope of work that SWCA is putting

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us


together for funding (by Rosemont) for work on the project.

Please see the link below for a place to add your suggestions for work
needed, to be included in the scope of work.  Your suggestions will be
forwarded for review internally, and then by SWCA starting on
Monday.  If you would like your ideas to be considered, you will need
to add them to the document in WebEx (link below) by COB on Friday.

Call me if you need help accessing the document, or editing, though I
think it's pretty straightforward...

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 06:09 PM -----

Beverly Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 
Sent by: rosemonteis
<notify@weboffice.com>

06/16/2010 06:07 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go directly to
the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please note that some email
clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't
go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008


From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10
Date: 06/22/2010 04:17 PM

To get the results we want most efficiently I think we need to have each specialist
describe what they need in language similar to a contract specification.  That means
to describe what the product is, what are the qualifications of the person, how many
hours we estimate it will take, or whatever.  Also, if it is biology work then it
requires a biologist and we need to spec that, just like a visual management task
needs a landscape architect trained in inventory and management of the visual
resource.  When a request is vague, time and quality are both lost and the work
doesn't get done well the first time. Since we're on a tight schedule and the
product is under scrutiny this is important. Each specialist  should easily be able to
do this. 

We do not have the contract with SWCA but we can still succinctly communicate with
them so they correctly express what is needed and when to Rosemont.    

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/16/2010 06:20 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Rosemont IDT members, 

Thanks for a productive, well-attended meeting today.  For those of
you who were not in the meeting, Mindee and I asked today for
suggestions for needs with a new scope of work that SWCA is putting
together for funding (by Rosemont) for work on the project. 

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Please see the link below for a place to add your suggestions for work
needed, to be included in the scope of work.  Your suggestions will be
forwarded for review internally, and then by SWCA starting on
Monday.  If you would like your ideas to be considered, you will need
to add them to the document in WebEx (link below) by COB on Friday. 

Call me if you need help accessing the document, or editing, though I
think it's pretty straightforward... 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 06:09 PM ----- 
Beverly Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
Sent by: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com> 

06/16/2010 06:07 PM 

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc

Subject SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go directly to
the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please note that some email
clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't
go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008


From: Eli Curiel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10
Date: 06/23/2010 09:20 AM

Correct on the suggestions.
Just finished with a review of the hazmat section...Chris will incorporate and add as
needed.

Eli Curiel Jr., P.E.
Environmental/Transportation Engineering
Coronado National Forest       Office:  520.388.8413
300 W. Congress                       FAX:    520.388.8332
Tucson, AZ 85701                     Cell:     520.444.0307

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/22/2010 06:06 PM

To Eli Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Hi Eli,

Please see the message below.  I didn't see any suggestions from you,
and am assuming you don't have any.  Is that correct?

Also, on another subjectcan you tell me how you're doing on reviewing
the hazmat affected environment for Rosemont?  You should have
received a copy from Chris Garrett or Jonathon Rigg.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/22/2010 06:04 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

mailto:CN=Eli Curiel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


06/17/2010 10:40 AM

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Okay, more on the SOW suggestions document.  I have received quite a bit of input
via email, and to make sure that all suggestions are captured, and accurately, I
would still like for everyone to record their ideas in a single document.  Because
several people are having trouble with the WebEx link (and I can't access the
internet this morning to try to figure out what's going on in WebEx), you will soon
be getting info on where to find the document on the J Drive.  Stay tuned.

Please be sure to put your comments in the one document, and don't create new
ones of your own.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/16/2010 06:20 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/8E20594B4A1C4F790725774500065D47


Rosemont IDT members,

Thanks for a productive, well-attended meeting today.  For those of you who were
not in the meeting, Mindee and I asked today for suggestions for needs with a new
scope of work that SWCA is putting together for funding (by Rosemont) for work on
the project.

Please see the link below for a place to add your suggestions for work needed, to be
included in the scope of work.  Your suggestions will be forwarded for review
internally, and then by SWCA starting on Monday.  If you would like your ideas to be
considered, you will need to add them to the document in WebEx (link below) by
COB on Friday.

Call me if you need help accessing the document, or editing, though I think it's
pretty straightforward...

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 06:09 PM -----

Beverly Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 
Sent by: rosemonteis
<notify@weboffice.com>

06/16/2010 06:07 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go directly to
the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please note that some email
clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't
go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Eli Curiel
Subject: Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10
Date: 06/23/2010 12:13 PM

Thank you!

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Eli Curiel/R3/USDAFS

Eli Curiel/R3/USDAFS

06/23/2010 09:20 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Correct on the suggestions.
Just finished with a review of the hazmat section...Chris will incorporate and add as
needed.

Eli Curiel Jr., P.E.
Environmental/Transportation Engineering
Coronado National Forest       Office:  520.388.8413
300 W. Congress                       FAX:    520.388.8332
Tucson, AZ 85701                     Cell:     520.444.0307

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/22/2010 06:06 PM

To Eli Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Hi Eli,

Please see the message below.  I didn't see any suggestions from you, and am

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Eli Curiel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/13FE4B554BB2C79A0725774B0005DC00


assuming you don't have any.  Is that correct?

Also, on another subjectcan you tell me how you're doing on reviewing the hazmat
affected environment for Rosemont?  You should have received a copy from Chris
Garrett or Jonathon Rigg.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/22/2010 06:04 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/17/2010 10:40 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Okay, more on the SOW suggestions document.  I have received quite a bit of input
via email, and to make sure that all suggestions are captured, and accurately, I
would still like for everyone to record their ideas in a single document.  Because
several people are having trouble with the WebEx link (and I can't access the
internet this morning to try to figure out what's going on in WebEx), you will soon
be getting info on where to find the document on the J Drive.  Stay tuned.

Please be sure to put your comments in the one document, and don't create new
ones of your own.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/8E20594B4A1C4F790725774500065D47


Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/16/2010 06:20 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Rosemont IDT members,

Thanks for a productive, well-attended meeting today.  For those of you who were
not in the meeting, Mindee and I asked today for suggestions for needs with a new
scope of work that SWCA is putting together for funding (by Rosemont) for work on
the project.

Please see the link below for a place to add your suggestions for work needed, to be
included in the scope of work.  Your suggestions will be forwarded for review
internally, and then by SWCA starting on Monday.  If you would like your ideas to be
considered, you will need to add them to the document in WebEx (link below) by
COB on Friday.

Call me if you need help accessing the document, or editing, though I think it's
pretty straightforward...

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 06:09 PM -----

Beverly Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 
Sent by: rosemonteis
<notify@weboffice.com>

06/16/2010 06:07 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go directly to
the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please note that some email
clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't
go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008


From: Robert Lefevre
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10
Date: 06/28/2010 08:24 AM

Bev, I don't have any suggestions.  

By the way, when I went to the link below, It opened webex right up with the
information about the document "SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10", but in the
file block it merely says "- no file-".
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/22/2010 06:03 PM

To Robert Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Bob,

Please see the message below.  Did you have any suggestions for the
SOW?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/22/2010 06:02 PM -----

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/17/2010 10:40 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,

mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Okay, more on the SOW suggestions document.  I have received quite a bit of input
via email, and to make sure that all suggestions are captured, and accurately, I
would still like for everyone to record their ideas in a single document.  Because
several people are having trouble with the WebEx link (and I can't access the
internet this morning to try to figure out what's going on in WebEx), you will soon
be getting info on where to find the document on the J Drive.  Stay tuned.

Please be sure to put your comments in the one document, and don't create new
ones of your own.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/16/2010 06:20 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Rosemont IDT members,

Thanks for a productive, well-attended meeting today.  For those of you who were
not in the meeting, Mindee and I asked today for suggestions for needs with a new
scope of work that SWCA is putting together for funding (by Rosemont) for work on

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/8E20594B4A1C4F790725774500065D47


the project.

Please see the link below for a place to add your suggestions for work needed, to be
included in the scope of work.  Your suggestions will be forwarded for review
internally, and then by SWCA starting on Monday.  If you would like your ideas to be
considered, you will need to add them to the document in WebEx (link below) by
COB on Friday.

Call me if you need help accessing the document, or editing, though I think it's
pretty straightforward...

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 06:09 PM -----

Beverly Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us> 
Sent by: rosemonteis
<notify@weboffice.com>

06/16/2010 06:07 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go directly to
the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please note that some email
clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't
go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008


From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Larry Jones; William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10
Date: 06/17/2010 08:30 AM
Attachments: sow - swca.xlsx

Copy of 20100510ProjectSchedule_NHPA_additions.xlsx

Bev, thanks!  And thanks to you and Mindee and to Larry Jones for the suggestion
to take turns doing resource updates -- I felt like Bill's powerpoint presentation
conveyed the archaeology and tribal concerns a lot better than we ever have been
able to with words!

My computer seems a little slow today and I cannot get on to the Webex site. 
Forgive the different format, but here is my list of stuff we need from SWCA for the
NHPA/NEPA compliance.  

  

QUESTION FOR MINDEE:  would it be appropriate/OK to share this list at the
Cooperating Agency heritage sub-group meeting today?
If so, does it need to be a temporary handout to be collected, or just on screen?  
So far, we have RSVPs from Jamie, Gordon, Linda Mayro and Loy Neff, Suzanne
from SWCA, me, and possibly Peter Steere from Tohono O'odham Nation.

NOW, same question re this document, which is the May 10 schedule with NHPA
tasks draftily alighed:

 

Other handouts I'd like to share:  

1.  May 10 schedule without additions; 
2.  JD's May 10 letter about the alternatives moving forward;
3.  Section 106 regulations (from website so no confidentiality issue there)

Let me know, thanks!

Mary

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

Sheet1

		#s 		Tasks to include in scope of work for NHPA compliance		need by		notes

		1		Facilitate and take notes for meetings of cooperating agencies heritage sub-group

		2		Update Class 1 overview to reflect accepted alternatives

		3		Draft ethnohistory (phase 1, literature synopsis)

		4		Final  ethnohistory (phase 1, literature synopsis)

		5		Complete revisions to survey report for MPO

		6		Complete surveys for powerline alternatives				EPG doing survey & reports

		7		Review utility line survey reports by EPG, incorporate into Chapter 3

		8		Survey of new access route south of Barrel Canyon

		9		DEIS chapter 3 - affected environment

		10		DEIS chapter 3 - environmental consequences

		11		DEIS chapter 3 - cumulative effects

		12		DEIS chapter 2 - mitigation measures

		13		Class 1 for possible mitigation lands (check w/ TA or JS for correct term)

		14		Summary/documentation of tribal consultation (identification of issues & concerns)				incorporate into ethnohistory?

		15		Coordinate with TON to document Traditional cultural property sufficient for Det. of Eligibility

		16		Draft Historic Property Treatment Plan (includes the 4 next items)

		17		Draft & Final Data Recovery Plan

		18		Draft & Final Human Remains Treatment Plan

		19		Draft Memorandum of Agreement

		20		Develop plan for oral history/ethnobotany documentation as mitigation

		21		Coordinate with San Carlos Apache Nation to document current & traditional uses

		22		Coordinate with Mescalero Apache Tribe to continue documenting uses

		23		Investigate/document ranching cultural landscape

		24

		25

		26

		27

		28



VERY DRAFTY DRAFT  - WHAT PRODUCTS DO WE NEED FROM SWCA TO COMPLETE NHPA COMPLIANCE?  
FARRELL'S NOTES JUNE 17, 2010, TO BE REFINED AT COOPERATING AGENCY MEETING, FINALIZED LATER IN CONSULTATION WITH RCC, SHPO, ACHP 	


*Numbers meant to facilitate discussion, and do NOT indicate priority or sequence	
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Sheet3






Sheet1

		Rosemont Copper Project NEPA Timeline, with one tentative draft schedule for concurrent NHPA compliance 



		TASKS				Target Dates for Completion		Responsible Parties		Relevant 36 CFR 800 section		NHPA-related products		Notes/questions

		Chapter 1				6/18/10

		FS Concur with EIS Outline				5/5/10		FS

		RO Informal Review				5/14/10		FS				List of heritage issues identified by tribes, public, and FS

		Incorporate Plan amendment language as needed				6/18/10		FS

		Chapter 2				10/1/10

		Decision on Alternatives for detailed analysis				5/7/10		FS				Draft Class I survey provides input for forming alternatives

		Alternatives Considered but Dismissed				5/28/10		SWCA

		Mitigation finalized				6/15/10		SWCA, FS, Rosemont				start MOA and historic properties treatment plan, but consultation to minimize or mitigate adverse effects continues, per 800.6

		Forest Plan Consistency review and Plan amendment language				6/18/10		FS

		Submit Draft Chapter 2 to CNF				7/1/10		SWCA

		Forest Review of Chapter 2				7/15/10		FS

		Incorporate comments				8/2/10		SWCA

		RO, Cooperating Agency, and Proponent Review Chapters 1 & 2				9/15/10		FS

		Incorporate comments Chapters 1 & 2				10/1/10		SWCA, FS 

		Final Chapters 1 & 2 				10/1/10		SWCA, FS, Rosemont

		Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences				10/15/10

		Finalize Bounds of Analysis				5/14/10		SWCA, FS		36 CFR 800.4 and .5		Define area of potential effect

		CNF review of Regulatory Framework				5/14/10		FS		800.4, (b)(2)		allows phased identification & evaluation

		RCC submits reports 				6/30/10		Rosemont

		Review and finalize all Tech Reports				7/30/10		SWCA, FS, Rosemont				Final MPO survey, final Class I survey of alternatives, final ethnohistory phase 1		SWCA help FS coordinate with TON to document TCP? How/when to facilitate documentation of San Carlos and Mescalero Apache use?

		Informal Regional Review				concurrent		FS

		Submit draft Chapter 3 fo CNF				8/16/10		SWCA, FS		800.5.(a)(1) and (2)		Finding of adverse effect

		Forest Review of Chapter 3				9/7/10		FS

		Incorporate comments				9/14/10		SWCA		800.6 and 800.11, 800.13		Development of historic properties treatment plan, to reduce adverse effects, with consulting parties.  Includes archaeological data recovery plan, human remains treatment plan, plan for post-review discoveries, and any mitigation measures specific to effects on cultural landscapes; draft MOA to implement

		RO, Cooperating Agency, and Proponent Review Chapter 3				10/6/10		FS

		Incorporate comments				10/15/10		SWCA, FS

		Chapters 4-7				10/15/10

		Finalize Chapters 4 and 5				7/15/10		SWCA, FS

		Finalize Chapters 6 and 7				10/15/10		SWCA, FS

		DEIS 				12/15/10		  

		Submit Draft to CNF				11/1/10		SWCA

		Review and incorporate comments				11/15/10		SWCA, FS

		Publishing at GPO				12/15/10		FS

		File DEIS with EPA/Federal Register NOA- FS				12/15/10		FS

		Project Record Compiled				12/15/10		SWCA		800.11		Submit documentation to all consulting parties including SHPO, ACHP, Proponent, Cooperating Agencies, and Tribes

		DEIS Public Review and Comment				6/15/11		 		800.6(c)		Required and invited Signatories sign Memorandum of Agreement to implement treatment plan

		Public Review & 90-day Comment Period begins 12/15/2010				3/15/11		FS, Rosemont

		Content Analysis 				5/13/11		FS

		Write and review Response to Comments document				6/15/11		FS

		FEIS				9/19/11		 				Archaeological data recovery begins after record of decision is signed, and before project ground disturbance. Other mitigation measures implemented as determined in the MOA

		Incorporate comments				7/15/11		FS

		CNF review of draft FEIS				8/5/11		FS

		Final revision				8/19/11		 FS

		Publishing at GPO- FS				9/19/11		FS

		File FEIS with EPA/Federal Register NOA				9/19/11		FS



		Record of Decision				10/19/11		 

		Final draft and review of ROD				10/19/11		FS

		Submit for printing				10/19/11		FS

		Project Record Compiled				10/19/11		FS



		Assumptions:

		~Alternatives final sign off week of May 10, 2010

		~Finalized Alternatives' technical details and outstanding detail needs will be finalized on May 19th

		~With the exception of SWCA revision of FEIS after comment period and the FS review of FEIS, review and revision periods are each 1 month and comment reconciliation is 2 weeks

		~CNF will stay in regular communication with their regional counterpart for informal reviews

		~SWCA resource specialists and FS ID Team collaborate to revise DEIS together to reduce review cycles and times

		~DEIS & FEIS can be published in a one-month timeframe by GPO

		~NEPA Services Group can comply with two month timeline for Content Analysis

		~NEPA Services Group will supply a final product that outlines all revisions needed to the DEIS
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Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/16/2010 06:20 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Fw: SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Rosemont IDT members, 

Thanks for a productive, well-attended meeting today.  For those of
you who were not in the meeting, Mindee and I asked today for
suggestions for needs with a new scope of work that SWCA is putting
together for funding (by Rosemont) for work on the project. 

Please see the link below for a place to add your suggestions for work
needed, to be included in the scope of work.  Your suggestions will be
forwarded for review internally, and then by SWCA starting on
Monday.  If you would like your ideas to be considered, you will need
to add them to the document in WebEx (link below) by COB on Friday. 

Call me if you need help accessing the document, or editing, though I
think it's pretty straightforward... 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 06:09 PM ----- 
Beverly Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
Sent by: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com> 



06/16/2010 06:07 PM 

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc

Subject SOW Suggestions from IDT, 6.16.10

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To
go directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser.
Please note that some email clients require that all the letters and numbers in
the link appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=171008


From: John Able
To: tfurgason@swca.com; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle
Subject: Re: Fw: SWCA Rosemont SOQ still posted for anyone to see
Date: 05/08/2009 03:03 PM
Signed by: CN=John Able/OU=R3/O=USDAFS

Tom, the Forest Service web server was recently out of service for a couple weeks
due to a security issue (infected with a worm).  Apparently, when they restored the
web server, they used a previous version of the directory that contains this file. 
Now, to make matters worse, there seems to be an access issue with this directory,
so I can't delete the file.  I've requested a fix, but it may take a day or so.  I'll let
you know.

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Voice or Text:  520.405.4256
Twitter: @johnable
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

05/08/2009 08:59 AM

To John Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: SWCA Rosemont SOQ still posted for anyone to
see

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/08/2009 08:59 AM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

05/07/2009 02:27 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Reta
Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>,
"Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>

Subject FW: SWCA Rosemont SOQ still posted for anyone to
see

mailto:CN=John Able/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com


Bev,

 
I was just notified that our SOQ with employee names is still easily found on the
internet.  While there has only been one attack on a person’s property in relation to
the Rosemont project, I feel that posting names of SWCA employees constitutes a
risk that I am uncomfortable with.  Would you please have our SOQ removed from
your site?  Thanks for your consideration.

 
Tom

 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/rosemont/documents/swca/swca-soq-051608.pdf 

 

 

 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/rosemont/documents/swca/swca-soq-051608.pdf


From: Mary Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: William B Gillespie; Suzanne Griset
Subject: Re: Fw: Tech Report Tracking database link
Date: 03/23/2010 02:57 PM

Hello, Bev,

thanks for sending the link.  Would the Archaeological Survey Report and
Ethnohistory  qualify as technical reports?  If so, they should be added to the
tracking sheet, when they're done.

The former is titled: Archaeological Survey for the Proposed Rosemont Copper Mine,
Pima County, Arizona, by SWCA.  Draft was dated March 2009, and I think the final
is well underway (Suzanne, I forgot to ask about that when we met yesterday -- do
you know the status?).

The ethnohistory is still in progress but SWCA is working on it, and we will probably
have a draft within a few weeks.  

Mary 

On Mon, Mar 22, 2010 at 4:07 PM, Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
wrote:

All -

Here's the link to the tech report tracking sheet for Rosemont in WebEx
(scroll down).  Note that it has been updated, and contains some new report
titles.  Please review the list and let me know of any technical reports
you think are necessary for the project but are not on the list.  This
input is due by COB on March 31.

Please use this tracking sheet to document that you've completed report
reviews and add your comments (or, if comments are written in a separate
memo or other document,  note the name of that document and where it can be
found).  Your documentation and the reviews are due by COB on April 7.
Most of you have already reviewed the bulk of the documents in your
resource area(s), and so the April 7 deadline should be attainable, but if
not, please see or call me and we'll negotiate.

Also note that there are additional tech reports from Rosemont expected
this week.  New review deadlines will be assigned once the reports are
recieved.

Thank you,

Bev

mailto:maryfarrellusfs@gmail.com
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Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=1760737&vid=55823>

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=1760737&vid=55823


From: Robert Lefevre
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Randall A Smith
Subject: Re: Fw: Tech Report Tracking database link
Date: 03/22/2010 04:32 PM

Thanks, Bev.  The air reports are the same ones that have been in there since
October....nothing new.  We do not have a report of the effects of the project on air
quality.  We also do not have a riparian report.
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

03/22/2010 04:07 PM

To aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Tech Report Tracking database link

All - 

Here's the link to the tech report tracking sheet for Rosemont in
WebEx (scroll down).  Note that it has been updated, and contains
some new report titles.  Please review the list and let me know of
any technical reports you think are necessary for the project
but are not on the list.  This input is due by COB on March 31. 

Please use this tracking sheet to document that you've completed
report reviews and add your comments (or, if comments are written in
a separate memo or other document,  note the name of that document
and where it can be found).  Your documentation and the reviews
are due by COB on April 7.  Most of you have already reviewed the
bulk of the documents in your resource area(s), and so the April 7
deadline should be attainable, but if not, please see or call me and
we'll negotiate. 

Also note that there are additional tech reports from Rosemont

mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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expected this week.  New review deadlines will be assigned once the
reports are recieved. 

Thank you, 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=1760737&vid=55823> 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=1760737&vid=55823


From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Fw: Tetra Tech Groundwater Modeling tech memos
Date: 07/13/2010 08:51 AM

Hello Bev,
I have not yet seen or received the memos listed below.  Thanks for the heads up. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

07/12/2010 01:07 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: Tetra Tech Groundwater Modeling tech memos

FYI.  Did you receive hard copies?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/12/2010 01:06 PM -----

"Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com> 

07/12/2010 12:53 PM

To "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>, "Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject Tetra Tech Groundwater Modeling tech memos

Hi Kathy,

 
Just wanted to let you know that we received the Hydraulic Property Estimates and Hydrologic
Framework Model technical memos from Tetra Tech on Friday.  I will have Melissa post the
electronic versions on WebEx and deliver the FS’s copy to them.  

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


 
Best,

 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Sarah L Davis
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth
Subject: RE: Fw: trip reports
Date: 12/17/2009 08:58 AM

We have 2 folders established for the Rosemont project: J/fsfiles/office/eis/Rosemont/draft, and
J/.../final  We could instruct the IDT to file docs in the draft folder, following a specific naming
convention, including Melissa's Project Record cover sheet.  From there, the documents could be
quickly reviewed, moved to the "final" folder and sent to Melissa for the record.  The "final" folder has
some read/write restrictions and we might need to change that, depending on how we decide this might
work. 

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

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

12/16/2009 09:50 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Sarah L Davis"
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Fw: trip reports

Ladies- 
  
I think there might be some confusion on my part. All of the resource reports, tech memos, etc are things that
my team are putting in the record. I think it is very necessary that if the specialists (FS & SWCA) have meeting
notes, comments, reviews, etc that need to go in the record, they need to be the ones to designate that. Besides
the intense time crunch that my team is dealing with in compiling this record, I feel pretty strongly that the
resource specialists are the ones that should decide what goes in their record for their resource. 

  
For the SWCA team, I have designated a folder labeled “For Record” that they can put files in and alert me so
that I pull them off. This eliminates any confusion about what documents are representing work for that
resource. If you are instructing your specialists to do otherwise, we need to schedule a small meeting to discuss

this and the implications of it. 
  
I look forward to your thoughts! 
  
Melissa 
  
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant 
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ljones02@fs.fed.us



From: Robert Lefevre
To: Melinda D Roth
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Larry Jones; Reta Laford; Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Re: Fw: We just received your Air and Snail Reports!
Date: 07/30/2010 08:39 AM

Good.  I'm eager to see the new Chapter 3 air section.
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373
▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

07/29/2010 04:46 PM

To Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: We just received your Air and Snail Reports!

YIPPEE!  We'll get these reports to specialists ASAP.

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 07/29/2010 04:44 PM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

07/29/2010 04:23 PM

To "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Beverley A
Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com>

Subject We just received your Air and Snail Reports!

Kathy-
Just a quick note that we received your air reports done by AEP just now. We
received the snail report a little earlier today.
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Thanks!

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

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

 



From: Dan Brocious
Reply To: dbrocious@cfa.harvard.edu
To: mroth@fs.fed.us
Cc: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us;
pdl_r3_coronado_flt@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; cbellavia@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com; mroth@fs.fed.us

Subject: RE: Fw:Rosemont Socio-Economic Presentation June 30th 9:30-11:00
Date: 06/29/2010 03:19 PM

Hello Mindee:
 
I would like to attend.
 
Thank you.
 
Dan B.
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
Dan Brocious
Smithsonian Institution
Whipple Observatory
P.O. Box 6369
Amado, AZ 85645 USA

520-670-5706 Voicemail
520-670-5712 Fax

Original message
From: "Melinda D Roth"  
To: brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu; cbeck@azdot.gov; Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov;
daniel_moore@blm.gov; dt1@azdeq.gov; David_Jacobs@azag.gov;
falco@cfa.harvard.edu; gfleming@asmi.az.gov; jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us;
jmtannler@azwater.gov; julia.fonseca@pima.gov; jwindes@azgfd.gov;
karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov; lagrignano@azwater.gov; lee.allison@azgs.az.gov;
Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov; LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov;
madan.singh@mines.az.gov; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil;
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil; nicole.ewing-gavin@tucsonaz.gov;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us;
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov; rsejkora@azstateparks.gov;
stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us; TEmery@azdot.gov; tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Received: 6/24/2010 1:22:57 PM
Subject: Fw:Rosemont Socio-Economic Presentation June 30th 9:30-11:00

Cooperating agencies and ID Team, This is a special topic and presentation at Wednesday's Core
IDT meeting that you are invited to.  Call me if you have questions.  To be sure we have enough
space, please drop me an email by Tuesday if you (and others from your agency) plan to attend.
 Thanks. 

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

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 06/24/2010 01:16 PM ----- 

Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS

06/24/2010 08:44 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc  

Subject RSVP, Socio-Economic Presentation June 30th 9:30-11:00

  

RSVP.  You are cordially invited to a socio-economic presentation by
Thomas Michael Power's on Wednesday, June 30 from 9:30 to 11:00.
 The presentation will be held in the Federal Building at 300 W Congress
Street, Room 4B. 

Information about Thomas Powers: 
Power Consulting has been applying the analytical tools of Natural
Resource Economics and Regional Economics to public policy issues for
almost 40 years. Water, energy, and environmental issues are
intertwined in ways that required new approaches to regulation. Dr.
Power, a Professor of Economics at The University of Montana and
Chairman of the Economics Department for 30 years, focused his
research and publications on these issues. Power Consulting has stayed
focused on Natural Resource Economics and the intersection between
natural resources and regional economic vitality. We focus on energy,
mineral, water, land, and environmental resources, their efficient use, and
the ways their use affects local economic vitality and well being. 

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



From: Tom Furgason
To: Richard Kamp
Cc: hschewel@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: RE: geochemistry
Date: 08/27/2010 02:48 PM

Mr. Kamp:
 
SWCA and our technical sub-consultants are reviewing reports related to the proposed pit and
geochemistry impacts that may result from the proposed Rosemont Copper Project.  This work is
being conducted at the direction of the USDA Forest Service. All questions and requests for
information should be directed to the Coronado National Forest.  Thank you.
 

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

 
 
 

From: Richard Kamp [mailto:bepdick@att.net] 
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 2:20 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: geochemistry
 
hi Dr Furgason:  just wondering if you have been reviewing the implications of pit and other
geochemistry impacts discussed in my attached article a few months ago.   
saludos  dick kamp 505 670 1337
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From: Jeff Cornoyer
To: karnold@augustaresource.com; Mike Clarke; Beverley A Everson
Cc: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; LOIS AND DENNIS FISCHER; sparks33152@yahoo.com
Subject: RE: gps location of excavation work at rosemont
Date: 04/30/2008 08:58 AM

I used my GPS software to translate the Lat Lon into UTM meters and then projected them with our 
GIS software.  The translated coordinates (523456 3523609) plot dead center to the clay lined FS 
tank, across from the Ingersoll breccia, south of Gunsight.

Jeff

---- Mike Clarke <mclarke@augustaresource.com> wrote: 
> Kathy,
> I'm concerned that the photo may be of the pond we are using to store spent
> drilling mud, which is definitely on private land, while the coordinates are
> of the recently upgraded stock tank, which has no drilling mud and is on
> USFS land.  The Hilton website showed both tanks.  If we can find out which
> of the tanks the new complaint has linked to the coordinates, we can
> clarify.
> Thanks
> Mike
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com] 
> Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2008 8:10 AM
> To: 'Mike Clarke'; 'Beverley A Everson'
> Cc: sparks33152@yahoo.com; jmcgeo@cox.net; 'LOIS AND DENNIS FISCHER';
> jsturgess@augustaresource.com
> Subject: RE: gps location of excavation work at rosemont
> 
> The photos are the ones we have seen that Hilton Ranch put up - the problem
> is I am not sure if it is the stock tank on our property or the one on FS.
> Jeff seems to think it's the clay lined stock tank and I concur.
> 
> Kathy
> 
> Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
> Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
> karnold@augustaresource.com
>  
> 
> Rosemont Copper Company  
> P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
> 3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
> 
> PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include
> privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use
> of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is
> strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended
> recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
> delete it from your system.  
> 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Mike Clarke [mailto:mclarke@augustaresource.com] 
> Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2008 5:53 AM
> To: karnold@augustaresource.com; 'Beverley A Everson'
> Cc: sparks33152@yahoo.com; jmcgeo@cox.net; 'LOIS AND DENNIS FISCHER';
> jsturgess@augustaresource.com
> Subject: RE: gps location of excavation work at rosemont
> 
> Kathy,
> Do you have a copy of the photo?  That would help us confirm the location
> Mike
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com] 
> Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2008 7:54 PM
> To: 'Beverley A Everson'
> Cc: sparks33152@yahoo.com; jmcgeo@cox.net; 'LOIS AND DENNIS FISCHER';
> jsturgess@augustaresource.com; 'Mike'
> Subject: RE: gps location of excavation work at rosemont
> 
> Bev - 
> Because I am not sure what coordinate system is being used with this (NAD83,
> NAD27, or something else) I was only able to check the coordinates against a
> general vicinity. I do believe this is the stock tank on Rosemont Property
> we were talking about at the meeting.
> 
> I will have our guys check (to the best of their ability) to be sure that I
> am correct and get back to you if I was incorrect.
> 
> Dennis - 
> Could you please get Jeff or Scott to help you check out the coordinates
> listed below against a map and verify for me if the activity is on private
> land?
> 
> Thank you - 
> Kathy
> 
> Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
> Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
> karnold@augustaresource.com
>  
> 
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> Rosemont Copper Company  
> P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
> 3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
> 
> PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include
> privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use
> of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is
> strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended
> recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
> delete it from your system.  
> 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
> Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2008 5:10 PM
> To: karnold@augustaresource.com
> Subject: Fw: gps location of excavation work at rosemont
> 
> 
> Kathy, I just mentioned this to you on the phone.  As I said, I think that
> it is the same stock tank you mentioned in the meeting last week.  Bev
> 
> Beverley A. Everson
> Forest Geologist
> Coronado National Forest
> 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
> Tucson, AZ.  85701
> 
> Voice: 520-388-8428
> Fax: 520-388-8305
> 
> ----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/29/2008 05:09 PM
> -----
>                                                                            
>              "John Able"                                                   
>              <jable@fs.fed.us>                                             
>              Sent by:                                                   To 
>              johnable23@gmail.         "Beverley A Everson"                
>              com                       <beverson@fs.fed.us>                
>                                                                         cc 
>                                                                            
>              04/25/2008 01:50                                      Subject 
>              PM                        Fwd: gps location of excavation     
>                                        work at rosemont                    
>                                                                            
>                                                                            
>                                                                            
>                                                                            
>                                                                            
>                                                                            
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Bev, here's the gps coordinates given to me by Robert Harris.  He claims he
> saw a bulldozer doing work for Rosemont at this location, and he says it is
> definitely on NFS land.  He had photos posted of this work at the Elgin
> meeting.  It looked like a stock tank to me, but he said it was used for
> dumping debris from a bore hole.  I told him I would investigate and get
> back to him.
> 
> Do you know if Rosemont is working in that area?  And if so, is it an
> approved project?
> 
> ---------- Forwarded message ----------
> From: robert <robertwharris@hughes.net>
> Date: Thu, Apr 24, 2008 at 9:43 PM
> Subject: gps location of excavation work at rosemont
> To: jable@fs.fed.us
> 
> 
> John,
> These are the co-ordinates we were discussing concerning some of the dozer
> work on what I believe to be federal land.
> This mark is at the center of the pit.
> Sorry it took a day to get the information to you.
> 
> 31.84795 110.752083
> 
> Yours truly,
> Robert W Harris
> 762-9339
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 



From: Mike Clarke
To: karnold@augustaresource.com; Beverley A Everson
Cc: sparks33152@yahoo.com; jmcgeo@cox.net; LOIS AND DENNIS FISCHER; jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: gps location of excavation work at rosemont
Date: 04/30/2008 08:01 AM

Kathy,
I'm concerned that the photo may be of the pond we are using to store spent
drilling mud, which is definitely on private land, while the coordinates are
of the recently upgraded stock tank, which has no drilling mud and is on
USFS land.  The Hilton website showed both tanks.  If we can find out which
of the tanks the new complaint has linked to the coordinates, we can
clarify.
Thanks
Mike

-----Original Message-----
From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2008 8:10 AM
To: 'Mike Clarke'; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: sparks33152@yahoo.com; jmcgeo@cox.net; 'LOIS AND DENNIS FISCHER';
jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: gps location of excavation work at rosemont

The photos are the ones we have seen that Hilton Ranch put up - the problem
is I am not sure if it is the stock tank on our property or the one on FS.
Jeff seems to think it's the clay lined stock tank and I concur.

Kathy

Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com
 

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

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include
privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use
of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is
strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended
recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.  

-----Original Message-----
From: Mike Clarke [mailto:mclarke@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2008 5:53 AM
To: karnold@augustaresource.com; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: sparks33152@yahoo.com; jmcgeo@cox.net; 'LOIS AND DENNIS FISCHER';
jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: gps location of excavation work at rosemont

Kathy,
Do you have a copy of the photo?  That would help us confirm the location
Mike

-----Original Message-----
From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2008 7:54 PM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: sparks33152@yahoo.com; jmcgeo@cox.net; 'LOIS AND DENNIS FISCHER';
jsturgess@augustaresource.com; 'Mike'
Subject: RE: gps location of excavation work at rosemont

Bev - 
Because I am not sure what coordinate system is being used with this (NAD83,
NAD27, or something else) I was only able to check the coordinates against a
general vicinity. I do believe this is the stock tank on Rosemont Property
we were talking about at the meeting.

I will have our guys check (to the best of their ability) to be sure that I
am correct and get back to you if I was incorrect.

Dennis - 
Could you please get Jeff or Scott to help you check out the coordinates
listed below against a map and verify for me if the activity is on private
land?

Thank you - 
Kathy

Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com
 

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

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include
privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use
of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is

mailto:mclarke@augustaresource.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sparks33152@yahoo.com
mailto:jmcgeo@cox.net
mailto:fischers7@msn.com
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com


strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended
recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.  

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2008 5:10 PM
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: Fw: gps location of excavation work at rosemont

Kathy, I just mentioned this to you on the phone.  As I said, I think that
it is the same stock tank you mentioned in the meeting last week.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/29/2008 05:09 PM
-----
                                                                           
             "John Able"                                                   
             <jable@fs.fed.us>                                             
             Sent by:                                                   To 
             johnable23@gmail.         "Beverley A Everson"                
             com                       <beverson@fs.fed.us>                
                                                                        cc 
                                                                           
             04/25/2008 01:50                                      Subject 
             PM                        Fwd: gps location of excavation     
                                       work at rosemont                    
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

Bev, here's the gps coordinates given to me by Robert Harris.  He claims he
saw a bulldozer doing work for Rosemont at this location, and he says it is
definitely on NFS land.  He had photos posted of this work at the Elgin
meeting.  It looked like a stock tank to me, but he said it was used for
dumping debris from a bore hole.  I told him I would investigate and get
back to him.

Do you know if Rosemont is working in that area?  And if so, is it an
approved project?

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: robert <robertwharris@hughes.net>
Date: Thu, Apr 24, 2008 at 9:43 PM
Subject: gps location of excavation work at rosemont
To: jable@fs.fed.us

John,
These are the co-ordinates we were discussing concerning some of the dozer
work on what I believe to be federal land.
This mark is at the center of the pit.
Sorry it took a day to get the information to you.

31.84795 110.752083

Yours truly,
Robert W Harris
762-9339



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: mrecihard@swca.com
Subject: Re: handouts for R.O. presentation
Date: 03/30/2010 04:15 PM

It looks like about 10-12 from the RO and 5 of us will be there.

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

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

03/30/2010 03:09 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mrecihard@swca.com

cc

Subject handouts for R.O. presentation

Mindee, do you know how many copies of handouts we'll need for the
presentation?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mrecihard@swca.com


From: Parker, Jeff JJ
To: karnold@rosemontcopper.com; Bingham, Evelyn EL; TAldrich@asarco.com; Ned_Hall@FMI.com;

Allen_Cooper@fmi.com; Derek.Wittwer@amec.com; pete.kowalewski@tetratech.com;
Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com; droth@m3eng.com

Cc: lskaer@nwma.org; tim@nevadamining.org; Sydney.Hay@azcu.org; mii@mii.org; kbennett@nma.org;
beverson@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; jsturgess@augustaresource.com

Subject: Re: Help on Operations and Reclamation Examples
Date: 03/10/2009 02:08 PM

Kathy

Certainly the heap leach at San Manuel would fall into this category. 

Regards

Jeff 

Jeff J. Parker 
Manager Sustainability & External Affairs 
Southwest Copper 
520.219.3524 office 
520.419.2590 cell 

Message originated from my blackberry.

From: Kathy Arnold 
To: Parker, Jeff JJ; Bingham, Evelyn EL; Tom Aldrich (TAldrich@asarco.com) ; Ned Hall
(Ned_Hall@FMI.com) ; Al Cooper (Allen_Cooper@fmi.com) ; Wittwer, Derek ;
pete.kowalewski@tetratech.com ; Joggerst, Jamie ; droth@m3eng.com 
Cc: lskaer@nwma.org ; tim@nevadamining.org ; Sydney.Hay@azcu.org ; mii@mii.org ;
kbennett@nma.org ; Beverley A Everson ; dkriegel@fs.fed.us ; Jamie Sturgess 
Sent: Tue Mar 10 15:38:25 2009
Subject: Help on Operations and Reclamation Examples 

All –
I received a call from the visual resource specialist who is reviewing our project during an EIS.  She
is a landscape architect that is specifically interested in any land sculpting techniques that should
be reviewed during the alternatives analysis for waste rock and tailings facilities. 
 
I am hoping that you may be able to point me at either some good reports (or pictures)that
address operating practices incorporating closure concepts up front or good examples of
reclamation techniques that have incorporated land sculpting in closure designs. 
 
Our project:  As some of you know, ours is a fairly large facility and we will be managing just under
2 billion tons of material in waste rock and tailings facilities so some of the “boutique” closure
options will not be appropriate for our facility.  We are also located in the desert southwest with
infrequent but high intensity rainfall which makes water management an important component of
the reclamation.  In addition we are incorporating filtered tailings into our operations so tailings
deposition will be via conveyor rather than by pipeline.  We are planning concurrent reclamation
practices on 3:1 slopes and had planned on using a landform grading techniques.
 

mailto:Jeff.Parker@BHPBilliton.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:Evelyn.EL.Bingham@bhpbilliton.com
mailto:TAldrich@asarco.com
mailto:Ned_Hall@FMI.com
mailto:Allen_Cooper@fmi.com
mailto:Derek.Wittwer@amec.com
mailto:pete.kowalewski@tetratech.com
mailto:Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com
mailto:droth@m3eng.com
mailto:lskaer@nwma.org
mailto:tim@nevadamining.org
mailto:Sydney.Hay@azcu.org
mailto:mii@mii.org
mailto:kbennett@nma.org
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com


In any case any help you may be able to give me would be greatly appreciated.  I can be reached at
the numbers below.
 
Regards,
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.
 

 

This message and any attached files may contain information that is confidential
and/or subject of legal privilege intended only for use by the intended recipient. If
you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for delivering the
message to the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this message
in error and that any dissemination, copying or use of this message or attachment
is strictly forbidden, as is the disclosure of the information therein. If you have
received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and delete the
message.

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Lara Mitchell
Cc: Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: help!
Date: 07/14/2010 05:16 PM

Thanks!  I got the files into the ppt.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Lara Mitchell" <lmitchell@swca.com>

"Lara Mitchell"
<lmitchell@swca.com> 

07/14/2010 05:00 PM

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

cc "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>

Subject RE: help!

I believe Jonathan and Kelley took care of it.

 
From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 4:56 PM
To: Lara Mitchell; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: Jonathan Rigg
Subject: RE: help!

 
Are the figures already printed for tomorrow? Should I do this?

 
From: Lara Mitchell 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 4:55 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: help!

 

 
I’ll get them into jpgs for you.

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:lmitchell@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


Should just take a few minutes.

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 4:48 PM
To: Lara Mitchell
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: help!
Importance: High

 

I'm having problems with getting these files into the powerpoint for the
meeting tomorrow.   Is there another file type to convert these files to
that would facilitate getting them into the poerpoint? 
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Lara Mitchell"
<lmitchell@swca.com> 

07/14/2010 03:53 PM 

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

cc "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

Subject PDF files

 

Bev, 
Attached are the pdf files for the alternatives figures. I also included a figure of the power
line alternatives that Tom F had me create for chapter 2, in case you need it as well. 
Please let me know if there is anything else. 

 



-Lara



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Horst Schor's Initial Visit
Date: 11/13/2009 12:37 PM
Attachments: Biography-Resume for Rosemont Copper Project in Arizona.doc

Draft proposal for Rosemont Copper Project in Arizona.doc

You have my go ahead.  Tom is also looking to engage an engineer with years of
experience regarding erosion, sedimentation, and stability issues.  Ask him also
about George Annandale.

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

▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

11/13/2009 12:14 PM

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

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Horst Schor's Initial Visit

Horst was able to get liability insurance, and Tom is proceeding with a
contract and setting up dates (possibly Dec 2-4).  

In the mean time...
1.  Horst's proposal below lists a number of maps and reports that he
would like to have available on the first day, and most of these I don't
have.  Can I ask SWCA to pull these items together?
2.  Horst also mentions 4 topics to discuss.  Much of this is similar to
the presentation Tom did recently for the Regional Leadership Team. 
Can I ask Tom to make a presentation on the first day?

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 11/13/2009 11:47 AM -----

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS

10/27/2009 04:33 PM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Fw: Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/4082D4DD6F1376D807257656006A0664



       



    HORST J. SCHOR
      


      RESUME/BIOGRAPHY

Mr. Schor’s professional career spans more than 30 years and has included civil engineering and land planning for, and the management of the development of large scale hillside mixed use Planned Communities in southern California, i.e. Anaheim Hills  4,300 acres and Talega, 3,000 acres both in the County of Orange.  During this time he developed his Landform Grading and Revegetation Concept to replicate natural slope and landforms as a means to mitigate for natural topography and landscape destroyed by human activities or natural processes.

Since 1991 he has been an independent consultant to private and public entities specializing in Land Development Projects and in Landform/Geomorphic Creation or Restoration Projects for various private clients and public entities, such as The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, The United States Environmental Protection Agency, Syncrude Oil of Alberta, Canada, the State of Kentucky EPA, the Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy, the State of New Mexico Land Office, Chevron Mining Corporation and the Navajo EPA Water Quality Division.

In 1999 he was appointed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency to a six member panel of experts as a landform/geomorphic restoration specialist to develop improvements in the mining reclamation process in the mountain top removal/valley fill of coal mining in the Appalachian Mountains. He also participated in numerous forums conducted by OSM (Office of Surface Mining), EPA, Mining Engineers Panels, and others.

He has provided mine reclamation consulting in diverse locations including the oil sands operations at Fort McMurray in Northern Alberta, Canada, coal mining in the Appalachian Mountains and on the Navajo Reservation, and most recently, in northern New Mexico on a large molybdenum mine.


He holds degrees in Civil Engineering and Land Surveying and in Geography with a specialization in Urban Planning.  He is a member of the American Society of Civil Engineers.

Articles on his “Landform Grading and Revegetation” concept have been published by the American Society of Civil Engineers Geotechnical Journal, the Urban Land Institute, Landscape Architect and Specifier News, the Los Angeles Times and others.  He has also received an Award of Merit from the American Planning Association for his concepts.


Mr. Schor has regularly presented his concepts as a guest lecturer at the University of Wisconsin College of Engineering, the University of California at Irvine and also, at the invitation of the University of Dresden’s, (Germany) School of Landscape Architecture.

In 2007 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. published his book entitled “Landforming; an Environmental Approach to Hillside Development, Mine Reclamation and Watershed Restoration.”



       H.J. SCHOR CONSULTING  (  626 N. PIONEER DR. (  ANAHEIM, CA. 92805  ( (714)778-3767  (  FAX: (714) 778-1656  ( E-mail:  hjschor@jps.net




HORST J. SCHOR
DRAFT PROPOSAL FOR INITIAL CONSULTING ASSIGNMENT
ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT

October 12, 2009

Three day trip to Tucson and the project site consisting of:

1. First day – am flight in - pm introductory meeting and initial review of plans and documents.


2. Second day – all day office meetings and field trip to site.


3. Third day – am follow up meetings and discussions, pm return flight

While there, I would like to review any full size plans available including maps of the existing topography and hydrology, aerial photos, mine grading and drainage plans and proposals, available geologic and soils maps and any geotechnical reports and findings, EIS documents as well as anything else that would help me formulate a picture of the situation and to arrive at possible alternative approach concepts to it.

I would to also like to be informed of the following:

1. A brief  history of events that led to the current stage 

2. The mine proponent’s position regarding his proposal


3. A summary of the various inputs both pro and con that have been received so far

4. The local, regional, state and federal agency positions and politics of this proposed project

I am estimating the cost to be as follows:

Three days consulting: 3 days x 8 hours x $250/hr = $6,000


Travel expenses …………………………. ……… =$1,500

Total estimated proposal…………………………..=$7,500

The travel expense estimate is based upon a round trip flight from Orange County to Tucson, two nights accommodation in Tucson, three days car rental and gas, three days meals.


       626 N. PIONEER DR. (  ANAHEIM, CA. 92805  (  (714)778-3767  (  FAX: (714) 778-1656  (  E-mail:  hjschor@jps.net






Rosemont has agreed to fund this proposal.  SWCA will take the lead to contract
Horst's services.  A couple of Rosemont people would like to be included in the 3-day
review and discussion and could both add to and learn from the discussion.  I'll ask
Tom at SWCA to keep you tightly in the loop.

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

▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

10/21/2009 12:18 PM

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

cc

Subject Fw: Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert

Can you provide an answer to this question?

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 10/21/2009 12:18 PM -----

Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS

10/13/2009 11:10 AM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Francisco
Valenzuela/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Cordts/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert

 An assessment (costing $7500), could provide a  useful comparison with what the
company proposes for landform shaping as part of reclamation in their mitigated
POA.   That seems like a reasonable expenditure, does our MOU allow spending
Rosemont $ for that?.   We might want a follow-up cost estimate that addresses all
alternatives.  Then the challenge becomes, who pays for that.  
(I added Bob Cordts to the mailing list, representing minerals.)    

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor

notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/5D3802D3027E64B10725764E004CA809


Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

10/13/2009 07:35 AM

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Francisco
Valenzuela/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D
Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert

I learned of Horst Schor after reading his book "Landforming", which describes how
to re-contour man-made landscapes to restore natural hydrology and mimic the
surrounding landscape.

Last week I called him to discuss whether he might be able to help with the
Rosemont project.  He has a consulting business which specializes in geomorphic
restoration and revegetation, and he told me that his personal mission in life is to
"scar up less of the earth's surface."  He has 30 years experience in this work, his
background includes civil engineering, environmental studies, geotech, and urban
planning.  He's worked on hard rock mines, including a molybdenum mine in New
Mexico with 1000' high tailings dumps.  He's worked with numerous government
agencies, the EPA, the public, and others.

He has a truly unique set of skills, and I recommend that we get him involved in
Rosemont immediately.  The land forms associated with Rosemont are an integral
part of the alternatives that will be fleshed out soon, so his input would be timely. 
Landform shaping is not mitigation; it effect the footprints of alternatives, hydrology,
how tailings would be placed, etc. 

It is clear that the Forest Service, SWCA, and Rosemont do not have the skills
necessary to do this type of work.  We need help.

I asked Horst to provide a resume and a proposal for an initial visit to Tucson and
the project site.  See his message and attachments below.

How can we make this happen?

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 10/13/2009 06:57 AM -----

"Horst"
<hjschor@jps.net> To "'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc



10/12/2009 08:34 AM Subject Rosemont Copper Project

Dear Debby,

 
I have reviewed some of the essential components of the data concerning the above referenced
project you submitted to me and have the following general observations to make:

 
It is obvious that the proposal as outlined will represent a radical and permanent alteration of the
of the entire gemorphology, hydrology and vegetative cover of the area – all of which  will of
course have a direct impact on the visual quality.  Not only will the site that is directly impacted by
the massive, proposed fill structure be effected, but also the surrounding landscape, in particular
the land downstream.

 
Diversions and concentration of flows in large (hardened?) channels will destroy the surrounding
downstream runoff patterns thereby damaging the plant life it once supported.  This is particularly
critical in sparse rainfall regimes such as yours.

 
The proposed monolithic dump structure is clearly devoid of any natural topographic features or
natural analogs characteristic of the local landscape and purely designed for efficient excavation,
hauling and placement.  The design plan developed appears fairly refined and advanced and
probably in the mind of the future operator meets his ultimate business plan.

 
Because of the magnitude of this proposal the challenge will clearly be how to develop a more
environmentally responsible and responsive reclamation and restoration plan that will also meet the
operational needs of the mine proponent.

 
However – if there is the will - there is also a way.  An “engineered” fill structure with all the
characteristics of the conventional, traditional approach to reclamation design is neither the best
nor the only alternative available in today’s world.  Short term efficiency must be weighed against
long term impact and performance.

 
I am of the belief that future generations deserve better from us and that we have a responsibility
to leave a more environmentally concerned legacy behind after we extract the “valuables” from the
earth.

 
Debby, attached you will find my Resume/Biography and the Draft Proposal.

 
Please do call me after you have reviewed this and let me know if there are any questions.

 
Best regards,



 
Horst

 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Marcie Bidwell'; 'Melinda D Roth'; Rochelle Dresser; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Tom

Furgason'
Cc: daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: RE: Horst's draft final report  - COMMENTS NEEDED ASAP
Date: 04/22/2010 07:10 AM

Salek and Marcie:  Please provide comments immediately. 

Others:  I don't know of others who plan to comment, but if you do, please get your comments in
immediately or call me to discuss.   

Thanks.

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

04/22/2010 06:55 AM

To "'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Beverley A Everson'"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Melinda D Roth'" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "'Salek
Shafiqullah - USFS '" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Rochelle Dresser"
<rdesser@fs.fed.us>, "'Marcie Bidwell'" <mbidwell@swca.com>

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

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

the IDT . 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
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From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2010 9:50 AM
To: 'Debby Kriegel'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; Rochelle Dresser
(rdesser@fs.fed.us); 'Marcie Bidwell'
Subject: RE: Horst's draft final report - Debby's draft comments 
  
Debby, 
  
Yes, there are major issues with this report.  I’m committed to other work until early next week, but I will get
back to you at that time.  Please continue thinking about the report and engage with the other IDT members to
develop a suite of comments from the CNF.  I’m targeting having a set of comments for Horst by the latter part of
next week.  The contract gives us one round of review for the draft report so I want to be sure we have

everyone’s input. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  
  
  
From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2010 10:39 AM
To: daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: Horst's draft final report - Debby's draft comments 
  

Dale, 

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

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

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us 



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Debby Kriegel'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; Rochelle Dresser; 'Marcie

Bidwell'
Subject: RE: Horst's draft final report - Debby's draft comments
Date: 04/22/2010 06:55 AM

Debby,
 
To date, I have only received IDT comments from you on the draft landform report prepared by
Horst Schor. Please confirm that no other IDT members have commented on the report and that I
have all comments from the IDT .
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2010 9:50 AM
To: 'Debby Kriegel'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; Rochelle Dresser
(rdesser@fs.fed.us); 'Marcie Bidwell'
Subject: RE: Horst's draft final report - Debby's draft comments
 
Debby,
 
Yes, there are major issues with this report.  I’m committed to other work until early next week,
but I will get back to you at that time.  Please continue thinking about the report and engage with
the other IDT members to develop a suite of comments from the CNF.  I’m targeting having a set of
comments for Horst by the latter part of next week.  The contract gives us one round of review for
the draft report so I want to be sure we have everyone’s input.
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Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2010 10:39 AM
To: daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: Horst's draft final report - Debby's draft comments
 

Dale, 

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

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

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Dale Ortman PE; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: RE: Hydrogeology Meeting
Date: 12/16/2009 01:31 PM

Hi Dale,

Please keep Salek in the loop for this kind of correspondence.

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

12/16/2009 12:18 PM

To "'Hale Barter'" <hbarter@elmontgomery.com>,
"'Kathy Arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"'Beverley Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"'Jamie Sturgess'"
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "'Jim Davis'"
<jdavis@elmontgomery.com>, "'Mark
Thomasson'"
<mthomasson@elmontgomery.com>, "'Marla
Odom'" <modom@elmontgomery.com>

Subject RE: Hydrogeology Meeting

Hale,

 
A technical meeting would certainly be interesting but I do not believe the expense
of bringing sub-consultant specialists from out of state will have commensurate
benefit to the EIS process.  There are three fundamental groundwater issues
relevant to the work, water supply modeling in the Santa Cruz Valley, mine area
groundwater model and pit drawdown prediction, and pit lake formation and
geochemistry, and the subconsultant specialists critical to all three are located
outside of Arizona.  Of likely more importance though is that we have almost
concluded the review of the water supply model and, pending response to a few

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


questions, I see no need to deal further with this subject area.  As for the other two
subject areas, we are on the verge of starting review of the mine area groundwater
report and have not yet seen a report on the pit lake geochemistry; therefore I
believe a meeting dealing with these subject areas to be premature.  That being
said, I have no objection to a presentation attended by Forest Service and SWCA
specialists and perhaps teleconference attendance by subconsultant specialists if
Rosemont believes it will be beneficial to the process and approves the
expenditure.

 
Regards,

 
Dale

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

 
Dale,

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

 
Important staff will be unavailable after January 15

th
 so we should try and do

it before then.

 
Let me know what your interest and needs are.

 
Regards,

 
Hale

 

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



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

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

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

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

PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended
recipients and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and
notify us immediately.
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Hale Barter'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Beverley Everson'; 'Jamie Sturgess'; 'Jim Davis'; 'Mark Thomasson'; 'Marla Odom'
Subject: RE: Hydrogeology Meeting
Date: 12/16/2009 12:18 PM

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

From: Hale Barter [mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2009 11:01 AM
To: Kathy Arnold; Dale PE
Cc: Tom Furgason; Beverley Everson; Jamie Sturgess; Jim Davis; Mark Thomasson; Marla Odom
Subject: RE: Hydrogeology Meeting
 
Dale,
 
We would be very interested in hosting a technical meeting to review our work which has
been presented in the EIS reports.
 
Important staff will be unavailable after January 15th so we should try and do it before
then.
 
Let me know what your interest and needs are.
 
Regards,
 
Hale
 

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2009 1:21 PM

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

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

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

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

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

file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Dale Ortman PE; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: RE: Hydrogeology Meeting
Date: 12/16/2009 01:31 PM

Hi Dale,

Please keep Salek in the loop for this kind of correspondence.

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

12/16/2009 12:18 PM

To "'Hale Barter'" <hbarter@elmontgomery.com>,
"'Kathy Arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"'Beverley Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"'Jamie Sturgess'"
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "'Jim Davis'"
<jdavis@elmontgomery.com>, "'Mark
Thomasson'"
<mthomasson@elmontgomery.com>, "'Marla
Odom'" <modom@elmontgomery.com>

Subject RE: Hydrogeology Meeting

Hale,

 
A technical meeting would certainly be interesting but I do not believe the expense
of bringing sub-consultant specialists from out of state will have commensurate
benefit to the EIS process.  There are three fundamental groundwater issues
relevant to the work, water supply modeling in the Santa Cruz Valley, mine area
groundwater model and pit drawdown prediction, and pit lake formation and
geochemistry, and the subconsultant specialists critical to all three are located
outside of Arizona.  Of likely more importance though is that we have almost
concluded the review of the water supply model and, pending response to a few

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


questions, I see no need to deal further with this subject area.  As for the other two
subject areas, we are on the verge of starting review of the mine area groundwater
report and have not yet seen a report on the pit lake geochemistry; therefore I
believe a meeting dealing with these subject areas to be premature.  That being
said, I have no objection to a presentation attended by Forest Service and SWCA
specialists and perhaps teleconference attendance by subconsultant specialists if
Rosemont believes it will be beneficial to the process and approves the
expenditure.

 
Regards,

 
Dale

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

 
Dale,

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

 
Important staff will be unavailable after January 15

th
 so we should try and do

it before then.

 
Let me know what your interest and needs are.

 
Regards,

 
Hale

 

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



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

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

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

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

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

file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Hale Barter'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Beverley Everson'; 'Jamie Sturgess'; 'Jim Davis'; 'Mark Thomasson'; 'Marla Odom'
Subject: RE: Hydrogeology Meeting
Date: 12/16/2009 12:18 PM

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

From: Hale Barter [mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2009 11:01 AM
To: Kathy Arnold; Dale PE
Cc: Tom Furgason; Beverley Everson; Jamie Sturgess; Jim Davis; Mark Thomasson; Marla Odom
Subject: RE: Hydrogeology Meeting
 
Dale,
 
We would be very interested in hosting a technical meeting to review our work which has
been presented in the EIS reports.
 
Important staff will be unavailable after January 15th so we should try and do it before
then.
 
Let me know what your interest and needs are.
 
Regards,
 
Hale
 

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2009 1:21 PM
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To: Dale PE
Cc: Tom Furgason; Beverley Everson; Hale Barter; Jamie Sturgess
Subject: Hydrogeology Meeting
 
Dale - 
I just got off the phone with Hale and he is presenting a “get you up to speed” discussion of what
was done over the past year or so to investigate groundwater on the East and West side of the
Santa Rita Mountains.  As you know this will not be an in-depth discussion simply because time will
not allow it to be.  Overall, Montgomery would like to schedule a more specific hydrogeo
discussion meeting at their offices with the Forest Service and their contractors similar to the ones
that were started earlier.  Staffing concerns after the first of the year make this a sooner rather
than later want from them. 

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

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

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

PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipients and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; 'Beverley A Everson'
Subject: RE: ID Team questions for you
Date: 04/22/2010 06:17 AM

Mindee,
 
Yes, that captures my responses to the IDT questions.
 
Dale
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2010 4:32 PM
To: daleortmanpe@live.com
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: ID Team questions for you
 

To reiterate, here are the questions the ID Team had  of you regarding alternatives (followed by your
answers): 

1. Is it feasible to hold the toe of the north slope of the Barrel alternative at tthe ridge between Barrel
and McCleary Canyons, whereby reducing impacts to McCleary Canyon? (Yes, this represents small
amounts of material that could be accommodated in other areas without creating other significant
impacts.) 
2. Is it feasible to adjust the footprint of the Scholefield alternative to avoit placing material in the area
of Scholefield Spring and the giant sedge there?  (note -I pointed out the wrong location, but I think the
answer  would be the same: To create a hole in the middle of the waste/tailing piles is possible but
unreasonable and would likely not mitigate effects to the spring and local vegetation there.  Also, we
are already pushing the limits of waste capacity with this alternative and it would be difficult to dispose
of this sizable volume of material without compromising other goals or issue drivers associated with
this alternative.) 
3. For the Scholefield alternative, how much of a set back from the bottom of McCleary Canyon would
be needed to limit effects of rollout material, etc. moving into the canyon bottom? (With the proper
design, 100 feet should be adequate.  Dale recommends that we give this design requirement to
Rosemont ASAP so they can engineer it.) 
4. Which option to move tailings to Sycamore Canyon would be less impactive: pipelines or conveyor?
(It depends.  A conveyor would be more visible, but only during the life of the mine.  A pipemine would
be less visible, but would necessitate more ground disturbance due to the required leakage
containment.  Both options would require construction and maintenance access over the ridgeline and
would be very visible long term.) 

Did I capture your input correctly?  Thanks Dale. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: sgriset@swca.com
Cc: mary farrell; tfurgason@swca.com; William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: idea for meeting with Kathy Arnold
Date: 05/14/2009 02:26 PM

FYI, under the terms of the MOU that the Coronado has with Rosemont, the FS
should be requesting the meeting with Kathy rather than SWCA making the request.
There's the potential for a conflict of interest otherwise.  Bill or Mary, please feel
free to contact Kathy, either by phone (784.1972) or via email
(karnold@rosemontcopper.com).  Please keep me and Tom in the loop with the
meeting plans and outcome.  I don't need to attend, I just need to be able to verify
that Rosemont's request for this information (which came through me) was
addressed.

Thanks for your contined careful work on the project, and for your enthusiasm.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Suzanne Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>

"Suzanne Griset"
<sgriset@swca.com> 

05/14/2009 09:53 AM
Please respond to
sgriset@swca.com

To "mary farrell" <mollyofarrell@gmail.com>,
tfurgason@swca.com

cc "William B Gillespie" <wgillespie@fs.fed.us>,
beverson@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: idea for meeting with Kathy Arnold

I think that's a good idea Mary if Rosemont is interested

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: mary farrell 
Date: Thu, 14 May 2009 09:11:58 -0700
To: <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject: idea for meeting with Kathy Arnold

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Tom,

Bill Gillespie and I realized that yesterday's meeting was not the best venue
for sharing the archaeological sensitivity maps, but we do want to share them
with Rosemont.  What do you think of the idea of setting up a separate
meeting with Kathy Arnold?  (Jamie too if he has time  to participate, of
course.)   It seems to me we could also share the preliminary, possible,
potential mitigation measures that some tribal members have suggested, 
although we'd have to make clear that we don't have any official specific
comments or statements from tribal governments yet.     

At the moment my calendar is flexible Monday afternoon and all day Friday
next week, and the 26th, 28, and 29th of the following week.  Would any of
those days work for you & Suzanne?  I'll check with Bill.  Can you check with
Kathy Arnold?  Or let me know if I should make the arrangements.

THANKS.

Mary

-- 
Mary M. Farrell



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverly Everson; Melissa Reichard; rosemonteis; Tom Furgason; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: IDT Catalog of Activities
Date: 11/17/2009 02:21 PM

Our next step is for the FS to review and finalize the compiled list.  Bev will assign that task and due
date. One way to cover this in the EIS is to refer to the concept in Chapter 1.  Include the complete list
in an appendix. In Chapter 3, by resource area, discuss which projects from the list apply and why.
 Then proceed with the analysis of their cumulative effect.  We'll keep you posted on our review
schedule and findings. 

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

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

11/16/2009 09:35 PM

To Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>
cc Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Beverly Everson

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject IDT Catalog of Activities

I have updated the IDT Catalog of Activities. It now includes feedback from Salek,
Chuck Blair, Tami, Art, Walt and Debby. There are many empty fields that would
need to be filled in. Chcuk, in particular, didn't use the form so most of his
information didn't translate over.

The first time I sent this out, I stated this:

For Chapter 1, I know we discussed a table of all of these events including the
distance to project area. We will need some direction as to how the gaps in info will
get completed, will there be any editing of the list (i.e. removing items), if so, by
who?

We are still awaiting an answer.

Let Tom and I know once you have decided.

Thanks!

Mel
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=158319>
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: IDT meeting notes for your quick review
Date: 11/17/2009 04:35 PM

Melissa,
 
This looks acceptable to me.  Thanks.
 
Tom
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2009 2:39 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson
Subject: IDT meeting notes for your quick review
 

Any changes???   
ps Tom, After reviewing employee leave schedules, Dec, 2nd is the reasonable timeframe for our
review and input. 

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

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Sean Lockwood
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: IDT meeting scheduling - NOTE REMINDER of EXTENDED IDT MEETING JULY 21
Date: 07/13/2010 06:44 AM

Bev,
Since Kent is leaving and I am the acting District Ranger for him until the next
acting comes in around the 2nd of August I have to hold the MVUM meeting which
is on the 21st of July. So I will not be able to make it to that meeting. Sorry.

Sean Lockwood
Coronado N.F./ Nogales R.D.
Range and Watershed
Work: 520-761-6014
Fax: 520-2812396
Cell: 520-609-2556
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

07/12/2010 05:56 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tjchute@msn.com

Subject IDT meeting scheduling - NOTE REMINDER of

EXTENDED IDT MEETING JULY 21

RCC Team, 

Please continue to work on review of new Affected Environment
sections and other team work in lieu of a core team meeting this
week.  Next week's extended team meeting will include a presentation
on dark skies.  Please plan on a 9:00 to 12:00 meeting on that day

mailto:CN=Sean Lockwood/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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(July 21), in 6V6.  See you there. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: Re: IDT meeting scheduling, extended team meeting rescheduled for March 17
Date: 03/16/2010 01:12 PM
Attachments: March 17, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

This is a reminder that we have an extended IDT team meeting tomorrow, in 6V6. 
The meeting agenda is attached.

See you there.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

03/02/2010 12:47 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject IDT meeting scheduling, extended team meeting

rescheduled for March 17

There is no IDT meeting tomorrow or next week.  Please use the time
that we are not meeting to complete other work on the EIS analysis.  

Note that the extended IDT has been rescheduled from March 10 to
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notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/0/26368EE60C48B291072576D2007DA7AA

March 17, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda





Location:  Rm. 6V6, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701 



Time:  9:00 – 12:00; 1230 - 1500



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Extended Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Overview of meeting



Powerline update (TEP and Rosemont Copper)



Landforming analysis (Debby Kriegel)



Technical report review and other homework



Project status and meetings (round robin)





March 17.  The meeting will be in 6V6.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: Re: IDT meeting scheduling, extended team meeting rescheduled for March 17
Date: 03/16/2010 01:12 PM
Attachments: March 17, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

This is a reminder that we have an extended IDT team meeting tomorrow, in 6V6. 
The meeting agenda is attached.

See you there.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

03/02/2010 12:47 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject IDT meeting scheduling, extended team meeting

rescheduled for March 17

There is no IDT meeting tomorrow or next week.  Please use the time
that we are not meeting to complete other work on the EIS analysis.  

Note that the extended IDT has been rescheduled from March 10 to
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March 17, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda





Location:  Rm. 6V6, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701 



Time:  9:00 – 12:00; 1230 - 1500



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Extended Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Overview of meeting



Powerline update (TEP and Rosemont Copper)



Landforming analysis (Debby Kriegel)



Technical report review and other homework



Project status and meetings (round robin)





March 17.  The meeting will be in 6V6.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Robert Lefevre
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Randall A Smith; Jennifer Ruyle
Subject: Re: IDT meeting scheduling, extended team meeting rescheduled for March 17
Date: 03/03/2010 11:13 AM

Bev, the Plan Revision public meeting in Rodeo New Mexico is scheduled for March
17.  I won't be able to make the rescheduled extended team meeting.
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

03/02/2010 12:47 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject IDT meeting scheduling, extended team meeting

rescheduled for March 17

There is no IDT meeting tomorrow or next week.  Please use the time
that we are not meeting to complete other work on the EIS analysis.   

Note that the extended IDT has been rescheduled from March 10 to
March 17.  The meeting will be in 6V6. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter; Kendall
Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Re: IDT meeting tomorrow and reminder of economics talk...please read
Date: 06/29/2010 04:17 PM
Attachments: Power Vita.pdf

Note that the meeting tomorrow is in 4B, and it will start at 9:30 instead of the
usual 9:00.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

06/29/2010 02:37 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS, Jeremy J Sautter/R3/USDAFS

cc

Subject IDT meeting tomorrow and reminder of economics
talk

Please see Mindee's message below concerning the socio-economic talk
tomorrow.  Core team please plan on a short discussion of the current
Scholefield Alternative footprint and the latest configuration on the
Barrel landforming design.  As always, extended team members are
encouraged to participate if you can.

Thank you!

Bev
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Summary Vita 
 


Thomas Michael Power 
 


Current Position 


 Principle, Power Consulting 


 Research Professor and Professor Emeritus, Department of Economics 


 1978-2007: Professor and Chair, Department of Economics 


 1968-1977: Associate and Assistant Professor, Department of Economics  


  University of Montana 


 


Educational Background 


 B.A.  1962    Lehigh University (Physics) 


 Ph.D.(1970), M.A.(1965)  Princeton University (Economics) 


 


Honors and Awards 


 Phi Beta Kappa 


 B.A. with Honors 


 Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship 


 


Fields of Specialization 


 Resource Economics; Regional Economics 


 


Publications  


 


 a.  Books 


 


Accounting for Mother Nature: Changing Demands for Her Bounty, 2008, Stanford 


University Press, edited with Terry Anderson and Laura Huggins. 
 


Post-Cowboy Economics: Pay and Prosperity in the New American West, 2001, Island 


Press, with R. Barrett. 
 


Environmental Protection and Economic Well-Being:  The Economic Pursuit of Quality,  


M.E. Sharpe Publishers, New York, 1996 (2nd Edition of The Economic Pursuit of 


Quality). 


 


Lost Landscapes and Failed Economies:  The Search for a Value of Place, 1996, Island 


Press. 


 


The Economic Pursuit of Quality, M.E. Sharpe Publishers, New York, 1988. 


 


The Economic Value of the Quality of Life, Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado, 1980. 


 


 b.  Chapters in Books( 1990-2007 only) 


 


 “Inflating the Benefits: The Misuse of Economics to Promote Unfettered Motorized 


Recreation,” in Thrillcraft: Motorized Recreation and Its Environmental 


Consequences, edited by George Wuerthner. Island Press, 2007  
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“Natural Amenities and Ecosystem Services: The Need for Additional Institutional Innovation,” 


in Accounting for Mother Nature: Changing Demands for Her Bounty, Stanford 


University Press, 2008, edited by T.M. Power, Terry Anderson, and Laura Huggins. 


 


“Avoiding a New Conspiracy of Optimism: Some Economic Thoughts on Hazardous Fuel 


Reduction Strategies,” in The Wild Fire Reader: A Century of Failed Forest Policy, 


edited by George Wuerthner. Island Press,2006.  


 


“The Economic Anomaly of Mining,” in Chapter Three of Mining in New Mexico: The 


Environment, Water, Economics, and Sustainable Development, L.Greer Price, et 


al., editors. New Mexico Bureau of Geology and Mineral Resources, New Mexico 


Institute of Mining and Technology, 2005.  


 


“The Supply and Demand for Natural Amenities: An Overview of Theory and Concepts,” in 


Amenities and Rural Development, G. P. Green et al. editors, Edward Elgar 


Publishers, Northampton, MA. 2005. 


 


“The Value of Resources: An Economic Perspective on Wetlands,” Chapter 6 in Wetlands, 


edited by Sharon L. Spray & Karen L. McGlothlin, New York: Roman & Littlefield 


Publishers, 2004. 


 


“Taking Stock of Public Lands Grazing: An Economic Analysis,” in Welfare Ranching: The 


Subsidized Destruction of the American West, Island Press: Washington DC, 2002. 


 


“’Gifts of Nature’ in an Economic World,” in Return of the Wild: The Future of Our Natural 


Lands, Ted Kerasote, ed., Island Press: Washington DC, 2001. 


 


“Stories about Livelihoods: Cultural Inertia and Conceptual Confusion in a Transitional 


Economy,” in The Great Northwest: The Search for Regional Identity, William G. 


Robbins, ed. Oregon State University Press: Corvallis, 2001. 


 


“The Contribution of Economics to Ecosystem Preservation: Far Beyond Monetary Valuation,” 


in Managing Human-Dominated Ecosystems, St. Louis: MBG Press, Fall, 2000. 
 


“Trapped in Consumption:  Modern Social Structure and the Entrenchment of the Device,” 


Chapter 15 in Technology and the Good Life?,  Eric Higgs, Andrew Light, and David 


Strong, editors. University of Chicago Press, 2000. 


   


"Ideology, Wishful Thinking, and Pragmatic Reform:  A Constructive Critique of Free-Market 


Environmentalism," in The Next West, Don Snow, editor, Island Press, Fall, 1997. 


 


"Thinking about Natural Resource-Dependent Economies:  Moving beyond the Folk Economics 


of the Rear-View Mirror,", a chapter in A New Century for Natural Resource 


Management, Robert L. Knight and Sarah Bates, editors, Island Press, Washington, 


D.C., 1994. 
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"The Economic Pursuit of Quality:  Escaping the Extractive View of Our Economy," in Voices 


of the Earth:  Selections from the America's Best Environmental Books, Daniel D. 


Chiras,  editor, Johnson Books, Boulder, Colorado, 1994. 


 


"Measuring Local Economic Well-Being:  Per Capita Income and Local Economic Health", a 


chapter in Green Economics: The Measurement of Sustainable Economic Welfare, 


John B. Cobb, Jr., Editor,  University Press, Washington, D.C.,  1992 


 


"The Economics of Wildland Preservation:  The View from the Local Economy,", in The 


Economic Value of Wilderness,  Pat Reed and Claire Payne, eds., General Technical 


Report SE-78 Southeastern Forest Experiment Station, Forest Service, U.S.D.A., 


December, 1992.  


 


 c.  Articles in Refereed Journals 


 


“Environmental Economics for Tree-Huggers: A Review,” Journal of Economic 


Literature 45(4):1087-89, December 2007.  


 


“Public Timber Supply, Market Adjustments, and Local Economies: Economic 


Assumptions of the Northwest Forest Plan,” Conservation Biology 20(2):341-


350, 2006. 


 


“Exploring the Applicability of the Amenity-Supported Rural Economic Development of 


the US Mountain West to Japan’s Rural Areas” Overseas Rural Agricultural 


Development Papers, Paper No. 55, Rural Development Planning 


Commission, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishing, Tokyo, Japan. March 


2002. 


 


“An Economic Evaluation of Flood Control Alternatives in the Vermillion River Basin, 


SD,” Great Plains Natural Resource Journal, Spring, 1999. 


 


“Economic Well-Being and Environmental Protection in the Pacific North west,” Illahee: 


 Journal of the Northwest Environment, Spring, 1996. 


 


“The Economic Values of Wilderness,” International Journal of Wilderness, 2(1), 


April, 1996. 


 


“The Wealth of Nature,”  Issues in Science and Technology, National Academy of 


Sciences, Spring, 1996. 


 


"Ecosystem Preservation and the Economy of the Greater Yellowstone Area”, Conservation 


Biology 5(3), September, 1991. 


 


"For the Common Good:  Redirecting the Economy Toward Community, the Environment, and 


a Sustainable Future:  A Review,"  Environmental Ethics, 15(1):85-90, Spring, 1993.  


 


"Urban Size (Dis-)Amenities Revisited," J. of Urban Economics, 1981  


 


 d. Book Reviews in Refereed Journals 
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“The Not So Willd, Wild West: Property Rights on the Frontier,” a review of a book by 


Terry L. Anderson and Peter J. Hill. Oregon Historical Quarterly. 106(4):688-90. 


2005. 


 


“Frontiers in Regional Development,” a review of a book edited by Yehuda Gradus and 


Harvey Lithwick, Journal of Regional Science, 37(2):355-357, 1997 


 


“Community, Culture, and Economic Development:  The Social Roots of Local Action,” 


a review of the book by Meredith Ramsay, Journal of Regional Science, 


36(4):678-680, 1996 


 


“Saving All the Parts:  Reconciling Economics and the Endangered Species Act,” a 


review of a book by Rocky Barker, Journal of Wildlife Management, 60(4):976-


978. 


 


“Paradise Lost?  The Ecological Economics of Biodiversity,” a review  of a book by 


Edward B. Barbier et al., Journal of Wildlife Management, 60(3). 


 


"For the Common Good:  Redirecting the Economy Toward Community, the 


Environment, and a Sustainable Future:  A Review,"  Environmental Ethics, 


15(1):85-90, Spring, 1993. 


 


 e.  Selected Published Monographs and Reports 


Metals Mining and Sustainable Development in Central America: An Assessment of 


Benefits and Costs.  Oxfam America. 2009. 


 


An Economic Evaluation of a Renewed Uranium Mining Boom in New Mexico.  New 


Mexico Environmental Law Center. 2008 


 


The Economic Role of Mining in Minnesota: Past, Present, and Future. Minnesota Center 


for Environmental Advocacy and the Sierra Club, 2007 


 


Economic Realities in the Tillamook and Clatsop State Forests: Possibilities for 


Economic Expansion and Diversification, with Phil Ruder, a report prepared for the 


Tillamook Rainforest Coaltion, Portland, Oregon, January 2003 


 


Digging to Development: A Historic Look at Mining and Economic Development, 


September 2002, Oxfam America, Washington DC. 


 


The Socio-economic Impact of the Proposed Maine Woods National Park, RESTORE: The 


North Woods, Augusta, Maine, Spring, 2001. 


 


Montana: People and the Economy, with Richard N. Barrett, New York: Liz Claborne 


and Art Ortenberg Foundation, January, 1999. 


Economic Evaluation of River and Wetland Restoration Projects: A Conceptual Manual, 


with Ernie Niemi, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1998.  
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Economic Well-Being and Environmental Protection in the Pacific Northwest:  A 


Consensus Statement by Pacific Northwest Economists, T.M. Power, editor, 


University of Montana, January, 1996.  


All That Glitters: An Evaluation of the Impact of Reform of the 1872 Mining Law on the 


Economy of the American West, Mineral Policy Center, Washington, D.C., 1993.  


"Measuring Economic Well-Being in Non-Metropolitan Areas", Office of Technology 


Assessment, U.S. Congress, Information Age Technology and Rural Economic 


Development, May, 1990.  


The Central Arizona Project: An Economic Analysis (National Audubon Society, 1979)  


Projections of Northern Great Plains Coal Mining and Energy Conversion Development 


1975-2000 (NSF/RANN, 1975)  


 


 f.  Other Professional Activities 


 


Regular "Commentator" on Montana Public Radio (twice a month) and in the regional and 


national press. 
 


  







Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/29/2010 02:34 PM -----

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

06/24/2010 01:22 PM

To brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu, cbeck@azdot.gov,
Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov, daniel_moore@blm.gov,
dt1@azdeq.gov, David_Jacobs@azag.gov,
falco@cfa.harvard.edu, gfleming@asmi.az.gov,
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us, jmtannler@azwater.gov,
julia.fonseca@pima.gov, jwindes@azgfd.gov,
karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov,
lagrignano@azwater.gov, lee.allison@azgs.az.gov,
Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov,
LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov,
madan.singh@mines.az.gov,
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil,
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil, nicole.ewing-
gavin@tucsonaz.gov, nicole.fyffe@pima.gov,
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us,
rcasavant@azstateparks.gov,
rsejkora@azstateparks.gov, stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us,
TEmery@azdot.gov, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, pdl r3 coronado
flt@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
cbellavia@swca.com, jrigg@swca.com, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw:Rosemont Socio-Economic Presentation June 30th
9:30-11:00

Cooperating agencies and ID Team, This is a special topic and presentation at
Wednesday's Core IDT meeting that you are invited to.  Call me if you have
questions.  To be sure we have enough space, please drop me an email by Tuesday
if you (and others from your agency) plan to attend.  Thanks.

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



(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 06/24/2010 01:16 PM -----

Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS 

06/24/2010 08:44 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject RSVP, Socio-Economic Presentation June 30th 9:30-
11:00

RSVP.  You are cordially invited to a socio-economic presentation by
Thomas Michael Power's on Wednesday, June 30 from 9:30 to 11:00. 
The presentation will be held in the Federal Building at 300 W Congress
Street, Room 4B.

Information about Thomas Powers:
Power Consulting has been applying the analytical tools of Natural
Resource Economics and Regional Economics to public policy issues
for almost 40 years. Water, energy, and environmental issues are
intertwined in ways that required new approaches to regulation. Dr.
Power, a Professor of Economics at The University of Montana and
Chairman of the Economics Department for 30 years, focused his
research and publications on these issues. Power Consulting has
stayed focused on Natural Resource Economics and the intersection
between natural resources and regional economic vitality. We focus on
energy, mineral, water, land, and environmental resources, their
efficient use, and the ways their use affects local economic vitality and
well being.

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



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: information for Kent Ellett
Date: 02/26/2009 11:48 AM

Bev-
I have not been invited to tomorrow’s meeting. I believe you can expect Tom, Charles and Jeff
tomorrow. I will send a binder with them.
Thanks!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2009 11:20 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: information for Kent Ellett
 

Hi Melissa, 

Kent Ellett needs a copy of the Rosemont project September 10 kick-off meeting binder.  Can you
bring a copy to the status meeting tomorrow? 

See you then. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: information on permitting for mining on private land
Date: 05/01/2009 12:07 PM

Thank you for noting this. I suspect that I why I have never received emails that were sent to the
IDT.
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Charles Coyle 
Sent: Friday, May 01, 2009 11:58 AM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: information on permitting for mining on private land
 
Hi Bev,
 
I noticed just now that Melissa’s email address was misspelled in what you sent. Should be
mreichard@swca.com not mriechard.
 
Charles
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, May 01, 2009 11:46 AM
To: Alan Belauskas; Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; Charles Coyle; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby
Kriegel; Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; Janet Jones; John Able; Keith L
Graves; Kendall Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell; mriechard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford;
Robert Lefevre; Salek Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Kent C Ellett; Jeanine Derby; Reta Laford
Subject: information on permitting for mining on private land
 

Please see the list below, from Tonto NF Geologist Karyn Harbour.  Karyn has "tons" of experience with
copper operations, and this looks like some great information to keep on hand . 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 05/01/2009 11:39 AM -----

Karyn B Harbour/R3/USDAFS

04/30/2009 05:07 PM

To Gary Schiff/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc Michael A Linden/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject More info

 
  

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


Gary, per our phone discussion today here's some additional information you requested ( this list does
not include hazardous material and solid waste disposal permit requirements) - - Good Luck ! 

Karyn B. Harbour
Minerals Administrator / Forest Geologist
Tonto National Forest
2324 E. McDowell Road
Phoenix, AZ  85006
602.225-5272
602.225-5295 Fax
kharbour@fs.fed.us



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: information on Rosemont
Date: 03/04/2009 11:02 AM

Here you go…
 
Scoping Meeting Attendance

Location - Date Number of People
Signed In*

Number of Comments
Received**

Tucson - March 18, 2008 208 1540
Green Valley - March 19 259 104
Patagonia - March 20 182 54
Vail - April 5 211 20
Sahuarita - April 22 67 14
Elgin hearing - May 12 222 65
Sahuarita hearing - June 7 209 63
Tucson hearing – June 30 429 4508
*Not everybody that attended signed in.
**Form letters constituted the majority of comments submitted at the Tucson open house  and hearing

 
 
The number of total submissions, including all email, signatures on petitions, form letters,
letters, and oral comments, total 11,082.
 
Submissions 11 from countries and from 47 states plus DC.
 
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2009 10:10 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: information on Rosemont
 

Tom, could you give me the following information: 

How many attendees were there to the public meetings and hearings? 

How many different countries were represented in the comment responses? 

Total number of comments? 

I need this info as soon as possible. 

Thank you. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Information on subcontractors for Reta
Date: 01/20/2009 04:30 PM

Thanks Bev.
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 4:23 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Fw: Information on subcontractors for Reta
 

Tom, here's the info that I was just talking with you about.  Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 01/20/2009 04:22 PM -----
Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

01/20/2009 01:42 PM

To "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>,"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> mreichard@fs.fed.us

cc  
Subject Information on subcontractors for RetaLink
 
  

Here is the remaining information that Reta would like to have in order to complete our review of the
subcontractors you've recomended: 

The names of the undergraduate degrees for Vladimir Ugorets and Tatyana Alexieva. 

The type of degree that Tim Hawthorne obtained in Civil Engineering and Geotechnical Engineering
(B.S., M.S.?) 

The number of years of experience John Mahoney has as a geochemist. 

Thanks so much. 

(Tom, this is what I had called you about today; no need to talk unless you have questions about this
email) 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
notes:/872568590056BE15/DABA975B9FB113EB852564B5001283EA/F9945559350B8D7085257537004FE82D


Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Eli Curiel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: input to me and Mindee of comments on DEIS - there are problems with using Correspondence Data Base -

please read
Date: 01/22/2010 11:54 AM

No comments on the Hazmat section....looks ok for this round

Eli Curiel Jr., P.E.
Environmental/Transportation Engineering
Coronado National Forest       Office:  520.388.8413
300 W. Congress                       FAX:    520.388.8332
Tucson, AZ 85701                     Cell:     520.444.0307

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

01/22/2010 11:27 AM

To aelek@fs.fed.us, Charles A
Blair/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jrigg@swca.com,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject input to me and Mindee of comments on DEIS - there
are problems with using Correspondence Data Base -
please read

One problem with using CDB is that everyone has to have signing
authority.  There also have been questions from the team about
attaching large parts of the DEIS to correspondence in the database,
and it sounds like it is difficult to cut out small pieces of the DEIS to a
CDB memo. 

So, for now at least, I suggest that we use the J Drive for a filing space
for comments and edits.  Please file your comments in
J/fsfiles/Office/EIS/RosemontEIS/Draft.  After filing your comments,
send an email to Mindee and me to let us know that you've submitted
your comments. 

I apologize for changing gears on everyone in terms of the process you
should be using for submitting comments.  Please give me a call if you

mailto:CN=Eli Curiel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


have any questions. 

Don't forget that your comments are due by COB today. 

Thanks - 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Mary Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: Issue Statements - latest version
Date: 08/27/2009 09:38 AM
Attachments: 08182009_ final_issue_statementsMMF.docx

thanks, Bev.  One recommended change that didn't make it to this version is to
change "siting of" to "construction of" mine facilities.  See attached version for other
grammatical changes that might be necessary to make this work.  

Mindee -- is there some rule that says we have to use so many namby pamby
qualifiers in issue statements?  e.g. the mine "MAY affect visual resources..."  or
"MAY affect cultural resources..."  or "POTENTIAL effects MAY include..."  From a
non-NEPA person's perspective, this sounds ridiculous.  I'd recommend using the
subjunctive "would"  -- if the mine is constructed, heritage resources WOULD be
affected...."   It'd sound more logical and less loco, if NEPA regs allow.

I have a couple other suggestions for sentence structure as shown in the attached.  

Say, Bev, now that I'm looking more closely at your forwarding note -- did you want
us to comment on these?  Maybe not!

Mary

On Wed, Aug 26, 2009 at 5:44 PM, Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
wrote:

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/26/2009 05:43 PM
-----

            Melinda D
            Roth/R3/USDAFS
                                                                       To
            08/24/2009 12:34          tfurgason@swca.com, ccoyle@swca.com
            PM                                                         cc
                                      Beverley A
                                      Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
                                                                  Subject
                                      Issue Statements

mailto:maryfarrellusfs@gmail.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:abelauskas@fs.fed.us
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:kbrown03@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@fs.fed.us
mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com

DRAFT, deliberative product for Internal Use Only

				08182009



NEAR FINAL ISSUE STATEMENTS 

ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT



Given the proposed action, purpose and need, and scoping input, the ID Team is recommending the following important issues related to the proposal. As the ID Team developed issue statements and began the alternative development phase of the NEPA process, it discovered determined that six of these issues that drove the development of alternatives to the MPO development.  Five additional issues were determined  to generate mitigation measures that would be applied to any alternative that is carried forward.  All eleven issues will be helpful to focus the environmental effects analysis. Although the public is concerned with the Reclamation Plan, the ID Team is recommending it be dropped as an issue since public concerns are conjectural (company failure) or already decided by law, regulation, or policy (bonding adequacy).  The remaining five issues are retained since they generated mitigation measures and will be helpful to focus the environmental effects analysis.	Comment by Mary Farrell: I was a little confused when I read this first time, so I suggest putting the “keepers” together, and the “discarded” at the end.  And I also suggest “found” or “determined” rather than “discovered” as a way to (1) recognize that the public “discovered” these issues too and (2) emphasize the deliberations that were conducted





The six issues driving alternative development include:



WATER RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water quantity and quality.  

Construction, mining, reclamation activities and transportation and utility corridors may affect water at wells, springs, seeps, and creeks. Potential impacts include:

· Reduction of water quality downstream due to failure of process water and stormwater control facilities; 

· Degradation of groundwater and surface water chemistry from exposure of acid-producing bedrock, waste rock, and tailings to air and water; 

· Degradation of water quality from erosion or destabilization of operational and/or reclaimed areas;

· Reduction of water quantity downstream due to stormwater control facilities;

· Lowering of groundwater elevation due to the presence of the mine pit; 

· Increased risk to both human and ecological receptors due to exposure with contaminated water.





VISUAL RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to visual resources.  Landscape alterations as a result of the open pit, tailings and waste rock piles, facilities, and transportation and utility corridors, may would affect visual resources in the area. Impacts may result in:

· Transformation of valued scenic landscapes to industrial landscapes;

· Loss of natural landforms and vegetation; 

· Degradation of scenic quality from numerous viewpoints and travelways;

· Loss of mountain views from numerous viewpoints and travelways;

· Displacement of visitors to the area; 

· Loss of scenic road designation for all or part of State Route 83;

· Reduced visibility due to increased dust.





HERITAGE RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to heritage resources. Heritage Resources may would be affected by the siting construction and operation of the open pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, transportation and utility corridors; by the placement of the, and tailings and waste rock piles; and by drilling and blasting.  Potential impacts may include: 	Comment by Mary Farrell: There is NO DOUBT that they “would” be affected – if we say “may” it looks like we’re really stupid or naïve.	Comment by Mary Farrell: Could also just leave out “siting of” – “heritage resources would be affected by the open pit, “etc.	Comment by Mary Farrell: Again, phrasing is so tentative as to make it look like FS is not paying attention.  Take out “potential” or “may” or the public would think that RCP wrote this, not an agency with land stewardship responsibility.  

· Destruction of or damage to cultural resource sites, including ancestral habitation sites; 

· Desecration or destruction of human burials;

· Loss or reduction of future archaeological research potential;

· Loss or desecration of traditional homelands of Native American groups;

· Loss or reduction of traditional resource collection areas and other cultural practice opportunities;

· Potential for physical and spiritual harm to the earth, as seen from the perspectives of the religious and cultural traditions of Native American groups.





RECREATION

Issue – Potential impacts to recreation.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities may alter recreational quality, quantity, and opportunities, and include the potential for:

· Loss of access to recreation lands in the area;

· Loss or reduction of solitude, remoteness, rural setting, and quiet;

· Permanent changes to recreation settings;

· Changes in the types of recreation activities pursued in the area;

· Impacts to other recreational areas due to displaced visitors.





RIPARIAN HABITAT

Issue – Potential impacts to riparian habitat.  Riparian habitat may be affected by the alteration of surface and subsurface hydrology, as well as by disturbance due to the siting and operation of the pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, tailings and waste locations, and transportation and utility corridors.  These impacts may result in:

· Loss of riparian vegetation, 

· Loss of species diversity, 

· Loss or fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors.





PLANTS AND ANIMALS

Issue – Potential impacts to plants and animals.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, may affect wildlife species and their habitats, including the potential for:  

· Loss of species of conservation concern;

· Disruption of mating, foraging, and other behaviors; 

· Reduced forage and available water for wildlife;

· Increased vehicle/wildlife collisions;

· Loss or fragmentation of wildlife habitat;

· Increased potential for establishment and/or expansion of non-native species; 

· Loss or conversion of vegetation communities.

Issues focusing environmental effects analysis include:



AIR QUALITY 

Issue – Potential impacts to air quality. Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, coupled with local weather patterns, may result in an increase in dust, airborne chemicals, and vehicular emissions, further leading to the potential for:

· Increased risk of health issues for area residents;

· Reduced visibility for area residents, motorists, recreationists, astronomical observatories, and area amateur astronomers and stargazers; 

· Reduced visibility in Class I Wilderness Areas.



NIGHT SKIES 

Issue – Potential impacts to night sky values. Increased light emissions from mine- related facilities, equipment and vehicles may diminish dark skies. Impacts include the potential for:

· Increased sky glow reducing visibility of stars, planets, satellites, and other celestial objects;

· Increased light directly visible from roadways and other key observation points; and by area residents, recreationists, research and amateur astronomers, and stargazers. 



NOISE AND VIBRATION 

Issue – Potential impacts from noise and vibration. Drilling and blasting, mine construction and operations, equipment use, and vehicular traffic may increase noise and ground vibrations, presenting the potential for:

· Vibration damage to historic sites and private property;

· Decreased qualities of solitude, quiet, and naturalness for area recreationists, residents, and visitors.



TRANSPORTATION 

Issue – Potential impacts to road safety, traffic patterns and transportation infrastructure. Construction, operation, and maintenance of new and reconstructed roadways; increased traffic, including oversized vehicles; and the transport of personnel, equipment, supplies, and materials related to the mine project, have the potential for:

1. Reduced roadway safety for school buses and other vehicles;

1. Increased traffic congestion and delays;

1. Increased dust, sedimentation, noise, and light;

1. Increased vehicle emissions; 

1. Increased number of vehicle and wildlife collisions.

1. Reduced access to National Forest lands.



SOILS	 

Issue – Potential impacts to soils. Ground disturbance from clearing of vegetation, grading, and stockpiling of soils may result in: 

· Increased erosion and subsequent sediment flows into drainages, 

· Reduced soil productivity. 
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latest version...  This has not yet been vetted by our Regional Office or
formally recommended to Jeanine.
(See attached file: 08182009_ final_issue_statements.docx)

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



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Issue Statements - latest version
Date: 08/28/2009 03:28 PM

Thanks Bev.  I’ll be delivering the Gantt chart in a little while.
 
Tom
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2009 3:22 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Issue Statements - latest version
 

Not yet, though I will be asking the team for all final comments by next Wednesday, and can make the
recommendation after that. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

08/27/2009 03:00 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"

<mreichard@swca.com>
Subject RE:  Issue Statements - latest version

 
  

Thanks Bev.  Do you know when you’ll formally recommend these to Jeanine?   
  
Tom 
 

 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2009 12:54 PM
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;
gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M
Farrell; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; Tom Furgason
Subject: Issue Statements - latest version 
  

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/26/2009 05:43 PM -----
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

08/24/2009 12:34 PM

 
To tfurgason@swca.com, ccoyle@swca.com
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Issue Statements

 

 

  

latest version...  This has not yet been vetted by our Regional Office or formally recommended to
Jeanine. 

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



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Issue Statements for review
Date: 08/03/2009 12:48 PM
Attachments: 07272009_ final_issue_statements.doc

These look good to me, with the exception for consistency of the words "may",
"would", etc.  

Recreation's first sentence uses the word "may", Visual Resource's first sentence
reads "would", and other resources vary (may, would, and could).

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

07/29/2009 11:22 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
klgraves@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, Melissa Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>, rlaford@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, tciapusci@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com,
wgillespie@fs.fed.us, wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject Issue Statements for review

Please review the enclosed Issue Statements, which the core team
worked on last Wednesday, and submit comments to Mindee and to
me.  The due date for your comments is COB next Tuesday, Aungust 4.

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Here is the latest version...  Sarah helped with some wordsmithing,
Salek wants to look at Water closely again, and I want to talk to

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/44C1DD4E43F3110707257842000292D2
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NEAR FINAL ISSUE STATEMENTS 

ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT

AIR QUALITY

Issue – Potential impacts to air quality. Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation corridors, along with local weather patterns, may result in an increase in dust, airborne chemicals, and vehicular emissions, further leading to the potential for:

· Increased risk of health issues for area residents;

· Reduced visibility for local residents, motorists on State Route 83, recreationists, astronomical observatories, and local amateur astronomers and stargazers; 

· Reduced visibility in Class I Wilderness Areas within 100 km.

HERITAGE RESOURCES


Issue – Potential impacts to heritage resources. Heritage Resources may be affected by the siting of the open pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, transportation and utility corridors, and tailings and waste rock piles; and by drilling and blasting.  Potential impacts may include: 

· Loss or damage to existing prehistoric and historic sites, 

· Loss or reduction of cultural practice opportunities, 

· Loss or reduction of future scientific research potential.

NIGHT SKIES

Issue – Potential impacts to night sky values. Increased light emissions from buildings, lighting fixures, equipment, and vehicles may diminish dark skies. Impacts include the potential for:


· Reduced visibility of stars, planets, satellites, etc.;

· Increased light directly visible from State Route 83 and other key observation points; and by local residents, recreationists, local astronomers, amateur astronomers, and stargazers. 

NOISE AND VIBRATION


Issue – Potential impacts from noise and vibration. Drilling and blasting, mine operations, equipment use, and vehicular traffic may increase noise and ground vibrations at the mine and along transportation corridors, and present the potential for:

· Vibration damage to historic sites and private property;

· Decreased qualities of solitude, quiet, and naturalness for recreationists, local residents, and other area visitors.

RECREATION

Issue – Potential impacts to recreation.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities may alter recreational quality, quantity, access, and opportunities and include the potential for:


· Loss or reduction of solitude, remoteness, rural setting, and quiet;

· Changes in the types of recreation activities pursued in the area;

· Increased visitation to other recreational areas.

RIPARIAN HABITAT


Issue – Potential impacts to riparian habitat.  Riparian habitat may be affected by the alteration of surface and subsurface hydrology; disturbance due to the siting and operation of the pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, tailings and waste locations; and transportation and utility corridors.  These impacts may result in:

· Loss of riparian vegetation, 

· Loss of species diversity, 

· Loss or fragmentation of riparian corridors.

PLANTS AND ANIMALS


Issue – Potential impacts to plants and animals.  Mine construction, operations, and transportation corridors may result in habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, species displacement, and increased mortality in the area. In addition, construction, operation, and reclamation have the potential for:


· Loss of species of conservation concern;


· Loss or fragmentation of wildlife habitat;


· Disruption of mating, foraging, and other behaviors; 


· Conflicts with existing conservation plans and recovery goals; 

· Reduced forage and available water for wildlife;


· Increased potential for establishment and/or expansion of non-native species; 


· Increased vehicle/wildlife collisions;


· Loss or conversion of vegetation communities.

TRANSPORTATION 

Issue – Potential impacts to traffic patterns and transportation infrastructure. Transport of supplies and equipment for construction and operation of the mine; movement of mine employees and vendors; and transport of concentrates, copper plate and other materials from the mine site would result in increased motorized traffic in the general project vicinity. In addition, mine-related traffic has the potential to contribute to:


· Increased traffic congestion and delays;


· Increased dust, noise, light, and litter;


· Increased vehicle emissions; 


· Reduced safety along area roadways;


· Increased numbers of collisions.

WATER (Salek wants to closely review once more)

Issue – Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water quantity and quality.  


Groundwater flow into the mine pit may lower the groundwater table and may create a pit lake. Storm water runoff or failure of water control features could move contaminants offsite. Exposure of sulfide-bearing and other waste rock, tailings, and pit wall rock to air and water may affect groundwater and surface water chemistry. These potential consequences could lead to: 


· Loss or reduction in surface and subsurface flows, including wells, springs, seeps, and creek baseflow;  


· Contamination of surface and subsurface waters as a result of acid rock drainage and other sources;


· Erosion or destabilization of operational and/or reclaimed slopes;


· Human and wildlife exposure to contaminated water bodies.


VISUAL RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to visual resources.  Landscape changes resulting from the implementation of the mine plan of operation would directly result in alteration of form, line, texture, and color in the area. The project also has the potential to result in:


· Increased dust and reduced visibility,

· Reduced scenic quality from numerous viewpoints, 


· Loss of Scenic Road designation for all or part of State Route 83.

RECLAMATION PLAN


Issue – Potential impacts of reclamation design, planning, implementation, and long-term success on multiple resources.  Mine construction and operation would result in long-term alteration of the area and subsequent land use changes.  The Reclamation Plan must be designed to achieve the fundamental goals of:


· Physical and chemical stabilization of the site,

· Mitigation of long-term natural resource and social impacts,

· Development of the appropriate post-mine beneficial land uses.


SOILS



Issue – Potential impacts to soils. Disturbance of the soil resource from clearing of vegetation, grading, and stockpiling of soils has the potential to result in: 

· Increased erosion and subsequent sediment flows into drainages, 

· Reduced soil productivity. 
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Debbie S. about Plants and Animals.  It would be great if you would
read these and check for clarity and completeness based on what you
recall from public comment and work on the issue worksheets. Thx.

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



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: issues & measures
Date: 11/05/2009 11:56 AM
Attachments: 09182009_issues_measures.docx

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

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

▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS

11/05/2009 10:16 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Deborah K Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, gsoroka@swca.com

Subject Re: issues & measures

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

Under PLANTS AND ANIMALS.  Modify Issue Statement to say:

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

[add these two bullets]:

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

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3a/872568540050FE6F/0/7A8AE452FD2BFA310725766500000DC1
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ISSUE STATEMENTS 

ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT



Given the proposed action, purpose and need, and scoping input, the ID Team is recommending the following issue statements to be carried forward in the EIS. As the ID Team developed issue statements and began the alternative development phase of the NEPA process, it determined that six of these issues drove the development of alternatives.  Five additional issues were determined to generate mitigation measures that would be applied to any alternative that is carried forward.  All eleven issues will be helpful to focus the environmental effects analysis. Although the public is concerned with the Reclamation Plan, the ID Team is recommending it be dropped as an issue since public concerns are conjectural (company failure) or already decided by law, regulation, or policy (bonding adequacy).  Also, the ID Team is recommending Socioeconomics be included here, since quality of life and economic concerns are paramount to the public.





The six issues driving alternative development include:



WATER RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water quantity and quality.  

Construction, mining, reclamation activities, and transportation and utility corridors may affect water at wells, springs, seeps, and creeks. Potential impacts include:

· Reduction of water quality downstream due to failure of process water and stormwater control facilities; 

· Degradation of groundwater and surface water chemistry from exposure of acid-producing bedrock, waste rock, and tailings to air and water; 

· Degradation of water quality from erosion or destabilization of operational and/or reclaimed areas;

· Reduction of water quantity downstream;

· Lowering of groundwater elevation due to the presence of the mine pit; 

· Increased risk to both human and ecological receptors due to exposure with contaminated water.



Units of Measure:

· Concentration of ADEQ-listed contaminants (in milligrams per liter).

· Concentration of ADEQ-listed contaminants (in milligrams per liter).

· Concentration of ADEQ-listed contaminants (in milligrams per liter).

· Flow rate and quantity in gallons/minute, cubic feet/second, and acre feet.

· Elevation of the water table (in feet).

· Concentration of ADEQ-listed contaminants (in milligrams per liter).









VISUAL RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to visual resources.  Landscape alterations as a result of the open pit, tailings and waste rock piles, facilities, and transportation and utility corridors, may affect visual resources in the area. Impacts may result in:

· Transformation of natural landscapes to industrial landscapes;

· Degradation of scenic quality from numerous viewpoints and travelways;

· Loss of mountain views from numerous viewpoints and travelways;

· Displacement of visitors to the area; 

· Loss of scenic road designation for all or part of State Route 83;

· Reduced visibility due to increased dust.



Units of Measure:

· Qualitative assessment; Meeting Visual Quality Objectives and Scenic Integrity Objectives in Coronado National Forest Plan.

· Visual Contrast Rating Analysis (including visual simulations) from sensitive travelways and viewpoints.

· Viewshed analysis for project area relative to Scenic Byway Corridor Management Plan objectives for SR 83.

· Need team input

· Miles lost of scenic road designation State Route 83.

· Visibility Range in Miles. 





HERITAGE RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to heritage resources. Heritage Resources may be affected by the construction and operation of the open pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, transportation and utility corridors, and tailings and waste rock placement; and by drilling and blasting.  Potential impacts include: 

· Destruction of or damage to cultural resource sites, including ancestral habitation sites; 

· Desecration or destruction of human burials;

· Loss or reduction of future archaeological research potential;

· Loss or desecration of traditional homelands of Native American groups;

· Loss or reduction of traditional resource collection areas and other cultural practice opportunities;

· Potential for physical and spiritual harm to the earth, as seen from the perspectives of the religious and cultural traditions of Native American groups;

· Modification of rural historic landscapes important to local residents.



Units of Measure: 

· Number of archaeological sites (NRHP eligible prehistoric and historic) removed or damaged.

· Number of burials removed, damaged or buried. Qualitative discussion of desecration.

· Number of archaeological sites removed, buried, or damaged.

· Qualitative description of Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP) and cultural landscape impacts. Numbers of TCPs impacted and acres of cultural landscape lost. Numbers of springs lost.

· Number of acres of traditional resource collection areas altered.

· Qualitative discussion regarding physical and spiritual harm to the earth.

· Qualitative discussion regarding rural historic landscapes.





RECREATION

Issue – Potential impacts to recreation.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities may alter recreational quality, quantity, and opportunities, and include the potential for:

· Loss of access to recreation lands in the area;

· Loss or reduction of solitude, remoteness, rural setting, and quiet;

· Permanent changes to recreation settings;

· Changes in the types of recreation activities pursued in the area;

· Impacts to other recreational areas due to displaced visitors.



Units of Measure:

· Acres of recreation opportunity lost and/or affected.

· Qualitative assessment of the solitude, remoteness, rural setting, and quiet. 

· Acres of Recreational Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) class changed. 

· Hunting permits/opportunities modified or lost, loss of recreation sites such as ATV loading areas, miles of trails, dispersed camp sites, etc.

· Qualitative analysis of impacts to other areas.





RIPARIAN HABITAT

Issue – Potential impacts to riparian habitat.  Riparian habitat may be affected by the alteration of surface and subsurface hydrology, as well as by disturbance due to the siting and operation of the pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, tailings and waste locations, and transportation and utility corridors.  These impacts may result in:

· Loss of riparian habitat, 

· Loss of species diversity, 

· Fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors.



Units of Measure:

· Acres of riparian habitat lost.

· Change in species diversity.

· Acres and numbers of fragmented patches created.











PLANTS AND ANIMALS

Issue – Potential impacts to plants and animals.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, may affect wildlife species and their habitats, including the potential for:  

· Loss of population viability of species of conservation concern;

· Impacts to individuals of species of conservation concern; 

· Reduced forage and available water for wildlife;

· Increased vehicle/wildlife collisions;

· Loss or fragmentation of wildlife habitat;

· Increased establishment and/or expansion of non-native species; 

· Loss or conversion of vegetation communities.



Units of Measure:

· Acres of habitat lost (direct and indirect), loss of abiotic features (stock tanks, springs, etc.) relative to total available. If possible, document species of conservation concern with population numbers and locations relative to the Project Area and region of the project area.

· Number of individuals impacted.

· Acres of habitat lost or modified, loss of springs or other water features.

· Estimated road kills per mile as modeled by AGFD.

· Ratio of removed habitat compared to overall habitat, acres of altered linkages, length of “edge effect”, in miles.

· Acres of disturbance

· Acres of vegetation, by community, lost or converted.





Issues focusing environmental effects analysis include:



AIR QUALITY 

Issue – Potential impacts to air quality. Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, coupled with local weather patterns, may result in an increase in dust, airborne chemicals, and vehicular emissions, further leading to the potential for:

· Increased risk of health issues for area residents;

· Reduced visibility for area residents, motorists, recreationists, astronomical observatories, and area amateur astronomers and stargazers; 

· Reduced visibility in Class I Wilderness Areas.



Units of Measure: 

· Concentration of air quality constituents (NAAQS) (EPA health standards).

· Concentration of air particulates (PM-10 or PM-2.5 and others). 

· Visibility range in miles.





NIGHT SKIES 

Issue – Potential impacts to night sky values. Increased light, air particulates, and gases from mine-related facilities, equipment, vehicles, and processes may diminish dark skies. Impacts include the potential for:

· Increased sky glow reducing visibility of stars, planets, satellites, and other celestial objects;

· Increased light directly visible from roadways and other key observation points; and by area residents, recreationists, research and amateur astronomers, and stargazers;

· Reduced visible light reaching telescopes due to small and large dust particles.



Units of Measure:

· Increase in sky brightness (in nanoLamberts (nL))

· Qualitative assessment based on areas from which light sources may be directly visible. 

· PM2.5 and PM10.





NOISE AND VIBRATION 

Issue – Potential impacts from noise and vibration. Drilling and blasting, mine construction and operations, equipment use, and vehicular traffic may increase noise and ground vibrations, presenting the potential for:

· Vibration damage to historic sites, telescopes, and private property;

· Decreased qualities of solitude, quiet, and naturalness for area recreationists, residents, and visitors.



Units of Measure:

· Vibration detected at historical sites, telescopes, and private property as measured in in/sec peak particle velocity (ppv).

· Incidents (number of events per day), time of day, and amplitude (in decibels) of audible events related to mining in key recreation areas or residents near the project area.





TRANSPORTATION 

Issue – Potential impacts to road safety, traffic patterns and transportation infrastructure. Construction, operation, and maintenance of new and reconstructed roadways; increased traffic, including oversized vehicles; and the transport of personnel, equipment, supplies, and materials related to the mine project, have the potential for:

1. Reduced roadway safety for school buses and other vehicles;

1. Increased traffic congestion and delays;

1. Increased dust, sedimentation, noise, and light;

1. Increased vehicle emissions; 

1. Increased number of vehicle and wildlife collisions;

1. Reduced access to National Forest lands.



Units of Measure:

· Number of reported accidents. 

· Level of Service for a two-lane State Route.

· Emission of air particulates (PM-10 or PM-2.5) in tons, noise related to traffic in decibels, and light in nL. 

· Tons of NAAQS emissions.

· Covered under Plants and Animals.

· Miles of Forest System Roads that are lost.  Acres of recreation opportunities lost.





SOILS	 

Issue – Potential impacts to soils. Ground disturbance from clearing of vegetation, grading, and stockpiling of soils may result in: 

· Increased erosion and subsequent sediment flows into drainages, 

· Reduced soil productivity. 



Units of Measure:

· Tons per acre lost. Increased turbidity. 

· Loss of productivity as it pertains to reduced vegetation volume or available forage.





RECLAMATION PLAN

Issue – Potential impacts of reclamation design, planning, implementation, and long-term success on multiple resources.  Mining and reclamation would cause long-term or permanent changes to the landscape and land uses.  Concerns with reclamation include:

· Adequacy of funding and bonding;

· Post-reclamation land use opportunities;

· Successful recontouring and revegetation to mimic pre-disturbance conditions;

· Adequacy of monitoring programs;

· Long-term or permanent resource impacts.



Units of Measure:

· Amount of bonding (in dollars) versus estimated environmental liabilities.

· Qualitative assessment of post-reclamation land use opportunities.

· Qualitative assessment of recontouring and vegetation mapping through long-term sampling of random vegetation plots by plant community.

· Review of annual monitoring reports to ensure that metrics are maintained or implement adaptive management techniques.

· Quantitative and qualitative descriptions of permanent resource impacts (as detailed in other resource areas)



[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]

SOCIOECONOMIC

Issue – Potential impacts on quality of life. Construction and operation of the mine may impact the local economy and quality of life of area residents.  In addition to resource-related impacts, potential effects may include:



· Increased demand and cost for public services such as road maintenance and emergency services;

· Lost tourism revenue;

· Changes in local employment;

· Changes to local economic stability;

· Decreased local property values;

· Emotional distress to local residents, business owners, and visitors.



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

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

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us
▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

11/04/2009 05:02 PM

To Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject issues & measures

  latest version...

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



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Joggerst, Jamie
Subject: RE: Jamie Joggerst FYI -Fw: 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project Technology Transfer Meeting (Stormwater

Management)
Date: 09/21/2009 05:40 PM

Hi Jamie,

Sorry I didn't respond to your request earlier today; I've been in meetings all
afternoon.

Cooperating agency attendees include:

Pima County - Julia Fonseca, Evan Canfield and Mark Krieski.

ADEQ - Dennis Turner.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Joggerst, Jamie" <Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>

"Joggerst, Jamie"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com> 

09/21/2009 01:27 PM

To Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Krizek, David"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>

Subject RE: Jamie Joggerst FYI -Fw: 9/22/09
Rosemont Copper Project Technology
Transfer Meeting (Stormwater
Management)

Bev,

 
I just wanted to confirm that the only thing we need to bring to the
meeting is our laptop with the PowerPoint slides. We assume you have
a projector available in Room 6V6.

 
And have you had any responses back from the cooperating agencies?

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com


Do you know who will be attending?

 

Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer  
Phone: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724 | Cell:  520-820-7775 
jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com 

 

Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or
inside information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended
recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify
the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system. 

 

 

From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2009 6:55 PM
To: Joggerst, Jamie
Cc: gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;
jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Jamie Joggerst FYI -Fw: 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project
Technology Transfer Meeting (Stormwater Management)

Jamie Joggerst - FYI.  I just found your email and wanted you to be
aware of this.  Note that I expect you to make the meeting run
effectively.  That means you should set the sideboards for your
presentation, taking questions, having discussion, etc. as needed. 
Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
----- Forwarded by Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS on 09/18/2009 06:50 PM ----- 

Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS 

To brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu, Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov, daniel_moore@blm.gov,
dt1@azdeq.gov, David_Jacobs@azag.gov, falco@cfa.harvard.edu, gfleming@asmi.az.gov,

http://www.tetratech.com/


09/18/2009 06:34 PM jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us, jmtannler@azwater.gov, julia.fonseca@pima.gov,
jwindes@azgfd.gov, karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov, lagrignano@azwater.gov,
lee.allison@azgs.az.gov, Leslie.liberti@tucsonaz.gov, LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov,
madan.singh@mines.az.gov, mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil,
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil, nicole.ewing-gavin@tucsonaz.gov,
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov, ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us, rcasavant@azstateparks.gov,
stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us 

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, gcheniae@cox.net, karnold@rosemontcopper.com,
jsturgess@augustaresource.com, ccoyle@swca.com, tferguson@swca.com, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Roger D Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject 9/22/09 Rosemont Copper Project Technology Transfer Meeting (Stormwater
Management)

At yesterday's Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting, many of you requested a
more open sharing of information and the opportunity to interact more with the
involved specialists. 

Acknowledging your request, I am sharing with you that on Tuesday (9/22/09) there
will be a technology transfer meeting about the latest Rosemont Copper Project
Reclamation Stormwater Management Technology.  Although this meeting was
previously set for the specific purpose of sharing technical information with our
agency and contracted specialists, I am extending an invitation to those of you who
specialize in this area.   

David Krizek, the Senior Civil Engineer with Tetra Tech will be presenting this topic. 
Forest Service attendees include Salek Shafiquallah and Roger Congdon.  SWCA
consultant/subconsultant attendees include Dale Ortman and Toby Leeson. 

The meeting will be in the Federal Building.  It will start at 1:00 and is expected to
last three hours. 

Please contact Bev Everson (beverson@fs.fed.us, 520-388-8428) if you plan to
attend. 

(Bev - Please see if room 4B is available for use) 

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------



From: Tom Furgason
To: Andrea W Campbell
Cc: rlaford@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Joel Fisher Rosemont Inquiry---MPO Documents
Date: 05/15/2008 03:28 PM

Andrea,

I spoke with Dr. Fisher and informed him that we would send a dvd with
the MPO and supporting documentation to him.  He seemed satisfied with
this response.  The dvd should go out in tomorrows mail.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2008 10:06 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: rlaford@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: Joel Fisher Rosemont Inquiry---MPO Documents

Tom,

Would you please phone him at 625-9299 and let him know that you are
planning to send this?
If he doesn't have a DVD player (like me), it won't do him any good.

I also suggest that you send a DVD to the Nogales Office (Kate Endersbe)
and note on the website that it is available to the public there.

Please mention my name when you phone him so that he will know this is a
followup to my discussion with him yesterday.

thanks.
please let me know the outcome of your conversation.
a

-----"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote: -----

To: "Andrea W Campbell" <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>
From: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Date: 05/15/2008 09:55AM
cc: "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: RE: New display of existing info on line and in DVD - Re:
Rosemont: Phone Inquiry/Irate Citizen

We would be happy to send this information.

Bev- is this ok?

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2008 9:12 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Reta Laford; Andrea W Campbell; beverson@fs.fed.us;
tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: New display of existing info on line and in DVD - Re:
Rosemont: Phone Inquiry/Irate Citizen

Hi Tom,

How can we get him the DVD?

-----"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote: -----

To: "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Andrea W Campbell"
<awcampbell@fs.fed.us>
From: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Date: 05/15/2008 09:06AM
cc: <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: RE: New display of existing info on line and in DVD - Re:
Rosemont: Phone Inquiry/Irate Citizen

Andrea and Reta,

I don't recall an inquiry either.  I can have somebody review the dvd
and compare it to the MPO references and a list of all of the Tetra Tech
documents that we have received to ensure that the dvd is complete per
SWCA's records.  I guess it is really up to Mr. Fischer to determine if
this would be an acceptable alternate to coming to Tucson to sit in a

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


reading room.  It should satisfy his needs if he is only after
information.  However, he may just want to see that the information is
truly available to the public.

Either way, 36 CFR Part 228 Subpart A, Sec 228.6 requires that "...all
information and data submitted by an operator pursuant to the
regulations in this part shall be available for examination by the
public at the Office of District Ranger..."  It is unclear to me if the
SO is an acceptable alternative.

I think that this needs to be a priority so that we satisfy the regs and
we allow the public access to all aspects of the proposal during scoping
so that they may prepare and submit their comments.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2008 10:07 PM
To: Andrea W Campbell
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Tom Furgason; Reta Laford
Subject: New display of existing info on line and in DVD - Re: Rosemont:
Phone Inquiry/Irate Citizen

Hi Andrea.   Thanks for taking the call.  I don't personally recall a
previous inquiry by Mr. Fisher.  Nonetheless, to facilitate public
review,
we have created a DVD of the MPO reading room to display existing
information on the MPO and related documents.  A CD set is also in
production.  This has also been posted on the Rosemont Company website
with
a link to it from the Forest web page.  Perhaps this new compilation
product in public domain would meet his needs outside of a FOIA request.

Bev/Tom - Do you recall a previous inquiry from Mr. Fisher?  Do you
think
our compilation of the reading room might meet his needs?

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------

           Andrea W

           Campbell/R3/USDAF

           S
To
                                     tciapusci@fs.fed.us,

           05/14/2008 07:52          rlaford@fs.fed.us,

           PM                        beverson@fs.fed.us

cc
                                     tfurgason@swca.com

Subject
                                     Rosemont:  Phone Inquiry/Irate

                                     Citizen

Folks, I rec'd a phone call both Monday and today (Wed) from Mr. Joel
Fisher of Green Valley re: Rosemont.

He stated that he and others would like to review the documents that
support the MPO (in particular, the ones by Tetra-Tech).   He said he'd
inquired about their availability "a while back" and was told that a
Reading Room was being established for the public to review various
documents done by contractors to Augusta and others.

He would like for a project principal to phone him at 520-625-9299 to
advise him about the Reading Room and/or how he can obtain these



documents.

I mentioned FOIA, but he doesn't want to pay for copies.
Who among you can help?  I promised him a return phone call.

thanks.
a



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: July 28 Core IDT Meeting
Date: 07/26/2010 07:51 AM

I will not be available for meetings on either Aug 4 or Aug 18.

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

07/23/2010 04:26 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, tjchute@msn.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject July 28 Core IDT Meeting

We won't be meeting.  Please plan to use the day for individual work
on the project.  See you on August 5. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/5A64F328FAEAD3BB0725776800003F3B


From: William B Gillespie
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: June 10 Rosemont Copper Project Extended IDT Meeting
Date: 06/05/2009 09:47 AM

Bev,

I'm going to be out of town next week (in Hawaii!!) and so won't make this meeting.

Thank you very much for the Ice Age Mammals of Mo. book.  I do not have a copy
of it.  Looks very good for a popular pub., with a lot of good info.

Bill

William Gillespie, Archaeologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson AZ 85701
Phone 520-388-8392 
FAX 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/03/2009 07:15 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Andrea W Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTE, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Marc
Kaplan/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@SWCA.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, S@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject June 10 Rosemont Copper Project Extended IDT

Meeting

Hi Team,

This is to let you know that we will have a morning meeting of the
extended IDT on June 10 in 4B, 9:00 to 12:00.  John Able will be
introducing you to the new project website that will be up and running

mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400500038/0/49AD4DB107B8C05B072575B0007081EF


very soon.  The website will have a user-friendly searchable comments
database that I would like to get your feedback on. 

On aother subject, you've all been notified of the technical reports
submitted by Rosemont over the past couple of months that are
available on WebEx.  You should all be reading and reviewing the
reports in your resource areas.  As a reminder, remember that I have
hard copies of the reports that I am happy to share with you if you
need them (I am not passing them out to everyone as I have limited
copies, but can get more copies as needed).

See you on the 10th.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Re: June 14 hydro mtg
Date: 08/30/2010 10:16 AM

Thank you!

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com
Subject: RE: June 17, 2009 Rosemont Copper Project IDT meeting
Date: 06/16/2009 11:18 AM

Bev,
 

I am scheduled to arrive at the Tucson airport at 8:35 AM on the 17th.  I will proceed directly to the
meeting, but will likely not be in the room before 9:30 AM.  I’ll be in touch with Tom via cell phone
and advise him of my progress and any travel problems that may arise.
 
See you Wednesday,
 
Dale
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2009 3:04 PM
To: tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com; daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: June 17, 2009 Rosemont Copper Project IDT meeting
 

This is to confirm, per our discussion this past Tuesday, that I'm requesting that Dale gives a
presentation of the feasibility of alternatives developed by the IDT, that Tom help facilitate the meeting,
and that Melissa takes notes at the meeting.  The meeting is scheduled for a half day, from 9:00 to
12:00, in 6V6 of the Federal Building. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: RE: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx
Date: 07/01/2010 09:23 PM
Attachments: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions_TF_comments.docx

Bev,
 
Attached are my comments.  I think that we are largely in agreement with the IDT. 
 
Tom

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Fri 6/25/2010 12:57 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: June 2010 SWCA SOW IDT Suggestions.docx

Tom, 

Here are the IDT suggestions on the new SWCA SOW. 

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us

[bookmark: _GoBack]Rosemont Copper Project IDT

Forest Service Review of February 12, 2010 SWCA Scope of Work

June 25, 2010

Visual Resources

The 2/12/10 scope of work indicates that work will be completed by June 1, 2010; the new scope of work should provide an updated schedule.	Comment by  : Agreed.

Replace task 5.2 (Visual Resources) with revised scope of work that was approved by Debby Kriegel on 5/25/10, and consider Debby’s email disclaimers associated with this approval.

Designate a local staff to assist Marcie Bidwell with visual resource work and include this in the new scope of work.	Comment by  : Local staff can be made available for taking site photos, obtaining KOP coordinates, etc.  However, the renderings should be completed by Marcie because she has the most familiarity with the project.  We can schedule additional trips for Marcie to visit Tucson if requested.

Include in the new scope of work completion of the research task (mostly phone calls and follow-up).  Debby has been asking for this since November 2008, and Debby e-mailed Marcie Bidwell a list of recommended contacts to start with on 4/15/09.  This should not require a great deal of time.	Comment by  : Agreed.  I will request that Marcie submit a revised schedule to complete this work.

Revegetation

Designate staff with botany/revegetation expertise to take the lead on the scope of work “Research on establishing trees and shrubs on the Rosemont Mine site” provided by Bob Lefevre on May 27, 2010.  Consider also native species that are important to tribes.	Comment by  : SWCA needs to review this document before making any final comment.  I recommend combining this work with Reclamation.  Upon the completion of the Mitigation discussions, the Coronado should work with SWCA and Rosemont to finalize reclamation for the DEIS and begin laying the ground work for the final Reclamation requirements to be included in the ROD.	Comment by  : Agreed.  The tribes have yet to submit a list of traditionally important plants.  However, the Forest Archaeologists could inform the Reclamation process if no input in received from the tribes. 

Landforming

Hire Horst Schor and Golder Associates to further refinement of landforming, in tandem with Tetra Tech’s work.  Because both consultants have already done work for SWCA, it is recommended that this continue.	Comment by  : SWCA is willing to hire these firms to work on landforming.  However, we need to know specifically what we are asking them to deliver in support of the process.  I recommend that Debby and Salek, in consultation with Bev, Dale, and Rosemont, decide what the next step is for completing Barrel Only Alternative before we contract these firms.

Recreation

Update task 5.8 (Recreation) to include: (1) recommendations provided Debby Kriegel in November 2009 and, (2) necessary work identified by Steve Leslie (including additional trips to Tucson as needed).	Comment by  : Please review the section that Steve submitted July 1. The report requested in November 2009 would be replicate what was presented in the EIS section that was submitted. Furthermore, references are cited directly in the text for the public to see.  An SWCA report would remove these from the EIS and the reader would have to request the SWCA report, then the references.	Comment by  : Steve can come to Tucson with enough prior notice.

Heritage 

Facilitate and take official notes for meetings of cooperating agencies heritage sub-group	Comment by  : Accepted

Complete final ethnohistory (phase 1, literature synopsis)

Complete revisions to survey report for MPO 

Review EPG survey reports of powerline alternatives for incorporation into DEIS

Conduct Class III archaeological inventory survey of the areas of potential effect (APE) for the additional action alternatives that are being analyzed for the DEIS.  Complete survey only for those areas not included in the recent SWCA survey, and report as an addendum to the MPO survey report.  Complete site records and maps for each archaeological site within the alternatives’ APE, and provide recommendations as to their eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places under criterion (d) (information potential) and their potential significance to tribes. 

Assist in defining the area of analysis for cumulative effects

Draft sections of the DEIS: 

· DEIS chapter 3 - affected environment

· DEIS chapter 3 - environmental consequences

· DEIS chapter 3 - cumulative effects

· DEIS chapter 2 - mitigation measures

Class 1 inventory of possible mitigation lands (when they’re identified) 	Comment by  : I will raise this request at the next meeting between the Coronado and Rosemont to discuss compensatory lands mitigation.

Summary/documentation of tribal consultation (identification of issues & concerns) for NHPA compliance as well as DEIS 	Comment by  : Accepted

Coordinate with Tohono O’odham Nation to document Traditional Cultural Property sufficient for Determination of Eligibility

Coordinate with San Carlos Apache Nation to document current & traditional uses

Coordinate with Mescalero Apache Tribe to continue documenting uses

Investigate/document ranching cultural landscape

Draft Historic Property Treatment Plan (includes the 2 next items)	Comment by  : Completion of these plans prior to the ROD may be pre-decisional.  However, SWCA can prepare outlines should the PA or any Action Alternative be selected.  I need to confer with Terry Chute on this request.

· Draft Mitigation Plan (final after alternative is selected)

(Data Recovery, Oral History/Ethnobotany, Historic Mining Research, Interpretative Measures)

· Draft Human Remains Treatment Plan

Draft Memorandum of Agreement (to include the HPTP and Burial Agreement)

Air

Modeling report review (Rosemont needs to provide report for SWCA review first)	Comment by  : Agreed.

Reclamation

Assistance in reclamation plan review and incorporation of landforming and mitigation ideas into reclamation plan	Comment by  : Agreed.  I’m not certain when Rosemont intends to submit a Reclamation Plan (they submitted a Reclamation Concept Report), but we can provided this review. 

Plants and Animals

These are already in the Scope of Work and there are rough drafts of all of them: Wildlife Specialist's Report, BA. BE, MIS report, Migratory Bird Report...so here's the clincher...the Wildlife Specialist's Report is critical, as much hinges on that (like the other reports and DEIS info), so if they could bump that to the highest priority of needs for me, then I can work on the effects determinations sections of the BE at the same time, then they can move to revising the BE next.  After that, we could work on the other reports....I could assess where we are at after Specialist Report and BE. The BA requires we have good, precise information on the preferred alternative, and at that time we can follow up with starting Section 7 consultation.  Other than that, I am pretty much just waiting on the groundwater report(s) to Salek and the orchid survey results (due end of June), both of which are being done by Rosemont contractors.	Comment by  : Agreed.



On another front, is there a chance SWCA could work on a mitigation lands report?  What is Rosemont offering up? What is out there and available for exchange? Who are the players? That seems like something we have not been adequately involved in and is probably the number 1 mitigation measure for plants and animals and there has been no progress I am aware of. 	Comment by  : The Compensatory Lands Mitigation process is on-going.  Westland may be tasked with preparing this report.	Comment by  : I recommend that Westland present their PowerPoint to the IDT when it is completed in early July.  This should bring the IDT up to date.



It is too late for surveys of additional threatened, endangered, and sensitive species (except that the orchid is being done by Westland).	Comment by  : Not necessarily. It may, or may not, be too late to get the results in the DEIS.  Please let Bev know at the earliest possibility which, if any additional species surveys would be helpful. 



Lands

SWCA does not have a member on their stuff to deal with lands type issues that will come up in the future. Therefore we will not be needing any help in this area. 



TASK 3:  Project Record:

Add GIS files to the three existing files of AF, PF and AR.  Same format of assembly, management and maintenance.	Comment by  : Agreed.

TASK 5.1   Water Resources

5.1.4  Add surface water to “Primary Authorship” section and not limit it to only ground water.	Comment by  : Agreed.

Subconsultants under water resources:  expectation is that first level review of reports will follow the July 16, 2009 guideline for review of technical reports.  A collaborative process to resolution of issues and comments will be conducted if appropriate and agreed upon by all parties.  After completion of the collaborative process, and prior to final acceptance of “Final Reports or addendums” for the CNF, a thorough review of final reports by subconsultants will also include text, figures, data, and input/output model files.  Subconsultant shall be made available to answer questions, provide recommendations and conduct analysis.  	Comment by  : Agreed.  Should this be done outside of the technical meetings between the Coronado, SRK, TT, and MWA?
I would encourage Salek to just call SRK as questions arise and not wait for a change order.  SRK will let him know if it is an issue (straight forward questions should not be a problem).  I have asked Dale to inform SRK that they should expect calls from the Coronado.

TASK 9:  Additional CNF Requests

Subconsultants in Water Resources will also be available “On Call As Needed” to discuss findings, answer questions, provide recommendations and conduct analysis.	Comment by  : See above comment.

If additional subconsultants are specifically requested by CNF or additional skills are needed, SWCA will pursue approval from RCC to contract with said parties.	Comment by  : Agreed.  This is appropriate per the MOU between the Coronado and Rosemont.



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: June 23 IDT meeting and July 21 extended IDT meeting (note this is the third instead of the second

Wednesday in July)
Date: 06/21/2010 06:00 PM

Thanks, Bev, for announcing the dark skies presentation early.  

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/21/2010 05:26 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject June 23 IDT meeting and July 21 extended IDT
meeting (note this is the third instead of the second

Wednesday in July)

RCP Team, 

Please plan on a short IDT meeting this Wednesday, 9:00 to 10:30, to
exchange updates on what everyone has been working on relative to
the project.  This is a core team meeting, but as always, extended
team members are welcome.  We'll be meeting in 6V6. 

Our next extended team meeting will be on July 21, to accomodate a
presentation on dark skies that Sarah has scheduled for us.  Note that
this is the third Wednesday in July, rather than our usual meeting date
on the second Wednesday of the month. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Melissa Reichard; Dale Ortman PE
Cc: Beverley A Everson; dkriegel@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Land forming/Sedimentation virtual meeting
Date: 01/28/2010 08:58 AM

Melissa,         Thanks for the invitation.  I would like to attend at the SWCA office. 
Dale,                 I like the idea of staying afterwards to discuss other loose ends. 
See you there.   

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

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

01/27/2010 04:24 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com>, <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>,
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "George, Michael"
<Michael_George@golder.com>, "Annandale, George"
<George_Annandale@golder.com>

cc "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>
Subject Land forming/Sedimentation virtual meeting

All- 
  
You should have received an invitation in a separate email to a WebEx meeting. When you are ready to sign in,
click the link in the email to gain visual access to the presentation and call the phone number that I included in

the notes section to access the teleconference. 
  
If any of you have any questions about content, contact Dale. If you have any technical difficulties, contact me. 
  
Mike & George- Whomever decides to present from their computer should login a couple minutes early so that I

can transfer the visual to your system. Please call the office (520)325-9194 when you are ready to give it a go. 
  
Thanks! 
  
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes 
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: Re: Land forming/Sedimentation virtual meeting
Date: 01/28/2010 07:28 AM

I received the invitation, and it says 8-10 PST, so that's 9-11 AZ time, right? 

There might be value in us being in the same room so discussions are easier.  Is there any chance
those of us in Tucson can all come to SWCA's office to view this virtual meeting? 

Thanks.

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

01/27/2010 04:24 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com>, <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>,
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "George, Michael"
<Michael_George@golder.com>, "Annandale, George"
<George_Annandale@golder.com>

cc "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>
Subject Land forming/Sedimentation virtual meeting

All- 
  
You should have received an invitation in a separate email to a WebEx meeting. When you are ready to sign in,
click the link in the email to gain visual access to the presentation and call the phone number that I included in

the notes section to access the teleconference. 
  
If any of you have any questions about content, contact Dale. If you have any technical difficulties, contact me. 
  
Mike & George- Whomever decides to present from their computer should login a couple minutes early so that I

can transfer the visual to your system. Please call the office (520)325-9194 when you are ready to give it a go. 
  
Thanks! 
  
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
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Oliver Wendell Holmes 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Terry
Subject: Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary Management Section
Date: 07/19/2010 11:39 AM

I made a copy for you from my hard copy.  Are you in Tucson yet?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Terry <tjchute@msn.com>

Terry
<tjchute@msn.com> 

07/19/2010 10:59 AM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary
Management Section

Bev - I don't have a copy of the section of the document Tami is
referring to - can you please print me one? Thanks

Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> wrote:

>I talked to Tami about meeting at 3:30 instead.  Mindee, Reta
and I 
>usually hold early afternoon (1:30 to ?) open for a strategy
meeting to 
>kick off the week.
>
>Beverley A. Everson
>Forest Geologist
>Coronado National Forest
>300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
>Tucson, AZ.  85701
>
>Voice: 520-388-8428
>Fax: 520-388-8305
>
>
>
>
>"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com> 
>07/16/2010 07:08 AM
>
>To
>"Tami Emmett" <temmett@fs.fed.us>
>cc
>"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Jeremy J Sautter" 
><jsautter@fs.fed.us>
>Subject
>Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary Management Section
>

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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>
>
>
>
>
>That works for me.  See you then.
>
>From: Tami Emmett 
>Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 3:59 PM
>To: Terry Chute 
>Cc: Beverley A Everson ; Jeremy J Sautter 
>Subject: Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary
Management Section
>
>
>Terry - sounds good.  We can meet at 2:30 p.m. if that helps
your 
>schedule.  We have a table in our office, room 7C.  Thanks! 
Tami 
>
>Tami Emmett
>Realty Specialist
>Coronado National Forest, Region 3
>Tucson, Arizona
>520-388-8424 (office)
>520-388-8305 (fax)
>
>
>
>
>"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com> 
>07/15/2010 02:48 PM 
>
>
>To
>"Tami Emmett" <temmett@fs.fed.us> 
>cc
>"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
>Subject
>Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary Management Section
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>Tami, 
>  
>I can probably get with you Monday afternoon - 2 pm or after. 
Let me know 
>when and where.  I?d like Bev to attend also if she is
available.  I 
>probably will not get to look the section over until the
weekend or plane 
>trip to Tucson Monday morning, but I will read it over before I
meet with 
>you. 
>  
>Thanks, 
>  
>Terry Chute 
>406-250-2008 
>
>From: Tami Emmett 
>Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 3:41 PM 
>To: Terry Chute 
>Subject: Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary
Management Section 
>
>
>Yes - I would definitely look forward to meeting with you. 
We'd like to 
>meet with you on Monday however if you're traveling next choice



is 
>Tuesday.  Thanks!  Tami 
>Tami Emmett
>Realty Specialist
>Coronado National Forest, Region 3
>Tucson, Arizona
>520-388-8424 (office)
>520-388-8305 (fax)
>
>
>
>"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com> 
>07/14/2010 02:35 PM 
>
>
>To
>"Tami Emmett" <temmett@fs.fed.us> 
>cc
>
>Subject
>Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary Management Section
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>I will look this over before the end of the week and get back
to you with 
>my observations and thoughts.  I'll be in Tucson next week if
it would be 
>helpful to meet in person. 
> 
>Terry Chute 
>406-250-2008 
>
>From: Tami Emmett 
>Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 2:53 PM 
>To: Terry Chute 
>Cc: Tami Emmett ; Jeremy J Sautter 
>Subject: Fw: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary
Management Section 
>
>
>Terry - I don't think Jonathan has posted the following
document in WebEx. 
> I'm forwarding you his copy as well as the document that
Jeremy and I 
>edited.  I believe that Jonathan will be looking closer at the
Enviro. 
>Conq. section but I wanted to do some ground-truthing with you.

>Originally, this section was called Land Use, I asked Jonathan
to change 
>to Land Adjustments and Boundary Management, I'm not sure why
he added 
>Jurisdiction in the title but I've deleted it throughout the
document.   
>
>I'm not a NEPA expert and since we don't have a contact at SWCA
with Lands 
>expertise your assistance would be greatly appreciated.  Let me
know if 
>you have questions.  Thanks, Tami 
>
>
>
>Tami Emmett
>Realty Specialist
>Coronado National Forest, Region 3
>Tucson, Arizona



>520-388-8424 (office)
>520-388-8305 (fax)
>
>
>----- Forwarded by Tami Emmett/R3/USDAFS on 07/14/2010 01:44 PM
----- 
>"Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com> 
>07/12/2010 03:10 PM 
>
>
>To
>"Tami Emmett" <temmett@fs.fed.us>, <jsautter@fs.fed.us> 
>cc
>"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason" 
><tfurgason@swca.com> 
>Subject
>Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary Management Section
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>Jonathan Rigg 
>Environmental Planner 
>SWCA Environmental Consultants 
>343 West Franklin Street 
>Tucson, Arizona 
>Phone: (520) 325-9194 
>Fax: (520) 325-2033 
>Email: jrigg@swca.com 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Terry
Subject: Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary Management Section
Date: 07/16/2010 12:30 PM

Let's count Mindee in for lunch as well.  I'll let Tom know.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Terry <tjchute@msn.com>

Terry
<tjchute@msn.com> 

07/16/2010 11:56 AM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary
Management Section

That works for me. I invited Reta to lunch also so there may be
4 of us. Can you please let Tom know? Thanks. See you Monday.

Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> wrote:

>I talked to Tami about meeting at 3:30 instead.  Mindee, Reta
and I 
>usually hold early afternoon (1:30 to ?) open for a strategy
meeting to 
>kick off the week.
>
>Beverley A. Everson
>Forest Geologist
>Coronado National Forest
>300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
>Tucson, AZ.  85701
>
>Voice: 520-388-8428
>Fax: 520-388-8305
>
>
>
>
>"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com> 
>07/16/2010 07:08 AM
>
>To
>"Tami Emmett" <temmett@fs.fed.us>
>cc
>"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Jeremy J Sautter" 
><jsautter@fs.fed.us>
>Subject
>Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary Management Section
>
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>
>
>
>
>
>That works for me.  See you then.
>
>From: Tami Emmett 
>Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 3:59 PM
>To: Terry Chute 
>Cc: Beverley A Everson ; Jeremy J Sautter 
>Subject: Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary
Management Section
>
>
>Terry - sounds good.  We can meet at 2:30 p.m. if that helps
your 
>schedule.  We have a table in our office, room 7C.  Thanks! 
Tami 
>
>Tami Emmett
>Realty Specialist
>Coronado National Forest, Region 3
>Tucson, Arizona
>520-388-8424 (office)
>520-388-8305 (fax)
>
>
>
>
>"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com> 
>07/15/2010 02:48 PM 
>
>
>To
>"Tami Emmett" <temmett@fs.fed.us> 
>cc
>"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
>Subject
>Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary Management Section
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>Tami, 
>  
>I can probably get with you Monday afternoon - 2 pm or after. 
Let me know 
>when and where.  I?d like Bev to attend also if she is
available.  I 
>probably will not get to look the section over until the
weekend or plane 
>trip to Tucson Monday morning, but I will read it over before I
meet with 
>you. 
>  
>Thanks, 
>  
>Terry Chute 
>406-250-2008 
>
>From: Tami Emmett 
>Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 3:41 PM 
>To: Terry Chute 
>Subject: Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary
Management Section 
>
>
>Yes - I would definitely look forward to meeting with you. 
We'd like to 
>meet with you on Monday however if you're traveling next choice



is 
>Tuesday.  Thanks!  Tami 
>Tami Emmett
>Realty Specialist
>Coronado National Forest, Region 3
>Tucson, Arizona
>520-388-8424 (office)
>520-388-8305 (fax)
>
>
>
>"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com> 
>07/14/2010 02:35 PM 
>
>
>To
>"Tami Emmett" <temmett@fs.fed.us> 
>cc
>
>Subject
>Re: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary Management Section
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>I will look this over before the end of the week and get back
to you with 
>my observations and thoughts.  I'll be in Tucson next week if
it would be 
>helpful to meet in person. 
> 
>Terry Chute 
>406-250-2008 
>
>From: Tami Emmett 
>Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 2:53 PM 
>To: Terry Chute 
>Cc: Tami Emmett ; Jeremy J Sautter 
>Subject: Fw: Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary
Management Section 
>
>
>Terry - I don't think Jonathan has posted the following
document in WebEx. 
> I'm forwarding you his copy as well as the document that
Jeremy and I 
>edited.  I believe that Jonathan will be looking closer at the
Enviro. 
>Conq. section but I wanted to do some ground-truthing with you.

>Originally, this section was called Land Use, I asked Jonathan
to change 
>to Land Adjustments and Boundary Management, I'm not sure why
he added 
>Jurisdiction in the title but I've deleted it throughout the
document.   
>
>I'm not a NEPA expert and since we don't have a contact at SWCA
with Lands 
>expertise your assistance would be greatly appreciated.  Let me
know if 
>you have questions.  Thanks, Tami 
>
>
>
>Tami Emmett
>Realty Specialist
>Coronado National Forest, Region 3
>Tucson, Arizona



>520-388-8424 (office)
>520-388-8305 (fax)
>
>
>----- Forwarded by Tami Emmett/R3/USDAFS on 07/14/2010 01:44 PM
----- 
>"Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com> 
>07/12/2010 03:10 PM 
>
>
>To
>"Tami Emmett" <temmett@fs.fed.us>, <jsautter@fs.fed.us> 
>cc
>"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason" 
><tfurgason@swca.com> 
>Subject
>Land Ownership/Jurisdiction and Boundary Management Section
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>Jonathan Rigg 
>Environmental Planner 
>SWCA Environmental Consultants 
>343 West Franklin Street 
>Tucson, Arizona 
>Phone: (520) 325-9194 
>Fax: (520) 325-2033 
>Email: jrigg@swca.com 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Richard A Gerhart; Robert Lefevre; Salek Shafiqullah; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Re: Latest Rosemont report
Date: 11/25/2009 11:56 AM

Seems to me we would want to develop a report that contained complete
information before we would share with others.  Sending an incomplete rough draft
creates more work on everyone's part.

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

▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS 

11/10/2009 08:14 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Bobbi L Barrera/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Robert Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Latest Rosemont report

Thanks (Bev?) for the hard copy of the internal draft for discussion of
the Biological Resources and Mitigation Concept from WestLand
(2007).  I only had time to glance at it briefly this morn (I'm on other
duties today), but I do have this to say...it is quite insufficient for any
kind of sensitive species (Regional Forester's and BLM)
evaluation...there is but a small handful of the sensitive species
mentioned (like the draft DEIS...where did they get the alleged list to
begin with?...certainly not our 1999 list) and MIS are not even
mentioned, with much more effort going to Pima Co. "Priority
Vulnerable Species", rather than the taxa we are required to analyze in
the FS and BLM.

Having said that, I don't see a need to invest in commenting to
WestLand and awaiting any more iterations (nothing was changed
after my first round of comments, anyway).  It is fine that they
provided the info that they did; we can add this report to the pool of
potential references, but we still need to do the job right ourselves, by
assessing the proper species, as per the White Paper (aka Biologist's
Specialist Report) I mentioned, and the other products in my list to
SWCA (being reviewed now).  This concept extends beyond this
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particular report--WestLand reports have varying degrees of utility, but
we need to make sure we are covered on our end, and SWCA is our
contracting entity to do that, with our oversight being the checks and
balances.

Also, said report says "internal draft for discussion purposes only"...can
we share with coop agency biologists?  They have been clamoring for
it...also, BLM and the Corps are more than coop agencies, they are
signatories, so do we withhold anything from them?

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

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



From: Tom Furgason
To: Donald R. Davis
Cc: Chris Luginbuhl; Sarah L Davis; Terry Chute; Beverley A Everson; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: RE: Lighting questions answers
Date: 07/28/2010 11:07 AM

Understood.  Thank you.

-----Original Message-----
From: Donald R. Davis [mailto:drd@psi.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 11:06 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Chris Luginbuhl
Subject: Fwd: Lighting questions answers

Hi Tom:  This came in while we were talking.  Let us digest this before you talk with Rosemont 
further.

Timing, aint it wunnerful??

D.

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Patrick Glynn" <pglynn@rosemontcopper.com>
To: "Donald R. Davis" <drd@psi.edu>, "Kevin Baker" <kbaker@m3eng.com>
Cc: "Katherine Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Ron Tornberg" <rtornberg@rosemontcopper.com>, 
"Rex Henderson"
<rhenderson@m3eng.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 10:36:59 AM
Subject: Lighting questions answers

Don

The responses to your questions is attached and shown in red. In addition I have attached a file 
that shows the position of the Heap Leach which is far away from highway 83.

If there are any other items please let me know.

Kevin

In the attachment an action item is to update the table. Appreciate this.

Regards

J Patrick Glynn | Project Manager Rosemont Copper
Cell: 520.591.4163 | Main: 520.445.7363 | Fax 520.407.3991 pglynn@rosemontcopper.com

cid:3343756427_132629 Rosemont Copper Company P.O. Box 35130 | Tucson, AZ 85740-5130
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.rosemontcopper.com

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

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the 
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized 
review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, 
please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Link to Appendix J
Date: 07/19/2010 10:51 AM

Not sure what you want me to do with this. I think I sent this link to you too. Is this the FS guidance
for fossils?
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 3:49 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fw: Link to Appendix J
 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/16/2010 03:48 PM -----
Larry J Melvin/R1/USDAFS

07/16/2010 11:37 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject Fw: Link to Appendix J

 

This is the link to Appendix J (PFYC) in the DPG Land and Resource Management Plan. 

Larry J. Melvin
Minerals Program Manager
USDA-Forest Service
Dakota Prairie Grasslands
701 250-4463  Ext #123
email   lmelvin@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Larry J Melvin/R1/USDAFS on 07/16/2010 01:32 PM -----
Brenda Quale/R1/USDAFS

07/16/2010 01:26 PM

To Larry J Melvin/R1/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject Link to Appendix J

 

http://www.fs.fed.us/ngp/final/pdf_plan_final/Dakota_Prairie_Plan/Appendices/appendix_j.pdf 
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From: John Able
Sent By: johnable23@gmail.com
To: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; mroth@fs.fed.us; Teresa Ciapusci
Subject: Re: List of Reports Submitted by Rosemont Copper Co.
Date: 08/06/2009 11:45 AM

Tom and Melissa, I know we are placing some of these tech reports on the Webex
site, but downloads from that site are slow, especially for such large docs. I'm
wondering if we could provide IDT members and CA reps with a DVD of all 81
reports?  As you know, CA reps do not have access to Webex, nor are there any
plans to give them access.  

While we are placing these tech reports in searchabIe/accessible html format on the
RosemontEIS.us site, that process will take time.  In the meantime, if I can get a
DVD of the current 81 reports, I will make copies and distribute internally.  I will also
continuously update the master DVD to ensure we have current versions and any
additional reports.  In addition, I will be happy to help with any administrative effort
to ensure we have the current versions available for all internals.

Please let me know if you can provide all 81 tech reports on a DVD.

Thanks!

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Text or Voice:  520-405-4256

On Tue, Jul 21, 2009 at 2:20 PM, Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote:

All-

Kathy Arnold sent us a list of 81 technical reports that have been submitted to the
Forest Service in support of the proposed Rosemont Copper Project
(https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150661) .  SWCA is looking at
this list to ensure that we have all of these reports in the Admin Record.  We'll also
review our records to see if we have any reports that are not included on this list.
Please take a few minutes to review this document and identify any reports that
pertain to your area of expertise. 

 

It is my understanding that Bev should have two hard copies of each report. 
Alternatively, many of these reports are posted in WebEx; however, there may be
a few instances where we did not receive electronic copies or they have not been
posted.  SWCA will either post copies or contact Rosemont and request electronic
copies.  We'll discuss the file structure and use of WebEx at the next extended ITD
meeting.  For SWCA employees, please contact Melissa or me if you have any
difficulties locating any of these reports.

 

mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:johnable23@gmail.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150661


Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 



From: tfurgason@swca.com
Reply To: tfurgason@swca.com
To: Suzanne Griset; rgerhart@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; Molly Thrash; Cara Bellavia;

rmraley@fs.fed.us; Rion Bowers; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; awcampbell@fs.fed.us;
beverson@fs.fed.us; John Able; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; Jerome Hesse; Keith L. Graves; aelek@fs.fed.us; Trent
Reeder; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; Ken Houser;
wkeyes@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Jill  Grams; temmett@fs.fed.us; Geoff Soroka;
ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: List of Reports Submitted by Rosemont Copper Co.
Date: 07/22/2009 12:14 PM

You are correct. The list only includes reports submitted by Rosemont and not
SWCA.

I suggest reviewing the reclamation plan to find information on soil storage.
However, we may need to contact Rosemont directly.

Tom

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: "Suzanne Griset" 
Date: Wed, 22 Jul 2009 08:47:41 -0700
To: Tom Furgason<tfurgason@swca.com>; <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>;
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>; <gmckay@fs.fed.us>; Molly Thrash<mthrash@swca.com>;
Cara Bellavia<cbellavia@swca.com>; <rmraley@fs.fed.us>; Tom
Furgason<tfurgason@swca.com>; Rion Bowers<rbowers@swca.com>;
<mjfitch@fs.fed.us>; <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>; <awcampbell@fs.fed.us>;
<beverson@fs.fed.us>; <jable@fs.fed.us>; <kbrown03@fs.fed.us>; Jerome
Hesse<jhesse@swca.com>; <klgraves@fs.fed.us>; <aelek@fs.fed.us>; Trent
Reeder<treeder@swca.com>; <wgillespie@fs.fed.us>; <hschewel@fs.fed.us>;
<jderby@fs.fed.us>; <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>; Ken Houser<Khouser@swca.com>;
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>; <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>; <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>; Jill
Grams<jgrams@swca.com>; <temmett@fs.fed.us>; Geoff
Soroka<gsoroka@swca.com>; <ccleblanc@fs.fed.us>; <ecuriel@fs.fed.us>;
<ljones02@fs.fed.us>; Elisha Hornung<ehornung@swca.com>; Keith
Pohs<kpohs@swca.com>; Tamara Larson<tklarson@swca.com>; Dale
Ortman<dortman@srk.com>; Harmony Hall<hhall@swca.com>; Marcie
Bidwell<mbidwell@swca.com>; Ralph Ellis<rellis@swca.com>; Jeff
Connell<jconnell@swca.com>; Devin Keane<dkeane@swca.com>;
<mroth@fs.fed.us>; <daleortmanpe@live.com>; <kellett@fs.fed.us>;
<lcgarrett77@msn.com>; <bschneid@email.arizona.edu>; <rlaford@fs.fed.us>;
Megan Robertson<mrobertson@swca.com>; <rlefevre@fs.fed.us>;
<abelauskas@fs.fed.us>; Ken Kertell<kkertell@swca.com>; Melissa
Reichard<mreichard@swca.com>; Ben Gaddis<bgaddis@swca.com>; Kevin
Serrato<kserrato@swca.com>; <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>; <devinquintana@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: List of Reports Submitted by Rosemont Copper Co.

Tom - I note that none of the SWCA reports (geotechnical arch survey; MPO arch survey) are listed. Is
this because we are submitting them directly to CNF?
 
Where are they proposing to locate the soil salvage storage areas?
 
Suzanne 
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From: rosemonteis on behalf of Tom Furgason
Sent: Tue 7/21/2009 2:20 PM
To: rgerhart@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; Molly Thrash; Cara Bellavia;
rmraley@fs.fed.us; Tom Furgason; Rion Bowers; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
awcampbell@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; Jerome Hesse;
klgraves@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; Trent Reeder; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
jderby@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; Ken Houser; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Jill Grams; temmett@fs.fed.us; Geoff Soroka; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
ecuriel@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Elisha Hornung; Keith Pohs; Suzanne Griset; Tamara Larson;
Dale Ortman; Harmony Hall; Marcie Bidwell; Ralph Ellis; Jeff Connell; Devin Keane; mroth@fs.fed.us;
daleortmanpe@live.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; lcgarrett77@msn.com; bschneid@email.arizona.edu;
rlaford@fs.fed.us; Megan Robertson; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; Ken Kertell; Melissa
Reichard; Ben Gaddis; Kevin Serrato; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; devinquintana@fs.fed.us
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: List of Reports Submitted by Rosemont Copper Co.

All-

Kathy Arnold sent us a list of 81 technical reports that have been submitted to the
Forest Service in support of the proposed Rosemont Copper Project
(https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150661) .  SWCA is looking at
this list to ensure that we have all of these reports in the Admin Record.  We'll also
review our records to see if we have any reports that are not included on this list.
Please take a few minutes to review this document and identify any reports that
pertain to your area of expertise. 

 

It is my understanding that Bev should have two hard copies of each report. 
Alternatively, many of these reports are posted in WebEx; however, there may be a
few instances where we did not receive electronic copies or they have not been
posted.  SWCA will either post copies or contact Rosemont and request electronic
copies.  We'll discuss the file structure and use of WebEx at the next extended ITD
meeting.  For SWCA employees, please contact Melissa or me if you have any
difficulties locating any of these reports.

 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150661


From: Melissa Reichard
To: John Able; Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; mroth@fs.fed.us; Teresa Ciapusci
Subject: RE: List of Reports Submitted by Rosemont Copper Co.
Date: 08/06/2009 12:51 PM

John-
We have uploaded a large number of documents to WebEx and they are as long to upload as to
download, so I understand the frustration! The reports that were on Kathy Arnold’s letter as being
received are not all on WebEx as of yet. There are a small number that I still need to locate and/or
confirm they were received at all. Once I am able to gather all of the reports to date, I would be
happy to burn a DVD (likely to be more than one). I think your idea will be greatly appreciated by

the CAs. With some help from Bev, I think I could have something completed by the 14th. If you
need them before then, perhaps we could ask Rosemont for them.
 
Thanks and good thinking!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: johnable23@gmail.com [mailto:johnable23@gmail.com] On Behalf Of John Able
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 11:45 AM
To: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; mroth@fs.fed.us; Teresa Ciapusci
Subject: Re: List of Reports Submitted by Rosemont Copper Co.
 
Tom and Melissa, I know we are placing some of these tech reports on the Webex site, but
downloads from that site are slow, especially for such large docs. I'm wondering if we could
provide IDT members and CA reps with a DVD of all 81 reports?  As you know, CA reps do
not have access to Webex, nor are there any plans to give them access.  

While we are placing these tech reports in searchabIe/accessible html format on the
RosemontEIS.us site, that process will take time.  In the meantime, if I can get a DVD of the
current 81 reports, I will make copies and distribute internally.  I will also continuously
update the master DVD to ensure we have current versions and any additional reports.  In
addition, I will be happy to help with any administrative effort to ensure we have the current
versions available for all internals.

Please let me know if you can provide all 81 tech reports on a DVD.

Thanks!

John A. Able, Information Steward
Transparency, Collaboration, Knowledge
Coronado National Forest
Text or Voice:  520-405-4256

On Tue, Jul 21, 2009 at 2:20 PM, Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote:
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All-

Kathy Arnold sent us a list of 81 technical reports that have been submitted to the Forest
Service in support of the proposed Rosemont Copper Project
(https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150661) .  SWCA is looking at this list to
ensure that we have all of these reports in the Admin Record.  We'll also review our records
to see if we have any reports that are not included on this list. Please take a few minutes to
review this document and identify any reports that pertain to your area of expertise. 

 

It is my understanding that Bev should have two hard copies of each report.  Alternatively,
many of these reports are posted in WebEx; however, there may be a few instances where we
did not receive electronic copies or they have not been posted.  SWCA will either post copies
or contact Rosemont and request electronic copies.  We'll discuss the file structure and use of
WebEx at the next extended ITD meeting.  For SWCA employees, please contact Melissa or
me if you have any difficulties locating any of these reports.

 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 

 

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150661


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Eleanor Gladding; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford
Subject: RE: Looking for FS person to proxy and assist w/COE mtgs for 404(b)(1) efforts
Date: 08/09/2010 12:03 PM

We may want to stick with an FS person because of the contentiousness on the
situation.  I can do it if needed.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

08/09/2010 11:10 AM

To "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Eleanor Gladding" <Egladding@swca.com>

Subject RE: Looking for FS person to proxy and assist
w/COE mtgs for 404(b)(1) efforts

Reta,

 
We may want to consider SWCA’s new hire, Angela.  On the plus side of the
equation, she has submitted applications for an Individual Permits (IPs) to Marjorie
and knows the 404 process in Pima County.  However, Angela does not have much,
if any, mining experience.  We think Angela’s first day will be June 23.

 
Tom

 
From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Saturday, August 07, 2010 12:41 AM
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Reta Laford; Tom Furgason
Subject: Looking for FS person to proxy and assist w/COE mtgs for
404(b)(1) efforts
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The Corps progress needs to be closely monitored.  While I will try to
fully engage, we should have someone sticking to it like glue similar to
how much attention goes into Tribal consultation stuff.  Any idea for
candidates??  They would need to document meetings, including action
items and proactively check, nudge, and kick to see that work advances
efficiently. 

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



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Brian Lindenlaub
Subject: RE: Maps and Groundwater Monitoring Plan
Date: 02/15/2008 01:38 PM

It should come through today; try it again.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Brian Lindenlaub" <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>

"Brian Lindenlaub"
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com> 

02/15/2008 09:22 AM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Maps and Groundwater
Monitoring Plan

Bev,

 
I tried to get this to you yesterday, but it got bounced.  Perhaps the
attachment was too large?

 
Brian Lindenlaub | Senior Project Manager
WestLand Resources, Inc.

From: Brian Lindenlaub 
Sent: Thursday, February 14, 2008 5:12 PM
To: 'karnold@augustaresource.com'; RCongdon@fs.fed.us;
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; 'Jim Davis'
Subject: RE: Maps and Groundwater Monitoring Plan

 
All,

 
Attached please find a digital copy of the proposed groundwater

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com


monitoring program.  Hard copies of this report, as well as the revised
MPO figures, will be delivered to the CNF office first thing tomorrow
morning.  I realize I’ve said that very thing before, but this time I believe
it.  I think.

 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Senior Project Manager
WestLand Resources, Inc.

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2008 10:20 AM
To: GMckay@fs.fed.us; RCongdon@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Brian Lindenlaub; 'Jim Davis'
Subject: Maps and Groundwater Monitoring Plan

 
All – 
Bev asked me to update everyone on the status of submittals - looks like we are on-
track to submit the final map versions and the groundwater monitoring plan. 
WestLand will deliver, or email or mail as the case may be, copies to you
tomorrow (Wednesday).  As I understand it this is the last of the information that
you had requested in your letter to Augusta Resource on October 19, 2007 and in
the subsequent meetings.

 
Cheers!
Kathy

 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

 
Rosemont Copper Company  
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: March 23, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx (core and extended please attend if possible)
Date: 03/23/2010 05:34 PM
Attachments: March 23, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

Tami just pointed out the March 23 date in the subject line of this message.  We're
meeting tomorrow, our usual day of the week.  Sorry for the confusion.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

03/22/2010 04:27 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
wgillespie@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

cc

Subject March 23, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx (core and
extended please attend if possible)

As per my email note on this week's meeting last Wednesday,
extended team members are encouraged to come to this meeting as
many had to miss last week's meeting due to NEPA training.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701
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March 24, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda





Location:  Rm. 4B, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701 



Time:  9:00 – 12:00; 1230 - 1500



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Overview of meeting



Landforming analysis (Debby Kriegel)



Facilities other than pit, plant, tailings and waste piles (Debby Kriegel)



Technical report review and other homework



Project status and meetings (round robin)





Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 - March 23, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: March 23, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx (core and extended please attend if possible)
Date: 03/23/2010 05:34 PM
Attachments: March 23, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

Tami just pointed out the March 23 date in the subject line of this message.  We're
meeting tomorrow, our usual day of the week.  Sorry for the confusion.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

03/22/2010 04:27 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
wgillespie@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

cc

Subject March 23, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx (core and
extended please attend if possible)

As per my email note on this week's meeting last Wednesday,
extended team members are encouraged to come to this meeting as
many had to miss last week's meeting due to NEPA training.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701
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March 24, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda





Location:  Rm. 4B, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701 



Time:  9:00 – 12:00; 1230 - 1500



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Overview of meeting



Landforming analysis (Debby Kriegel)



Facilities other than pit, plant, tailings and waste piles (Debby Kriegel)



Technical report review and other homework



Project status and meetings (round robin)





Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 - March 23, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx



From: Tom Furgason
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Mary M Farrell
Subject: RE: Mary, please confirm status -Re: Cultural Resources Report & Affected Env.
Date: 06/19/2009 04:12 PM

Thanks Reta!
 

From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2009 4:05 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Mary M Farrell
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle; Jerome Hesse; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Suzanne
Griset
Subject: Mary, please confirm status -Re: Cultural Resources Report & Affected Env.
 

Mary - I defer to you in getting back to Tom.  My review is done and I believe the
letters were going out today and Monday. 

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

06/19/2009 03:32 PM

To "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Mary M Farrell" <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Charles Coyle"
<ccoyle@swca.com>, "Suzanne Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>,
"Jerome Hesse" <jhesse@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Cultural Resources Report  & Affected Env.

 
  

Reta, 
  
I was wondering what the timeframe is for the Coronado NF to send the Cultural Resources report to
the tribes and agencies for review.  As you know, we’ll have a 30-day review period (possibly longer if
tribes/agencies request and are granted additional review time) before we can expect to put any more
work into the Chapter 3 portion on tribal consultation.  Is there anything that SWCA can do to assist
with transmitting the reports to the interested tribes and agencies?  Feel free to let Suzanne Griset or
me know what we can do to assist. 
  
Tom Furgason 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us


Program Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Katherine Arnold
Subject: Re: Materials--direction of flow
Date: 08/27/2010 10:24 AM

Thank you.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Katherine Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

08/27/2010 10:18 AM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

Subject Re: Materials--direction of flow

Bev - 
Julia got it correct it will come from I-10.  Where it comes from before it gets to the
I-10 and SR-83 interchange will be directly dependent upon suppliers and vendors
that provide the materials being shipped.  Sorry I cannot be more specific but these
items will be general commerce items and vendor/supplier/contractor dependent.

Regards,
Kathy

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

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

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

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


From: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Date: Fri, 27 Aug 2010 10:03:28 -0700
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Subject: Fw: Materials--direction of flow

Hi Kathy, 

Any idea when I might have a response from you on this? 

Thanks. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/27/2010 10:02 AM -
---- 
Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 08/25/2010 11:56 AM 

To 

karnold@rosemontcopper.com 

cc
Subject 

Fw: Materials--direction of flow 

Kathy, can you answer this question?  Thank you - Bev 

file:////c/beverson@fs.fed.us
file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com
file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/25/2010 11:55 AM -
---- 
"Julia Fonseca" <Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov> 08/25/2010 11:22 AM 

To 

"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 

cc
Subject 

Materials--direction of flow 

Hi, Bev,

Do you have any idea from what direction supplies of sulfuric
acid and
diesel for blasting would come from to supply the proposed
mine?  I
understand that much of it would be shipped via I-10, but
from the Port
of Tucson or from points east?

Julia Fonseca, Environmental Planning Manager
Pima County Office of Conservation Science and Environmental
Policy

201 N. Stone Ave.  6th floor
Tucson, AZ 85701

file:////c/Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov
file:////c/beverson@fs.fed.us


(520) 740-6460
FAX (520) 243-1610
Julia.Fonseca@pima.gov

http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/

<http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/> 

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

file:////c/Julia.Fonseca@pima.gov
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From: Geraldine Antone
To: Mary M Farrell
Cc: Austin G. Nunez; Boyd Osegueda; Dee McCabe; David Tenario; Agatha Havier-Jose (havierjoe@yahoo.com);

Michael Rios; Philbert Bailey; Scott Rogers; Tony Burrell; Beverley A Everson; sgriset@swca.com; William B
Gillespie; Reta Laford; (hwest@swca.com)

Subject: RE: Meeting about proposed Rosemont mine, Nov 6, 5:15
Date: 11/03/2008 09:58 AM

At this point we just want the people that were on the tour. Not the mine people. The group wanted 
to hear from each individual what their thoughts were.
-----Original Message-----
From: Mary M Farrell [mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2008 9:42 AM
To: Geraldine Antone
Cc: Austin G. Nunez; Boyd Osegueda; Dee McCabe; David Tenario; Agatha Havier-Jose 
(havierjoe@yahoo.com); Michael Rios; Philbert Bailey; Scott Rogers; Tony Burrell; Beverley A 
Everson; sgriset@swca.com; William B Gillespie; Reta Laford
Subject: Meeting about proposed Rosemont mine, Nov 6, 5:15

Geri, thank you for arranging this meeting, and thank you for the
invitation, I'll be there.

Suzanne Griset had to go out of town to take care of a very ill aunt, but
I'll ask Bill Gillespie if he's available, too, so we can take lots of
notes.  Would you want Bev Everson (project leader for the Forest Service)
and Reta Laford (Deputy Forest Supervisor) to attend, too, if they are
available Thursday evening?

Mary

Mary M. Farrell
Forest Archaeologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)

             Geraldine Antone
             <gantone@waknet.o
             rg>                                                        To
                                       Boyd Osegueda
             10/31/2008 03:55          <bosegueda@waknet.org>, David
             PM                        Tenario <dtenario@waknet.org>,
                                       Michael Rios <mrios@waknet.org>,
                                       Philbert Bailey
                                       <pbailey@waknet.org>, Scott Rogers
                                       <srogers@waknet.org>, Tony Burrell
                                       <tburrell@waknet.org>, "Agatha
                                       Havier-Jose (havierjoe@yahoo.com)"
                                       <havierjoe@yahoo.com>, Mary M
                                       Farrell <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>
                                                                        cc
                                       "Austin G. Nunez"
                                       <anunez@waknet.org>, Dee McCabe
                                       <dmccabe@waknet.org>
                                                                   Subject

We are scheduling another meeting with the group that went on the Rosemont
Mine Tour on November 6, 2008 at 5:15 pm in the San Xavier District Center.
Hope you can make it. We would like everybody's input.

Mary, we would like to invite you and your staff, along with SWCA staff to
attend the meeting on the 6th.
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From: Mary M Farrell
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: William B Gillespie; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: meeting Friday to discuss tribal ideas for mitigation and alternatives?
Date: 05/20/2009 12:01 PM

Kathy, I've reserved room 4B at the federal building for our meeting.  See you at 1
pm Friday!

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Kathy Arnold
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

05/20/2009 08:10 AM

To Mary M Farrell <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: meeting Friday to discuss tribal ideas
for mitigation and alternatives?

Mary –
One is good for me – the Forest Service offices or at SWCA?

 
Kathy

 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

 

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

 
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and
notify us immediately.
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From: Mary M Farrell [mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2009 8:00 AM
To: karnold
Subject: Fw: meeting Friday to discuss tribal ideas for mitigation and
alternatives?

 

Hi, Kathy 

Sorry to be slow with this email, I was out of the office yesterday.  Are
you still able to meet with Bill Gillespie and me on Friday afternoon to
discuss some of the ideas we've heard from tribes for mitigation or
alternative development?  Anytime after 1:00 works for me.  Thanks. 

Mary 

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)



From: Hoag, Cori
To: Dale Ortman PE; Stone, Claudia; Ugorets, Vladimir; Day, Stephen; Sieber, Mike; Cope, Larry; 'Krizek, David';

'Hudson, Amy'; mark@geochemical-solutions.com; 'O'Brien, Grady'; 'Gabora, Michael'; Salek Shafiqullah;
Beverley A Everson

Cc: Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard; Kathy Arnold
Subject: RE: Meeting Invitation: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call
Date: 06/14/2010 09:17 AM
Attachments: Rosemont_Geochem+Infiltration_Comments_20100614.docx

Am sending again to get to everyone on the list.
Regards, Cori
 
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting
3275 W. Ina Rd., Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
W (520) 544-3688
F (520) 544-9853
M (520) 400-4135

 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 11, 2010 4:39 PM
To: Stone, Claudia; Ugorets, Vladimir; Day, Stephen; Sieber, Mike; Cope, Larry; Hoag, Cori; 'Krizek,
David'; 'Hudson, Amy'; mark@geochemical-solutions.com; 'O'Brien, Grady'; 'Gabora, Michael'; 'Salek
Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: FW: Meeting Invitation: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call
 
All,
 
Here is the information for accessing Monday’s geochemistry conference….
 
Please note the time is 9:00 – 11:00 AM Pacific/Arizona time, NOT Mountain time as
indicated below.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
PS… If I’ve left anyone off this list please feel free to forward them the information.
 
 
 

From: Tom Furgason [mailto:meetings@meetings.readytalk.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 11, 2010 3:46 PM
To: daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: Meeting Invitation: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call
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June 14, 2010 Summary of Questions and concerns for Discussion

Compiled from SRK review memos



Pit Lake geochemistry:



1. Nature of the inconsistencies in the components of the pit lake water balance, presented in reviewed SRK documents.



2. How results of the predictions of pit lake infilling during the period of 100 years simulated by the groundwater flow model (M&A, 2009) were incorporated into the 200-year predictions, completed by Tetra Tech (2010).

3. Pit Lake hydrogeochemistry was evaluated by the components of water balance simulated by M & A (2009) Groundwater Flow Model which:

a. Has uncertainties in representing known geology and structures,

b. Does not have the proper external and internal boundary conditions,

c. Needs to be calibrated to transient conditions measured during a 30-day pumping test from multiple pumping wells to increase the limited predictive capability, and

d. Needs to be re-developed and re-run with elements of a sensitivity/uncertainty analysis to illustrate the possible range of predicted parameters.



4. Use of the DSM with stochastic parameters of precipitation, runoff, and evaporation combined with deterministic groundwater output from the numerical groundwater model is a very preliminary and inaccurate approach. This is due to the fact that both groundwater inflow and pit lake elevation depend on the meteorological parameters simulated in the groundwater model deterministically. By stochastically varying these parameters (precipitation, runoff, and evaporation), groundwater inflow will be different in time from that simulated in the groundwater model because pit lake stage will be different.

5. Characterization of pit walls – is there confidence that drilling has sufficient coverage that ore periphery influence can be evaluated?

6. Characterization of mineralogy as it effects application of ABA and evaluation of leaching (oxide and sulphate minerals, jarosite etc).

7. Agreement on the components of the conceptual model.

8. Understanding of how the pit wall source term was developed (scaling of lab results) and possible need for re-evaluation.

Infiltration, seepage, fate and transport model

1. Understanding of how source terms were calculated from laboratory tests. (Steve)

1. Climate

· Why was Nogales 6N data used instead of the closer Santa Rita station?

· What method was used to translate the pan evaporation data from Nogales to the elevation of the Site?

· What do one day and seven day infiltration-seepage modeling show?

· Appendix C model data appears that the “average” precipitation data is applied nearly every day. What was the method used to average the precipitation. Why was not all of the data used for a long-term transient model?

2. Site Material-Soil Data

· The theory unsaturated flow is presented

· The statement is made that laboratory and library parameters were used for unsaturated flow properties, however, the specific SWCC and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity curves are not presented.

3. Heap Leach Facility Conceptual Model

· The drain down model and infiltration-seepage model do not take into account the alteration of the oxide ore after leaching with raffinate. The leaching process will significantly change the unsaturated flow properties and reduce the saturated hydraulic conductivity. The time estimated or the Heap to drain is underestimated.

4. Steady-State and Transient Solutions

· Steady-State modeling was used to develop non-zero starting points for transient modeling, however, the figures for the transient solutions begin zero moisture water content.

· One-year transient simulations are neither long enough nor realistic to simulate long-term closure of the mine facilities.

For the infiltration and seepage component of the model report, SRK has the following recommendations:

· Results from the transient simulations do not indicate that a long-term solution has been reached at the end on one year. The transient simulations should be performed over the 50-year climatic data period of record, or at a minimum until the transient analysis demonstrates an asymptotic stabilization of results.

· Given the apparent need to extend the length of transient runs, the one year of averaged daily climate data may become mute. Actual climate data over the length of transient simulations should be applied as input.  

· Present SWCC and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity functions on charts for all of the waste material and the alluvial deposit and bedrock.

· The Heap Leach Facility draindown model should use material typical of leached oxide ore. Alternatively, a review of actual draindown data from similar closed heap leach facilities could be considered.

· Several figures are difficult to read

· For the geochemical component of the model, SRK has recommended further explanation and/or re-visiting of source terms to address potential for local acidification in waste rock and tailings, and scale-up of laboratory leach tests to full scale.





U.S. & Canada:    866.740.1260

Access Code: 9550668

Step 1: Dial-In

https://cc.readytalk.com/r/c9i9j96g697t

Step 2: Web Login

Rosemont Geochemistry
Conference Call
You have been invited to a ReadyTalk Meeting hosted by Tom
Furgason. All the information you need to join is below.
 

 

Date & Time
 
Date: Mon, Jun 14, 2010

Time: 09:00 AM MST

Duration: 2 hours

Host(s): Tom Furgason
 

Lotus Notes Help

ReadyTalk Support Information

Test your computer for
compatibility prior to the meeting.

For help in joining a conference:
U.S. and Canada: 800.843.9166
International: 303.209.1600
Email: help@readytalk.com
Web: Conferencing Support

To opt-out of future email messages or to manage your email
preferences please click here This email was sent to:
daleortmanpe@live.com by Readytalk: 1598 Wynkoop Street
Denver, Colorado 80202 USA
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Terry Chute; Jonathan Rigg
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: RE: Meeting Minutes for ACOE/FS July 8 meeting
Date: 07/21/2010 10:09 AM

Terry,
 
I believe that we have to include wet tailings as considered but eliminated.  Dale mentioned the
technology to the IDT and it was very quickly dismissed by them.   Members of the IDT did tour a
wet tailings facility (ASARCO’s Mission Mine) and should be familiar with that process.  We can go
back to the IDT and Reta if they need to refresh their minds, but wet tailings only has greater
impacts on almost, if not all, resources (water consumption, acreage, risk of a tailings dam failure,
etc.).
 
Tom
 
 

From: Terry Chute [mailto:tjchute@msn.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 8:57 AM
To: Jonathan Rigg
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: Meeting Minutes for ACOE/FS July 8 meeting
 

Good notes.  I do not have specific edits, but a couple of comments.  I think we should
keep these draft for a while till we see how things progress with the COE.  There is a lot of
specific information on the items we are trying to work through with them, and what we
might want in the final notes may look different in a couple months.  Also, these notes
seem to indicate that we briefly considered an alternative with wet tailings, yet I hear
people say that such an alternative is not included in the alternatives considered but
eliminated section.  We should have a follow-up discussion on this.
 
Terry Chute
 
From: Jonathan Rigg
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 1:45 PM
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Tom Furgason ; Melissa Reichard ; tjchute@msn.com ; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Meeting Minutes for ACOE/FS July 8 meeting
 
Hi TA,
 
Attached for your review are my meeting notes for the ACOE/FS July 8 meeting.  I used the meeting
minutes template that Mel uses for her record keeping.  Feel free to edit as needed (thinking the
initials finalization from Tom and Bev might not be necessary).  Please look over the minutes and
let me know if they are consistent with your notes/recollection of the meeting. 
 
Thanks!
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Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com

mailto:jrigg@swca.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Jeanine Derby; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: RE: Meeting on 4/14 (1 pm) w/COE regarding CAP project -Fw: CWC PDEA
Date: 04/07/2010 03:31 PM

I'm also available.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

04/06/2010 06:20 PM

To "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>,
"Jeanine Derby" <jderby@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Meeting on 4/14 (1 pm) w/COE regarding CAP
project -Fw: CWC PDEA

Reta,

 
I am available and will attend.

 
Tom

 
From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 06, 2010 4:53 PM
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Cc: Salek Shafiqullah; Jeanine Derby
Subject: Meeting on 4/14 (1 pm) w/COE regarding CAP project -Fw:
CWC PDEA

 

All - I have set up a meeting with the Bureau of Reclamation regarding
the Community Water Company CAP Water Delivery System proposal. 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jderby@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us


Their revised Draft EA is ready to be released (see info below).  The
previous position of both agencies was that this CAP project was not a
NEPA connected action.  The purpose of the meeting will be to validate
our current positions and future expectations.  At a minimum, Jeanine
and I will attend the meeting. 

Mindee, Bev, Tom - Can you make this? 

Salek - Would you like to attend?  If so, does your schedule allow? 

Reta Laford
Acting Forest Supervisor
Prescott National Forest

Phone:  928-443-8210 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
----- Forwarded by Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS on 04/06/2010 04:38 PM ----- 

"Eto, Sandra" <SEto@usbr.gov> 

04/06/2010 10:40 AM 
To "Laford, Reta" <rlaford@fs.fed.us> 
cc

Subject FW: CWC PDEA

 

Here's our latest and greatest.  Figures 7 and 9 compare the
no action and proposed project, with (Figure 9) and without
(Figure 7) Rosemont pumping.  

Craig is available by phone from 1pm for about an hour or
two.  He has a plane to catch at 3:15pm.

-----Original Message-----
From: Craig Sommers [mailto:csommers@eroresources.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 06, 2010 10:27 AM
To: Eto, Sandra
Subject: CWC PDEA

Attached is the print-ready draft reflecting all of our



changes through now.  Also attached are Figures 1 - 3 and
Appendix D.  Figures 4 - 10 are on one of our FTP sites --
the instructions for accessing those are below.

***********
FTP Instructions

To start, go to:  ftp.eroresources.com in a web browser.

Any time you are asked to log on, use the following --
Username:  ERO\CWCFTP
Password:  GVea08

Click on ERO, then select the CWCFTP folder.  

It usually works best if you click on "Page" in the upper
right hand menu bar and select Open FTP Site in Windows
Explorer.  Once the FTP
site is open, you can copy or drag files in or out of the
folder.       



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Krizek, David; mbidwell@swca.com; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Meeting on Reclamation Plan
Date: 06/03/2009 11:23 AM

Kathy, 

If your team isn't ready to present their work yet, then Meeting after the 15th will be fine. 

My availability that week: 
Monday, June 15:  available from 11 am until 3 pm.   
Tuesday, June 16:  available only before 9 am (note: I'm usually in the office by 7) 
Wednesday, June 17:  Bev can let you know if I will need to be at a core team meeting this day.  If
there's no meeting, I'd be available all day.   
Thursday and Friday, June 18 & 19:  available any time. 

At our meeting on May 7, Joy and David asked for evaluation criteria and affected environment input
from SWCA for tomorrow's meeting.  I'm reviewing Marcie Bidwell's draft evaluation criteria today, and
hopefully she can send this to you within a day or so.  The affected environment section is expected by
the end of this month. 

Thanks. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

06/03/2009 10:45 AM

To "dkriegel@fs.fed.us" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>
Subject Meeting on Reclamation Plan

Debbie – 
I spoke with David yesterday regarding a meeting on the Reclamation Plan items and based on the work that has
been completed I think that we would be better off not meeting this week.  I have forwarded your shape files to
David for consideration and will chat with him either this afternoon or early next week.  I propose that we review

the possibility of meeting the week of the 15th so that some forward momentum will be made prior to sitting

down for discussion as I understand you are unavailable next week. 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com
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mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


  
Regards, 

Kathy 
  
Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

 
Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the

intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately. 
 

  

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: meeting on the 10th (bio/hydro) - Rosemont will be available at 9:30 to discuss the project for the

landforming group...
Date: 12/07/2009 07:46 AM

Tentatively we're meeting the bio/hydro group at MP 44 at 9:30.  Would you please
let Jamie and Jeff know this?  Or do you think the water tank site is significantly
better for a first overview of the project?

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

12/04/2009 04:27 PM

To Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Julie A
Speegle/R10/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

cc

Subject meeting on the 10th (bio/hydro) - Rosemont will be
available at 9:30 to discuss the project for the

landforming group...

do you want to tie in with us for that discussion?  It will include
Rosemont's geologist and Jamie Sturgess.  The plan is to meet at the
green water tank on the 4064 Rd. a short distance off of Hwy. 83.  
RSVP requested.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/BF77475920EF2FDD07257682005F2A61


From: tfurgason@swca.com
Reply To: tfurgason@swca.com
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: message you asked me to forward to Rosemont today
Date: 09/01/2009 06:11 PM

Yes, I'll re-send it in the morning.

Tom

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: Beverley A Everson 
Date: Tue, 1 Sep 2009 17:46:05 -0700
To: Tom Furgason<tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject: message you asked me to forward to Rosemont today

I'm not finding the message you mentioned today.  Was it from you?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Rochelle Desser
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: mining plan of operations reference
Date: 03/09/2010 09:53 AM

The March 2008 Fed Register notice called in "MPO".  36 CFR 228A calls it "plan of
operations".  I recommend we switch names now and stick with POO.  We have
been very careful not to stray from the fed. reg. language.  I don't know how
important that is.

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

▼ Rochelle Desser/WO/USDAFS

Rochelle
Desser/WO/USDAFS

03/09/2010 08:44 AM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject mining plan of operations reference 

I was editing chapter 1 and found that it referred to Proposed Plan of
Operations rather than MPO or proposed MPO, seemingly deliberate
but not matching other documentation. 
please advise.  thanks! 

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Rochelle Desser/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: William B Gillespie
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Mary M Farrell
Subject: Re: mitigation review meeting Monday - can one of you attend?
Date: 01/11/2010 10:51 AM

Bev, Mary's out of town until tomorrow, but I'm here and can attend at least part of
the session.  I'm also scheduled to attend the ARRA meeting at 3 in 6V6.  Misty may
be absent physically, but she attends remotely, which is why 6V6 is reserved.  I
might leave the Rosemont meeting for that one.   

William Gillespie, Archaeologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson AZ 85701
Phone 520-388-8392 
FAX 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

01/08/2010 04:26 PM

To Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject mitigation review meeting Monday - can one of you
attend?

We will be continuing to review mitigation (the table compiled by SWCA
that I sent out earlier today), on Monday from 1:00 to 5:00, and it
would be helpful to have Heritage there.  Can one of you attend?  The
meeting will probably be in 4B, though 6V6 may be available and that
would be my preference.  Right now Misty has it signed out, but she is
on detail, so we'll have to see if anyone shows up in that room on
Monday.
Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: mitigation summary list for IDT review
Date: 05/21/2009 11:47 AM

Bev-
Were you planning on asking Kathy for her presentation or would you like me to?
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2009 9:57 AM
To: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: mitigation summary list for IDT review
 

Charles, I asked Melissa yesterday to put together a chart of all the mitigation that has been
suggested, by resource area, for IDT review.  She asked me to run the request by you so that she has
permission to do the work.  Please let me know if you can okay this.  The next step would be
distributing the chart to the team, which I would like to do as soon as possible. 

Thanks for you consideration of this request. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Robert Lefevre
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Mitigation Table Review needs
Date: 01/25/2010 01:53 PM

Bev and Mindee:  I looked at Air #34 and my notes about it.  I had thought this
would be accomplished if we abide by Pima Department of Environmental Quality
Code of Ordinances Title 17.12.  However, it appears that ordinance requires the
holder of the permit (Rosemont, in this case) to do the inspections and make the
report.   If we decide to make unscheduled inspections we will have to train
someone how to do it.  It does not appear that Pima County Department of
Environmental Quality makes unscheduled inspections.  I have no suggestions for
rewording except to spell "tuned" correctly.

Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373
▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

01/25/2010 11:24 AM

To dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, jrigg@swca.com,
tfurgason@swca.com

Subject Mitigation Table Review needs

Bev sent out the latest draft of the Mitigation Table on Friday.  I
reviewed it and found the following items for Forest action: 

Air #34 
Plants and Animals #51 
Hydrology #110, 111, 116, 120, 124, 126, 127, 128, 105, 107 
Transportation #228 (says Larry will reword?) 
Visual #234, 237, 238 

We can talk about this need at Wednesday's IDT meeting, especially in
light of Forest Plan Revision assignments and timeframes.  Please keep

mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Bev apprised if you complete your section before Wednesday. 

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



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP
Date: 12/15/2009 05:18 PM

On Thursday I am out of the office from 11:45 until 1:45.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

12/15/2009 04:25 PM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
wgillespie@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

Subject Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss

mitigation - Need input ASAP

I agree with Debby, however, I don't know when we'll have the
completed table with all the mitigation.  I would suggest that we meet
Friday morning and go over all that we have by then.  Please, core and
extended team members, RSVP as soon as possible and let me know
whether of not you will be available on Friday at 9:00.  I don't know
how long the meeting will take; I suggest that everyone plan on
working through lunch. 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

12/15/2009 03:40 PM 
To dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,

wkeyes@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc

Subject Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP

SWCA should have the new consolidated mitigation table available later today.  I
know that Tami and Walt wanted to make some edits, and I believe that all IDT
members should minimally take 1/2 an hour to read through the whole thing so
we're not going "Huh? Where did THAT come from??" as we go through the list in
front of Rosemont. 

Also, since the team really hasn't really had any comprehensive discussion about the
latest list of mitigation, we might want to meet briefly to discuss before Monday's
meeting.  This list is still draft and will undoubtedly change as we finalize alternatives
and proceed with analysis.  We don't need to have everything worked out, but it'd
be good to have some rough consensus as a team. 

Since the regular meeting tomorrow got cancelled, perhaps we can edit SWCA's list
in the morning and meet for an hour or two right after lunch?  Alternately, we could
meet Thursday or Friday...or even just before the 10:00 meeting on Monday. 

Please let me know who can be available. 

Thanks. 



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP
Date: 12/15/2009 05:16 PM

I will be gone from the office on Friday from 10-12.  Other parts of the day are fine. 

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

12/15/2009 04:25 PM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
wgillespie@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

Subject Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss

mitigation - Need input ASAP

I agree with Debby, however, I don't know when we'll have the
completed table with all the mitigation.  I would suggest that we meet
Friday morning and go over all that we have by then.  Please, core and
extended team members, RSVP as soon as possible and let me know
whether of not you will be available on Friday at 9:00.  I don't know
how long the meeting will take; I suggest that everyone plan on
working through lunch. 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

12/15/2009 03:40 PM 
To dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,

wkeyes@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc

Subject Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP

SWCA should have the new consolidated mitigation table available later today.  I
know that Tami and Walt wanted to make some edits, and I believe that all IDT
members should minimally take 1/2 an hour to read through the whole thing so
we're not going "Huh? Where did THAT come from??" as we go through the list in
front of Rosemont. 

Also, since the team really hasn't really had any comprehensive discussion about the
latest list of mitigation, we might want to meet briefly to discuss before Monday's
meeting.  This list is still draft and will undoubtedly change as we finalize alternatives
and proceed with analysis.  We don't need to have everything worked out, but it'd
be good to have some rough consensus as a team. 

Since the regular meeting tomorrow got cancelled, perhaps we can edit SWCA's list
in the morning and meet for an hour or two right after lunch?  Alternately, we could
meet Thursday or Friday...or even just before the 10:00 meeting on Monday. 

Please let me know who can be available. 

Thanks. 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP
Date: 12/16/2009 09:54 AM

I could attend.  However, so far it appears that not many others can.  I won't be in
the office tomorrow, so I'll plan to call you in the afternoon to see if enough people
can attend to make this worthwhile. Thanks.

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

12/15/2009 04:25 PM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
wgillespie@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

Subject Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss

mitigation - Need input ASAP

I agree with Debby, however, I don't know when we'll have the
completed table with all the mitigation.  I would suggest that we meet
Friday morning and go over all that we have by then.  Please, core and
extended team members, RSVP as soon as possible and let me know
whether of not you will be available on Friday at 9:00.  I don't know
how long the meeting will take; I suggest that everyone plan on
working through lunch. 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

12/15/2009 03:40 PM 
To dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,

wkeyes@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc

Subject Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP

SWCA should have the new consolidated mitigation table available later today.  I
know that Tami and Walt wanted to make some edits, and I believe that all IDT
members should minimally take 1/2 an hour to read through the whole thing so
we're not going "Huh? Where did THAT come from??" as we go through the list in
front of Rosemont. 

Also, since the team really hasn't really had any comprehensive discussion about the
latest list of mitigation, we might want to meet briefly to discuss before Monday's
meeting.  This list is still draft and will undoubtedly change as we finalize alternatives
and proceed with analysis.  We don't need to have everything worked out, but it'd
be good to have some rough consensus as a team. 

Since the regular meeting tomorrow got cancelled, perhaps we can edit SWCA's list
in the morning and meet for an hour or two right after lunch?  Alternately, we could
meet Thursday or Friday...or even just before the 10:00 meeting on Monday. 

Please let me know who can be available. 

Thanks. 



From: Robert Lefevre
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP
Date: 12/16/2009 09:45 AM

I am available Friday morning, through lunch, and in fact all day until 5:00 p.m. 
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373
▼ Tami Emmett/R3/USDAFS

Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS

12/15/2009 05:05 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
gmckay@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, mfarrell@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss

mitigation - Need input ASAP

All - I'm in contact with Jonathan Rigg who will be working with us on
the mitigation table.  At this point, he should be clear on what we
(Lands) need included.  I won't be available to work through lunch on
Thursday or Friday.  Thanks, Tami 

Tami Emmett
Realty Specialist
Coronado National Forest, Region 3
Tucson, Arizona
520-388-8424 (office)
520-388-8305 (fax)

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

12/15/2009 04:25 PM 

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,

dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us, mfarrell@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,

mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
wgillespie@fs.fed.us, Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com 

Subject Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAPLink

I agree with Debby, however, I don't know when we'll have the
completed table with all the mitigation.  I would suggest that we meet
Friday morning and go over all that we have by then.  Please, core and
extended team members, RSVP as soon as possible and let me know
whether of not you will be available on Friday at 9:00.  I don't know
how long the meeting will take; I suggest that everyone plan on
working through lunch. 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

12/15/2009 03:40 PM 
To dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,

wkeyes@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc

Subject Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP

SWCA should have the new consolidated mitigation table available later

notes://entr3b/8525685A00087F14/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/E5845876FDCD72310725768D007AFC5C


today.  I know that Tami and Walt wanted to make some edits, and I
believe that all IDT members should minimally take 1/2 an hour to
read through the whole thing so we're not going "Huh? Where did
THAT come from??" as we go through the list in front of Rosemont. 

Also, since the team really hasn't really had any comprehensive
discussion about the latest list of mitigation, we might want to meet
briefly to discuss before Monday's meeting.  This list is still draft and
will undoubtedly change as we finalize alternatives and proceed with
analysis.  We don't need to have everything worked out, but it'd be
good to have some rough consensus as a team. 

Since the regular meeting tomorrow got cancelled, perhaps we can edit
SWCA's list in the morning and meet for an hour or two right after
lunch?  Alternately, we could meet Thursday or Friday...or even just
before the 10:00 meeting on Monday. 

Please let me know who can be available. 

Thanks. 



From: Charles A Blair
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP
Date: 12/16/2009 01:00 PM

Friday at 9 is great
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

12/15/2009 04:25 PM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
wgillespie@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

Subject Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss

mitigation - Need input ASAP

I agree with Debby, however, I don't know when we'll have the
completed table with all the mitigation.  I would suggest that we meet
Friday morning and go over all that we have by then.  Please, core and
extended team members, RSVP as soon as possible and let me know
whether of not you will be available on Friday at 9:00.  I don't know
how long the meeting will take; I suggest that everyone plan on
working through lunch. 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

To dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
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12/15/2009 03:40 PM 
wkeyes@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

cc

Subject Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP

SWCA should have the new consolidated mitigation table available later today.  I
know that Tami and Walt wanted to make some edits, and I believe that all IDT
members should minimally take 1/2 an hour to read through the whole thing so
we're not going "Huh? Where did THAT come from??" as we go through the list in
front of Rosemont. 

Also, since the team really hasn't really had any comprehensive discussion about the
latest list of mitigation, we might want to meet briefly to discuss before Monday's
meeting.  This list is still draft and will undoubtedly change as we finalize alternatives
and proceed with analysis.  We don't need to have everything worked out, but it'd
be good to have some rough consensus as a team. 

Since the regular meeting tomorrow got cancelled, perhaps we can edit SWCA's list
in the morning and meet for an hour or two right after lunch?  Alternately, we could
meet Thursday or Friday...or even just before the 10:00 meeting on Monday. 

Please let me know who can be available. 

Thanks. 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us;
mfarrell@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; tfurgason@swca.com

Subject: Re: Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation - Need input ASAP
Date: 12/15/2009 04:25 PM

I agree with Debby, however, I don't know when we'll have the completed table with
all the mitigation.  I would suggest that we meet Friday morning and go over all that
we have by then.  Please, core and extended team members, RSVP as soon as
possible and let me know whether of not you will be available on Friday at 9:00.  I
don't know how long the meeting will take; I suggest that everyone plan on working
through lunch.

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

12/15/2009 03:40 PM

To dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Monday's meeting with Rosemont to discuss mitigation
- Need input ASAP

SWCA should have the new consolidated mitigation table available later
today.  I know that Tami and Walt wanted to make some edits, and I
believe that all IDT members should minimally take 1/2 an hour to
read through the whole thing so we're not going "Huh? Where did
THAT come from??" as we go through the list in front of Rosemont.
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: my schedule
Date: 06/03/2009 10:07 AM

Thanks Bev.
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 6:19 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: my schedule
 

Just want to give you a head's up that I will be on leave next week.  If you have something that you
need from me that did not come up in the meeting today, please let me know right away.  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us;
wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: Naming convension for project record documents
Date: 01/20/2010 04:29 PM

The pathname for the DEIS in WebEx is Documents/EIS.  Each Chpater is in its own
folder.  Look for Jan 15, 2010 docs.

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

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

01/20/2010 04:08 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
wgillespie@fs.fed.us, wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Naming convension for project record documents

In our IDT meeting this afternoon, we agreed to submit comments on the DEIS to
Mindee and to me via Correspondence Data Base.  General input on the DEIS vs.
comments specific to resource areas should be put in separate memos.  Please put
Mindee as the first reviewer on general DIES comments and me second, and the
reverse order for comments on resource areas.  Mindee and I will consolidate
comments and forward them to SWCA.

Please let me or Mindee know if you need help in using CDB.

Mindee, do you have anything to add?

Thanks for everyone's participation in the meeting today.

Bev
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Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

01/20/2010 03:53 PM

To dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, beverson@fs.fed.us

cc mreichard@swca.com, rlaford@fs.fed.us

Subject Naming convension for project record documents

Per Melissa at SWCA, here is some direction on sending documents and cover sheets
for the project record: 

Please format electronic file names as: “yyyymmdd_description” and the cover page as a
duplicate of the file name with “_CVR”. 

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



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Re: Need letter for Scoping Report #1
Date: 07/20/2009 09:07 AM

Don't know how Melissa (SWCA) got the copy, I was on vacation when it happened. 

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS

Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS 

07/18/2009 04:19 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc tfurgason@swca.com, mreichard@swca.com, Beverley
A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Need letter for Scoping Report #1

Mindee - 1) Please pull an electronic signed copy from the
correspondence database of the letter Jeanine sent to the RO in July
2008, in which she asked them to review of scoping efforts.  The file
code is 1950-3/2810.  2)  Find the mailroom's real signed copy and
have it scanned.  3) send SWCA both the electronic signed copy and
the scan of the real signed letter for the record, and be sure the
enclosure is included in both.  Thanks!

Sarah - More to think about for records management.  Seems SWCA
got a copy of the letter before it was finalized in the correspondence
database (it had not date and no signature.  It was also missing the
attachment).  

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------
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From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Need record change
Date: 06/25/2009 01:55 PM

If no agenda was handed out at the meeting, we should not have one in our documentation packages
for the Admin Record or the Web.  The draft should be discarded if it was not used. 

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax 

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

06/25/2009 12:40 PM

To "Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc
Subject RE: Need record change

FYI-There wasn’t any agenda distributed. This was one that Kathy drafted. If there was no agenda at the meeting,

how do we handle this? 
  
Melissa 
  
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2009 9:45 AM
To: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Need record change 
  

Bev - 
In putting together the records for web posting and the Admin Record, I reviewed a copy of the Agenda
for the Dry Stack presentations on May 12.  The current documentation only indicates the IDT as
attendees.  It also needs to reflect the cooperating agencies as attendees.  Please work with Melissa to
replace the current version with a corrected copy and forward me a copy of the corrected version so I
can complete my records.   Attached is a copy of the document that needs attention. 
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Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax 



From: Walter Keyes
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Alan Belauskas; George McKay
Subject: Re: Need your help, ASAP
Date: 08/23/2010 06:33 PM

Bev,

I have not received a letter like that--physically or email.  Just double-checked;
nope.

Addressing the jurisdiction of Lopez and Gunsite roads with 100% certainty will take
a little work.  Shooting from the hip I'd say there's only two options for the
segments of the road on CNF:  Largest chance is that they are NFSRs (National
Forest System Roads--maintenance level 2--high clearance vehicle type roads). 
Subsidiary chance is that they are Rosemont easements across CNF.

I can check INFRA (hardly trustworthy), and I can check with McKay.  If you wish
me to check with McKay please let me know what portions of those roads need
checking; just on CNF I assume?  Also, to be 100% certain if you supply us with the
road numbers that would help to avoid doing worthless work.

No idea what the jurisdiction is across land outside CNF boundary.

Walt.
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
..........................................................................
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/23/2010 05:29 PM

To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Alan
Belauskas/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Need your help, ASAP

Alan and Walt, 

Please see the bolded statement below.  I'm trying to track down the
incoming letter dated June 18 from Rosemont.  I can't remember
seeing it, and neither can Mindee...did you receive it?

Please let me know.

Thanks!

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Alan Belauskas/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=George McKay/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/23/2010 05:27 PM -----

"tjchute@msn.com"
<tjchute@msn.com> 

08/23/2010 04:49 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Re: Elements Common / Mitigation: Loose Ends

Bev,
According to Rosemont, they did not receive a reply. If we cannot locate a copy of the letter
they sent you may want to call Kathy and ask for a copy.

Sent from my Verizon Wireless Phone

----- Reply message -----
From: "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
Date: Mon, Aug 23, 2010 4:56 pm
Subject: Elements Common / Mitigation:  Loose Ends
To: "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>,
<tjchute@msn.com>

Reta,

Can you please help me with the second item on Terry's list, below?  I 
don't recall the letter from Rosemont, don't have a copy, and don't know 
who would have responded.  I have searched CDB and was unable to find the 
response letter.  Do you remember who wrote it for you?

FYI, Mindee has a call in to SWCA (Melissa) to see if either the incoming 
June 18 letter or our response is in the record.

Thank you,

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist



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

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/23/2010 03:52 PM 
-----

"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com> 
08/23/2010 11:05 AM

To
"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 
"Katherine Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Beverley A Everson" 
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan Rigg" 
<jrigg@swca.com>
cc

Subject
Elements Common / Mitigation:  Loose Ends

I've made most of the edits we agreed to last week to the Elements Common 
section that will go into Chapter 2.  Here are the loose ends that others 
agreed to follow-up on.  Once we get these taken care of, this section 
will be ready for one last look by Rosemont, then it can be inserted into 
Chapter 2.

1.  I need the names of the grazing permits held by Rosemont - I think 
Mindee was going to get these.

2.  We need to track down the Coronado response to Rosemont's June 18 
letter to Reta re: jurisdiction of Gunsite & Lopez roads and MSHA road 
standard requirements.  I sent an email to Bev last week asking her to 
follow up on this.

3.  As per our discussion last week, I combined the sections on Riparian 
and Off-Site Land Mitigation.  Seems that everything here revolves around 
whatever we end up with from the Army Corps of Engineers.  We need to 
decide whether we want this section "buried" in amongst the rest of the 
Elements Common, or if we should make it it's own section in Chapter 2.  I 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Larry Jones; Geoff Soroka; Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard; Richard A Gerhart; Ken Kertell
Subject: RE: neotrop report
Date: 07/09/2009 09:12 AM

Larry,
 
I placed the MBTA report and the BA on WebEx last night.  Please note that Debbie sent an email to
us several months ago letting us know that the report was acceptable. Open the folder titled
“Resources”, then “Biological”.  I’ll have Melissa copy the Westland reports to WebEx as well.
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
 
 

From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2009 8:26 AM
To: Geoff Soroka; Tom Furgason; Deborah K Sebesta
Subject: neotrop report
 

can somebody resend me an electronic copy of the migratory bird report done for rosemont...i can't
seem to put my hands on it.  thanks! 

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

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

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
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mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rgerhart@fs.fed.us
mailto:kkertell@swca.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Andrea W Campbell
Cc: Reta Laford; beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: New display of existing info on line and in DVD - Re: Rosemont:  Phone Inquiry/Irate Citizen
Date: 05/15/2008 09:52 AM

We would be happy to send this information.  

Bev- is this ok?

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Andrea W Campbell [mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2008 9:12 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Reta Laford; Andrea W Campbell; beverson@fs.fed.us;
tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: New display of existing info on line and in DVD - Re:
Rosemont: Phone Inquiry/Irate Citizen

Hi Tom,

How can we get him the DVD?

-----"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote: -----

To: "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Andrea W Campbell"
<awcampbell@fs.fed.us>
From: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Date: 05/15/2008 09:06AM
cc: <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: RE: New display of existing info on line and in DVD - Re:
Rosemont: Phone Inquiry/Irate Citizen

Andrea and Reta,

I don't recall an inquiry either.  I can have somebody review the dvd
and compare it to the MPO references and a list of all of the Tetra Tech
documents that we have received to ensure that the dvd is complete per
SWCA's records.  I guess it is really up to Mr. Fischer to determine if
this would be an acceptable alternate to coming to Tucson to sit in a
reading room.  It should satisfy his needs if he is only after
information.  However, he may just want to see that the information is
truly available to the public.

Either way, 36 CFR Part 228 Subpart A, Sec 228.6 requires that "...all
information and data submitted by an operator pursuant to the
regulations in this part shall be available for examination by the
public at the Office of District Ranger..."  It is unclear to me if the
SO is an acceptable alternative.

I think that this needs to be a priority so that we satisfy the regs and
we allow the public access to all aspects of the proposal during scoping
so that they may prepare and submit their comments.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2008 10:07 PM
To: Andrea W Campbell
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Tom Furgason; Reta Laford
Subject: New display of existing info on line and in DVD - Re: Rosemont:
Phone Inquiry/Irate Citizen

Hi Andrea.   Thanks for taking the call.  I don't personally recall a
previous inquiry by Mr. Fisher.  Nonetheless, to facilitate public
review,
we have created a DVD of the MPO reading room to display existing
information on the MPO and related documents.  A CD set is also in
production.  This has also been posted on the Rosemont Company website
with
a link to it from the Forest web page.  Perhaps this new compilation
product in public domain would meet his needs outside of a FOIA request.

Bev/Tom - Do you recall a previous inquiry from Mr. Fisher?  Do you
think
our compilation of the reading room might meet his needs?

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:awcampbell@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


----------------------------------------------------------------------

            Andrea W

            Campbell/R3/USDAF

            S
To
                                      tciapusci@fs.fed.us,

            05/14/2008 07:52          rlaford@fs.fed.us,

            PM                        beverson@fs.fed.us

cc
                                      tfurgason@swca.com

Subject
                                      Rosemont:  Phone Inquiry/Irate

                                      Citizen

Folks, I rec'd a phone call both Monday and today (Wed) from Mr. Joel
Fisher of Green Valley re: Rosemont.

He stated that he and others would like to review the documents that
support the MPO (in particular, the ones by Tetra-Tech).   He said he'd
inquired about their availability "a while back" and was told that a
Reading Room was being established for the public to review various
documents done by contractors to Augusta and others.

He would like for a project principal to phone him at 520-625-9299 to
advise him about the Reading Room and/or how he can obtain these
documents.

I mentioned FOIA, but he doesn't want to pay for copies.
Who among you can help?  I promised him a return phone call.

thanks.
a



From: Tom Furgason
To: Reta Laford; Andrea W Campbell
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: New display of existing info on line and in DVD - Re: Rosemont:  Phone Inquiry/Irate Citizen
Date: 05/15/2008 09:03 AM

Andrea and Reta,

I don't recall an inquiry either.  I can have somebody review the dvd
and compare it to the MPO references and a list of all of the Tetra Tech
documents that we have received to ensure that the dvd is complete per
SWCA's records.  I guess it is really up to Mr. Fischer to determine if
this would be an acceptable alternate to coming to Tucson to sit in a
reading room.  It should satisfy his needs if he is only after
information.  However, he may just want to see that the information is
truly available to the public.

Either way, 36 CFR Part 228 Subpart A, Sec 228.6 requires that "...all
information and data submitted by an operator pursuant to the
regulations in this part shall be available for examination by the
public at the Office of District Ranger..."  It is unclear to me if the
SO is an acceptable alternative.

I think that this needs to be a priority so that we satisfy the regs and
we allow the public access to all aspects of the proposal during scoping
so that they may prepare and submit their comments.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2008 10:07 PM
To: Andrea W Campbell
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Tom Furgason; Reta Laford
Subject: New display of existing info on line and in DVD - Re: Rosemont:
Phone Inquiry/Irate Citizen

Hi Andrea.   Thanks for taking the call.  I don't personally recall a
previous inquiry by Mr. Fisher.  Nonetheless, to facilitate public
review,
we have created a DVD of the MPO reading room to display existing
information on the MPO and related documents.  A CD set is also in
production.  This has also been posted on the Rosemont Company website
with
a link to it from the Forest web page.  Perhaps this new compilation
product in public domain would meet his needs outside of a FOIA request.

Bev/Tom - Do you recall a previous inquiry from Mr. Fisher?  Do you
think
our compilation of the reading room might meet his needs?

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------

 

             Andrea W

             Campbell/R3/USDAF

             S
To 
                                       tciapusci@fs.fed.us,

             05/14/2008 07:52          rlaford@fs.fed.us,

             PM                        beverson@fs.fed.us

 
cc 
                                       tfurgason@swca.com

 
Subject 
                                       Rosemont:  Phone Inquiry/Irate

                                       Citizen
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Folks, I rec'd a phone call both Monday and today (Wed) from Mr. Joel
Fisher of Green Valley re: Rosemont.

He stated that he and others would like to review the documents that
support the MPO (in particular, the ones by Tetra-Tech).   He said he'd
inquired about their availability "a while back" and was told that a
Reading Room was being established for the public to review various
documents done by contractors to Augusta and others.

He would like for a project principal to phone him at 520-625-9299 to
advise him about the Reading Room and/or how he can obtain these
documents.

I mentioned FOIA, but he doesn't want to pay for copies.
Who among you can help?  I promised him a return phone call.

thanks.
a



From: Jeanine Derby
To: 15965@townnews.com
Cc: Heidi Schewel; John Able
Bcc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: News--Rosemont Mine process.
Date: 07/11/2008 09:58 AM

Water has been a primary topic at hearings and in written comments from the public. 
The company was told when we first reviewed their MPO that more information will be
needed regarding water.   At this point, I am assuming that the best available experts
will address the questions about water (both quality and quantity)  and that new
information will be available before it is time for a decision.   It isn't possible, nor
appropriate, to speculate on what the outcome will be regarding water or any other
issue - especially since we haven't fully defined the questions at this phase of the
process.   

During scoping we look for critical questions and perspectives that lead to issues which
need to  be addressed in the analysis.  If some critical aspect is only mentioned one
time by one person it is addressed.   Conversely, if 100 people send in the same form
letter it is considered  one comment.    

People have told me that they intend to follow this proposal through the courts, and
that remains to be seen.   The statement that "everyone" anticipates this will go
through the courts is an over-generalization.   Both the proponents and opponents of
the project have that option.   

 I will be considering the facts and information that is provided through the NEPA
analysis process.  Politicians can submit pertinent comments that affect the issues
addressed in the analysis, just as any citizen can.      Politics is not part of the process.  

   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ 15965@townnews.com

15965@townnews.com 

07/11/2008 07:31 AM

To "Jeanine Derby" <jderby@fs.fed.us>

cc "Phil Franchine" <pfranchine@gvnews.com>, "Heidi
Schewel" <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, philfran@mindspring,
com@townnews.com

Subject Re: News--Rosemont Mine process.

Thanks Jeanine:
 I have a few follow-up questions.
  1--Water regulation has largely been seen as a state issue, but
you were
quoted in the Daily Star saying "everybody knows the big question
here
is water."
  Is that correct and to what extent could water impact your
decision?

mailto:CN=Jeanine Derby/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:15965@townnews.com
mailto:CN=Heidi Schewel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=John Able/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS


3--also, you noted in the Star that there has been very wide
political
opposition but you also said your decision does not hinge on the
number of
pro/con comments, that it's not a majority vote, and also that
"everyone
anticipates it will go through the courts."

3----So what role does political opposition play? and do you
anticipate a
decision  will go to court eventually? Could the mine challenge a
no
action decision?

thanks,

Phil F.

water s
describe to waht

> Phil, since it is late, I will respond by e-mail.   First,
understand
> that
> the Forest is neutral in addressing this proposal.
>
>  An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) follows  a complex,
iteritive
> process under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).    I
can't
> predict outcomes, we are at the very beginning of the process.
> The Rosemont Copper Company owns patented land and associated
minerals
> and
> they have legal claims to minerals underground on National Forest
lands.
> They have provided a proposal to mine their mineral resource,
based on
> what
> they currently know.  Their proposal, called a Mine Plan of
Operations
> (MPO), describes what they plan to do, where they propose to
operate, how
> they plan to accomplish the work and an approximate timetable for
the
> project.   Because the company's proposal affects  National
Forest lands
> in
> addition to the company's private lands, the Forest Service
initiated an
> EIS which will analyze the social, economic and ecological
effects on
> National Forest lands and the surrounding area.  The analysis
must be
> objective, using the best available science to address the
relevant
> questions and issues being raised during scoping.
>   NEPA requires that we analyze a no action alternative and one
or more
> action alternatives.  The no action alternative is a decision to
not
> approve the MPO as currently proposed.   However, we are a long
ways from
> formulating a decision and also a long ways from gathering the
> information
> that addresses water or any other concern raised by the public. 
I
> anticipate that there will be other alternatives to consider as
we
> address
> issues and proceed with the analysis.
> So long as the proponent is diligent in seeking information to
answer
> questions raised in scoping, the analysis continues.  If we
encounter a
> barrier to acquiring the necessary information the process



pauses.  There
> is no definitive timetable - the timeline depends on acquiring
the right
> information, timely and as needed to complete the analysis.
>
> After a decision is made there is an administrative appeal
process.
> Appellants must follow this process before going through courts
to oppose
> a
> decision.
> I have heard people threatening to take this through the courts
but it is
> too early to predict whether that will happen.
>
>
> Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
> Coronado National Forest
> phone: 520 388-8306
> FAX:  520 388-8305
>
>
>
>              Phil Franchine
>              <pfranchine@gvne
>             
ws.com>                                                    To
>                                       jderby@fs.fed.us,
>              07/10/2008 03:23         hSchewel@fs.fed.us,
jable@fs.fed.us
>             
PM                                                         cc
>
>                                                                   
Subject
>                                       News--Rosemont Mine
process.
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
> Jeanine Derby:
>
>
> The original FS environmantal review notice said purpose of
scoping was
> to
> â€œgrant permissionâ€ to Augusta. To some that sounds like its a
done
> deal.
> Can you explain why it was phrased that way and if it is not a
foregone
> conclusion, why ?
>
> Can you comment on FSâ€™ Harv Fosgren saying there is a statutory
right
> to
> mining and FS official Mike Doran saying the NEPA process was not
> something
> that could stop the mine application? Does the FS have the option
of
> â€œno
> action?â€ Would it be overruled by others in the agency?
>
> You say water issues could potentially result in a no action
ruling--can
> you detail what kind of water issues could lead to no action?
>
> Any other issues that are powerful enough locally?
>



> WhatÂ  timetable do you see?
>
> In your estimation, what is the likelihood ofÂ  a lawsuit in this
case?
>
> thanks
> Philip Franchine
> 405-6461 (cell)
>
>
>
>
> Phil Franchine, reporter
> pfranchine@sahuaritasun.com (office hours)
> philfran@mindspring.com (24/7)
> (520) 547-9738
> fax (520) 625-1603
> cell (520) 405-6461
>
>



From: Robert Lefevre
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Next meeting with Corps of Engineers
Date: 02/11/2010 08:42 AM

Please keep me in the loop.  Thanks.
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

02/10/2010 05:42 PM

To aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Next meeting with Corps of Engineers

Please see the correspondence below concerning a meeting with the
COE to discuss alternatives   Let me know if you are interested in
attending the meeting so that I can keep you in the loop on the
scheduling. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 02/10/2010 05:35 PM ----- 
Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

To tfurgason@swca.com, Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann

mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


02/10/2010 04:06 PM 
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Re: Fw: Seeking meeting dateLink

check you calendars for a meeting with the Army Corp...see below. 
Bev, pls share with others as you see fit. 

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

Jeanine
Derby/R3/USDAFS 

02/10/2010 01:43 PM 

To Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A

Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
Subject Re: Fw: Seeking meeting dateLink

Let's try to pin down a meeting on March 16.  I'm supposed to be in
Albuquerque at RLT, but I'll adjust if she will agree to a time.   
Bev and Mindy, if Teresa Ann can get a committment from Marjorie
Blaine then get SWCA and any other team members appropriate for
this meeting lined up to attend. 

  

Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305 

Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS 

notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/DE10F5AE7466B759072576C6007187BF
notes://entr3b/872568540050FE6F/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/D32F05C523650282072576C50055F5DE


02/09/2010 08:39 AM 
To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject Fw: Seeking meeting date

See below.  Marjorie is available on March 9, 10, and 16.  Are any of
these dates that work with your schedule?   

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax 
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 02/09/2010 08:38 AM ----- 

"Blaine, Marjorie E SPL"
<Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil> 

02/08/2010 03:37 PM 
To "Teresa Ann Ciapusci"

<tciapusci@fs.fed.us> 
cc

Subject RE: Seeking meeting date

9th, 10th, 16th 

Marjorie 
In the interest of the environment, please print only if
necessary and
recycle

-----Original Message-----
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2010 3:22 PM
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL
Subject: RE: Seeking meeting date

What dates do you have available before March 19?   

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning



Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax 

"Blaine, Marjorie E SPL" <Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil> 

02/08/2010 02:14 PM To
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Alvarez, Cindy"
<cindy_alvarez@blm.gov> cc Subject
RE: Seeking meeting date

                

Teresa

I'm not available any of those dates.  I don't work on Fridays
:( 

Marjorie
In the interest of the environment, please print only if
necessary and
recycle

-----Original Message-----
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2010 12:41 PM
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL; Alvarez, Cindy
Subject: Seeking meeting date

Marjorie and Cindy - 

I'm working on establishing a date for the responsible officials
to meet for
a final look at the range of alternatives for the Rosemont
Copper Project
DEIS.  Jeanine has the following dates available:  March 1, 2 or
5 in the
afternoon or any time on March 12.  Please let me know which of
these dates
works best for your schedules. 

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; mroth@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Nov 24 Site Visit Confirmation
Date: 11/23/2009 07:39 AM

Salek also plans to attend.  There's room in the vehicle, right?  He would like to order an
"Unforgettable" sandwich from Baggins.  Thanks.

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

11/21/2009 05:20 PM

To <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
cc <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <mroth@fs.fed.us>, <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

Subject Nov 24 Site Visit Confirmation

Debby, 
  
We will be departing from the front of the Hotel Arizona at 7:30 on Tuesday, November 24.  I have
rented a suburban for us (you, Dale, George, Dave Kidd, and me).  We will meet Rosemont's Geologist
near FS 231 and SR 83 at about 8:15.  After touring the site, we will have lunch at Singing Valley
Ranch.  Melissa is ordering Baggins, and we can place an order for you if you let us know.  It will cost
around $8.00.  We'll also have snacks and drinks if you like, but I understand if you decline the offer. 
  
I don't know what time we'll return, but I suspect that it will be close to 4:30.  We'll see you at the Hotel
Arizona. 
  
Tom 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com]
Sent: Fri 11/20/2009 6:48 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: Things for George Annandale Visit

Melissa, 
  
Here’s a short list of what I think we will need for the work session with George: 
  
1.       Two large topo maps (the same ones Lara made for me to play with waste location alternatives) 
a.       If possible, have Lara do the following: 
                                                               i.      Remove the red blotches that marked the sensitive heritage areas 
                                                             ii.      Add the outline of the Ball Court and, if it is real, I’ve also heard about a

location called Bumblebee Village 
                                                            iii.      Add a line for the toe of the Upper Barrel Alternative as developed by

Rosemont 
2.       Two copies of the plan map figures developed by Rosemont or SWCA, whichever are better, for all the

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us


waste location alternatives 
3.       One hard copy of the MPO with figures 
4.       Easel & 2 pads (one for the easel and one for the table) 
5.       Assorted color markers 
6.       Lunch, snacks & drinks (assuming we are going to Singing Valley Ranch) – Assume Tom, me, George, one
other Golder person, and check with Tom if we should include the Forest Service types; I assume the Rosemont

people won’t be with us for the work session. 
  
Some short list, huh? 
  
Dale 
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Kendall Brown
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: November Rosemont extended team rescheduling
Date: 10/29/2009 11:14 AM

Bev,
the 18th is the second day of November FLT meetings, just to let you know. 

D. Kendall Brown
Range Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
(520) 237-3702
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

10/27/2009 09:01 AM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject November Rosemont extended team rescheduling

Thanks to Art and others for reminding me about the Veteran's Day
holiday.  Let's plan on an extended team meeting on November 18. 
Thank you - Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 10/27/2009 08:56 AM ----- 
Arthur S Elek/R3/USDAFS 

mailto:CN=Kendall Brown/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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10/27/2009 07:55 AM 
To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject Re: Schedule for various Rosemont meetingsLink

Bev, 
Second Wednesday in Nov. is a holiday. Have you rescheduled? 

ART ELEK
Fire Prevention Officer
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales AZ. 85621
Office:  (520) 761-6010
Cell:      (520) 975-7814
Fax:      (520) 281-2396
e-mail    aelek@fs.fed.us 

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

10/26/2009 04:16 PM 

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,

dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mreichard@swca.com, rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 

Subject Schedule for various Rosemont meetingsLink

For those of you interested in non-IDT meeting scheduling for Rosemont, here is the
schedule: 

Rosemont strategy meetings, 1:30 on Mondays. 

SWCA/FS overview meetings, 9:30 on Tuesdays 

(core IDT every Wednesday, extended every second Wednesday of the month) 

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/A1205FF7C905E7AF0725765B007F42D5
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Status meetings with company twice a month, date variable and set at previous
meeting. 

EPG powerline stakeholders meetings, no regular date; Kent do you know when the
next meeting is?) 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305 



From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: November Rosemont extended team rescheduling
Date: 10/28/2009 08:30 AM

Hi, Bev, the 17th-18th is an FLT meeting but I'll see if Bill Gillespie can go to the
Rosemont mtg.  Also, there's always a chance that the Nov FLT meeting won't last
the whole 2 days.

Mary

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

10/27/2009 09:01 AM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject November Rosemont extended team rescheduling

Thanks to Art and others for reminding me about the Veteran's Day
holiday.  Let's plan on an extended team meeting on November 18. 
Thank you - Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 10/27/2009 08:56 AM -----

Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS

10/27/2009 07:55 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Schedule for various Rosemont meetings

Bev,
Second Wednesday in Nov. is a holiday. Have you rescheduled?

ART ELEK
Fire Prevention Officer
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales AZ. 85621
Office:  (520) 761-6010
Cell:      (520) 975-7814
Fax:      (520) 281-2396
e-mail    aelek@fs.fed.us
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

10/26/2009 04:16 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
gmckay@fs.fed.us, kbrown03@fs.fed.us,
kellett@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Schedule for various Rosemont meetings

For those of you interested in non-IDT meeting scheduling for Rosemont, here is the
schedule: 

Rosemont strategy meetings, 1:30 on Mondays. 

SWCA/FS overview meetings, 9:30 on Tuesdays 

(core IDT every Wednesday, extended every second Wednesday of the month) 

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/A1205FF7C905E7AF0725765B007F42D5
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Status meetings with company twice a month, date variable and set at previous
meeting. 

EPG powerline stakeholders meetings, no regular date; Kent do you know when the
next meeting is?) 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Tom Furgason
To: Sturgess Jamie; Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Ken Houser
Subject: RE: October 19 date for SWCA to show at least a rough-rough draft of DEIS, in a report format.
Date: 09/26/2009 02:09 PM
Importance: High

Jamie,
 
I just spoke with Reta and she will be out of the office during the week of October 19th.  However,
Reta mentioned that it would be acceptable to have Bev or Mindee meet with you to meet your
request.  Therefore, would you like to suggest a time to meet with us?  I would like to meet at SWCA if
that is acceptable to the FS and you.
 
Tom  
 

From: Sturgess Jamie [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2009 5:23 PM
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: October 19 date for SWCA to show at least a rough-rough draft of DEIS, in a report format.
 
Reta:

Could we talk for half an hour or so prior to the Monday meeting on Sep 28?
I have had some frank discussions regarding scope, schedule and budgets, and believe we have a
plan in the works...

October 19, you and I can see a rough draft outlined in a  binder of the DEIS.

I asked Tom F. to work to provide such a visualization for my comfort on product in process.

I also stated that I am willing to see it from 6-8 feet away, so as not to appear in any sneak-peak
mode. Just to comfort myself that we have indeed got several hundred pages of output for the 2-3
million dollars spent.

Thanks

jamie
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jamie
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Jamie Sturgess; Brian Lindenlaub; Fermin Samorano
Subject: RE: One-Pager for FS Alternatives
Date: 07/15/2009 03:30 PM

Thank you Kathy.  I’m loading this to WebEx right now and I’ll inform the IDT that it is available to
them.
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
 
 

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 12:02 PM
To: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Cc: Jamie Sturgess; Brian Lindenlaub; Fermin Samorano
Subject: One-Pager for FS Alternatives
 
Bev and Tom –
As promised here is the table of information as presented in the meeting today.  Please let me
know if you need additional information.
 
Regards,
Kathy
 
 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.
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From: Tom Furgason
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Outstanding Reports from Rosemont
Date: 03/17/2010 12:55 PM
Attachments: March 2 RCC Meeting.docx

Here you are, Tom.  Please let me know of any reports that you know are missing
from the list.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

03/16/2010 02:06 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa
Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Outstanding Reports from Rosemont

Bev,

Can you please send me the list of outstanding reports that you gave to Jamie
during the last meeting with Jeanine?  Thanks.

 
Tom

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us

Technical reports and review responses needed from company:



Reports:



Effects to Davidson Canyon by pit drawdown (not addressed in current east-side groundwater model)



Surface water analysis of alternatives



Fate and transport 



Riparian inventory



Powerline routing information



404 (B)1 information, including the comparative analysis of alternatives (including Scholefield)



Stormwater design



Talussnail report



Biological Resources and Mitigation (we have 2007 draft but no final)



Review responses:



Dry stack tailings seepage report comments (SRK and FS comments, Dec. 2009)



Response to review of west-side groundwater modeling and to baseline geochemistry modeling (SRK and FS comments, October 2009)





From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Overview meeting today, will be later thatn usual
Date: 01/26/2010 08:43 AM

Yes.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

01/26/2010 08:35 AM

To Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Overview meeting today, will be later thatn usual

We have a meeting with the Corps of Engineers at 9:00.  The meeting
with SWCA will follow.  Can I give you a call when that meeting starts?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: Overview of homework assignments to work on in lieu of IDT meeting this week
Date: 03/31/2010 11:15 AM

DOH!  I mean, yes, that'd work! (and why didn't I think of it? I guess taking a turn
at the rosemont meetings went to my head!)  

I've doing more of the plan stuff, he's been doing more of the rosemont stuff,
anyway!

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

03/31/2010 10:36 AM

To Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Overview of homework assignments to work on in

lieu of IDT meeting this week

Hi Mary,

Is there any chance that you and Bill can split the meetings between you that day? 
I'm fine with just one of you being at the Rosemont meeting?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS

Mary M

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Farrell/R3/USDAFS

03/30/2010 03:58 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Overview of homework assignments to work on in

lieu of IDT meeting this week

Bev, thanks for the list and reminders, very helpful.  I left a voice message on your
office phone but email is probably a better medium if you're off-site to get some
work done, so my question is this:  April 14 is an extended team meeting, correct?  
If so, can I do a "make-up" meeting by going to the core team meeting maybe, or
doing something else ???   Unfortunately April 14 is the day that the RO Plan
Revision guru is coming to visit the coronado, and since he had lots and lots of
comments about changes needed for my heritage section, it would probably be
useful if I met with him.  BUT,  Rosemont is the priority so if there are no make-up
opportunities I'll just arrange to talk to him on the phone or something....

thanks

Mary

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

03/30/2010 03:39 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject Overview of homework assignments to work on in lieu

of IDT meeting this week

notes://entr3a/872568590056BE15/0/01E6FEB2DF000909072576F50064BCBC
notes://entr3b/872568540050AF40/0/7D5C5AA170AEBB1D072576F000030CF1


Hi Everyone, 

Here's a summary of the homework you should be wrapping up for Rosemont, with
due dates. 

Technical report review and documentation of review, either in WebEx or in a
separate memo that is referenced in the report tracking sheet in WebEx.
Completed review, with comments, is due April 16.   Most of you have
already reviewed the reports in your resource area, but please go through the list to
make sure you've seen all the reports that are listed.  This assignment is for existing
reports that we have.  We should be getting more reports from Rosemont over the
coming weeks and the team will be getting a new deadline later for the review of
those reports. 

Finish transmitting to Melissa all of your documents that need to go into
the administrative record by April 30.  Again, not a new assignment, but it's
important that everyone get caught up on this.  If you feel that a document may
already be in the record because you worked on it with an SWCA specialist, or if it's
correspondence with an SWCA specialist, check with that person to be sure. 

Review the February 15 DEIS version very briefly to see if there are any glaring
omissions in your resource areas.  I need your input on this by COB on April
7 for input to SWCA.  I have a hard copy of the document that I can share if you
need one.  There are also hard copies of tech reports in the Rosemont in my office,
so come see me if you want to look at hard copies of these. 

Thank you! 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Overview of homework assignments to work on in lieu of IDT meeting this week
Date: 03/30/2010 03:58 PM

Bev, thanks for the list and reminders, very helpful.  I left a voice message on your
office phone but email is probably a better medium if you're off-site to get some
work done, so my question is this:  April 14 is an extended team meeting, correct?  
If so, can I do a "make-up" meeting by going to the core team meeting maybe, or
doing something else ???   Unfortunately April 14 is the day that the RO Plan
Revision guru is coming to visit the coronado, and since he had lots and lots of
comments about changes needed for my heritage section, it would probably be
useful if I met with him.  BUT,  Rosemont is the priority so if there are no make-up
opportunities I'll just arrange to talk to him on the phone or something....

thanks

Mary

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

03/30/2010 03:39 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject Overview of homework assignments to work on in lieu

of IDT meeting this week

Hi Everyone, 

Here's a summary of the homework you should be wrapping up for

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/1C58F72422FD721F0725784200029527


Rosemont, with due dates. 

Technical report review and documentation of review, either in WebEx
or in a separate memo that is referenced in the report tracking sheet in
WebEx. Completed review, with comments, is due April 16.  
Most of you have already reviewed the reports in your resource area,
but please go through the list to make sure you've seen all the reports
that are listed.  This assignment is for existing reports that we have. 
We should be getting more reports from Rosemont over the coming
weeks and the team will be getting a new deadline later for the review
of those reports. 

Finish transmitting to Melissa all of your documents that need
to go into the administrative record by April 30.  Again, not a
new assignment, but it's important that everyone get caught up on
this.  If you feel that a document may already be in the record because
you worked on it with an SWCA specialist, or if it's correspondence with
an SWCA specialist, check with that person to be sure. 

Review the February 15 DEIS version very briefly to see if there are
any glaring omissions in your resource areas.  I need your input on
this by COB on April 7 for input to SWCA.  I have a hard copy of the
document that I can share if you need one.  There are also hard copies
of tech reports in the Rosemont in my office, so come see me if you
want to look at hard copies of these. 

Thank you! 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Tom Furgason
To: Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: PA and P&N for Cooperating Agencies
Date: 10/05/2009 07:19 AM

Reta,
 
I have not bothered looking at the PN and the PA since your last direction.  However, there are still
some portions of Chapter 1 that could be revised at this time.  Specifically, the section on Cooperating
Agencies (who's participating and their expertise or jurisdiction), public participation, and foreseeable
actions.  Please let me know if you would like SWCA to revise any of the text for these portions of
Chapter 1.  Otherwise, I'll leave what I have for the meeting on Oct. 16th.
 
Tom

From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Sat 10/3/2009 8:48 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: PA and P&N for Cooperating Agencies

Tom - We previously considered the material SWCA drafted. I have subsequently been working with our
Regional Office on this matter. I will be defining the PA and PN to use in Chapter 1 of the DEIS.
Recapping information previously shared in various forums... There will not be a PN of Rosemont in
Chpt 1 of the DEIS. The needs of other agencies will be noted in the Decisions to be made section of
the DEIS. However, COE is alternatively on board for their needs to be detailed in an Appendix. I will
apprise you if the Forest has further needs if SWCA regarding the content of Chpt 1 of the DEIS. 

  From: "Tom Furgason" [tfurgason@swca.com]
  Sent: 10/03/2009 04:50 PM MST
  To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
  Cc: Reta Laford; Melinda Roth; Beverley Everson; "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
  Subject: PA and P&N for Cooperating Agencies

Teresa Ann,
 
Last year we drafted Proposed Actions and Purposes and Needs for the Cooperating Agencies with a
Federal decision to be made.  As I recall, no decision was made how to move this portion forward,
but we'll need this to completed Chapter 1. Below are the P&Ns for those agencies. What is the best
way for SWCA to obtain the final P&Ns for the BLM and the Corps of Engineers?  Also, are we going
to include a P&N for EPA?
 
_________________________________________
 
Mindee,
 
Will we be including Rosemont's P&N in the EIS?  I have attached their draft at the bottom.
 
Thanks.
 
Tom
_________________________________________

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
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1.3.2   Bureau of Land Management
The purpose and need for BLM action is to determine whether or not to approve a
right-of-way (ROW) for an electrical transmission line; water pipeline, including a
booster pump station; and an access road, all of which will serve the mine.
Development and operation of the proposed mine would require BLM to approve two
separate ROWs, one for a utility corridor for the electrical transmission line and the
water pipeline, and one for an access road to the mine property. The water delivery
system will consist of 20-in ductile iron pipe, four or five pump stations, and an electrical
line to provide the required power. One of the booster pump stations (Booster Station 3885)
will be situated in the utility corridor on BLM lands. Rosemont Copper Company applied
to BLM on [date] for approval to construct a utility corridor across X miles (x km) of
Federal lands managed by BLM approximately X miles (x km) east/west/north/south
of X, and submitted its application to BLM on [date] for a ROW for the access road.
In processing the applications, BLM must consider land status, affected resources,
resource values, environmental conditions, and the concerns of various interested
parties in accordance with the BLM Manual and Handbook 1790-1 and Departmental
Guidance (516 DM 1-7). BLM must conform to the existing BLM Resource
Management Plan that designates land uses and other special uses. BLM must
complete an administrative NEPA review process prior to implementing a decision
documented in the ROD with regard to approval or denial of the ROW grant(s).

 

1.3.3   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
The EPA purpose and need for action is to decide whether to grant Rosemont
Copper Company a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Stormwater and
Point Source Discharge Permit for the operation of the copper mine. The EPA is also
responsible for ensuring conformity with the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act of 1976 (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). The agency has delegated its authority to
enforce the Clean Water Act to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

1.3.4   U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
The Corps purpose and need for action is to review a jurisdictional delineation and
determine if any Waters of the U.S. are within the project area. The Corps will also
decide whether to grant Rosemont Copper Company a Clean Water Act Section 404
Permit for the discharge of dredged or fill material into any navigable waters at
specified disposal sites.

The Administrator is authorized to prohibit the specification of any defined area as a
disposal site, and s/he is authorized to deny or restrict the use of any defined area
for specification as a disposal site, whenever s/he determines, after notice and
opportunity for public hearings, that the discharge of such materials into such area
will have an unacceptable adverse effect on municipal water supplies, wildlife, or
recreational areas. Before making such determination, the Administrator shall consult
with the Secretary of the COE. The Administrator shall set forth in writing and make
public his findings and his reasons for making any determination.

 



Rosemont P and N Statement from Kathy Arnold
Rosemont Copper Company needs the respective permits and consultations from the
Forest Service, BLM, USFWS, EPA and Corps in order to proceed with its proposed
project. From the broad or macro-economic scale, the project need is reflected in the
overall scarcity of copper world-wide to meet the demand. The world-wide demand
for copper currently exceeds the supply. Copper prices have risen from X in 2001 to
X in 2008. The United States is a net importer of copper. The production from the
Rosemont Copper Project would help reduce the United States’ dependency on
foreign copper.

 



From: jeromehesse
Reply To: jhesse@swca.com
To: Tom Furgason; Suzanne Griset; Mary Farrell; wgillespie@fs.fed.us
Cc: Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: pdf
Date: 12/15/2009 06:47 PM

Keep in mind that these shape files include a buffer...perhaps that explains it?

Jerome Hesse

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Date: Tue, 15 Dec 2009 17:28:44 -0700
To: Suzanne Griset<sgriset@swca.com>; <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>;
<wgillespie@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Charles Coyle<ccoyle@swca.com>; Jerome Hesse<jhesse@swca.com>;
Beverley A Everson<beverson@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: pdf

Suzanne,
 
I’m surprised that the Phased Tailings Alt would impact the Ballcourt site.  I’ll need to confirm this with
Rosemont, but let’s assume the worst for now and that it would affect the site.
The Scholefield and Sycamore Alts are probably correct in that they would require different access
roads based on the re-configured waste rock and tailings facilities.  We’ll pose this question to
Rosemont as well. Thanks for pointing this out.
 
Tom
 

From: Suzanne Griset 
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2009 4:32 PM
To: mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; Tom Furgason
Cc: Charles Coyle; Jerome Hesse; Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: pdf
Importance: High
 
Mary/Bill/Tom
 
We’re getting ready to send shape files to AZSITE to have them do a site file search for us….I recall
hearing that the new access road for several alternatives had been redesigned to avoid the Ballcourt
site.  Attached is a pdf of the shape files we believe are the most recent; I need confirmation that these
are correct or incorrect. Can you verify by eyeballing the outlines???
 
Blue = Barrel Cyn
Purple = Phased tailings
Green = Scholefield
Orange = Sycamore Cyn
 
The pink ellipse is our ASM plot for the Ballcourt site (bear in mind, we did not do GPS during the
survey because it is outside the MPO). The access road is showing as a 1000’-wide corridor, so there
is a bit of wiggle room. It appears that both the Scholefield and Sycamore alternatives may affect the
site.

mailto:jhesse@swca.com
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Do you know whether there is a later version that these?
 
Suzanne Griset, Ph.D.
Principal Investigator, Project Manager
SWCA, Inc.
343 W. Franklin St.
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194
(520) 325-2033 fax
(520) 444-5725 cell
sgriset@swca.com
 
 
 

From: Lara Mitchell 
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2009 4:21 PM
To: Suzanne Griset
Subject: pdf
 
 

mailto:sgriset@swca.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Suzanne Griset; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us
Cc: Charles Coyle; Jerome Hesse; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: pdf
Date: 12/15/2009 05:29 PM

Suzanne,
 
I’m surprised that the Phased Tailings Alt would impact the Ballcourt site.  I’ll need to confirm this with
Rosemont, but let’s assume the worst for now and that it would affect the site.
The Scholefield and Sycamore Alts are probably correct in that they would require different access
roads based on the re-configured waste rock and tailings facilities.  We’ll pose this question to
Rosemont as well. Thanks for pointing this out.
 
Tom
 

From: Suzanne Griset 
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2009 4:32 PM
To: mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; Tom Furgason
Cc: Charles Coyle; Jerome Hesse; Beverley A Everson
Subject: FW: pdf
Importance: High
 
Mary/Bill/Tom
 
We’re getting ready to send shape files to AZSITE to have them do a site file search for us….I recall
hearing that the new access road for several alternatives had been redesigned to avoid the Ballcourt
site.  Attached is a pdf of the shape files we believe are the most recent; I need confirmation that these
are correct or incorrect. Can you verify by eyeballing the outlines???
 
Blue = Barrel Cyn
Purple = Phased tailings
Green = Scholefield
Orange = Sycamore Cyn
 
The pink ellipse is our ASM plot for the Ballcourt site (bear in mind, we did not do GPS during the
survey because it is outside the MPO). The access road is showing as a 1000’-wide corridor, so there
is a bit of wiggle room. It appears that both the Scholefield and Sycamore alternatives may affect the
site.
 
Do you know whether there is a later version that these?
 
Suzanne Griset, Ph.D.
Principal Investigator, Project Manager
SWCA, Inc.
343 W. Franklin St.
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194
(520) 325-2033 fax
(520) 444-5725 cell
sgriset@swca.com
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Pending from Westland
Date: 06/03/2009 09:29 AM

Thanks for forwarding!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 6:16 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Pending from Westland
 

Mel, I think I have forwarded all your requests for reports and files.  Let me know if I missed anything,
and feel free to follow up with me if you don't hear back from me promptly.  I will forward whatever
responses I get from Kathy.  Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Pending from Westland
Date: 06/03/2009 09:27 AM

We did receive that CD as well. It has some figures but the CD left off the 2 files that I wrote you
about. This is not the PPC Addendum. Thanks for checking!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 6:02 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Pending from Westland
 

I just realized that I have received a CD with a PPC figure on it (rec'd May 26).  Is this the addendum
that was needed, or is it something else? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

06/02/2009 01:12 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Charles Coyle"

<ccoyle@swca.com>
Subject Pending from Westland

 
  

Bev- 
  
I just spoke with our two Biologists that have been working on Rosemont. Apparently, they have been waiting for
Westland to send us the PPC Addendum for about 5-6 weeks. Ken Kertell has been including Jim Tress (owner of
Westland) on his repeated requests to no avail. Also, the Biological Resources & Mitigation Concepts report of
2007 that was cited in the MPO was never meant to be distributed, per Brian Lindenlaub. They will not furnish our
Biologists this report. Besides our Biologists’ preference for the report, the Project Record will need to include all
references cited in documents- including the MPO. 
  
If Westland’s owner is already aware of the situation, I’m not sure what else SWCA can do in order to obtain these

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


reports in a timely manner. As it is, our BA was drafted without the section that needs input from the PPC
Addendum. Unfortunately, Westland has routinely made delivery promises and missed them. Now that their long
delays are beginning to affect our timelines, I am asking you for guidance or help with this situation. 
  
I look forward to hearing your thoughts. 
Thanks for your time! 
  
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes 
 



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: RE: Pending from Westland
Date: 06/02/2009 04:01 PM

Bev-
To follow up, I need to add 2 more things to the list that are pending from Westland:
The CD that was furnished with GIS files lacked these two files: ‘revised_pot_roosts_12_05_08’ and
‘PPC_TAG’. Also, we still do not have the solid final numbers of land acreage amounts from the
MPO Table 1. I’m not sure if this should be provided by Rosemont or Westland, but they have been
requested and never received. These numbers need to be included in a number of resource reports
including the BA that has been drafted with numbers that could be wrong.
 
I appreciate any help you can lend on this matter.
Thanks!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 1:12 PM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: Pending from Westland
 
Bev-
 
I just spoke with our two Biologists that have been working on Rosemont. Apparently, they have
been waiting for Westland to send us the PPC Addendum for about 5-6 weeks. Ken Kertell has been
including Jim Tress (owner of Westland) on his repeated requests to no avail. Also, the Biological
Resources & Mitigation Concepts report of 2007 that was cited in the MPO was never meant to be
distributed, per Brian Lindenlaub. They will not furnish our Biologists this report. Besides our
Biologists’ preference for the report, the Project Record will need to include all references cited in
documents- including the MPO.
 
If Westland’s owner is already aware of the situation, I’m not sure what else SWCA can do in order
to obtain these reports in a timely manner. As it is, our BA was drafted without the section that
needs input from the PPC Addendum. Unfortunately, Westland has routinely made delivery
promises and missed them. Now that their long delays are beginning to affect our timelines, I am
asking you for guidance or help with this situation.
 
I look forward to hearing your thoughts.
Thanks for your time!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
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SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: ccoyle@swca.com; John Able; mreichard@swca.com; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Re: please provide agenda items for Tuesday's meeting - thanks.
Date: 09/04/2009 04:12 PM

schedule review of Scoping Report #3

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

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

09/04/2009 03:12 PM

To Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
ccoyle@swca.com, mreichard@swca.com, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject please provide agenda items for Tuesday's meeting -
thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: William B Gillespie
To: mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Mary M Farrell; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Please review 'Cause and Effect Worksheet_14_Archaeology'
Date: 03/26/2009 01:44 PM
Attachments: Cause and Effect Worksheet_14_Archaeology.doc

I've reviewed the attached document.

My one comment I added to the table, and will copy and paste here:

I suggest combining the four separate Ground Vibration causes.  The effects are the same; the
specific source is inconsequential; and this is a relatively minor issue compared to the first
one.  In addition, of the examples given, VR Ranch would be buried under waste rock, so
effects from vibration are especially trivial. WBG

William Gillespie, Archaeologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson AZ 85701
Phone 520-388-8392 
FAX 520-388-8305

 - Cause and Effect Worksheet_14_Archaeology.doc
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		Comment Disposition of Potential Issues


Worksheet 3


Significant Issue Elements


This worksheet is intended to consider all processed comments representing a particular Category and Theme that were determined to be Issues on Worksheet 1 and Significant on Worksheet 2. This worksheet is intended to document the elements of a complete issue statement.



		Date:


2 March 2009

		Comment # & Theme:


#14. Mine Impacts on Archaeological Resources



		Team Member(s):

Cara Bellavia, SWCA Phoenix (602-274-3831)



		Cause

		Magnitude/Extent/Duration

		Direct Impacts/Effects

		Indirect Impacts/Effects



		Removal of 3,700–4500+ acres of land by construction-related alteration of land characteristics (e.g., bulldozing, infrastructure development, vegetation removal, mine pit construction, and waste rock storage).



		Magnitude:

· 3,700–4,500+ acres of ground disturbance


Extent:

· 3,700–4,500+ acres of ground disturbance


Duration: 

· Construction:  During year 0, a total of 1,117.2 acres will be disturbed; during year 5, a total of 3,204.4 acres will be disturbed; during year 10, a total of  3,761.9 acres will be disturbed; during year 15, a total of 3,767.3 acres will be disturbed. Total disturbance will be 3,767.3 acres. (+/- 2 years)

· Post-closure: Any disturbances to archaeological sites will be permanent. (Perpetuity). 

		· Removal and/or disturbance of NRHP eligible archaeological sites/historic properties


· Removal of vegetation, trails and other resources used by Native Americans for cultural practices (i.e. native plant gathering)


· Change in cultural/historic/Native American landscape

		· Loss of scientific data and research potential


· Loss of Native American cultural heritage and values


· Loss of historic views and Native American cultural heritage and values



		Ground vibration from construction activity (including vehicles in area) associated with the mine
.  

		Magnitude: 

· Information on magnitude (amount) of vibration to cause damage to standing structures awaiting study.

Extent:

· In immediate vicinity of construction activity: footprint of the mine


Duration: 

· Construction (+/- 2 years)



		· Potential change in ground stability




		· Compromise structural stability of above ground historic structures (i.e. Empire Ranch House, VR Ranch, etc). 



		Ground vibration from construction activity (including vehicles in area) associated with the processing facilities.  

		Magnitude: 

· Information on magnitude (amount) of vibration to cause damage to standing structures awaiting study.

Extent: 

· In immediate vicinity of construction activity: footprint of the mine


Duration: 

· Construction (+/- 2 years)

		· Potential change in ground stability




		· Compromise structural stability of above ground historic structures (i.e. Empire Ranch House, VR Ranch, etc). 



		Ground vibration from construction activity (including vehicles in area) associated with disposal facilities construction. 

		Magnitude: 

· Information on magnitude (amount) of vibration to cause damage to standing structures awaiting study.

Extent: 

· In immediate vicinity of construction activity


Duration: 

· Construction (+/- 2 years)

		· Potential change in ground stability




		· Compromise structural stability of above ground historic structures (i.e. Empire Ranch House, VR Ranch, etc). 



		Ground vibration from blasting activity during operational phase of the mine. 

		Magnitude: 


· Information on magnitude (amount) of vibration to cause damage to standing structures awaiting study.

Extent: 

· An estimated 36-53 tons of explosives (ASNO) to be used each day. Information on extent of vibration each operational phase awaiting study. 

Duration: 

· Operation (+/- 20 years) of the mine and tailings disposal facilities

		· Potential change in ground stability




		· Compromise structural stability of above ground historic structures (i.e. Empire Ranch House, VR Ranch, etc). 



		Units to Measure Change: 


(measures here will be used to quantify effects and applicable thresholds of concern, if they exist, during analysis)

· Acres of disturbance (blading)

· Number of archaeological sites (NRHP eligible prehistoric and historic) to be removed/bladed


· Number of acres of removed vegetation (for native plant gathering) relative to overall vegetation availability: ratio


· Distance and units of vibration for impacts to standing historic structures


· Qualitative: Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) and cultural landscape impacts have to do with spiritual connection to land; difficult to measure.








�I suggest combining the four separate Ground Vibration causes.  The effects are the same; the specific source is inconsequential; and this is a relatively minor issue compared to the first one.  In addition, of the examples given, VR Ranch would be buried under waste rock, so effects from vibration are especially trivial. WBG












From: Tom Furgason
To: Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Please submit any agenda items you have for tomorrow's meeting.  Thanks.
Date: 08/24/2009 03:27 PM

Hi Bev,
 
All I can think of is a discussion to find a way to complete the issue statements and alternatives.
Thanks.
 
Tom
 

From: Charles Coyle 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2009 3:25 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Please submit any agenda items you have for tomorrow's meeting. Thanks.
 
Hi Bev,
 
I can't really think of anything special to add beyond the usual items (issue statements, scoping report
3, IDT meeting agenda for Wed, etc.). But I am curious to hear a synopsis of Marcie's visit and the Dr.
Pepper presentation & Saturday-Sunday site tour.
 
Thanks~
 
Charles
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Mon 8/24/2009 12:37 PM
To: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; John Able;
Melinda D Roth
Subject: Please submit any agenda items you have for tomorrow's meeting. Thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: karnold@augustaresource.com
Reply To: karnold@augustaresource.com
To: Beverley A. Everson
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub
Subject: Re: PoO questions
Date: 02/19/2008 06:18 PM

Bev- 
Sorry for the confusion, c-1 will be drilled to 2500 feet and be used to monitor groundwater as 
well as provide geotech information. Other than that hole (C-1) no hole will go deeper than 200 
feet or whatever specified in the plan. I think the plan was 200 feet total or 50 feet into 
bedrock whichever is least and we wrote to be about 200 feet.

The additional support equipment and supplies would be the same as for the wells, the completion 
will be as a piezometer rather than as a well. We think we will have to use the well rig to get 
to the depth we need. 

I am copying Brian as I will be in Denver or on a plane and if you need clarifcation and cannot 
get me, please contact him. 

Cheers!

Kathy
Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Date: Tue, 19 Feb 2008 17:04:49 
To:karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: PoO questions

Hi Kathy,

Here's another question regarding the plan of operations; section 3.10 of
the plan (project summary) states that the geotech boreholes will go to a
depth of approximately 100' to 200'.  However, page 5 of the plan discusses
2,500' borehole (C-1).  Was this hole just overlooked in the project
summary?  You and I talked about this hole, but I just want to make of what
is actually being proposed.

Are there any other boreholes that will be greater than the approximate
100' to 200' depth?  Also, is it correct to say that other than C-1, the
boreholes will no deeper than 200'? 250'? or ?

Also, on page 5 of the plan, last paragraph, 3rd sentence, its stated that
borehole C-1 may require additional additional support equipment and
supplies.  What would the equipment and supplies consist of?

Thanks.

Bev

P.S.  You can disregard my voicemail message concerning permeability
testing.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Larry Jones; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Richard A Gerhart; Deborah K Sebesta
Subject: RE: posting some Rosemont documents...
Date: 10/27/2009 03:12 PM

Larry-
Your resource folder on WebEx is open-domain for you to post anything that is relevant to you. It is
also a great way to exchange docs with our staff. I would be happy to post these for you and, in the
future, feel free to post whatever you would like to your working folder. I am only responsible for
WebEx. Your public site has an intern that has been doing the work. Mindee or Bev could better
direct you there.
 
Thanks for checking!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 1:36 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Richard A Gerhart; Deborah K Sebesta
Subject: posting some Rosemont documents...
 

I am attaching the final Rosemont Bat Field Trip Report.  Also,  I am including the 2007 Regional
Forester's Sensitive Species list, one file for plants, one for animals, as there were discrepencies with
the very draft draft DEIS list of sensitive species. 

I don't know who posts what where, but it seems like all of these should be posted.  The lists are
public domain anyway. The bat trip report is mostly for project record, but cooperating agencies need
to see it, and I think to be open and transparent, we should make it available to public, but not my call. 

Please advise on what documents should be posted where.  I can get some more things to pdf, like
MIS list, TE list, Snail trip report, and frog trip report.  And do I post them myself, or send to Melissa or
whom (hey, who is John Able's replacement for public website?  We could use those WestLand reports
on our public website, as they are public on Rosemont's anyway) 

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

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

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rgerhart@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us


From: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Jeanine Derby; Reta Laford
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; Alvarez, Cindy; daniel.moore@blm.gov; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Presentation of Army Corps of Engineers Alternatives
Date: 01/20/2010 09:46 AM

Teresa Ann

Thank you very much.  I have this on my calendar.  Could you pls let me know
which way "across the street is"....is that to the east or to the south?
Where is the best parking?

I would imagine we can get through this in an hour and the max amount of time
I'll have is 1.5 hours.  Thanks for putting this together. 

Marjorie 
In the interest of the environment, please print only if necessary and
recycle

-----Original Message-----
From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2010 8:43 AM
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL; Jeanine Derby; Reta Laford
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; Alvarez, Cindy; daniel.moore@blm.gov; Melinda D Roth;
Beverley A Everson
Subject: Presentation of Army Corps of Engineers Alternatives

Marjorie -
Jeanine and Reta are available to meet with you at 09:00 am on January 26 so
you can present the set of alternatives the Corps wishes to see included in
the Rosemont Copper Project DEIS.  Please bring copies of any maps or other
materials and send them to me electronically in advance of the meeting so I
can get copies into the Administrative Record. 

Cindy and Dan -
Marjorie requested this meeting to discuss the Corps needs with regard to the
range of alternatives.  Because BLM is also making decisions from the
Rosemont environmental study, you are also invited to attend this
presentation. 

I have reserved Conference Room 1823 in the DiConcini Courthouse Building
across the street from the Federal Building for this meeting.  Entrance to
the conference rooms is to the right of the Cafe entrance.  You must knock on
the door and a guard will provide access to the building.  You will need ID
to enter.  The room will be available to us until noon. 

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax

mailto:Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:jderby@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:cindy_alvarez@blm.gov
mailto:daniel.moore@blm.gov
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Horst'; 'Melissa Reichard'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: RE: Presentation of Landform Results
Date: 03/23/2010 09:25 AM

It works for me.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

03/23/2010 07:47 AM

To "'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Salek
Shafiqullah - USFS " <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>,
"'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Horst'" <hjschor@jps.net>, "'Tom Furgason'"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject RE: Presentation of Landform Results

All,

 
Debby is not available on Friday.  I am now proposing the teleconference for
SWCA’s office Thursday at 3:30 PM; does this fit with your schedules? 

 
Please let me know ASAP so I can confirm with Horst.

 
Thanks,

 
Dale

 

 
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2010 7:13 AM

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:hjschor@jps.net
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


To: 'Debby Kriegel'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us);
'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Horst'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Presentation of Landform Results

 
All,

 
Horst is ready to present the results of the landform work on the mine waste
facility.  I would like to schedule a teleconference and Horst is available either
Thursday (after 3:30 PM) or Friday (after 10:30 AM).  I am proposing the
teleconference for SWCA’s office Friday at 1:30 PM; does this fit with your
schedules? 

 
Please let me know ASAP so I can confirm with Horst.

 
Thanks,

 
Dale
_______________________

 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Process for Processing Cooperating Agency Review Comments
Date: 08/09/2010 02:39 PM

Hi Tom,

I have a few Cooperating Agency Chapter 1 comment letters here for you, that I'll
leave at the front desk.  They include COE, Town of Sahuarita, and State Land, the
latter with no comment.  

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Daniel Montez; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Process for Processing Cooperating Agency Review Comments
Date: 08/09/2010 08:59 AM

Reta,
 
Thank you for the direction for proceeding with addressing comments on Chapter 1.  We’ll have a
comment tracking sheet completed and make revisions accordingly.  Assuming that we receive all
of the comments in a timely manner, we should not have a problem completing this task before
next Monday. 
 
Tom
 

From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 6:54 PM
To: Daniel Montez; Tom Furgason
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: Process for Processing Cooperating Agency Review Comments
 

Tom - Here's a recap of what we discussed for processing the Chapter 1 review
comments from cooperating agencies, with consideration that I am out next week and
Mindee is out most of next week . . . 

The following tasks need to occur in order to demonstrate at the next Cooperating
Agency meeting what we did with their comments . . . 
1.  Reta and Dan will forward incoming review comment emails / hardcopies to you at
SWCA. 
2.  Incoming emails to Dan and Mindee that are not also sent to Reta, will also be
forwarded to Reta. 
3.  SWCA will enter all review comments into a table (5 columns: Agency,
Commenter, Line Number, Comment, and Disposition). 
4.  SWCA will draft proposed disposition of each comment. 
5.  SWCA will enter, using Track Changes, requested edits into the attached
document to produce a master for deliberation. 
6.  Mindee and Reta will review/edit/finalize SWCA's draft work upon their return to
the office. 
7.  The disposition table will be shared at the August 19th CA Meeting. 
8.  The revised Chapter 1 will be shelved for later incorporation into the Final DEIS. 

Thx! 

Reta Laford
Deputy Forest Supervisor

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dmontez@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


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



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Reclamation Plan comments
Date: 08/25/2009 04:53 PM

Thanks Bev.  I noticed that the file extension was jh-wrecklamation.pdf.  While somebody may think
that this is funny, it really is inappropriate.   Can we please change this to something else?
 
Tom
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2009 4:03 PM
To: Debby Kriegel; Walter Keyes; Eli Curiel; Salek Shafiqullah; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Melissa
Reichard
Subject: Fw: Reclamation Plan comments
 

FYI.  SWCA folks, please share with the appropriate specialists.  Melissa, this is for the record. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/25/2009 04:00 PM -----
"Julia Fonseca" <Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov>

08/25/2009 02:04 PM

To "Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Nicole Fyffe" <Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov>
Subject Reclamation Plan comments

 
  

Hi, Teresa and Bev, 

I am transmitting to you this letter of comment about the reclamation
plan for the Rosemont mine.  Comments were sent to the State Mine
Inspector, but many of the comments also apply to the portions that are
on Forest Service land.  Please share this with the appropriate
technical staff and also post them to your public website.  Let me know
if you have any questions.  Thank you!

Julia Fonseca, Environmental Planning Manager
Pima County Office of Conservation Science and Environmental Policy

NEW ADDRESS:
201 N. Stone Ave.  6th floor
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 740-6460
FAX (520) 243-1610
Julia.Fonseca@pima.gov

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/

http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/


From: Sarah L Davis
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Record questions
Date: 12/23/2009 02:47 PM
Attachments: Record Question & Requests Tracking 122309.pdf

Sorry, Melissa.  These will be answered by Monday. 

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332 

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

12/23/2009 10:49 AM

To "Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Sarah L Davis"
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa
Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Record questions

All- 
I began submitting these questions quite some time ago and still have not heard an answer on most of them. I
have made note of all of the answers that I have decided to go with. Frankly, I can’t wait for answers given my
current timeline. I have a number of other decisions that have been made to fill in the gaps of the guidance. If
you would like them, let me know. 

  
Also, the biggest outstanding piece is references. The guidance leaves out this section entirely, other than it
being listed in the schema. I will need to know, in writing, what and how-specifically- you want documented
pertaining to references. Which documents do you want references documented from? I should also note that
this section will not be able to meet our current timeline. It could take months to compile this documentation
outside of the current record project. 

  
I also have not heard back on what the expectations are from SWCA pertaining to the resource documentation.
We will need to discuss anything required of us other than receiving documents from the appropriate specialists
to represent the work done for their resource. 

  
I look forward to hearing your thoughts! 
I hope you all have a nice holiday! 
  
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.com



Rosemont Copper Project Record Questions & Requests 
 


Draft- Deliberative Content Only Page 1 
 


Question 
Guidance 


Pg # 
Submitted 


on 
Response 


Response 
by 


Response 
Date 


Regarding Conflict of Interest forms-  
Is one document per company signed 
by Principals acceptable? 2 11/11/09 


We are only handling these 
according to what has been 
previously acceptable- one 
conflict of interest for the 
company 


Melissa 12/23/09 


Regarding Pre-NEPA record-  
Can you confirm that we need to 
integrate the paper copy that you 
already have bound into our paper 
copy and then scan to accommodate 
electronic needs? 


3 11/11/09 


We have already integrated into 
the record because we never 
received an answer 


Melissa 12/23/09 


What “Draft” docs would you want 
included? Also, please confirm that you 
want it noted in the footer as “Draft-
Deliberative” inside the 1” margin. 


6 11/11/09 


Per Reta- we are NOT including 
any draft documents that would 
be included in final form. 


Melissa 12/23/09 


If a doc needs to be transcribed, should 
they be entered into the index as one 
document? Should the page count 
both of the original and transcription? 


6 11/11/09 


 


  


If a map can be folded to fit 8 ½ x 11”, 
does it still need to be reduced? (i.e. 11 
x 17 or large scale) 


7 11/11/09 


We are not reducing maps 
providing that they can be folded 
to fit in an 8 ½ x 11 file because 
we have not received an answer 


Melissa 12/23/09 







Rosemont Copper Project Record Questions & Requests 
 


Draft- Deliberative Content Only Page 2 
 


Question 
Guidance 


Pg # 
Submitted 


on 
Response 


Response 
by 


Response 
Date 


Please confirm- The Bates Stamp 
should be used on the LITIGATION 
record only.  


7 11/11/09 


We are NOT using bates stamp 
because this is not the litigation 
record and we have not received 
an answer. 


Melissa 12/23/09 


How do you want hard copies labeled? 
Pencil, top right corner? Individual file 
folders?  Note: numbers will not go in 
order because the files will be 
chronological. 


7 11/11/09 


We plan on labeling by pencil in 
the upper right corner of the 
document’s first page because we 
have not received an answer. 


Melissa 12/23/09 


What is the official project name and 
#? 


7 11/11/09 
 


  


Do you approve of changes to the 
Schema? (see attached) 12 11/11/09 


We have already filed according to 
our schema because response was 
not received. 


Melissa 12/23/09 


Do FOIA Exempt docs get listed on the 
index? If so, should they be in their 
own category or in the one already 
applicable? 


17 11/11/09 


These docs will be indexed as a 
FOIA Exempt category 


Melissa 12/23/09 


With FOIA Exempt docs, should there 
be a place holder in the applicable 
section in the hard copy pointing to 
location of protected document? 


23 11/11/09 


We have decided to go with a 
locator sheet pointing to the 
appropriate record placed in the 
FOIA Exempt folder. 


Melissa 12/23/09 







Rosemont Copper Project Record Questions & Requests 
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Question 
Guidance 


Pg # 
Submitted 


on 
Response 


Response 
by 


Response 
Date 


Regarding previous IDT documents & 
other- do we go back and get dates 
and signatures? 


22 11/11/09 
 


  


How do you want original format 
electronic files kept? 


23 11/11/09 


We only compiling original file 
formats of documents that are 
readily available because we have 
not received an answer 


Melissa 12/23/09 


When and how do you expect Record 
to be transferred to the Forest? 


24 11/11/09 
 


  


Because of line limitations in Excel, do 
you prefer volumes that roll over as 
things are added or do you want them 
separated by Schema folder? 


 11/11/09 


 


  


Scoping comments were already 
scanned and exempted from typical 
record requirements. They were not 
scanned using OCR. Can you confirm if 
that is still ok? 


 11/11/09 


Based on the original direction, 
we are considering these 
documents as well as Forest and 
other company letterhead exempt 
from this rule 


Melissa 12/23/09 


When dealing with correspondence: 
We could receive three copies of the 
same letter addressed to one person 
with others cc: two different people 
(SWCA or FS)- do we keep all of them 
or just one for the file? 


 11/24/09 


“Just one for the file, no need to 
keep cc's.” 


Sarah Davis 11/24/09 







Rosemont Copper Project Record Questions & Requests 
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Question 
Guidance 


Pg # 
Submitted 


on 
Response 


Response 
by 


Response 
Date 


On page 7, 4th bullet down it describes 
handling some electronic media. If a 
CD is received and the file on the file 
on the CD is available in hardcopy, can 
we toss the CD of the file that was 
transmitted? 


7 11/24/09 


We have decided to only include 
the hard copy in the paper record 
and have been putting any CDs 
aside.  


Melissa 12/23/09 


Do you want the Geotechnical Drilling 
Record included or should we send 
those documents back to you? If so, is 
there a reference we should look for 
(i.e. project #)? 


 11/25/09 


We are putting any documents 
that appear to belong to this 
record in a separate file until 
instructed otherwise. 


Melissa 12/23/09 


ADEQ scoping comment dated 
7/14/08- was it received prior to 
attached to 8/29/08 letter? Asked TA 


 12/23/09 
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Request: 
Guidance 


Pg # 
Submitted 


on 
Response 


Response 
by 


Response 
Date 


Blue Envelopes for FOIA Exempt docs 
23 11/11/09 


TA placed packages of these in our 
FS mailbox for pick up 


TA  


Pre-NEPA index electronically- location 
of e-file sent with second request on 
11/16 


 
11/11/09 & 


11/16/09 


Mindee emailed index 
Mindee 11/17/09 


Pre-NEPA hard copy record  11/11/09 Melissa went and picked them up Melissa 11/12/09 
Alaska forms electronically (i.e. cover 
sheet, locator form, etc)  11/11/09 


Melissa created her own versions 
because these were never 
received 


12/15/09  


Index electronically 
 11/11/09 


Melissa created because this was 
not provided 


12/15/09  


Working group documentation 
including contracts with Udall 


2 11/11/09 
 


  


 







(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes 



From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: RE: Recreation Mitigation Clarification
Date: 06/29/2010 01:12 PM
Attachments: Mitigation Table Recreation Clarification.docx

If I only had a dime for every time… 
 
Jonathan
From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Tuesday, June 29, 2010 1:12 PM
To: Jonathan Rigg; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Recreation Mitigation Clarification
 
You forgot the attachment J
 

From: Jonathan Rigg 
Sent: Tuesday, June 29, 2010 1:09 PM
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: Recreation Mitigation Clarification
 
Bev and Mindee,
 
As discussed at our status meeting, the mitigation measures regarding recreation have notes for
Debby and Larry to work together and clarify.  I have attached recreation section with the notes
highlighted in yellow.  Please see if Debby and Larry can complete this by tomorrow, or at least by
Friday for the mitigation finalization RealTalk conference. 
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com

mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
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		193   

		Recreation

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		1.1. 

		 

		Supplemental Mitigation

		 

		 

		 

		 



		1.1.1. 

		146

		Rosemont shall consider providing public access across Rosemont lands within or adjacent to public lands. 

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 None

		 Duplicative of 4.15.5?

Recreation  - access



		1.1.1. 

		194          

		Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced recreation.  This may include obtaining off-forest lands for Public recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side of Hwy 83), or a combination.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		FSM 2330.2, FSM 2310.2, FSM 2311, LMP Goals p 9 Rec 1

		Recreation – acres available



		1.1.2. 

		196          

		Relocate or restore access to Arizona Trail and OHV trailheads impacted by the mine. This could include parking, OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.



Larry and Debby to specify in conjunction with #201 and #201A



( Jones: These should not be relocated in the same area because it conflicts with the P/A needs of having some contiguous habitat left that hasn’t been altered by the mine.  This same comment applies to the next several.  If carried out, these would be anti-P/A mitigations.)

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Recreation  - acres available, length and # trails



Apply to one alternative and display the differences



		1.1.3. 

		197          

		A Rosemont Recreation Improvement Management Plan (RRIMP) shall be prepared as part of the Final MPO.

· The RRIMP shall include provisions for the Los Colinas Segment of the Arizona Trail. 

· The RRIMP shall provide for a sustainable water station for use by pack stock and horses along the Los Colinas segment of the Arizona Trail.

· Relocate portions of the Arizona Trail as needed to provide a trail for users throughout the mine life and post-mine.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25, FSM 2354.43c, National Trails System Act (16 USC 1241)

		Recreation  - acres available, length and # trails

Water – beneficial uses



		1.1.4. 

		198          

		The RRIMP shall include and schedule details for installation and maintenance of interpretive signs along the Arizona Trail and at the viewpoint on State Route (SR) 83 where mining activity is visible.

· Sign topics, text, graphics, design, materials locations, and installation requirements shall be reviewed and approved by the Coronado NF.

· Installation of signs on SR 83 shall be coordinated with Arizona Department of Transportation.

· During the time period of mine operations under the MPO, maintenance of signs shall be funded by Rosemont Copper Company.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		FSM 2353.32

FSM 2333.58

		Recreation  - offset rec losses

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations, tourism revenue changes

Visual – scenic byway



		1.1.5. 

		201    

		RCC shall provide:

· A perimeter road reconstructed per FS specifications on the west side of waste rock and tailings pile (east of the pit) that provides both north-south  post-mine legal public access through the site and access for RCC closure monitoring.

· A perimeter road on the east side of the waste rock and tailings pile that provides only administrative access for RCC closure monitoring and is not open to the public (in order to protect the non-motorized setting for the Arizona Trail). Inconsistent with RCC access needs?

Larry and Debby to specify acceptable trail use



		All (except MPO)

		FS

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25

		Recreation 

· Area available

· Hunting opportunities

· Trails available

· Offset recreation losses



		1.1.6. 

		201A

		Create a multi-use trailhead facility that would:

· Relocate the Rosemont OHV trailhead to a location that better serves OHV users, Arizona Trail users, and Highway 83 travelers.

· Include parking, a restroom OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.

Larry and Debby to specify acceptable Trail use

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		

		Recreation  - # trails/THs, ROS



		1.1.7. 

		241          

		When consistent with CNF travel management goals, mine roads that are no longer needed for mine operations or access shall be naturalized by restoring natural contours, placing growth media, and revegetating with native plants.

		All (except MPO)

		FS

		 

		Air, Rec, Visual, Heritage, Plants and Animals, Water, Dark Skies, Socioeconomic
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Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced 


recreation.  This may include obtaining off
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forest lands


 


for Public 


recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere 


on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side 
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Relocate or restore access to Arizona Trail and OHV trailheads impacted 


by the mine. This could include parking, OHV loading ramps, and other 


appropriate facilities.
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conjunction with #201 and #201A
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Jones: 


These should not be relocated in the same area because it 


conflicts with the P/A needs of having some contiguous habitat left that 
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A Rosemont Recreation Improvement Management Plan (RRIMP) 


shall 


be prepared as part of the Final MPO.


 


·


 


The RRIMP shall include provisions for the Los Colinas Segment of 


the Arizona Trail. 


 


·


 


The RRIMP shall provide for a sustainable water station for use by 


pack stock and horses along the Los Colinas segment of the 


Arizona 


Trail.


 


·


 


Relocate portions of the Arizona Trail as needed to provide a trail for 


users throughout the mine life and post


-
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The RRIMP shall include and schedule details for installation and 


maintenance of interpretive signs along the


 


Arizona Trail and at the 


viewpoint on State Route (SR) 83 where mining activity is visible.


 


·


 


Sign topics, text, graphics, design, materials locations, and installation 


requirements shall be reviewed and approved by the Coronado NF.


 


·


 


Installation of signs on


 


SR 83 shall be coordinated with Arizona 


Department of Transportation.


 


·


 


During the time period of mine operations under the MPO, 


maintenance of signs shall be funded by Rosemont Copper 


Company.
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From: Sarah L Davis
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Reference guidance
Date: 01/22/2010 04:48 PM

Reta and I discussed your question and agreed on the following: 

No, the references cited in reports given to us by those opposing the project (e.g., your Sonoran
Institute example) and Cooperators (e.g., Pima County) do not need to be in the Record at this time.
 The reports do need to be in the record though.   

In another example of this, today John Windes of AG&F suggested some survey information re
recreation economics be considered, so wearing my Socioeconomic Lead hat, I will attach a cover
sheet to that information and forward it to you (probably Monday).   

Thanks for your question. 

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332 

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

01/22/2010 11:43 AM

To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>
cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Reference guidance

Sarah- 
I just started thinking about this while I am compiling a list of the references needed. What about the reports
that were submitted by the opposition (i.e. Sonoran Institute) and Cooperators (i.e. Pima County)? Does the
Forest intend on asking those entities for the reference documentation or is the Forest expecting SWCA to find
and include those in the Project Record? Can you please document the Forest’s answer on this in the guidance
for references. Also, please note that I really need this guidance ASAP. In Tom’s email, we had requested it be
turned in by January 11 in order to meet our record deadlines. 

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

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes 



From: Kendall Brown
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Reminder of Extended IDT meeting tomorrow
Date: 07/21/2010 10:34 AM

Hey Bev,
Since I'm no longer on the Coronado, I guess you could remove me from your
Rosement email lists. 
thanks!

D. Kendall Brown
Glenwood District - Range 
Gila National Forest
(575) 539-2481
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

07/20/2010 12:44 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, tjchute@msn.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Reminder of Extended IDT meeting tomorrow

Agenda to follow shortly.  The meeting is in 6V6 from 9:00 to 12:00. 
See you there.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Kendall Brown/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/1E9CF8C573B0CAC5072578420002963C


From: Eli Curiel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Reminder of IDT meetings, October 12, 16 and 18; 18th is extended team meeting
Date: 11/09/2009 12:35 PM

October?????  That month is gone.

Eli Curiel Jr., P.E.
Environmental/Transportation Engineering
Coronado National Forest       Office:  520.388.8413
300 W. Congress                       FAX:    520.388.8332
Tucson, AZ 85701                     Cell:     520.444.0307

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

11/09/2009 11:35 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Reminder of IDT meetings, October 12, 16 and 18;

18th is extended team meeting

Core team, please plan on a half day meeting this Thursday, to go
over homework assignments and for some WebEX training.  We will
also meet next Monday for an SWCA review on alternatives considered
and on mitigation.  We will be meeting in 6V6 on Thursday and 4B on
Monday.

Core and extended will meet next Wednesday in 6V6.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Eli Curiel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/87256858004A7745/0/A68C21ADDCF95A3907257662007E384A


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Re: Reminder of IDT meetings, October 12, 16 and 18; 18th is extended team meeting
Date: 11/09/2009 12:51 PM

Heading should read November, not October.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

11/09/2009 11:35 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

cc aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Reminder of IDT meetings, October 12, 16 and 18;

18th is extended team meeting

Core team, please plan on a half day meeting this Thursday, to go
over homework assignments and for some WebEX training.  We will
also meet next Monday for an SWCA review on alternatives considered
and on mitigation.  We will be meeting in 6V6 on Thursday and 4B on
Monday.

Core and extended will meet next Wednesday in 6V6.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Deborah K Sebesta/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:kbrown03@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/A68C21ADDCF95A3907257662007E384A


Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Reminder of IDT meetings, October 12, 16 and 18; 18th is extended team meeting
Date: 11/09/2009 11:49 AM

You don't say what time the half day meeting is on Thursday, but I'll be meeting
with the Arizona Trail Association around 9:30 that morning to discuss Rosemont, so
I would be unavailable until after that meeting is complete.  

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

11/09/2009 11:35 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Reminder of IDT meetings, October 12, 16 and 18;

18th is extended team meeting

Core team, please plan on a half day meeting this Thursday, to go
over homework assignments and for some WebEX training.  We will
also meet next Monday for an SWCA review on alternatives considered
and on mitigation.  We will be meeting in 6V6 on Thursday and 4B on
Monday.

Core and extended will meet next Wednesday in 6V6.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/8725685400513A7E/0/A68C21ADDCF95A3907257662007E384A


From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold; Charles Coyle
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Report Schedule
Date: 05/26/2009 07:44 PM

Thanks Kathy.

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com]
Sent: Tue 5/26/2009 9:38 AM
To: Charles Coyle
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Subject: Report Schedule

Charles,
Here is where we are with our report scheduling.  Let me know if you have questions…
Cheers!
Kathy
 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.
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From: Vail Arizona
To: karnold@augustaresource.com; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; John Able; Reta Laford;

ron.barber@mail.house.gov; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Request for Hard Copy MPO
Date: 07/14/2008 02:02 PM

Kathy!
 
They are awesome, thank you! I really appreciate the effort  you put into getting these to me on such
short notice. It is making a huge difference in my ability to formulate scoping questions. I apologize for
not being at the store. We got REALLY short notice for the Fox 11 interview on the lack of hearing in
our area and my poor husband had to run down to watch the store so I could run back up to the
mountain for the segment.
 
Nothing like a group made up of a lot of Republicans standing in the wash with "Help Us" signs. *L*
The problem tends to be that the reporters always want to turn it back to the beauty and so forth. 

I even said that the people in our area who want jobs should have had a voice in yesterday's piece!
 
Ok, off for a history walk with some pioneers at an old school house in the Rincon Valley. 
 
Thanks again!
 
Elizabeth
 

 

Date: Mon, 14 Jul 2008 13:09:51 -0700
From: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: FW: Request for Hard Copy MPO
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; jable@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
ron.barber@mail.house.gov; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us

Elizabeth –
I just wanted to complete the record on your request for a hard copy of the MPO and supporting
documents.  I delivered a box containing copies of the documents to your store on July 13 at about
1:30 pm, your husband accepted them from me and promised to deliver them to you. 
 
The set included the documents that make up the complete mine plan of operations:

Mine Plan of Operations
Reclamation and Closure Plan
Electrical Power Supply and Water Supply Supplement
Volumes 1 and 2 of the Supplemental Information requested by the Forest Service

 
In addition to those documents you received the following reports by Tetra Tech:

Geotechnical Study Report (multiple volumes)
Baseline Geochemical Characterization Report (multiple volumes)
Dry Tailings Facility Design
Leaching Facilities Design Report
Waste Management Plan

mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:ron.barber@mail.house.gov
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


Site Water Management Plan
Groundwater Management Plan
Geologic Hazards
Supporting Documents (multiple volumes)

 
This information includes all documents that we have provided for the reading room maintained at
the Forest Service Offices.
 
I also wanted to clarify, your email states below that you requested these documents from the
Forest Service on June 7 however on the phone you said that you were incorrect in the email and
that it was actually July 7 that the documents were requested from the Forest Service.  Your email
to Jamie was dated July 11 and we finally were able to meet on July 13.
 
Regards,
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company 
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, July 12, 2008 9:22 PM
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: Request for Hard Copy MPO
 
Kathy,
 
Sorry about that, we didn't get home until after 6pm and then we always forget to check the messages
on the home phone! I tried to call your cell once while we were out but I didn't leave a message
because there was a sheriff and I needed to get off the phone!
 
ANYHOW, I usually get to work around 9amish on Sundays so I will give  you a call then!
 
Thanks!
 
Elizabeth
 
P.S. 10pm on on KVOA tonight so about 3  people should see it! Who knows how they will edit it
because it is only a 1 minute 20 second piece.

Date: Sat, 12 Jul 2008 15:33:29 -0700

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


From: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: Request for Hard Copy MPO
To: vailaz@hotmail.com
CC: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; jable@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; ron.barber@mail.house.gov;
tciapusci@fs.fed.us

Elizabeth –
I just tried the number you gave me, please call me on my cell at your convenience.
 
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company 
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, July 12, 2008 1:05 PM
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: Request for Hard Copy MPO
 
Kathy!
 
I do not get cell service at home. 
 
My home number is 762-1648.
 
We are doing a press thing today about the Forest not allowing a hearing in the Vail/Cienega Corridor
(some actually called us) go figure? That is at Hilton Rd and the mailboxes at 3:00pm and I could drive
somewhere after that but I know that sort of notice is WAYYYYY to short.
 
I was just thinking everything that is not a color copy image, but just  all of the text and graphs and so
forth from the disk MPO? I can then reference the large images from the disk.
 
Anyhow, I will be working all day tomorrow in downtown Vail at my store. Maybe my husband could
pick something up tomorrow?
 
I do appreciate it. I am concerned about the legal time limit of the 14th!
 
Thanks,
 
Elizabeth
 

 

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
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Date: Sat, 12 Jul 2008 12:33:34 -0700
From: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: RE: Request for Hard Copy MPO
To: vailaz@hotmail.com; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; jable@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
ron.barber@mail.house.gov; tciapusci@fs.fed.us

Elizabeth –
I received this from Jamie, he is out on vacation for a few more days and has asked me to contact
you regarding what you need and how we can best get it to you.  I will try to call you to find out
what you had in mind for receiving the documents, I have also left you a voice message on your
phone.
 
Please give me a call or respond via email.
 
Cheers!
Kathy
 
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company 
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.

 
From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, July 11, 2008 1:50 PM
To: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; John Able; Reta Laford; ron.barber@mail.house.gov;
tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Subject: Request for Hard Copy MPO
 
Jamie,
 
It will probably thrill you to death to know that the Forest Service is completely ignoring anything we
have to say so I am forced on the advice of someone else to ask you for this as I do not have to the
money to go do it myself. It was also suggested that I just ask for the text to be printed and I could
look at the images on the disk. (which is fine because the images would not print in high enough
resolution)
 
I put in an ADA request for a hard copy of the MPO with the Coronado National Forest on June 7th but
they will not respond to my request one way or the other.
 
I was wondering if I could get a hard copy of the same MPO that is on the DVD (all of the documents,
minus the image files unless they are like the small charts in a document)
 
I would like to get my comments in before the 14th and it is very difficult to read off of the monitor and
try to write for long periods of time with this condition I have right now (Kathy knows about it), in
addition to a learning disability. In college I was able to get accommodations for it. Obviously there is a

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


time constraint but I read extremely fast from hard copies.
 
At any rate, have I groveled enough? Let me know.
 
Thanks,
Elizabeth
247-3838
 
For some reason my cell is not picking up when it rings, so just leave a message.
 

 

 



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: request for MODFLOW files from Montgomery
Date: 06/19/2009 09:55 AM

The CD that was included with the report I have is not working. So, either you could ask Errol to ftp
them or give me one of the CDs from your copy to try. Let me know what you prefer.
Thanks!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2009 4:23 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fw: request for MODFLOW files from Montgomery
 

Mel, please see the email correspondence below.  Could these files be downloaded to the site you
made other data available to Roger on?   

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2009 04:20 PM -----
Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

06/16/2009 02:59 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc  

Subject FW: request for MODFLOW files from Montgomery

 
  

Bev – 
Please see Jim’s response below. 
  
Cheers! 
Kathy 
  
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com


Rosemont Copper Company   
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.

 

  
From: Jim Davis [mailto:jdavis@elmontgomery.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2009 2:56 PM
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Hale Barter
Subject: RE: request for MODFLOW files from Montgomery
Importance: High 
  
Kathy, 
  
A DVD disc was included with each paper copy of the report.  The DVD contains all the files Roger is
requesting.  If Roger doesn't have a DVD reader or didn't receive the disc for whatever reason, we can
FTP the files if necessary.  Let us know. 

Thanks, 
Jim 
 

 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2009 2:42 PM
To: karnold@rosemontcopper.com; Roger D Congdon; Jim Davis
Subject: request for MODFLOW files from Montgomery 

Hi Kathy, 

Please see Roger Congdon's request, below.  Errol Montogomery would have these files.  Please let
me know if we can get the files per this request, or if you need other information. 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2009 02:35 PM -----

http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


Roger D Congdon/R3/USDAFS

06/11/2009 07:34 AM

 
To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc  

Subject MODFLOW files

 

 

  

Hi Bev, 

I have the west side modeling report, which I am reviewing. I would really like to see their MODFLOW
input files (the ones that end in things like .BA6, .BC6, .nam, etc. They'll know what I'm talking about).
The company, or SWCA says that you have to authorize that data transfer. If I'm to properly evaluate
what they did, I will need the input files. They should give them to me routinely. 

Let me know if there are any problems/issues with this request. 

Thanks a bunch. 

Roger 

Roger D. Congdon, PhD
Hydrogeologist
USDA Forest Service
333 Broadway Blvd SE
Albuquerque, NM 87102
(505)842-3835
FAX: (505)842-3152



From: Robert Lefevre
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Jonathan Rigg; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason; Terry Chute
Subject: Re: Revegetation for Rosemont DEIS - specifically what are we including in the alternatives and mitigation?
Date: 08/02/2010 01:51 PM

The seed mix they propose to use includes native grasses and at least one native
shrub, so I don't think we have to drop shrubs from the discussion.  Trees (except
volunteers), however should be dropped from the mitigation table and the chapter 3
soils and reclamation section if the current plans for reclamation do not include tree
planting.  The tables in the chapter 3 soils and reclamation section indicate that
some trees and shrubs will "volunteer" even if not planted, particularly mesquite.  At
the highest elevations of the reclamation effort some junipers may also volunteer,
and along the water diversion channels mesquites, and possibly cottonwoods and
willows will volunteer.

The modeling Marcy did for the visual effects shows some trees and shrubs and
there should probably be fewer shown if no trees are scheduled for planting.  At this
stage of the process, I would say that we should not go back and re-do the
modeling unless its really quick and easy, but be sure it is understood that
everything in the simulations that looks like a small tree or a shrub is going to be a
shrub or volunteer tree.
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/02/2010 11:25 AM

To "Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>

cc "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan
Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Bob Lefevre"
<rlefevre@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Re: Revegetation for Rosemont DEIS - specifically
what are we including in the alternatives and

mitigation?

I would say that if we don't have time to incoporate the mitigation into
the DEIS, such as doing the research to determine the feasiblity of
revegetating with trees and shrubs, then it will have to be put on hold
for the EIS and omitted from the mitigation table for the time being. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest

mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com> 

08/02/2010 10:32 AM 
To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>,

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>,
"Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Bob Lefevre" <rlefevre@fs.fed.us> 

cc

Subject Revegetation for Rosemont DEIS - specifically what are we including in the alternatives
and mitigation?

In her edits to the Mitigation Table, Debby pointed out that many of them say things about
re-vegetation that are not currently included in the DEIS, and are not being addressed in
the effects analysis.  Specifically -  planting trees, shrubs and container plants (as opposed
to seeding); requiring the use of plant species and distributions that exist in the
surrounding landscape, etc. 
  
We need to figure out exactly what we are proposing for re-vegetation in the DEIS.  Any
ideas how to come to a common understanding in the next couple days??? 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Marcie Bidwell'; 'Melissa Reichard'; Melinda D Roth; Salek Shafiqullah -

USFS; 'Tom Furgason'; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Review Comments for Rosemont Landform Report
Date: 05/03/2010 07:45 AM
Attachments: 20100502_ortman_schor_draft-landform-rpt-review-comments_memo.pdf

Dale:   

3 major comments: 
1.  Is Horst not required to provide a design that accommodates the full 1.2 billion cubic yards?? 
2.  Did you receive Marcie's comments.  I don't see hardly any of them incorporated here.  Or did many
of her comments fall into the categories you mention in your email below? 
3.  Horst needs to delete at least the last sentence (or the last whole paragraph) in his summary on
page 30.  Ending the report with a statement of hopelessness is not acceptable (nor do I think this is
what Horst meant), and these questions did not arise during the design process...they arose at the
very end.  Horst could simply reference the separate document addressing these issues here. 

Thanks. 

Debby

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

05/02/2010 12:19 PM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Salek
Shafiqullah - USFS " <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Tom Furgason'"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Jonathan Rigg'"  <jrigg@swca.com>,
"'Melissa Reichard'" <mreichard@swca.com>, "'Marcie Bidwell'"
<mbidwell@swca.com>

cc
Subject Review Comments for Rosemont Landform Report

All, 
  
Attached is a memorandum containing a compilation of the pertinent review comments regarding the landform
report.  Not all comments received are included in the memorandum as those that altered Horst’s professional
opinion, modified the constraints imposed by Rosemont, or did not substantively add to the understanding of the
report were omitted. 

  
I will be forwarding the comments to Horst on Tuesday, therefore if you have any questions regarding the

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


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Horst Schor 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard, Marcie Bidwell (SWCA); 
Mindee Roth, Bev Everson, Debby Kriegel, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 2 May 2010   


Subject: 
Review Comments  
Landform Design Report for the Rosemont Mine Project 


 
This memorandum presents a compilation of the pertinent comments provided for the review of 
the draft report titled Landform Design Report of the Rosemont Mine Project, April 2010.  
Comments were provided by the Coronado National Forest, Rosemont Copper Company, and 
SWCA.  The review is divided among General Comments, Requested Additional Information, and 
Editorial Comments. 
 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
General Comment 1: The report contains reference to and photographs of other mine facilities in 
the area with the implication that they represent the Proposed Action.  The implication that the 
references and photographs explicitly represent the Proposed Action in not correct and both must 
be removed from the report. 
 
General Comment 2: The report contains several instances of personal value judgments and 
prejudicial language that must be removed from the report.  Examples of such are: 


• Page 6, Paragraph 1: ….just create a dump as it is often referred to in the industry but for 
better or worse a LANDFORM, unsightly, and artificial as it may be…. 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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• Page 6, Paragraph 2: … the intrusion of an alien, manufactured rigid structure devoid of 
geomorphic features into an otherwise pristine and highly variable natural landscape. 


 
General Comment 3:  The information presented in Section VII. OTHER CANYON 
ALTERNATIVES does not fulfill the requirements of SOW; Task 3: Review and comment on the 
landform potential of an additional three alternative mine waste disposal plans. Revise Section 
VII to provide comments on the potential to apply landform design to the three specific 
alternatives and what general ramifications such application would have on the design, including 
the viability of such a design approach.   
 
General Comment 4: Please include the response to the constraints presented by Rosemont as an 
appendix to the report.  Editorial comments on the response are included as Attachment 1. 
 
REQUESTED ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 


1. Reference examples of similar scale landforming projects. 
2. Include the total acres in the landformed design. 
3. Explain what parts of the landform design that Golder Associate’s parameters do not 


apply (or where Golder’s parameters simply weren’t provided).  An example might be the 
slope of the new Barrel Canyon drainage (which is ~2.5 miles at ~6%). 


4. Add the boundary of the Barrel Canyon drainage basin to appropriate figures to indicate 
that runoff is contained within the basin, or where engineered structures are necessary to 
direct all runoff into the basin. 


 
EDITORIAL COMMENTS 
 


1. Table of contents and list of figures:  Correct the page numbers (many are wrong). 
2. Page 1, first sentence:  delete the word “certain”. 
3. Page 2: consider adding “sideboards” to this figure or somewhere in text (Cienega 


watershed to south, Hwy 83 to east, pit/plant/ridge to west, and McCleary Canyon to 
north). 
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4. Page 4, figure 5:  Tucson is misspelled. 
5. Page 5, figure 6:  Tucson is misspelled. 
6. Page 9:  Text states that “The 500 foot setback from the pit rim was maintained”, but 


figures 22 and 23 do not show this. 
7. Page 13:  Explain what gold lines are (or better yet, remove them). 
8. Page 23:  State contour interval and/or enlarge elevation labels (they are unreadable even 


with a magnifier or zoomed in on the electronic document). 
9. Page 29, first sentence:  Should “tear” be “tier”? 
10. Page 30, first sentence:  Delete the word “project . 
11. Page 10, second to last paragraph, second sentence: change “created” to “create” 
12. Page 27, paragraph 4, reword as “ … would have an outer shell comprised of material 


with a d50 not less than 3-5 inches providing……….” 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 


 
 
 
 
 







1 
 


DRAFT 
 


Draft Deliberative 
Not for Public Distribution 


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


April 5, 2010 


 


This report responds to the “Preliminary Landform Layout Constraints provided by Rosemont 
Copper Company” as contained in Project Memorandums dated March 25, 2010 and March 31, 
2010 prepared by Dale Ortman. 


Each of the nine constraints provided along with a sketch map have been carefully reviewed and 
will be addressed in detail below.  Due to the nature of the small scale and very sketchy nature of 
the map, however some of the implication of certain limitations can only be very cursory 
estimated. 


 


Constraint 1.  Stay clear of Plant Site (Mill Facility/Industrial Areas) 


During the preparation of the conceptual landform plan, no actual grading plans for those 
facilities were available to allow for proper transitioning between the landform shapes and the 
cuts and fills proposed for those facilities.  Consequently a temporary and arbitrary terminus for 
the landform fill was arrived at.  


Once the appropriate information becomes available, the limits and grading transitions could 
readily be accommodated;  however, constraining the toe of the landform design to the boundary 
of the Plant Site would require relocating the material currently located within the Plant Site area 
elsewhere within the landform mass.  


 
 
Constraint 2.  Avoid Cultural Significant sites at Ball Court Heritage location and others… 


In order to maximize the opportunity for a recreated Landform/Geomorphic Topography and 
Hydrology and to address the recommendation in the Golder Report with regards to slope 
designs the footprint of the waste rock and tailings were expanded considerably, thus placing 
subject site under the new fill. Under the current design, carving out that site from the fill zone, 
while possible, would not create the most desirable solution.  Entirely avoiding the Ball Court 
location, as proposed by Rosemont, requires relocation of a significant amount of material and 
would negatively impact the potential for a successful landform design. 
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Also, there appears to be a discrepancy as to the location of the Ball Court Heritage site. The 
sketch map shows a location in the most north easterly corner of the Landform Fill.  The location 
provided by Tetra Ttech places it to the south of that. Knowing the accurate location has an 
effect significant impact on any design option to preserve this location. 


 


Constraint 3.  Leave half-mile wide buffer strip between all mine waste material and SR 83 


Such a constraint was never a part of the initial conceptual Landform design study. Creating 
natural, geomorphic features and run-off patterns that would mimic existing ground conditions 
and keeping slope ratios to a minimum to minimize erosion were the objective.  To this extend 
extent, the foot print had to expand. As the topography on the west side Highway 83 drops 
rapidly into a fairly deep valley which represented a substantial fill holding capacity, it was 
utilized in this manner.  Retaining a half-mile buffer strip between all mine waste and SR83 has 
significant negative impact on the potential for a successful landform design and may negate its 
viability. 


 


Constraint 4.  Keep all Stormwater Runoff within Barrel Drainage 


The landform design keeps all runoff within the Barrel drainage.  The Landform Concept Plan is 
so designed as to carry the runoff along most of the southerly boundary in a graded surface drain 
channel to the north along Highway 83 and back into Barrel Canyon Watershed. The 
southwesterly area runoff is collected in a detention pond and then projected to be carried in an 
underground drain to the north to be discharged into Barrel Canyon. 


 


Constraint 5.  Maintain setback for Singing Valley Ranch 


This setback at the southerly boundary would mean a loss of fill placement capacity but may or 
may not also negatively impact the planned gravity drainage channel discussed under 4. above.  
Only a more detailed analysis could determine that. 


 


Constraint 6.  Place no Mine Waste material within the Area designated for SDCP Biological 
Core Value Habitat and Riparian Management Area  


The sketch map indicates an apparently substantial area that would be encumbered in some 
fashion.   


Depending whether this would require total or selective avoidance that could be incorporated 
into the Landform Design the extent of this impact will determine how much fill placement 
capacity would be lost.  At first glance it appears to be significant.  Avoiding placement of mine 
waste as proposed by Rosemont has significant negative impact on the potential for a successful 
landform design and may negate its viability. 
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Constraint 7.  Incorporate the original Rosemont Configuration for the Heap Leach and Dry 
Stack Facility 


The landform design concept is not able to accommodate the original configuration of the dry 
stack tailings. 


 


Constraint 8.  Include functional haul road, construction access and perpetual storm water 
drainage into pit into the design concept 


This matter is considered to be a design detail to be incorporated once the overall concept has 
been accepted and the specifications for service locations, width, horizontal and vertical curves 
and other design criteria are provided. 


 


 Constraint 9.  Increase the ultimate height of the conceptual Landform Design by 100’ to afford 
contingency capacity and construction flexibility 


Increasing the height of the landform design layout by 100 feet while maintaining the current 
design toe would oversteepen the slopes and have significant negative impact on the potential for 
a successful landform design.   


 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 


In summary it must be stated that some of the constraints can readily be met while others pose 
significant negative impact to a successful landform design; particularly in combinations that 
significantly reduce the footprint available for mine waste disposal.  Imposing all or most of the 
footprint constraints proposed by Rosemont would likely negate the viability of a landform 
design.  


To Landform shape the excavated materials under these constraints would most likely entail 
much higher fills with steeper slopes – unless some of McCleary Canyon can be used to 
accommodate the overflow. 







  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: RE: Review of MIS report
Date: 01/25/2010 03:57 PM

Thanks Bev.  I passed this on to Geoff.
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 12:52 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Fw: Review of MIS report
 

Tom, 

Please see Larry's message, below. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 01/25/2010 12:51 PM -----
Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

01/25/2010 07:20 AM

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

cc Richard A Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Review of MIS report

 
  

Bev and Mindee-- 

Attached below is a review of a required report for SWCA, the Management Indicator Species report.
 Geoff Soroka is the person working on it.  If he makes the track changes and follows up on
comments, I think we'll be 95% there.  I want to cross check some info here (like RO guidance on what
to check for in MIS reports), but won't be able to do so until Wed, if we don't have a Rosemont
meeting, or Thursday.  When he sends it back, Debbie, Rick, and I can fine tune it, as needed, then
send it to the RO for review.   

Also, let me know when they have responded to my Migratory Bird Report comments.  They can post
the revised version to WebEx (it isn't there, I just checked).  If I can, I want to spend most of my
remaining Rosemont time working on these two reports, plus the BA, BE, and White Paper (Bio
Specialist report), plus DEIS, time permitting. 

So, please forward the MIS review document to SWCA.  Thanks! 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us


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

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us 
----- Forwarded by Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS on 01/25/2010 07:06 AM -----
gilaman@comcast.net

01/24/2010 06:00 AM

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

Subject Review of MIS report

 
  

Here it be... 
  
--LLCJones



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Re: Review of MWH Draft Technical Review Memo for Rosemont Mine Water Supply Pumping Model Report
Date: 12/01/2009 11:07 AM
Attachments: 2009-11-19_Ortman_Shaffiqullah et al_WaterSupplyModelRevu_memo.pdf

Hello Dale, 
I have reviewed the draft review memo by MWH and agree in general with its contents.  I am
interested in having the following comments addressed as well: 

Please provide data and map regarding post pumping recovery?  What are the projected effects 20 and
50 years after pumping stops? 
Please provide a well inventory map or maps.  A well inventory table (Table 1) has been included. 
Please provide a map showing a 4 foot per year decline in water levels with and without the project (if
it exists). 
Please provide a map and a list of wells which may potentially go dry with and without the project (if
they exist). 
Editorial note:  Figure 26 has a note that it is draft deliberative not for public distribution. 

Lets discuss. 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 

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

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

11/19/2009 05:10 PM

To "'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Beverley A
Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Melinda D Roth'"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Review of MWH Draft Technical Review Memo for Rosemont Mine
Water Supply Pumping Model Report

Salek, Bev, & Mindee, 
  
Please find the attached memorandum for your review and comment regarding the six-pages of pertinent text
prepared by MWH in review of the Rosemont mine water supply pumping model report. Please note that I have
requested any comments from the CNF no later than the end of the month to expedite MWH’s completion of a
Technical Review Memorandum regarding the report for submission to Rosemont for response.   

  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE       Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer        Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233         E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson, Mindee Roth (CNF) 


Copy to: Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 19 November 2009   


Subject: 
Review of MWH Technical Review Memorandum 
Review Comment of Rosemont Numerical Groundwater Model Update and 
Simulations 


 
Please review the draft Technical Review Memorandum (Attachment A) prepared by MWH for the following 
document: 
 


1. Errol L. Montgomery, 2009. Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont 
Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping Sahuarita, Arizona, April 30, 2009 


 
Please note that MWH has nominated Toby Leeson PG to be the responsible person for the review to replace 
Nathan Haws (Attachment B).  SWCA is in receipt of correspondence indicating this is acceptable to the 
CNF.  SWCA will direct MWH to indicate Toby Leeson PG as the responsible person on the final version of 
the Technical Review Memorandum, but we do not want to delay the review by asking MWH for a revised 
copy at this time. 
 
The draft Technical Review Memorandum was prepared by MWH as directed by SWCA (Attachment C). 
 
Please complete review of the Technical Review Memorandum (Attachment A) by the end of the month to 
expedite MWH finalizing the memorandum for submission to Rosemont for their response. 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM


4820 South Mill Avenue TEL 480 755 8201 
Suite 104 FAX  480 755 8203 
Tempe, Arizona 85282 www.mwhglobal.com 


TO: Tom Furgason DATE: October 23, 2009  
SWCA Environmental Consultants


   REFERENCE:  1005979 
CC: Dale Ortman, Consultant
 Toby Leeson, MWH


FROM: Nathan W. Haws, Stephen Taylor, MWH       


SUBJECT: Review Comments of Rosemont Numerical Groundwater Model Update and Simulations; 
Rosemont EIS Support


This memorandum presents the findings of MWH’s review of the development and simulation results of 
the numerical groundwater flow model for Rosemont Copper Company’s (RCC) proposed mine supply 
pumping.  The review focuses on the data, assumptions, methods, and results used to predict 
groundwater responses to RCC pumping as presented in two documents: (1) Technical Memorandum, 
Second Update to ADWR Model in Sahuarita/Green Valley Area (Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. 
[M&A], 2009a) and (2) Report, Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont 
Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita Arizona (M&A, 2009b).  This review was conducted 
by MWH, under contract to SWCA Environmental Consultants.  The format of this technical memorandum 
is as follows: (1) discussion of major findings of the review, (2) summary and evaluation of conclusions in 
M&A (2009b), (3) summary of reviewer concerns and their potential impacts, (4) statement of limitations, 
and (5) references.  The requested figure of sections through the maximum predicted drawdown cone and 
the statement of qualifications are provided as attachments.   


(1) Major Review Findings


M&A (2009a, 2009b) reports the development and simulation of a numerical groundwater flow model 
for the purpose of predicting the impact of RCC pumping on area groundwater levels.  With a few 
exceptions, the data, assumptions, and methods used to develop the numerical model are reasonable 
and in conformance with standard accepted industry practices.  The methodology for model 
predictions also follows good practice, with the exception that future pumping may be over-allocated 
(which would result in under-prediction of  groundwater elevations) and some future source/sink terms 
may not be included (which would result in over-prediction in some locations and under-prediction in 
others).  The methods to post-process and interpret the results are also valid; however, prediction 
uncertainty has not been appropriately addressed.  The evaluation of the updates to the historical and 
predictive models and the model predictions is further discussed below.  


Updates to Historical Model
M&A (2009a, 2009b) developed the numerical groundwater flow model from an existing groundwater 
flow model recently constructed by the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) (Mason and 
Bota, 2006).  The ADWR model is a regional-scale model, covering the Tucson Active Management 
Area (TAMA) and portions of the upper Santa Cruz Active Management Area (SCAMA).  The ADWR 
model incorporates data from hydrogeological investigations, historical pumping records, and other 
information from government and private entities that define the geology and groundwater occurrence 
in the TAMA/SCAMA area.  This model provides an efficient and credible method for placing the 



http://www.mwhglobal.com
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Rosemont numerical model in the proper historical and regional setting.  Because the ADWR model 
has a large regional scale, it, of necessity, coarsens some local features and processes that may be 
important for prediction of groundwater flow on a more local scale.  M&A (2009a, 2009b) refines and 
updates the model in the vicinity of Green Valley/Sahuarita to more accurately simulate the 
hydrogeology and groundwater sources and sinks in the study area (see Figures 1 and 2 of M&A, 
2009b).


The updates to the layering, aquifer parameters, and historical source/sink terms of the ADWR model 
and the grid refinement are all necessary and appropriate.  These updates are founded on reputable 
sources and/or good professional judgment and are reasonable for the hydrogeological context.  The 
major concern with the model updates is that no standard iterative recalibration of the aquifer 
parameters is performed.  M&A (2009b) demonstrates that the model updates improve the model fit to 
measured data compared to the original ADWR model, but it includes no discussion of an effort to find 
optimal parameter values.  For example, the hydraulic conductivity is adjusted in the cells surrounding 
the RCC property based on published aquifer test data, but a standard iterative calibration to optimize 
the value of the hydraulic conductivity, or to determine the spatial extent to which the hydraulic 
conductivity should be modified, is not conducted.  Likewise, no formal calibration is conducted for 
values of the storage coefficient (which was left unchanged from the ADWR model) or the specific 
yield.  (Note that long-term predictions may become less sensitive to storage coefficient and specific 
yield, thus justifying leaving them unchanged; however, a sensitivity analysis of model predictions is 
not conducted, and thus the impact of these parameters is unknown.)  It is possible that much of the 
error between measured and simulated groundwater levels, which can be several tens of feet and 
shows spatial bias in some areas, is partly a reflection of the model parameters being out of 
calibration.  Although formal calibration throughout the entire model domain may not be practical or 
necessary, a calibration within the study area could improve the fit between simulated and measured 
groundwater levels and reduce predictive uncertainty.   


Another concern with the model updates is that no consideration is given for the Santa Cruz fault, 
which runs between the RCC wells and many of the other wells in the study area.  Mason and Bota 
(2006) suspect the fault as a source of some of the large residuals (error between measured and 
simulated groundwater levels) in the ADWR model.  M&A (2009b) documents the fault in the text and 
figures, but does not modify the model to account for the fault.  The rationale for not explicitly 
accounting for the fault is not discussed in M&A (2009a, 2009b).     


Updates to Predictive Model
The updates to the predictive period of the ADWR model (2009 – 2031) are well documented, though 
much less certain than updates to the historical period of the model.  M&A (2009a) provides an 
extensive revision of estimated future groundwater withdrawals in the study area by obtaining assured 
water supply documents from ADWR.  The assured water supply documents give an indication of 
expected groundwater withdrawal rates for residential and municipal suppliers, though not necessarily 
a sure definition of future pumping.  For most of the assured water supply documents, M&A (2009a) 
makes the “conservative” assumption (i.e., in the sense of over-predicting drawdown) that pumping will 
achieve the full build-out demand.  A more likely scenario is that some of the planned residential 
developments will not achieve build-out capacity or will be significantly delayed.  (This may be 
particularly true with the downturn in the residential development market.)  Consequently, the future 
pumping from residential developments in the study area is likely over-allocated.  The results of the 
historical simulation showed a bias to under-estimate groundwater level.  An over-allocation of future 
pumping would add to this bias toward under-prediction of future groundwater levels.   


Other potential future groundwater sinks/sources not included in the model that may impact future 
groundwater levels within the study area are potential mitigation pumping near the Freeport-McMoRan 
Sierrita Mine and delivery and underground storage of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water to the 
Sahuarita/Green Valley area.   Freeport-McMoRan, Sierrita Operations is currently in the feasibility 
stage of developing a plan to mitigate a sulfate plume originating from the Sierrita tailing 
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impoundment.  The mitigation action will likely involve hydraulic containment that may require in 
excess of 15,000 acre-feet per year in additional groundwater withdrawal (Hydro Geo Chem, Inc., 
2008; see www.fcx.com/sierrita/home.htm).  This would lower groundwater levels southwest of the 
RCC property (west of Green Valley).  Also in the planning stages is the delivery and storage of up to 
7,000 acre-feet per year of CAP water (United State Bureau of Reclamation, 2008).  The CAP water 
would recharge the aquifer at an underground storage facility.  A proposed site for the facility is within 
the study area near the RCC property.  Recharge from this facility could substantially increase 
groundwater levels near the RCC, and possibly throughout the study area if the CAP water is used in 
lieu of groundwater.  The magnitude and exact timetable for these projects are uncertain, but they are 
scheduled during the same time as the predictive simulation period (2009 – 2031). 


An assumption of the predictive model, which may be incorrect, is that boundary conditions are static.  
This assumption is refuted by the continual groundwater level declines throughout the study area.  The 
correctness of the assumption is only a minor concern as the boundary heads likely have relatively 
little influence on the groundwater levels within the study area. 


Model Predictions
As documented above, the confidence in the predictions of future groundwater levels in the numerical 
model is weakened by intrinsic model structural inaccuracies, calibration inaccuracies, and uncertainty 
and deficiencies in sources/sinks.  These inaccuracies and uncertainties are, to some extent, inherent 
in all numerical models.  Inaccuracy and uncertainty do not necessarily invalidate the model.  On the 
contrary, the model simulates a very complex and dynamic hydrogeological system, and, with the few 
exceptions noted previously, incorporates the level of complexity appropriate for the use of the model.  
Still, the predictive uncertainty and limitations of the model should be appropriately documented, 
managed, and quantified.  M&A (2009a, 2009b) adequately documents, manages, and quantifies 
suspected predictive uncertainty due to intrinsic inaccuracies.  Seasonal variations and “calibration” 
errors are translated to predictive uncertainties that ranges from 10 to 100 feet due to seasonal 
variations and approximately a 25-foot under-prediction bias at RC-2.  M&A (2009b) does not 
adequately document or quantify predictive uncertainties due to parameter uncertainties and due to 
uncertainties in future groundwater recharge and withdrawal.  These predictive uncertainties could be 
bounded by conducting a sensitivity analysis of model predictions to parameter and future source/sink 
variations.  Sensitivity analyses are often a component of modeling studies. 


The prediction uncertainties will be greatest for the prediction of future groundwater levels with and 
without RCC pumping.  Without a sensitivity analysis, bounding the uncertainty is difficult.  Therefore, 
the future groundwater levels reported in M&A (2009b) should be treated more qualitatively than 
quantitatively, demonstrating trends rather than absolute groundwater elevations.  The confidence in 
the predicted groundwater levels will further decrease away from RCC property as the grid coarsens 
and aquifer parameters and source/sinks become less defined.      


The predictions of groundwater declines (drawdown) due solely to RCC pumping will be affected less 
by predictive uncertainty because much of the uncertainty is subtracted out during post-processing.  
Therefore, the drawdown due to RCC pumping can be interpreted more quantitatively.  MWH 
evaluated the estimates of the drawdown levels due to RCC pumping reported in M&A (2009b, 
Figures 35, 36) using a simple analytical (Dupruit) solution to estimate steady-state drawdown.  
Although this solution cannot capture the complexity and transience of the model, it does provide a 
rough check on drawdown predictions.  According to this check, the estimates of groundwater level 
drawdown due to RCC pumping reported in M&A (2009b) are reasonable. 


(2) Summary and Evaluation of Conclusions


The major conclusions relative to the predicted impact of RCC pumping on groundwater levels given in 
M&A (2009b) are presented in the table below along with MWH’s judgment on their reasonableness. 



http://www.fcx.com/sierrita/home.htm)
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 M&A Conclusion MWH Comment 
Conclusions of Historical Simulations


1 “…[T]he match to measured groundwater 
levels [for the 1940 steady-state 
simulation] is not excellent in the 
Rosemont area.” (p. 28) 


Figure 28 shows that some of the largest discrepancies 
between the measured and simulated groundwater 
levels in the steady-state model are in the vicinity of the 
RCC property; however, these discrepancies are of little 
concern because the steady-state model does 
reproduce the general trends of the groundwater level 
contours and because the effects of the initial conditions 
(year 1940) on the model predictions (years 2012 – 
2031) are likely minimal.  Also, as stated in M&A 
(2009b), the 1940 groundwater levels are themselves of 
unknown quality. 


2 “Accounting for seasonal variation …the 
model reasonably simulates average 
groundwater level altitude and 
groundwater level change in the vicinity of 
Rosemont properties.” (p. 29) 


Figures 9 – 11 show that groundwater levels in wells 
near RCC property are generally under-predicted.  The 
bias toward under-prediction typically increases as the 
historical simulation progresses in time.  Under-
predictions can range from between about 10 and 70 
feet in the later years.  M&A (2009b) attributes the 
under-prediction to the seasonal pumping from 
agricultural wells not captured in yearly groundwater 
level measurements.  Seasonal pumping likely is 
responsible for some of the under-prediction, yet the 
increasing trend toward under-prediction and the 
consistent under-prediction at RC-2 suggests a general 
bias toward under-prediction of groundwater levels in 
the central basin near Sahuarita and near the RCC 
property beyond that cause by seasonal variation.  


3 “Match of observed and simulated 
groundwater levels at Rosemont wells E-1 
and RC-2 is reasonably accurate.” (p. 30) 


Figure 15 shows a very reasonable match between 
simulated and the average of measured groundwater 
levels for E-1.  Simulated groundwater levels for RC-2 
has a bias toward under-prediction of about 25 feet. 
(Note that M&A (2009b) adjusts simulated future 
groundwater levels upward at RC-2 to account for this 
bias.)


 Conclusions of Predictive Simulations (2012 through 2031)
4 “The projected groundwater level altitudes 


are considered representative of annual 
average levels.”  (p. 32; also see Figures 
27 - 30) 


The predictions of future groundwater level altitudes are 
subject to considerable uncertainty, including the 
general bias to under-predict historical groundwater 
levels, uncertainty in model parameters, the 
assumptions of future groundwater withdrawals and 
recharge.  Most of the assumptions made in M&A 
(2009a, 2009b) tend toward over-prediction of 
groundwater level declines (see comments on Updates 
to Predictive Model under Major Review Findings). 
Therefore, the model results likely error on the side of 
low groundwater level altitudes, in general; although, 
groundwater level altitudes southwest of the RCC 
property (west of Green Valley) may be over-predicted 
because of the failure to include Sierrita mitigation 
pumping.  Because of the large uncertainty in the 
groundwater level altitudes the future groundwater level 
altitudes reported in M&A (2009b) should be treated 
more qualitatively than quantitatively, demonstrating 
trends rather than absolute groundwater elevations.  An 
analysis of the sensitivity of model predictions to 
sources of uncertainty would aid in bounding the 
possible range of groundwater level altitudes.  
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 M&A Conclusion MWH Comment 
5 “…[P]rojected groundwater drawdown 


within two miles of the Rosemont 
properties ranges from about 12 feet to 
about 88 feet at the western Rosemont 
property [in year 2012]…[and] from about 
30 feet to about 187 feet at the western 
Rosemont property [in year 2031].” (p. 32-
33; also see Figures 31,33)  


The regional drawdown estimates are less prone to bias 
in historical predictions than the groundwater level 
altitudes, but otherwise, are subject to the same  
uncertainties and tendencies (i.e., to over-predict 
groundwater declines) as the predicted groundwater 
level altitudes.  Again, an analysis of the sensitivity of 
model predictions to sources of uncertainty would aid in 
bounding the possible range of groundwater level 
drawdown.    


6 “…[P]rojected groundwater drawdown [as 
a result of Rosemont pumping] within two 
miles of the Rosemont properties ranges 
from about 5 feet to about 80 feet at the 
western Rosemont property [in year 
2012]…[and] from about 10 feet to about 
107 feet at the western Rosemont property 
[in year 2031].” (p. 33; also see Figures 
35,36)  


The predictions of groundwater drawdown due solely to 
RCC pumping are more certain than the other 
predictions because much of the uncertainty is 
subtracted out during post-processing.  Therefore, the 
drawdown due to RCC pumping can be interpreted more 
quantitatively.  The estimates of groundwater level 
drawdown due to RCC pumping reported in M&A 
(2009b) are reasonable for the sustained pumping rates 
and the aquifer properties. 


7 “Maximum extent of projected 
groundwater level drawdown due to 
Rosemont pumping delineated by the 1-
foot drawdown contour (Figure 36) is 
approximately 10 miles north from the 
western Rosemont property.” (p. 33)  


This estimate is for the drawdown after 20 years of RCC 
pumping.  At sustained pumping rates of 5,400 acre-feet 
per year, then 4,700 feet per year, the 1-foot drawdown 
will be extensive. Based on the aquifer parameters given 
in the report, this is a reasonable estimate.  Figure 36 
shows that the 1-foot drawdown contour also extends 
approximately 5 to 6 miles south of the western RCC 
property and across most of the east-west portion of the 
basin after 20 years of pumping.     


8 “…[I]t is expected that future shallow 
groundwater level estimates can be 
determined by adding approximately 30 
feet to model projected groundwater levels 
in the area of the west Rosemont property, 
decreasing to 0 feet added in the area of 
the east Rosemont property.” (p. 34) 


The adjustment for predicting future shallow 
groundwater levels in the vicinity of the Rosemont 
property is reasonable based on historical evidence.  
How well future groundwater levels will follow the 
historical data, and therefore, the validity of this 
approach for future estimates cannot be determined.  
Nevertheless, without better information, the adjustment 
is a reasonable approximation.   


9 “[Seasonal] variations [in groundwater 
levels] are expected to decrease as FICO 
agricultural pumping begins to convert to 
residential pumping in the next 10 years.” 
(p. 34) 


This is a reasonable expectation based on the 
assumptions of residential development used in M&A 
(2009a).  If the rate of residential development is less 
than assumed and agricultural pumping remains as 
strong influence, seasonal variations will continue.  


10 “Impacts [due to Rosemont pumping] will 
be focused in the immediate area around 
the proposed Rosemont pumping 
locations.  Substantially larger and longer- 
term pumping as the result of planned 
residential development in the area will 
become the dominant groundwater level 
influence in the larger area.” (p. 35) 


As shown in Figure 36 and discussed in Section 7.6.3, 
additional drawdown resulting from RCC pumping will 
range from approximately 10 to 107 feet within 2 miles 
of the western RCC pumping.  Assuming that “the larger 
area” is the area outside of this 2-mile radius, then 
pumping for residential water supply will likely be the 
dominant influence, even with the uncertainty in the 
future pumping estimates.  The relative dominance of 
residential pumping may not be as great as shown in 
Figures 33 – 34, however, because future residential 
pumping rates are likely over-allocated (see comments 
on Updates to Predictive Model under Major Review 
Findings).  
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(3) Summary of Concerns


The concerns with the numerical groundwater model and simulations described in M&A (2009a, 2009b) 
are presented in the table below along with MWH’s comments on their potential impacts. 


 Concern Comment 
1 Aquifer parameters not calibrated to 


historical model.  
The potential impact of this concern is unknown because 
an analysis of the sensitivity of model prediction to 
aquifer parameter values is not performed.  


2 Santa Cruz fault is not explicitly included 
in model.


The Santa Cruz fault could have an important impact on 
the predicted influence of RCC pumping because the 
fault runs between the RCC property and many of the 
municipal, mining, and agricultural water suppliers.  M&A 
(2009a, 2009b) may have a good reason for not 
including the fault, but the rationale is not discussed. 


3 Assumption that future pumping will 
achieve its full build-out demand as 
described in assured water supply 
documents will likely over-predict 
pumping and groundwater level declines. 


This assumption likely results in under-prediction of 
groundwater levels, particularly to the west and north of 
RCC property.  An analysis of the sensitivity of model 
predictions to this assumption would aid in bounding the 
uncertainty in model predictions. 


4 Potential future mitigation pumping by the 
Sierrita Mine not included. 


Sierrita Mine mitigation pumping could further decrease 
groundwater levels southwest of the RCC property.  
North of the RCC property, the impacts will likely be 
minor.


5 Potential future aquifer recharge from 
proposed CAP delivery is not included.  


Recharge by CAP water could significantly increase 
future groundwater levels in the vicinity of RCC property. 


6 Specified boundary heads are assumed 
to be static. 


Groundwater levels near the model boundaries will likely 
decrease in the future; however, the potential impact of 
this concern is minor because boundary heads likely 
have relatively little influence on the groundwater levels 
within the study area. 


7 No sensitivity analysis performed The level of confidence in the model predictions cannot 
be fully evaluated without an analysis of the sensitivity of 
the model predictions to the assumptions future pumping 
and specified aquifer parameters.  


(4) Limitations


The review of the model development and simulations conducted for the RCC proposed mine supply 
pumping is based on information provided in M&A (2009a, 2009b).  The review is limited to the data, 
assumptions, methods, results, and conclusions presented in the text, tables, and figures of these two 
reports.  Verification of the accuracy of the data from sources cited in these reports, or the correctness 
of its representation in M&A (2009a, 2009b), was beyond the scope of the review.  In addition, 
modeling files were not consulted as a part of the review.  Therefore, this review does not cover model 
construction or solution errors beyond what is provided in the M&A (2009a, 2009b).  Also beyond the 
scope of the review is the data, assumptions, methods, and results of the ADWR model and its 
documentation (Mason and Bota, 2006). 
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NATHAN W. HAWS 
SENIOR ENGINEER


EDUCATION: 


PhD, Environment Engineering, Purdue University, Indiana, USA, 2003 
BS/BSc, Civil and Environmental Engineering, Brigham Young University, Utah, USA, 1999 
MS/MSc, Civil and Environmental Engineering, Brigham Young University, Utah, USA, 1999 


REGISTRATIONS: 


Professional Engineer - Civil, Arizona, 48186, 2008 
Professional Engineer - Civil, Nevada, 20251, 2009 


EXPERIENCE:


Hydrologist, South Yuma County Landfill, Air Quality Screening Evaluation, Yuma, Arizona 
Air dispersion screening evaluation using Screen 3 and EPA AP-42 method 


Hydrogeologist, Freeport McMoRan, Tailing site characterization, Christmas Mine, Arizona 
Collection and characterization of tailing material samples 


Project Engineer, Russell Gulch Landfill, Landfill expansion engineering, Globe, Arizona 
Type IV expansion design, including alternative cover, liner and slope stability, storm water drainage, and 
leachate collection 


Project Engineer, South Yuma County Landfill, Landfill expansion engineering, Yuma, Arizona 
Type IV expansion design, including alternative cover, liner and slope stability, storm water drainage, and 
leachate collection 


Project Scientist, City of Phoenix, Jet-fuel contamination characterization, Phoenix, Arizona 
Interpretation of analysis of aged jet fuel contamination to characterize its soil-air-water partitioning 
properties


Hydrologist, Freeport McMoRan, AZPDES surface water permitting, Arizona 
Consultant for permit renewals for Christmas, Bagdad, and Bisbee mines 


Inspector, Pima County Solid Waste, Environmental audit of solid waste facilities, Pima County, 
Arizona 
Environmental compliance audit of municipal landfills and refuse transfer stations 


Project Engineer, Hexcel Corporation, Remedial design consulting, Kent, Washington 
Evaluation of permeable reactive barrier design and economic evaluation of options for remediation of 
chlorinated solvents 


Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Groundwater, Sierrita Mine 
Regional groundwater flow and sulfate transport model construction, calibration, and predictive 
simulations of mitigation alternatives. 
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Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Groundwater, Copper Queen Branch 
Regional groundwater flow and sulfate transport model construction, calibration, and predictive 
simulations of mitigation alternatives 


Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Groundwater, Copper Queen Branch 
Regional groundwater flow sulfate transport model construction, calibration, and predictive simulations of 
mitigation alternatives. 


Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Flow and Transport in 
Variably Saturated Water and Air Phases, Sierrita Mine 
Prediction of tailing impoundment drain-down. 


Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Russell Gulch Landfill, Flow and Transport in 
Variably Saturated Water and Air Phases, Various Sites 
Alternative landfill cover design and performance evaluation. 


Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, South Yuma County Landfill, Flow and 
Transport in Variably Saturated Water and Air Phases, South Yuma County 
Alternative landfill cover design and performance evaluation. 


Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Hexcel Facility, Flow and Transport in variably 
Saturated Water and Air Phases, Livermore, California 
Evaluation of recontamination potential via PCE volatilization from groundwater. 


Project Hydrologist and Environmental Engineer, Freeport McMoRan, Surface Water Runoff, 
Storage, and Routing, Christmas Mine 
Long-term water budget of hydrologic loading to tailing impoundments. 


PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: 


Model Independent Parameter Estimation (PEST) Workshop 


ORGANIZATIONS/MEMBERSHIPS: 


Arizona Hydrological Society 
American Geophysical Union 


PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS: 


Das, B.S., N.W. Haws, P.S.C. Rao, 2005, Defining Geometric Similarity in Soils, Vadose Zone Journal 
4:264 270. 


Haws, N.W., B. Liu, E.J. Kladivko, P.S.C. Rao, C.W. Boast, D.P. Franzmeier, 2004, Spatial Variability and 
Measurement Scale of Infiltration Rate on an Agricultural Landscape, Soil Science Society of 
America Journal, 68: 1818 1826. 


Haws, N.W., B.S. Das, P.S.C. Rao, 2004, Dual Domain Solute Transfer and Transport Processes: 
Evaluation in Batch and Column Experiments, Journal of Contaminant Hydrology, 75 (3 4) 
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Haws, N.W., E.J. Bouwer, W.P. Ball, 2006, The Influence of System Conditions and Modeling Formulation 
when Simulating Cometabolic Biodegradation in Sorbent-Water Systems, Advances in Water 
Resources 29(4): 571-589 


Haws, N.W., J. Simunek, P.S.C. Rao, I.C. Poyer, 2005, Single Porosity and Dual Porosity Modeling of 
Flow and Transport in Subsurface Drained Fields Using Effective Field Scale Parameters, Journal 
of Hydrology 313 (3 4) 257 273 


Haws, N.W., P.S.C. Rao, 2004, The Effect of Vertically Decreasing Macropore Fractions on Simulations of 
Non Equilibrium Solute Transport, Vadose Zone Journal, 31: 1300 1308 


Haws, N.W., W.P. Ball, E.J. Bouwer, 2006, Modeling and Interpreting Bioavailability of Organic 
Contaminant Mixtures in Subsurface Environments, Journal of Contaminant Hydrology 82(3-4): 
255-292 


Haws, N. W., W. P. Ball, E. J. Bouwer, 2007, Effects of Initial Solute Distribution on Contaminant 
Availability, Desorption Modeling, and Subsurface Remediation, J. Environ. Qual. 2007 36: 
1392-1402. 


Haws N. W., M. R. Paraskewich Jr., M. Hilpert, W. P. Ball, 2007, Effect of fluid velocity on 
model-estimated rates of radial solute diffusion in a cylindrical macropore column, Water Resour. 
Res., 43, W10409, doi:10.1029/2006WR005751.  


Perkins, D.B., N.W. Haws, J.W. Jawitz, B.S. Das, P.S.C. Rao, 2007, Soil Hydraulic Properties as 
Ecological Indicators in Forested Watersheds Partially Impacted by Mechanized Military 
Training, Ecological Indicators, 7: 589-597 


Schmidt, J.S., N.W. Haws, R.S. Govindaraju, P.S.C. Rao, 2006, A Semi-Analytical Model for Transient 
Flow to a Subsurface Tile Drain, Journal of Hydrology 317(1-2): 49-62 


EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: 


Senior Engineer, MWH Americas, Inc., 2009-Present 
Project Engineer and Hydrologist, Hydro Geo Chem, Inc. (Tucson and Phoenix, Arizona), 2005-2009 
Post-Doctoral Research Fellow, Johns Hopkins University. Dept. of Geography and Environmental 
Engineering (Baltimore, Maryland), 2004-2005 
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4820 South Mill Avenue TEL 480 755 8201 
Suite 104 FAX  480 755 8203  
Tempe, Arizona 85282 www.mwhglobal.com 


November 16, 2009 


Mr. Tom Furgason     ELECTRONIC SUBMITTAL via 
SWCA       tfurgason@swca.com
343 W. Franklin St. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 


Re:  Rosemont Copper Project EIS  


Dear Mr. Furgason: 


MWH would like to confirm that Richmond Leeson, P.G. is our nominated responsible person for the 
mine water supply pumping model review.  In particular, he will be responsible for the technical review of 
the April 30, 2009 document “Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont 
Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita, Arizona” prepared by Errol L. Montgomery & 
Associates, Inc.  We have attached Mr. Leeson’s resume for your review. 


We understand that Mr. Leeson’s credentials have been previously vetted by the Coronado National 
Forest and meet their requirements. 


Please contact me if you have any questions. 


Sincerely, 


MWH Americas, Inc.       


Stephen Taylor, P.E.  
Vice President      
Arizona Operations Manager 


cc: Richmond Leeson, P.G., MWH 
 Nathan Haws, P.E., PhD, MWH 


Dale Ortman, P.E. 


Attach: Richmond Leeson’s Resume 



http://www.mwhglobal.com

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com





TOBY LEESON 
SENIOR HYDROGEOLOGIST 


EDUCATION:


M.S., Geology, San Diego State University, 1989 
B.A., Geology, University of Colorado at Boulder, 1986 


REGISTRATIONS:


Professional Geologist: Texas #10242; California #RG-5605; Wyoming #PG-2612; Arizona #RG-
32566.


PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS: 


Geological Society of America 
National Groundwater Association 
International Association of Hydrogeologists 


SUMMARY:


Mr. Leeson holds a Master of Science degree in geology and has been working as a professional 
geologist and hydrogeologist since 1990.  He is a professional geologist in the states of Arizona, 
California and Wyoming.  Mr. Leeson has extensive environmental consulting experience serving 
industrial, federal and mining clients in the western United States and South America.  He 
specializes in environmental sciences, geology, hydrogeology, and groundwater quality.  Mr. 
Leeson has extensive experience in characterizing and modeling geologic and hydrogeologic 
settings, groundwater resources, environmental impacts, water quality, and contaminated soil and 
groundwater.  Mr. Leeson also has experience in spatial and numerical modeling, including the 
use of two-dimensional seepage and three-dimensional groundwater flow models.  He has 
executed and managed many field investigations involving subsurface drilling and sampling, 
monitoring well installation, geologic and hydrogeologic mapping, aquifer parameter testing, soil 
and soil gas sampling, and groundwater monitoring.  He has extensive experience in multi-
disciplinary project management and negotiation with regulatory agencies, and is routinely 
involved with business development activities, including preparation of proposals, statements of 
qualifications, cost estimation and client relations. 


PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: 


Project Hydrogeologist, Cyprus Sierrita Corp., Twin Buttes, Green Valley, Arizona 
Completed a variety of environmental tasks at an inactive, open pit copper mine in support of 
closure of multiple facilities, and to bring the property operator into compliance with the Arizona 
Aquifer Protection Program. Prepared multiple plans for Clean Closure of formerly discharging 
mine facilities.  Prepared a work plan that included a description of the approach, techniques 
planned, analytical programs and the goal for each facility.  Designed and implemented a waste 
rock characterization program.  Analyzed and discussed the results of acid-base accounting tests, 
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humidity cell (simulated weathering) tests and synthetic precipitation leaching procedure tests for 
metals. 


Project Hydrogeologist, Cyprus Sierrita Corporation, Sierrita Mine, Green Valley, Arizona 
Assisted Cyprus with ongoing Aquifer Protection Program application efforts for a large open pit 
copper-molybdenum mine, heap leach and conventional mill.  Efforts focused on assessing the 
completeness of their current Aquifer Protection Program application and supporting documents 
based on Aquifer Protection Program requirements. 


Senior Hydrogeologist, BHP Copper, Pinto Valley Mine, Globe, Arizona 
Mr. Leeson developed a summary of site-wide hydrogeologic conditions at an inactive, open-pit 
copper mine in eastern Arizona.  Conducted a pit lake study for the open-pit at the mine to 
determine the ultimate pit lake level(s) after full-closure of the mine, and the pit lake level at 
which a hydraulic sink within the open pit would no longer exist.  The pit lake study included the 
development of analytical models for assessing the pit water balances and ground water inflow 
rates utilizing analytical models.  The results of the pit lake study are being used to support the 
development of closure plans for the mine. 


Senior Hydrogeologist, BHP Copper, Copper Cities Mine, Globe, Arizona 
Mr. Leeson developed a summary of site-wide hydrogeologic conditions at an inactive, open-pit 
copper mine in eastern Arizona.  Conducted two pit lake studies for the open-pits at the mine.  The 
objectives of the pit lake studies were to determine the ultimate pit lake levels after full-closure of 
the mines, and the pit lake levels at which hydraulic sinks within the open pits would no longer 
exist.  The pit lake studies included the development of analytical models for assessing the pit 
water balances and ground water inflow rates utilizing analytical models.  The results of the pit 
lake studies are being used to support the development of closure plans for the two mine sites. 


Project Hydrogeologist, Equatorial Mineral Park Corp., Mineral Park Mine, Kingman, AZ 
Completed a variety of hydrogeologic evaluations for Equitorial’s Mineral Park open pit, heap 
leach copper mine.  Responsibilities included characterization of groundwater conditions, 
calculation of potential leakage rates of pregnant leachate solutions (PLS) from lined and unlined 
collection sumps, feasibility analysis of collecting PLS from the toe of a large leached waste rock 
dump, and calculation of capture zones for extraction wells at the toe of the dump.  Mr. Leeson 
also evaluated Clean Closure options for an unlined PLS collection pond. 


Project Manager, MINNTAC, Mountain Iron, Minnesota 
Mr. Leeson was responsible for managing the preparation of an EIS, coordination of technical 
resources, and quality review of the technical documents for the Minnesota Pollution Control 
agency in response to a proposal submitted by US Steel’s Minntac Mine (iron ore) to discharge 
water from its tailings basin to the surrounding watersheds.  In accordance with State of Minnesota 
regulations, and as part of the permitting process for the proposed action, the project team 
assembled a complete assessment of baseline conditions and potential impacts to relevant 
environmental resources in the vicinity of the proposed project.  Significant resource areas 
analyzed included surface water hydrology and quality, aquatic life, vegetation, wildlife, wild rice, 
wetlands, socioeconomics, geotechnical, mining, and mercury. 


Project Manager, United Nuclear Corporation, Northeast Church Rock Mine, Gallup, NM
Managing and executing a Removal Site Evaluation and Closure Plan for an inactive, underground 
uranium mine near Gallup, New Mexico.  The site is being evaluated under the CERCLA program 
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under the jurisdiction of EPA Region 9 and Navajo Nation Environmental Projection Agency.  
The site is adjacent to the Navajo Reservation and near several traditional home sites.  Particular 
challenges include the development of risk-based cleanup goals and removal alternatives under 
CERCLA related to potential impacts from and exposure to radium and uranium. 


Project Manager, United Nuclear Corporation, St. Anthony Mine, Cibola County, NM 
Managing the materials characterization, closure and reclamation of an inactive, uranium mine 
west of Albuquerque, New Mexico.  The mine site is under the jurisdiction of the New Mexico 
Mining and Minerals Division and is to be closed under the New Mexico Mining Act.  Particular 
challenges of the site include a large open pit with a well developed pit lake that could impact a 
major drinking water aquifer.  The mine is in a region that has a complex history of  other mining 
impacts as well as in-situ ore-related impacts. 


Senior Hydrogeologist, Phelps Dodge, Little Rock Mine, Silver City, New Mexico 
Developed a conceptual closure plan for the inactive Little Rock Mine.  The inactive mine area 
has copper leachate and potential acid rock drainage issues.  The site includes copper leach piles, 
waste rock stockpiles, a mine pit, mine adits, and other disturbance areas.  Challenges include a 
remote area with limited vehicular access. 


Senior Hydrogeologist, Client Confidential, Mt. Todd Mine, Northern Territory, Australia 
Developed a conceptual closure plan and cost estimate for a mining company considering 
reopening the Mt. Todd mine.  The currently inactive mine area has considerable acid rock 
drainage issues and is currently being managed by the Northern Territory government.  Site 
includes a tailings facility, heap leach stockpile, waste rock stockpile and a mine pit.  Challenges 
include a tropical climate with heavy seasonal rains.  Project was completed in conjunction with 
MWH’s Perth office and also included development of water management options and 
environmental conditions assessment for the current conditions. 


Senior Hydrogeologist, El Paso Corp., Comstock Mill, Silver City, Nevada 
Developed a conceptual closure plan for the abandoned Comstock Mill near Silver City, Nevada.  
Gold mining activities have been conducted in the area since the early 1930s.  The Comstock Mill 
and appurtenant facilities were built in 1978.  The site includes a tailings facility and a mill, and is 
located in a remote area with limited access.  


Senior Hydrogeologist, Johnston Mill, USACE RAMS Program, Caliente, Nevada 
Developed a conceptual closure plan for the abandoned Johnston Mill near Caliente, Nevada.  The 
site includes an open pit, heap leach pad, solution ponds, open wells and boreholes, and plant 
buildings and structures.


Geologist, W.R. Grace, Hayden Gulch Coal Mine, Hayden, Colorado 
Reclamation management for a bond release.  Evaluation of hydrogeology, geologic stability and 
cause of a landslide at the former surface coal mine high-wall.  Management of landslide 
mitigation activities.  Surface water sampling and measurement of flow for evaluation of potential 
environmental impacts. 


Senior Hydrogeologist, Oxbow Mining, LLC, Elk Creek Mine, Somerset, Colorado 
Managed and developed a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan for an 
underground coal mine as per the Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 112.  The SPCC 
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Plan described measures to prevent oil discharges from occurring, and to prepare the mine 
personnel to respond in a safe, effective, and timely manner to mitigate the impacts of a spill.   


Geologist, W.R. Grace, Hayden and Lay, Colorado 
Evaluation of need for reclamation at multiple former exploration drill sites for an exploration 
bond release. 


Senior Hydrogeologist, Rosia Montana Gold Corporation S.A., Romania 
Hydrogeologic and geologic support of environmental impact statement and engineering design of 
tailings facility, surface water ponds and damns, plant site, for a proposed gold mine in Romania.    
Developed analytical mass balance models for basin wide analysis of contaminants in surface 
water during critical times of life of mine and closure.  Evaluated affects of floods on water 
quality.  Developed conceptual hydrogeologic model and baseline surface water and groundwater 
conditions.  Developed a 2D groundwater contaminant transport model for predicting the fate of 
cyanide in the proposed tailings basin using SEEP/W and CTRANS/W.  Predicted groundwater 
inflow volumes and evaluated engineering options for the management of groundwater inflow at 
the proposed plant, which is proposed to be located where overburden and bedrock will have been 
removed, exposing groundwater. 


Hydrogeologist, Newmont Gold, Resurrection Mine, Leadville, Colorado 
Surface water quality sampling and measurement of flow and assessment for a Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study in Colorado’s historical mining district. 


Geologist, Rhone-Poulenc, Rasmussen Ridge Mine, Soda Springs, Idaho 
Evaluation of structural and engineering geologic features in order to assess high-wall stability.  
Performed bedrock drilling and description of lithologic and structural features. 


Hydrogeologist, Peabody Coal, Seneca Coal Mine, Hayden, Colorado 
Surface water testing including water quality and flow rate for NPDES permit at multiple locations 
within coal mine properties. 


Project Hydrogeologist, Southern Peru Ltd., Cuajone Mine, Moquegua, Peru 
Hydrogeologic and geologic assessment for an environmental impact assessment associated with a 
proposed copper mine expansion.  Executed drilling and well installation programs that included 
the use of and interpretation of downhole pressure tests (packer tests).  Conducted a seep and 
spring survey. 


Senior Hydrogeologist, USACE, Moses Lake Wellfield Superfund Site, Washington 
Designed, managed and performed Remedial Investigations (CERCLA) of a DNAPL 
contaminated site consisting of alluvial and bedrock aquifers within an agricultural and urban area 
largely dependent on groundwater resources.  Major responsibilities included design and 
coordination of field programs under USACE and EPA guidance, hydrogeologic analysis in an 
alluvial and fractured bedrock system, database management, GIS design and implementation, 3D 
numeric modeling of the hydrogeology and contaminant transport and spatial analysis of site 
characteristics.  Modeling included the use of TINs, block models, MODFLOW and MT3DMS 
using Groundwater Modeling System software.  Field methods included drilling, well installation, 
aquifer testing, low-flow groundwater sampling, in-field titration, active soil gas sampling, in-situ 
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XRF analysis, geophysical surveying and field mapping.  Responsibilities also included cost 
estimation, project scoping and technical report preparation. 


Project Hydrogeologist, Chevron USA, Richmond, California
Managed and executed multiple subsurface investigations for a large oil refinery.  Developed 
hydrogeologic and geochemical conceptual models.  Field methods included soil and bedrock 
drilling, well installation, cone penetrometer tests, pressure and pump tests, groundwater sampling, 
free-product measurements and sampling, structural geologic mapping. Responsible for budget 
and schedule control, project QA/QC, and technical report preparation. 


Project Hydrogeologist, Department of Defense, Dixie Valley, Nevada 
Environmental impact assessment of a proposed geothermal power plant expansion project. 
Evaluated potential hydrogeologic and geochemical impacts of reinjection of cooler geothermal 
waters back into the reservoir.  Evaluated impacts over an entire groundwater basin to depths of 
several thousand feet. 


Project Hydrogeologist, Altamont and Bluebell Compressor Stations, El Paso Corporation, 
Roosevelt, Utah 
Project management, site characterization and development of corrective action plans for two 
natural gas compressor stations plant in the Uintah Basin of eastern Utah.  Site soil and 
groundwater were contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons (dissolved-phase and free-product) 
as associated with natural gas condensate and crude oil. Remedial technologies being employed 
include: groundwater and free-product extraction, monitored natural attenuation, and enhanced 
attenuation using oxygen release compounds. 


Hydrogeologist, Fairchild Air Force Base, Washington 
Monitoring well installation, data analysis and report preparation for a Long-Term Monitoring 
Program associated with a DNAPL- and LNAPL-contaminated site.  Over the past decade, there 
have been several Site Investigations and Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies.  The site 
consists of alluvial and bedrock aquifers within a military and urban area largely dependent on 
groundwater resources.  Responsibilities included interpretation of results of analysis of volatile 
organic compounds in monitoring and domestic wells and the interpretation of geochemical 
parameters to assess the applicability of Monitored Natural Attenuation as a remedial approach for 
addressing trichloroethene contamination in groundwater.  Responsibilities also included the 
development of a site-wide, web-based database and geographic information system.


Project Geologist, Hewlett Packard, Palo Alto, California 
Performed a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study of a DNAPL contaminated site consisting of 
several aquifers.  Managed and executed multiple subsurface investigations of the vadose and 
saturated zones to characterize the site and evaluate remedial options.  Developed hydrogeologic 
and geochemical models.  Field methods included drilling, well installation, cone penetrometer 
tests, pump tests, and groundwater sampling.  Responsibilities also included budget and schedule 
control and technical report preparation. 


Project Hydrogeologist, Pacific Gas & Electric Company, Antioch, California
Remedial investigation and remedial engineering for a gas and electric company’s former service 
center contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons, including gasoline and crude oil.  Developed 
remedial action and site closure alternatives and data collection program for a risk-assessment.  
Negotiated with regulatory agency.  Managed and executed multiple subsurface investigations 
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using a variety of drilling methods, borehole geophysics, detailed soil and groundwater sampling, 
installation of monitoring wells, vapor monitoring, and aquifer pumping tests.  Modeled geology, 
hydrogeology and aqueous geochemistry.  Implemented and coordinated the design, construction, 
and operation of a groundwater remediation system. Developed and managed a large chemical and 
hydrologic database and vector GIS. Conducted data collection, processing and QA/QC.  
Responsibilities also included project and analytical QA/QC. 


Staff Geologist, Triangle, Martinez, California
Performed an investigation of the distribution of nickel, zinc, and chromium compounds in near 
surface soils at a metal plating facility. The investigation included the design and implementation 
of a statistical grid sampling program in order to evaluate the distribution of contaminants in soils 
without creating a bias in the sample coverage. 


Staff Geologist, Multiple Clients, San Francisco Bay Area, California
Executed numerous subsurface field investigations and groundwater sampling programs using a 
variety field methods. Conducted geologic and hydrogeologic field mapping.  Drilling methods 
included augers, water, mud and air rotary, cable tool, direct push, limited access drilling rigs and 
hand augers.  Conducted and analyzed aquifer parameter tests including step-drawdown and 
constant discharge pumping tests, pressure (packer) tests, and rising and falling head slug tests.  
Conducted groundwater sampling programs under the guidelines of state and federal EPA.  
Utilized geophysical methods, including spontaneous potential, gamma ray, resistivity, acoustic 
televiewer, fluid logging,  ground penetrating radar, and magnetometer surveys. Followed 
stringent field sampling and vapor and groundwater monitoring protocols. 


Environmental Scientist, Multiple Clients in San Francisco Bay Area, California 
Conducted and managed multiple Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) for sites in 
Northern California following the requirements of the American Standards for Testing and 
Materials (ASTM).  Tasks included site reconnaissance, personnel interviews, review of aerial 
photographs and historical fire insurance maps, regulatory list searches, agency file reviews, 
development of physiographic, geologic and hydrogeologic models, and report preparation.  Also 
included limited asbestos and lead-based paint surveys. 


GIS Analyst, Tar Creek Subsidence Study, Picher Oklahoma 
The Picher Mining Field in Oklahoma was one of the largest lead and zinc mining fields in the 
world.  MWH, in collaboration with the Tulsa District of the Army Corps of Engineers, has used 
Geographic Information Systems to develop a risk hazard analysis.  High-resolution spatial data 
were integrated to estimate the maximum potential surface expression of subsidence and the 
subsidence risk probability.  Mr. Leeson was responsible for developing the GIS database using 
ESRI’s ArcGIS 9 software suite.  Mr. Leeson was also responsible for processing the data, 
including high-resolution aerial photographs, digital elevation models, geologic data, and digitized 
mine void geometries.   The GIS data used for analysis and three-dimensional display were 
converted to both TINs and raster data types.  Mr. Leeson developed several tools in Model 
Builder to run the analyses using raster math within the GIS.   The results of the analyses were 
then used to generate maps of the maximum potential surface expression of subsidence and the 
subsidence risk probability.  These results allow the communities to prevent any further damage to 
property or risk to human lives as well as better plan for future development.







Toby Leeson
Page 7 


Database Manager, USACE, Moses Lake Wellfield Superfund Site, Moses Lake, WA 
Mr. Leeson developed a data management process and GIS database in support of Remedial 
Investigations of a DNAPL contaminated site.  He utilized cutting-edge hardware/software 
systems for data collection, data management and modeling, including the USACE’s Groundwater 
Modeling System (GMS), USACE’s Environmental Data Management System (EDMS) and 
Access (relational databases), Trimble GPS tools, ArcView GIS 3.2, Spatial and 3D Analysts and 
a variety of other spatial data software. 


GIS Analyst, Idaho Mining Association, Southeast Idaho Phosphate Resource Area 
Designed, built and managed a desktop and web-based geographic information system and 
analytical database for water quality modeling and spatial analysis for a regional investigation of 
selenium contamination of water, soils, vegetation and biological organisms. 


Database Manager, ARCO, Leviathan Mine, California 
Designed and managed a GIS-compatible relational database for accessing and managing surface 
water analytical and flow data, as wells as geotechnical and environmental data. The database was 
designed to be used in conducting a Remedial Investigation, Feasibility Study and Risk 
Assessment of an inactive sulfur mine located on the eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada. 


Marin Municipal Water District, Marin County, California
Mapped roads and trails using Trimble GPS equipment for the development of a large Arc/Info 
GIS system.  Incorporated Trimble SatView data for GPS mission planning and optimization of 
satellite coverage.  Preprocessed GPS data for import into Arc/Info. 


CONTINUING EDUCATION: 


Geochemistry of Acid Rock Drainage 
Introduction to Hydrogeology 
Introduction to Geographic Information Systems 
Geographic Information Systems, 3D Analysis 
Hazardous Chemicals in Soil 
Environmental Law 
GIS in a Mountain Environment
Introduction to Spatial Hydrology using GIS 
OSHA/MSHA 8-hour Annual Refresher Courses 
OSHA 40-hour Refresher Courses 
MSHA 24-hour surface miner safety training 
Emergency first aid and CPR 
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DALE ORTMAN PE Office: (520) 896-2404
Consulting Engineer Mobile: (520) 449-7307
PO Box 1233 E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com
Oracle, AZ 85623


PROJECT MEMORANDUM
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT


To: Rebecca Miller (MWH)
Copy to: Charles Coyle, Melissa Richard, Tom Furgason (SWCA)
From: Dale Ortman PE
Date: 19 July 2009


Subject:
Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate
Mine Water Supply Pumping Model Report


This memorandum presents the scope of work and requests a cost estimate for the technical review of the
following document(s) for the given environmental resource area(s) that may be subject to impact from the
project:


Document(s):
1. Errol L. Montgomery, 2009. Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont


Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping Sahuarita, Arizona, April 30, 2009


The subconsultant will review and be familiar with the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to
the Coronado National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine Plan
of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007) and will review the subject document in the
context of the MPO and confirm the MPO correctly reflects the findings of the subject document.


Resource Areas(s):
1. Water Resources – Specifically, the review is to be limited to the evaluation of the impact to


groundwater flow regime of the proposed mine water supply pumping.



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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SCOPE OF SERVICES


Scope of Work
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the memorandum of
July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for Preparation of Review Memoranda.
Additional specific tasks are listed below:


1. Prepare east-west and north-south sections through the maximum drawdown cones clearly indicating
the predicted drawdown with and without Rosemont pumping.


Schedule and Deliverables
The work schedule and deliverables are:


1. Start of Work – On receipt of written Notice to Proceed from SWCA; requires approval of the
proposed cost estimate and approval of the subconsultant’s proposed responsible staff member.


2. Draft Technical Review Memorandum – 1-month from Notice to Proceed.
3. SWCA and CNF Review of Draft Technical Review Memorandum – As required
4. Final Technical Review Memorandum – 1 week from receipt of complete editorial comments from


SWCA and CNF; assumes no additional technical evaluation is requested by SWCA and CNF.







  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Debby Kriegel; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Review of resume from Golder Associates
Date: 11/16/2009 05:10 AM

I concur with Salek's recommendation with the understanding that George
Annandale would work closely with Debby Kriegel, Salek, Marcie Bidwell and Horst
Schor in the design of landforms.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

11/13/2009 02:41 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Debby Kriegel"
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

Subject Review of resume from Golder Associates

Hello Bev, 
Per your request, I have reviewed a resume for technical specialist
staff for the Rosemont Copper Project.  I understand that you are
requesting a review of this resume to determine if the resume
submitted meet the minimum qualifications as outlined in the
Memorandum of Understanding between the US Forest Service and
Rosemont Copper Company.  I understand that the prime consultant,
SWCA, does not have employees on staff to satisfy all of the specialties
required in the MOU including modification No. 1.  Per the MOU, it is
understood that the Forest Service will review and approve any
subcontractors to the prime consultant.   

I reviewed the resume for Mr. George Annandale at Golder Associates. 
Per the MOU with Rosemont (1/08) and subsequent modifications,  a
minimum of 10 years or work experience is required for a Hydrologist
and I calculated Mr. Annandale's experience as 30+ years and a
licensed engineer in the state of Arizona.  Therefore, I recommend
approving the above mentioned personnel as a sub-consultant to SWCA
as technical specialist staff for the Rosemont Copper Project. 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/ADE98985085280C68825766A007E81BC


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

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



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Review of resume from MWH
Date: 11/16/2009 05:14 AM

Tom,

I agree with Salek's recommendation, and feel that a more experienced
hydrogeologist should take the lead in work on the project.  However, I do feel that
Nathan Haws has valuable experience to bring to the project in terms of his work
with the Sierrita Mine and there groundwater problems.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

11/13/2009 01:46 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>,
"Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Review of resume from MWH

Hello Bev, 
I reviewed the resume for Mr. Nathan Haws at MWH.  Per the MOU
with Rosemont (1/08) and subsequent modifications, Nathan does not
appear to have enough years of experience to be the person in
responsible charge.  Of course this does not preclude him conducing
work under someone else's supervision.   Per the MOU, 10 years or
work experience is required and I calculated Mr. Haws experience as 5
years of work experience and 3 years attributed to a PhD for a total of
8.   10 years of actual work experience would be  preferred.   Thank
you for the opportunity to comment. 

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

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Review of Rosemont Feb 2010 DEIS
Date: 04/12/2010 11:39 AM

Got it.  Thanks.
 
 
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, April 12, 2010 11:25 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Fw: Review of Rosemont Feb 2010 DEIS
 

Tom, I'm not sure if I shared this with you previously or not.  Sorry if it is a duplicate. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/12/2010 11:23 AM -----
Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS

04/05/2010 04:48 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Review of Rosemont Feb 2010 DEIS

 

Regarding your request for DEIS "glaring omission"s: 

Economic and Social Analysis 
Looks OK so far. 

3.15.1  Affected Environment, p. 366. 
Dark Skies is not complete enough to say.  After receiving information from Dark Sky Partners I will
review.  One thing that needs added in the introduction of this section though is amateur astronomy;
only Kitt Peak and Mt. Hopkins are referred to at this time in the astronomy discussion. The Region of
Influence also omits the concerns of amateur astronomers, and neighborhoods that would view the site.
 Light pollution is measured in both a physical sense and in a social one. 

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle; Dale Ortman PE; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Review of Rosemont's Assessment of Sycamore Canyon
Date: 09/29/2009 04:53 PM

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

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

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

09/29/2009 11:52 AM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Review of Rosemont's Assessment of Sycamore Canyon

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

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
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mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
  



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Matt Petersen; Melissa Reichard; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: RE: Revised Draft Agenda for May 13 Mtg
Date: 05/12/2009 08:24 AM

Bev,
 
Matt will be traveling back to Logan tomorrow afternoon.  Therefore, he will not be able stay until 4:30. 
Melissa and I will be available to stay the full day.
 
Tom
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2009 7:44 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Charles Coyle; Matt Petersen; Melissa Reichard; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Re: Revised Draft Agenda for May 13 Mtg
 

I've scheduled the meeting to go until 4:30.  Does this create a problem for SWCA?  I realize Matt may
have to leave earlier (and perhaps Charles also), but that's okay. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

05/08/2009 09:38 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"

<mreichard@swca.com>, "Matt Petersen" <mpetersen@swca.com>,
"Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

Subject Revised Draft Agenda for May 13 Mtg

 
  

Bev, 
  
After some internal discussion, we have revised the draft agenda in the interest in providing
some clarity for the cooperating agencies.  Please note that this is in draft form so that we can
make some last minute adjustments. 
  
Tom
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Melinda D Roth'; Rochelle Dresser; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Re: Rosemont - Draft Davidson Canyon Report Technical Review SOW
Date: 04/20/2010 03:45 PM
Attachments: 20100415_ortman_stone_davidsoncynrpt_sow_memo.pdf

2009-7-19_Ortman_SRK-MWH_TechRevuMemoPrep_memo.pdf

Hello Dale, 
I reviewed the SOW and find it acceptable.  Please proceed.  Thanks. 

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

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

04/15/2010 09:48 AM

To "'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Beverley A
Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Melinda D Roth'"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Rochelle Dresser" <rdesser@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Rosemont - Draft Davidson Canyon Report  Technical Review SOW

All, 
  
Attached are the memoranda regarding the SOW for SRK to review the Davidson Canyon report. 
  
In the interest of scheduling I have forwarded these documents to SRK with the caveat that the SOW may be
revised during CNF review.  Please review the draft SOW and provide any comment no later than Tuesday, April

20. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Page 1 
 


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


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK) 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA); Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson, 
Mindee Roth, Rochelle Dresser (CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 15 March 2010   


Subject: 
Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate 
Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment of 
Spring Impacts Report 


 
This memorandum presents the scope of work and requests a cost estimate for the technical 
review of the following documents for environmental resource areas that may be subject to impact 
from the project: 
 
Documents (provided under separate cover): 
 


• TetraTech (2010). Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment 
of Spring Impacts, April 2010 
 


• Montgomery & Associates (2010).  Comparison of Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater 
Level to Provisional Drawdown Projections, Rosemont Mine, March 1, 2010   


 
 
The subconsultant will review and be familiar with the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) 
submitted to the Coronado National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. 
Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007) and will 
review the subject document in the context of the MPO.  In addition, the subconsultant will 
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incorporate the knowledge of the general groundwater regime and geochemistry gained in their 
review of other project documents.   
 
POINTS OF CONTACT 
 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 


• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation 


and report review  
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Scope of Work 
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the 
memorandum of July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for 
Preparation of Review Memoranda and include the specific tasks listed below:  
 


Task 1: Review subject reports including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or 
selected by subconsultant and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject 
report and the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine 
Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 
 
Task 2: Draft Technical Review Memorandum – Prepare draft Technical Review 
Memorandum as per the schedule of deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be 
in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 
 
Task 3: Final Technical Review Memorandum – Prepare final Technical Review 
Memorandum following SWCA and CNF review as per the schedule of deliverables.  Cost 
estimate to assume one round of SWCA/CNF review only resulting in editorial comments.  
Any additional technical review requested by the SWCA/CNF review will be out of the 
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scope of this work.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 
inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 


 
Schedule of Deliverables 
 


• Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Two weeks following Notice to Proceed 
• Final Technical Review Memoranda – One week following receipt of final SWCA and 


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


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK); Rebecca Miller (MWH) 


Copy to: Charles Coyle, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 19 July 2009   


Subject: 
Review of Rosemont Technical Documents 
Guidelines for Preparation of Review Memoranda  


 
This memorandum presents guidelines for the preparation by SWCA’s technical subconsultants MWH and 
SRK of technical memoranda reviewing various documents submitted by Rosemont in support of the 
Rosemont Copper Project EIS.  The purpose of each document review is to provide SWCA with a concise 
professional opinion as to whether the data, assumptions, methods, and results presented in each document 
are reasonable and in conformance with standard accepted practice.  In addition, each technical memorandum 
prepared by a subconsultant must be developed under the direct supervision of a staff member having 
professional experience meeting or exceeding that required in the most current version of the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the Coronado National Forest and Rosemont Copper.  In general, the minimum 
requirements are a bachelor’s degree in the specific technical field and at least 10-years experience in the 
technical field with an emphasis on hardrock mining applications.  SWCA must approve the subconsultant’s 
responsible staff member prior to initiation of work.   The technical subconsultant will include a statement 
signed by the responsible staff member attesting that the review was prepared under their direct supervision.  
In addition, a current resume confirming that the responsible staff member meets the necessary requirements 
will be attached to the technical review memorandum. 
 
Technical review memoranda will be based on the report and any supporting documents provided to the 
technical subconsultant by SWCA.  The review will consist of reading the pertinent sections of the report and 
supporting documents and rendering a professional opinion regarding whether or not the data, assumptions, 
and methods used in the report conform to currently accepted industry practice.  In addition, the technical 
subconsultant will render a professional opinion whether or not the conclusions reached in the report appear 
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reasonable.  Review of conclusions will be limited to those elements of the report that are predictive of 
potential environmental impacts to resources unless specifically directed otherwise by SWCA.   
 
The technical subconsultant will develop the review as a professional opinion based on the information 
presented in the report and its supporting documents without extensive calculations or modeling to confirm 
results presented in the report.  In the event the technical subconsultant determines the data, assumptions, 
and methods do not appear to be in conformance with accepted industry practice or are otherwise suspect, or 
the results are not reasonable, the technical subconsultant will include this opinion in the technical review 
memorandum.  
 
Technical review memoranda will be concise and targeted to the four elements of a technical report, namely 
data, assumptions, methods, and results.  In addition, the technical review memoranda will contain a concise 
summary of the conclusions regarding potential environmental impacts to resources presented in the reviewed 
report. 
 







From: Melissa Reichard
To: Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: RE: Rosemont - Issue Statements for Recreation, Visual Impacts, and Wilderness
Date: 04/03/2009 11:44 AM

Debby-
I got them. Thank you! Everything still has to undergo all the final editing and formatting, so yes all
the issue narratives will be ironed out.
Thanks again for being so thorough!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2009 12:07 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont - Issue Statements for Recreation, Visual Impacts, and Wilderness
 

Attached are edited versions of these 3 Word documents (now they will match the worksheets). 

I noticed that in my spiral bound "Issue Recommendations" book, the 2nd page of the Recreation
worksheet is missing.  There should be three (3) 11"x17" pages.  Is this true in other copies? 

Melissa:  Would you please check punctuation (mainly the commas, "and"s, and periods at the end of
each bulleted statement), fix the missing 2nd bullet in the Recreation document under indirect effects
(for some reason it wouldn't let me put a bullet here), and re-file these on WebEx? 

Thank you! 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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From: Hale Barter
To: sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; daleortmanpe@live.com
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; jrigg@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; Nathan.W.Haws@us.mwhglobal.com;

rcongdon@fs.fed.us; Stephen.Taylor@us.mwhglobal.com; tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com;
Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com

Subject: Re: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model - Proposed Technical Review Meeting
Date: 08/16/2010 10:21 AM

I am available then

Hale
Sent from my Blackberry....Hale

----- Original Message -----
From: Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>
To: Dale Ortman PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>
Cc: 'Beverley Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>; Hale Barter; 'Jonathan Rigg' <jrigg@swca.com>; 'Melissa
Reichard' <mreichard@swca.com>; 'Nathan W. Haws' <Nathan.W.Haws@us.mwhglobal.com>; 'Roger D
Congdon' <rcongdon@fs.fed.us>; 'Stephen Taylor' <Stephen.Taylor@us.mwhglobal.com>; 'Tom
Furgason' <tfurgason@swca.com>; 'Terry Chute' <tjchute@msn.com>; 'Richmond Leeson Jr.'
<Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com>
Sent: Mon Aug 16 10:11:27 2010
Subject: Re: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model - Proposed Technical Review Meeting

Hello Dale,
I have some conflicts week of August 30

I will not be available on August 30 or 31 (Mon and Tues).
I am free on Sept 1-3 (Wed, Thur, and Fri).

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

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

08/15/2010 06:58 AM    
To
        "'Nathan W. Haws'" <Nathan.W.Haws@us.mwhglobal.com>, "'Richmond Leeson Jr.'"
<Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com>, "'Stephen Taylor'" <Stephen.Taylor@us.mwhglobal.com>, "'Hale
Barter'" <hbarter@elmontgomery.com>, "'Salek Shafiqullah'" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Roger D
Congdon'" <rcongdon@fs.fed.us>
cc
        "'Beverley Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Terry Chute'" <tjchute@msn.com>, "'Tom
Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Jonathan Rigg'" <jrigg@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>
Subject
        Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model - Proposed Technical Review Meeting

       

All,
 
Rosemont has requested that we meet to determine how best to resolve the issues remaining regarding

mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:Nathan.W.Haws@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:Stephen.Taylor@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com


the Mine Water Supply Pumping Model (see attached MWH comments).  I believe the issues can be
resolved in relatively short order with the emphasis on having a defensible assessment of the potential
pumping impacts as delineated in the attached Significant Issues (Issues 3A & 3B) developed by the
CNF and the mitigation afforded by the Well Owners Protection Program instituted by Rosemont.
 
I would like to tentatively schedule a meeting in Tucson for Monday, August 30th , likely at the
Montgomery offices.  Attendance via teleconference will be available, but I suggest physical attendance
from Nathan Haws (MWH), key Montgomery staff, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF), and myself.  Rapid
confirmation your attendance or your inability to attend would be most appreciated.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com <mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com> 
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Hale Barter
To: daleortmanpe@live.com; Nathan.W.Haws@us.mwhglobal.com; Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com;

Stephen.Taylor@us.mwhglobal.com; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; rcongdon@fs.fed.us
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; tjchute@msn.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Re: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model - Proposed Technical Review Meeting
Date: 08/15/2010 08:00 AM

Dale

I will be available and we can meet at our office

Hale
Sent from my Blackberry....Hale

----- Original Message -----
From: Dale Ortman PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>
To: 'Nathan W. Haws' <Nathan.W.Haws@us.mwhglobal.com>; 'Richmond Leeson Jr.'
<Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com>; 'Stephen Taylor' <Stephen.Taylor@us.mwhglobal.com>; Hale
Barter; 'Salek Shafiqullah' <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>; 'Roger D Congdon' <rcongdon@fs.fed.us>
Cc: 'Beverley Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>; 'Terry Chute' <tjchute@msn.com>; 'Tom Furgason'
<tfurgason@swca.com>; 'Jonathan Rigg' <jrigg@swca.com>; 'Melissa Reichard'
<mreichard@swca.com>
Sent: Sun Aug 15 06:58:01 2010
Subject: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model - Proposed Technical Review Meeting

All,

Rosemont has requested that we meet to determine how best to resolve the issues remaining regarding
the Mine Water Supply Pumping Model (see attached MWH comments).  I believe the issues can be
resolved in relatively short order with the emphasis on having a defensible assessment of the potential
pumping impacts as delineated in the attached Significant Issues (Issues 3A & 3B) developed by the
CNF and the mitigation afforded by the Well Owners Protection Program instituted by Rosemont.

I would like to tentatively schedule a meeting in Tucson for Monday, August 30th , likely at the
Montgomery offices.  Attendance via teleconference will be available, but I suggest physical attendance
from Nathan Haws (MWH), key Montgomery staff, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF), and myself.  Rapid
confirmation your attendance or your inability to attend would be most appreciated.

Regards,

Dale

_______________________

Dale Ortman PE PLLC

Consulting Engineer

mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
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(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office

(520) 449-7307 - Mobile

(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

daleortmanpe@live.com <mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com>

PO Box 1233

Oracle, AZ  85623

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Roger D Congdon
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley Everson'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Nathan W. Haws'; rlaford@fs.fed.us;

'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Stephen Taylor'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Richmond Leeson Jr.'
Subject: Re: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model Technical Review Meeting - Proposed Schedule Change
Date: 08/23/2010 06:53 AM

Works for me!

 

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

08/22/2010 04:55 PM

To <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "'Salek Shafiqullah'" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>,
"'Roger D Congdon'" <rcongdon@fs.fed.us>, "'Hale Barter'"
<hbarter@elmontgomery.com>, "'Nathan W. Haws'"
<Nathan.W.Haws@us.mwhglobal.com>, "'Richmond Leeson Jr.'"
<Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com>, "'Stephen Taylor'"
<Stephen.Taylor@us.mwhglobal.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Jonathan Rigg'"
<jrigg@swca.com>, "'Beverley Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model Technical Review
Meeting - Proposed Schedule Change

All, 
  
To better accommodate flight schedules it has been suggested that we move up the start of the meeting from
12:00 noon to 11:00 AM.  Please let me know ASAP if this is possible for each of the participants.  Unless we have
unanimous agreement on the proposed start time of 11:00 AM we will hold with the original start of 12:00 noon.

  
I will be out of touch chasing fish somewhere off of Baja as of Tuesday morning not to return until next Saturday,

so I would greatly appreciate a response from all participants on Monday. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
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PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  
  
  
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 17, 2010 6:38 AM
To: 'rlaford@fs.fed.us'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Nathan W. Haws';
'Richmond Leeson Jr.'; 'Stephen Taylor'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Beverley Everson'
Subject: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model Technical Review Meeting - Final Schedule
Importance: High 
  
All, 
  
The schedule for the meeting to resolve issues regarding the latest MWH review of the Mine Water Pumping

Supply Model is now finalized for: 
  
Date:  Monday, August 30 
  
Time: 12:00 noon – 2:00 PM with allowance for additional time if necessary 
  
Location: Montgomery & Associates, 1550 E. Prince Rd., Tucson (www.elmontgomery.net) 
  
Teleconference and/or conference call facilities will be available.  I will be conferring with Montgomery to
determine which will best suit their discussion requirements and forward the appropriate contact information.  I

would appreciate hearing from those participants who will require remote access. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  
  
  
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 

http://www.elmontgomery.net/
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


Sent: Sunday, August 15, 2010 6:58 AM
To: 'Nathan W. Haws'; 'Richmond Leeson Jr.'; 'Stephen Taylor'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger
D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley Everson'; 'Terry Chute'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model - Proposed Technical Review Meeting
Importance: High 
  
All, 
  
Rosemont has requested that we meet to determine how best to resolve the issues remaining regarding the
Mine Water Supply Pumping Model (see attached MWH comments).  I believe the issues can be resolved in
relatively short order with the emphasis on having a defensible assessment of the potential pumping impacts as
delineated in the attached Significant Issues (Issues 3A & 3B) developed by the CNF and the mitigation afforded

by the Well Owners Protection Program instituted by Rosemont. 
  
I would like to tentatively schedule a meeting in Tucson for Monday, August 30th , likely at the Montgomery
offices.  Attendance via teleconference will be available, but I suggest physical attendance from Nathan Haws
(MWH), key Montgomery staff, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF), and myself.  Rapid confirmation your attendance or your

inability to attend would be most appreciated. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 

_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Ben Gaddis
To: Sarah L Davis
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: RE: Rosemont - night skies
Date: 08/02/2009 09:32 PM

Sarah,

Thanks for getting back to me with additions for the night sky bounds of analysis. As I add the locations
you mentioned I'll talk with Tom to get more detail if necessary.

As to Juneau, the food at a place called Sandpiper (as I recall) was very good. Also, Heritage Coffee had
some good breakfast food in addition to coffee. Have a great time there. Hopefully you'll get good
weather like we had at the beginning of July.

Thanks again and talk with you again soon.

Best regards,
Ben

-----Original Message-----
From: Sarah L Davis [mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Sat 8/1/2009 11:04 AM
To: Ben Gaddis
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont - night skies

I have reviewed the Night Sky Bounds of Analysis information you sent.
Looks good.   Since we received concerns about lighting as seen from
residences I would add two areas for key observation points.  Talked with
Tom Furgason and we think  1) the Hilton Road residential area and 2) the
intersection of the Greaterville Road with Highway 83.  If you have other
residential areas to recommend let me know.  Also, two other areas may
need key observation points;  there is a University of Arizona observatory
at Mt. Bigelow in the Catalinas and there is camping on the BLM's Las
Cienegas National Conservation Area located across Highway 83.  To ask BLM
about their concerns go through the BLM contact on this project and talk
with Karen Simms in recreation at Las Cienegas  (Karen_Simms@blm.gov).  I
don't know if these last two (U of A and BLM have concerns or not).

I will be working n Juneau this next week, so call me on my cell if you
have questions  520-237-4868 or 520-603-8885.  Care to recommend any good
places to go while visiting there, could use a restaurant recommendation.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332

mailto:bgaddis@swca.com
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Melinda D Roth
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Rosemont - Plant Expertise
Date: 05/27/2010 10:48 AM

This topic was briefly discussed on the 17th, and I agreed to write a scope of work
for revegetation research needed for trees and shrubs.  I've been working on this
with a small group for the past week, and will be providing a document this
afternoon for you to forward to Rosemont.

I disagree that this is not a high priority right now.  This information is needed
soon.  Collecting viable seed and growing seedlings can take many years.  Research
is needed prior to either activity.

Although the FS has expertise sufficient to create the scope of work, I do not think
that we have time or expertise to review and thoroughly understand the results of
the research.  This is why a botanist or reveg specialist with SWCA is still needed.

Thanks.

▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS

05/25/2010 02:34 PM

To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont - Plant Expertise

We are at the point in the project of describing and analyzing alternatives.  We need
to gather up what we know, make professional judgements about what we don't
know, describe what will be done and disclose the effects.  The idea of pursuing
additional revegetation studies regarding shrubs and trees is a good one and could
produce useful information in the future.  This may be a separate question which is
not a high priority right now. 
At the meeting on May 17th, did the group discussion revegetation expectations?  I
was hoping a common understanding of what to expect with reveg would be agreed
upon at that meeting so we could describe realistic expectations and analyze the
effects of reasonable expectations.  I agree, we need toassign our best IDT member
or avaialbe resource to tell us what can be reasonably expected with revegetation.  

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

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

05/25/2010 09:48 AM

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

cc

Subject Rosemont - Plant Expertise

As I have been working on the list of revegetation studies needed for Rosemont, I
wonder whether SWCA has a plant expert on the Rosemont team.  Although we
have biologists on the FS team, the Coronado does not currently have a botantist.  I
believe that we need this expertise to review revegetation issues.  Your thoughts?



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Rosemont - Plant Expertise
Date: 05/25/2010 02:34 PM

We are at the point in the project of describing and analyzing alternatives.  We need
to gather up what we know, make professional judgements about what we don't
know, describe what will be done and disclose the effects.  The idea of pursuing
additional revegetation studies regarding shrubs and trees is a good one and could
produce useful information in the future.  This may be a separate question which is
not a high priority right now. 
At the meeting on May 17th, did the group discussion revegetation expectations?  I
was hoping a common understanding of what to expect with reveg would be agreed
upon at that meeting so we could describe realistic expectations and analyze the
effects of reasonable expectations.  I agree, we need toassign our best IDT member
or avaialbe resource to tell us what can be reasonably expected with revegetation.  

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

▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

05/25/2010 09:48 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Rosemont - Plant Expertise

As I have been working on the list of revegetation studies needed for
Rosemont, I wonder whether SWCA has a plant expert on the
Rosemont team.  Although we have biologists on the FS team, the
Coronado does not currently have a botantist.  I believe that we need
this expertise to review revegetation issues.  Your thoughts?

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Re: Rosemont - Response to Questions for Rosemont Dry Stack Tailings Final Design Report
Date: 12/01/2009 02:47 PM
Attachments: 2009-11-19_Ortman_Shaffiqullah et al_Dry Stack Tail QuestionResponse_memo.pdf

Hello Dale, 
I find the response acceptable.  Thank you. 
Comment:  

1. Tailing characterization was from two data points.  To suggest that 600 Million tons of material
can be characterized with two data points on a graph (each with its own method ie discrete vs
composite) appears to be a minimum analysis potentially resulting in statistically low confidence.
 Although, additional testing may provide the same result, achieving relatively high confidence
during environmental analysis, if possible, is prudent.

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

11/19/2009 04:36 PM

To "'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Beverley A
Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Melinda D Roth'"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Rosemont - Response to Questions for Rosemont Dry Stack Tailings
Final Design Report

Salek, Bev, & Mindee, 
  
Please find the attached memorandum regarding the five-page memo responding to the questions posed to
Rosemont from the SWCA/CNF review of the final design report for the dry stack tailings facility.  Please note
that I have requested any comments from the CNF no later than the end of the month to expedite SRK’s
completion of a Technical Review Memorandum regarding the tailings seepage portion of the report.   SRK was
tasked with only reviewing the tailings seepage part of the report because that was the only element of the

report that relates to a currently identified Significant Issue, namely Water Resources. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson, Mindee Roth (CNF) 


Copy to: Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 19 November 2009   


Subject: Response to Questions for Rosemont Dry Stack Tailings Final Design Report  
 
I have reviewed the responses provided by AMEC (attached) to the questions submitted to Rosemont 
regarding the report titled Rosemont Copper Company Dry Stack Tailings Storage Facility Final Design 
Report, April 15, 2009, and I find the responses acceptable.  Please review the attached five-page response 
document and provide comment by the end of the month to expedite SRK completing their technical review 
memorandum for the seepage study contained in the subject report.  



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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September 1, 2009 Project 84201191 


Kathy Arnold, P.E. 
Rosemont Copper 
P.O. Box 35130 
Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 


Re: Rosemont Copper Project 
Responses to Dry Stack TSF Comments Provided by Dale Ortman 


Dear Ms. Arnold: 


AMEC Earth and Environmental has reviewed the comments provided by Dale Ortman, which were 
received via email on August 17, 2009.  The comments that were considered minor or did not require 
further discussion will be incorporated into errata supporting the comments to be addressed.  The 
comments that require further clarification or discussions are included below.  The comments have been 
numbered and are shown in italics and offers the following responses (highlighted in blue). 


Comment 1: The design report sets a 15 day limit for evaporation of accumulated storm water on the top 
surface of the tailings but the BADCT demonstration included as an appendix sets a 5 day limit; please 
confirm which is correct...


Response:  The duration for ponded water within the evaporation ponds is 15 days and will be 
addressed in an erratum.  


Comment 2: The tailings design is based on two tailings samples, Colina and MSRD-1 that, based on 
the submitted geotechnical test results, appear to have almost identical physical properties.  The report 
states that although there are several ore-bearing rock types the high degree of similarity between the 
two tailings samples indicates a uniformity of tailings properties throughout the deposit.  However, the 
report does not present any discussion of the origin of the samples, the rock types from which they were 
prepared, or the rationale as to why they are a reliable basis for design, please provide such rationale.


Response:  The bench scale mill tailings samples were prepared by Mountain States R&D International, 
Inc. during on-going pilot plant studies. The MSRD-1 mill tailings were derived from the anticipated ore to 
be encountered in years 1 through 3.  The MSRD-1 sample was a composition of ore derived from the 
Earp, Horquilla, and Escabrosa.  These lithologies represent the majority of materials anticipated to be 
processed during the life of the mine.  


The Colina mill tailings were derived from one of the anticipated ore bodies (23% of total) to be 
encountered beyond year 4.  The Colina tailings were chosen for testing because they were considered 
to represent the worst-case type of material encountered due to the high amount of fine-grained material 
and chalk-like consistency.   


The resulting, closely related physical properties after comminution indicate that regardless of ore type, 
the ensuing tailings have similar index properties and as a result similar geotechnical characteristics. 


Comment 3: The text of the report indicates the tailings to have a USCS classification of SM when, in 
fact, the presented data indicates both samples as ML; please correct the report.


Response:  This will be corrected in an erratum.



http://www.amec.com
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Comment 4: The report states that tailings in excess of 18% moisture may be safely placed within the 
core of the facility at a distance of no more that 1100 feet from the inside crest of the rock buttress.  
However, no analysis is presented to support this statement; please provide an analysis including an 
upper bound limit on the allowable moisture content.  Additional related questions are: 


a. Is there a contingency plan for upset conditions at the tailings filtration plant other than the 
allowance to place tails at greater that 18% moisture in the core of the disposal facility? 


b. How will the conveyor and radial stacker system be aligned and operated to allow selective 
placement of tailings between the core and the outer portions of the tailings in the event of 
cyclical changes in tailings moisture content? 


Response:  The Dry Stack TSF Final Design Report expands upon the design rationale as to why the 
distance of 1100 feet from the inside crest of the rock buttress was selected in Section 7.5, page 30, 
second paragraph, for tailings above acceptable water contents:   


 “The above stability analysis is considered conservative because the tailings are to be placed at a 
nominal moisture content of 18 percent (by dry weight) or less, and are not anticipated to be 
saturated as shown by the seepage analysis, and are globally stable with the tailings 1,100 feet 
behind the crest of the facility modeled with zero shear strength.  A parametric study was performed 
to evaluate the distance from the upstream crest of the facility where tailings should be placed if the 
required moisture content of 18 percent is exceeded and it was assessed that a minimum distance 
of 1,100 feet should be maintained to ensure stable conditions." 


The stability analysis further included “No Strength Tailings” within the material properties table in Section 
7.4, page 29, representing tailings exceeding the acceptable placement moisture contents.  The tailings 
are not anticipated to be placed above the prescriptive moisture contents, but if this occurs, directives will 
be in place within the Operating, Maintenance, and Surveillance (OMS) Manual to address moisture 
conditioning the out of specification tailings until the required moisture content is met.  Modeling the 
tailings within the core of the facility with no strength was not due to anticipated conditions, but simply to 
illustrate the robust nature of the buttress design and the resulting factor of safety against global failure in 
light of the conservative conditions.


a. The current contingency plan for control of tailings moisture content includes provisions at several 
points in the operation.  The two high-rate tails thickeners have been sized with excess capacity 
to assist in achieving a consistent tails slurry delivered to the filter plant.  The Settling Basin exists 
to provide a destination for tails slurry to be deposited should the filter plant be unable to accept 
full design flow. It can accommodate 3 days of slurry volume at the design rate. 


Several redundant filters will be installed at the filter plant.  If problems occur with individual filters, 
or during times of scheduled maintenance, redundant filters can be placed in service.  Redundant 
filters also offer operational flexibility to address unique conditions for varying lithologies 
processed throughout the life of the mine.  The ability to place additional filters in service allows 
for increasing cycle times (to maximize moisture removal) and affords better operational control to 
maintain the moisture content of the filtered tails within the acceptable range. 


b. It is anticipated that a secondary conveyor system consisting of a bypass diverter or stacking 
conveyor will be provided to allow temporary disposal of tailings upgradient of the Rock Buttress 
for placement with dozers while the primary conveyor is inactive due to movement, maintenance, 
or upset conditions. 


Comment 5: The seepage prediction is based on a placed tailings moisture content of 18% however the 
plan allows for placement of tails at moistures contents exceeding 18% in the core of the facility.  Please 
provide an upper bound seepage analysis using the maximum allowable moisture content from Question 
#4 for tailings placed in the core of the facility.







Kathy Arnold 
Rosemont Copper Project 
Responses to Dry Stack TSF Comments Provided by Dale Ortman 
Project 84201191 
September 1, 2009 


S:\PROJECTS\1191 rosemont copper tsf\e - correspondence\response to forestservice 9.01.09 rev2.doc 3


Response:  If needed, tailings redirected to the core of the facility due to high moisture contents will 
reworked until specification requirements are met and will be addressed in the OMS Manual.  
Furthermore, as stated in the Dry Stack TSF Final Design Report, Section 6.3, pages 22 to 23: 


“The results from the hydraulic conductivity tests are presented in terms of depth of burial on 
Figure 6.3. The results indicate that the tailings are anticipated to have a hydraulic conductivity of 
approximately 4 x 10-3 cm/sec near the top of the dry stack tailings. At the bottom of the Dry 
Stack TSF, the tailings hydraulic conductivity reduces to 6 x 10-7 cm/sec. In fact, as shown on 
Figure 6.3, the hydraulic conductivity of the tailings reduces significantly between approximately 
20 and 50 feet below the dry stack tailings surface. This is an important observation, as it 
indicates that seepage rate from the Dry Stack TSF will be controlled by the lower half (or more) 
of the tailings.” 


 After approximately 25 feet of tailings are deposited, the hydraulic conductivity of the material at the base 
of the deposition is controlling the seepage rate; despite variations in moisture content.  Therefore, the 
predicted long term seepage rate is unaffected by a change in moisture within the tailings mass.  


Comment 6: The report does not contain a Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) to ensure long-term 
conformance of the tailings facility construction with the design; please provide a QAP.


Response:  The design specifications located in Appendix C of the Dry Stack TSF Final Design Report 
addresses earthwork specifications, quality control, and compactive equipment for ongoing construction 
throughout the life of the facility including Rock Buttress, Flow-through Drain, and Structural Fill materials.  
Facility surveillance, reviews, surveys, safety inspections, and filtered tailings quality control will be 
addressed in the OMS Manual.  The previous documents shall be used in conjunction to ensure long-
term conformance to the tailings facility construction to the Final Design of the Dry Stack TSF. 


Comment 7: The report indicates the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 2, but omits the same for 
Diversion Channel No. 1; please provide the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 1.


Response: This will be corrected in an erratum and will be included in the Dry Stack Facility Stormwater 
Management Design Report.  


Comment 8: The seepage analysis states that no ponding of storm water was included in the analytical 
boundary conditions.  However, the design includes a top surface drainage grade of only 0.25% and 
construction using a radial stacker placing 25-foot lifts, and it is doubtful that both the construction method 
will allow grading control to maintain the 0.25% slope or the 0.25% slope will effectively drain the tailings 
top surface except during extreme flooding.  Please provide additional rationale for the exclusion of 
ponding of storm water in the seepage analysis.


Response:  As presented in the Tetra Tech memorandum dated March 24, 2009 (Tetra Tech, 2009), the 
results from the geochemical analysis on the tailings and seepage leachate indicate that the materials to 
be placed within the facility meet the ADEQ criteria as inert.  Therefore, no impact to water quality is 
anticipated during the operational, closure, and post-closure periods of the facility.   


In addition, under normal precipitation conditions it was demonstrated in the seepage analysis in Section 
6.5 that the upper 8 feet of the dry stack tailings act as a storage-release unit, whereby recharge due to 
precipitation does not pond water but infiltrates the tailings mass where it stored and eventually released 
due to evaporative losses.   


In addition, a seepage analysis was completed as part of this response, in which water was ponded for a 
period 15 days on a column of soil represented by a constant head boundary condition.  The 15 day time 
period represents the maximum amount of time for ponding water on the surface of the tailings.  During 
this period, evaporation was not included and it was assumed that the top 15 feet of tailings were 
unconsolidated.  After the wetting front due to the ponding of water was calculated, the column of soil was 
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then subjected to the average precipitation, evaporation, and temperature based on historic data obtained 
from the Santa Rita Experimental Range weather station for one year.  As shown on Figure 1, the wetting 
front after 15 days is approximately 6.5 feet beneath the tailings surface.  After 365 days, the water front 
only advances an additional 7.5 feet.  It is important to note that after 1 year, the majority of water from 
the initial ponding has been consumed by evaporation, and only represents a minor component of Flux.  
Therefore, ponding water on the tailings surface for 15 days is not expected to have an appreciable affect 
on the overall seepage from the facility.  


Comment 9: Will the surface water control design report due for submission in July 2009 include 
engineering details for the storm water control facility for the dry stack tailings?  Additional questions are: 


a. The Central Drain (chimney drain) has been removed from the design, however the rock buttress 
on the north side of the Phase I tailings, that will be buried by the Phase II tailings, may allow 
storm water from the surface of the tailings to be routed to the Flow-Through Drain and comingle 
with discharging storm water; what is the plan to prevent this occurrence? 


b. The seepage analysis does not include an analysis of potential infiltration through the rock 
buttress contacting the underlying tailings and subsequently exiting the toe of tailings facility to 
commingle with discharging storm water; what is to prevent this occurrence?


Response: The Dry Stack Facility Stormwater Management Design Report will include engineering 
details for the stormwater control design.   


Meteoric water infiltrating the tailings mass and subsequently co-mingling with water routed in the Flow-
Through Drain or Rock Buttress will have negligible impact to waters exiting the facility.  As summarized 
in the Final Design Report in Section 3.7, page 15: 


“As summarized from the Tailings Geochemistry memorandum, testing indicates the tailings 
generally (1) contain less than 0.01 percent sulfide-sulfur, (2) can be classified as inert with 
respect to acid generation, (3) possess high capacity for acid neutralization, and (4) produce very 
low metal concentrations in resulting leachate.   


Furthermore, the acid-base accounting testing indicates the properties of the tailings meet 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) criteria as inert, with total-sulfur 
concentrations less than 0.3 percent and a net neutralization potential greater than 0 or a 
neutralization potential ratio greater than 3 (ADEQ, 1999).  Kinetic or humidity cell testing is a 
laboratory test which replicates weathering in an accelerated timeframe.  Each week the material 
subjected to weathering is rinsed and the resulting solution analyzed for chemical constituents in 
order to verify possible acid generating materials.  Test results indicate the tailings are inert and 
are not anticipated to become acid generating. 


The synthetic precipitation leaching and meteoric water mobility procedures are primarily 
concerned with the potential for release of chemical constituents, including metals, in both coarse 
and fine grained materials.  The results of each procedure indicate the majority of metal 
concentrations were either below detection concentrations or low compared to aquifer water 
quality standards.” 


The above information was based upon the results of the geochemical testing performed by Tetra Tech, 
included in the memorandum entitled, “Tailings Geochemistry” dated March 16, 2009, which can be 
referenced in Appendix D.3 from the Dry Stack TSF Final Design Report. 
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If you have any questions or comments regarding these responses or would like to discuss the design in 
further detail, please contact us. 


Sincerely, 


AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc.


John F. Lupo, Ph.D., P.E.       Derek T. Wittwer, P.E.  
Principal Engineer        Associate Engineer 


JWH:jwh 











  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Melinda D Roth
To: karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Rosemont - Tree/Shrub Research Needed
Date: 05/27/2010 02:00 PM
Attachments: Rosemont_Research_Trees_and_Shrubs_Scope_of_Work.docx

Kathy: SOW for reveg research
Melissa: for the record

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

05/27/2010 12:47 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont - Tree/Shrub Research Needed

Bev and Mindee,

Last week, I agreed to draft a scope of work for research needed for
establishing trees and shrubs on reclaimed lands on the proposed
Rosemont Mine.  Per a discussion with Kathy Arnold, I agreed to
provide the scope of work by Friday, May 28.  Kathy stated that she
could then determine how to proceed. 

I incorporated input from Larry Jones, Craig Wilcox, and Dr. John
Harrington (a professor at New Mexico State University, who's research
is focused on forest biology, reforestation, native plant propagation,
and disturbed land restoration).  

The 2-page scope of work is attached below.  Please forward to
Rosemont.

Thank you.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

Scope of Work - Research on establishing trees and shrubs on the Rosemont Mine site

May 27, 2010



The purpose of this research is to develop a strategy for the success of trees and shrubs on reclaimed lands in the proposed Rosemont Mine area (primarily the waste rock and tailings piles).  The current research on seeding is an excellent start, but reclamation also needs to include trees and shrubs (including cacti) in order to more quickly stabilize the slopes and meet visual quality and other resource goals.  



Recommended Tasks

· Review previous revegetation research for establishing trees and shrubs on similar projects (i.e., mines or other large projects, similar vegetation types, similar elevation and climate, etc.).  One contact should be Dr. John Harrington (joharrin@nmsu.edu).

· Review the research paper “Flora and Vegetation of the Rosemont Area”, McLaughlin and Asdall, 1977 (Debby Kriegel or Larry Jones can provide this document) and contact Brian Lindenlaub (WestLand).  Consider both pre-settlement densities (e.g., using old photo points as references) as well as the desire to make mine blend in with vegetation surrounding the site.  Patterns of plants on the reclaimed slopes should generally mimic those in the surrounding landscape, but fewer trees may be appropriate.

· Determine how re-establishment of some Madrean Encinal habitat would benefit N-S and E-W wildlife corridors and gene flow for wildlife species.  Coordinate this work with Larry Jones.

· Identify and locate (with maps, GPS, stakes, or a combination) control plots of nearby vegetation that will not be disturbed by mining activities (this is typically referred to as a comparison approach to developing a reclamation standard).  Control plots should be selected to identify sites that represent early disturbance through late sere plant community stages, the various aspects and slopes that would be typical of the mine site to be reclaimed, and a reasonable set of trajectories.  In most cases, prior to mining a late sere vegetation community exists.  Provide evaluations for both short-term and long-term reclamation/revegetation expectations.  

· Develop evaluation criteria for success of trees and shrubs, including species diversity, plant density, and canopy cover.  Review studies on developing these criteria and a range of case studies.  Care needs to be taken when looking at canopy cover, as comparison sites are typically older and more mature.  Consider what is achievable during bond release periods.

· Determine which species and sizes of trees and shrubs would be successful on the outermost materials (rock and growth medium) planned for the mine site.  Plants could include salvaging/transplanting, seedlings, and/or container plants.  Review studies of stock size and transplant success.  Determine the best planting methods (season, site prep, supplemental moisture, etc.).  Consider salvaging mature shrubs to develop off-site seed production blocks.

· Determine whether any of the tree or shrub species have genetics so unique to the Santa Rita Mountains that the only approved source would be stock grown from seeds collected locally or transplants.  The use of local stock (seeds from the Santa Ritas and transplants from operations or surrounding area) is recommended, unless it can be documented that genetics are not significantly divergent between source and destination.  For species that are not unique to the Santa Ritas, determine the appropriate range of seed sources to protect genetics (for example, plants from other SE Arizona sky islands might be acceptable for some species).  Coordinate this work with Debbie Sebesta (CNF) and Charlie McDonald (USFS Regional Office).

· Determine whether the success or failure of the seed mix plants would have influence on any of the tree and shrub species.  For example, if the seed mix plant growth is very robust, would clearing be required prior to planting trees/shrubs?  Set standards for invasives or other seed contaminates.  Determine whether the direct seeding (hydro or drilling) be done simultaneously with the transplanting.

· Determine whether there are specific species or groups of trees and shrubs best adapted to the different "growth mediums" planned for reclaimed areas.  An example if the growth medium best for Agave survival is placed on slopes which are not conducive to Agave survival, an opportunity would be lost.  At a later date, this information would be used to resolve what "growth medium" goes where -- for both visual and plant growth needs.

· Evaluate proposed treatment of topsoil.  Provide recommendations for handling, stockpiling, and placing topsoil that will protect the microflora population and other qualities.  

· Provide recommendations for backfill mix, fertilizer, mulch, irrigation, and weeding necessary for the successful growth of trees and shrubs.  The use of fertilizer should be minimized to reduce impacts to the environment (including water quality).

· Provide typical planting plan layouts for various reclamation areas, and planting details.

· Estimate the approximate growth rates of plants on various slopes (this is needed for simulations and effects analysis, and can also be used to develop a performance based reclamation standard).  Consider the difference of transplant growth rate vs. naturally-occurring growth rate

· Evaluate whether native transplant plugs and topsoil islands would be beneficial to establishing revegetation (including trees and shrubs) on reclaimed areas.  Debby Kriegel can provide research papers on this topic.

· Determine where the needed plants can be obtained in the species, sizes, quantities, and appropriate time frame that would be necessary for various phases of reclamation.  Options could include salvaging from the site (or nearby), purchasing from local nurseries, contracting propagation, or some combination.  Contract propagation would require working with nurseries early, especially be specific about seed sources and minimum stock parameters; determine propagation protocols necessary to generate the stock types necessary for the reclamation.  Determine what is needed to collect, process, and storing native seed (for seeding and propagation) in order to provide plants needed for revegetation throughout mine reclamation.

· Provide draft and final written reports that address all of the above.

· Coordinate all work with the Coronado National Forest (Debby Kriegel, Craig Wilcox, and Larry Jones).



Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us



From: Beverley A Everson
To: jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Cc: Kathy Arnold ROSEMONT; rreddy@augustaresource.com
Subject: Re: Rosemont -- USFS Collection Agreement Modification
Date: 11/14/2008 01:48 PM

Okay, talk to you then.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ jsturgess@augustaresource.com

jsturgess@augustaresource.com 

11/14/2008 01:18 PM
Please respond to

jsturgess@augustaresource.com

To "Beverley A Everson email" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
rreddy@augustaresource.com, "Kathy Arnold
ROSEMONT" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc

Subject Re: Rosemont -- USFS Collection Agreement Modification

Plane late

Call at 230 PM

Jamie
------Original Message------
From: Beverley A Everson email
To: Jamie Sturgess
Sent: Nov 14, 2008 1:00 PM
Subject: Fw: Rosemont -- USFS Collection Agreement Modification

Return Receipt
                                                                          

   Your       Fw: Rosemont -- USFS Collection Agreement
Modification       
  
document:                                                               
                                                                          

   was        Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS                                 
  
received                                                                
  
by:                                                                     
                                                                          

   at:        11/14/2008
13:00:47                                          
                                                                          

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:rreddy@augustaresource.com


From: Vail Arizona
To: jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;

kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil

Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; John Able; tubaclawyer@aol.com;
labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com;
tciapusci@fs.fed.us; cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com;
ebelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; lweinst@epgaz.com;
law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com

Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments
Date: 09/17/2009 10:45 AM

Jamie,
 
Here are my comments. I would be interesteted to see comments from the other stakeholders as well.
Thanks!
 
________________________________________________________
 
Rosemont Electric Project Stakeholder Group Comments:
 
Elizabeth Webb
 
Community Volunteer
 
17 September 2009-09
 
 
1. Routes:
 

a. Believe you should have a minimum of 3 reasonable alternatives. Commissioner
Mundell in August 2008 was quoted as saying in controversial cases there have to be
many alternatives presented and referred to an APS case where there were four.

 
Reasonable meaning routes that could theoretically be used, not alternatives given to
achieve the end result of the client’s preferred alignment.

           
b. Alternative One-My first choice. The Magruder Option of using the following
links: 30-110-120-130-140. Put substation at the node of 110 and 120.
 

Reasoning:
 

1. An existing transmission line that is in TEP’s 2007 planning model
to be upgraded.
2. If the substation were to be located at the node of 110 and 120 it
could be used for construction and then later could also be used to
replace the existing Greaterville substation when the Fort Line is
upgraded. In the future, the transmission line could extend from the
new substation and to the Fort.
3. This uses an existing corridor and existing access roads.
4. When reclamation occurs and the transmission line and Rosemont
substation are removed, it would mean fewer disturbances.
5.  This route avoids Box Canyon which has significant historical
meaning, including roads built by the Civilian Conservation Corps.
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6. Avoids National Forest Lands. (Public use, vs. State Land which is
not widely available to the public and I am not sure of the allowed
recreational use on the Santa Rita Experimental Range.
7. Less long term maintenance for FERC requirements as it has more
lowland plants vs. large trees in the Forest.
8. At first glance, appears to impact the least number of residences.
(Comparatively speaking) as it is in an existing corridor and would
replace wood H frames, allowing for a single footprint.  Less visibility
if dull grey galvanized poles are used. 
9. From the maps I have, it appears to affect the least amount of
“virgin” private property as it is in an existing corridor.
10. TEP already holds a lease on this route and it is pre-payed with the
State of Arizona
11. Avoids most of the Important Riparian Areas until link 140. From
the Greaterville substation to the Rosemont substation there are several
IRA’s to avoid.
12. If, TEP does construction using environmentally and culturally
sound practices, the long term affect on the SR Experimental Range
would be minimized.
13. Avoids having two transmission lines paralleling each other
through the Santa Rita Experimental Range.
14. The community should not have to be dependent on Rosemont
Copper for electricity. The viability of decommissioning the southern
fort line to use Santa Rita Rd. through the project is not assured. 
Additionally, by using Santa Rita Rd, it would assure that the area
south from the project, to the existing Fort Line would bisect several
Important Riparian Areas.
15. No impact on the Arizona Trail until link 140. Visual impact then
but much less than other construction alternative.
16. Less disturbance of virginal visual impact to neighborhoods that
have been excluded from the project study area to the east of the
project.
17. Less impacts on two designated scenic highways.
18. Regardless of the route, much more study needs to be done
involving neighborhoods to the east of  the project, including field trips
to site the Rosemont substation location.

 
c. Alternative Two 30-70-100-130-140 It is difficult to think of any others are there
are so many constraints on the rest involving the construction CEC. For study
reasons, as the Santa Rita Experimental Range prefers part of this route, I will say it is
my second choice although I do not believe the SR Experimental Range has
considered that the existing Fort Line is planned for an upgrade anyhow. It would
have two transmission lines running parallel to each other on the SRER and then the
existing line would have to be used for construction creating issues through the CNF
from Greaterville. My second choice now would at least use existing corridors for a
portion of it, avoid environmental justice issues in Sahuarita Heights and still use a
portion of Santa Rita Rd.
 
d. Alternative Three 20-60-100-130-140 –Same comments from above involving the
Construction CEC issues. This alternative would create visual disturbance in a



“virgin” area. Understanding SRER’s desire to keep all utilities together,
Transmission and Water lines would not be the same. Water lines are typically
undergrounded and Transmission lines are not. Also, again, the SRER would have
two parallel transmission lines on it instead of the one chosen with my first
Alternative. (related to the 46K and the Rosemont Project). It would, however, cross
less IRAS than Alternative Two. The environmental justice issue which involves
Sahuarita Heights with  these cumulative effects is a concern for me.
 
e. Public Outreach: I suggest the format for these public meetings is changed in the
following ways.
 

1. Hearing style or information presented on the half hours during the Open
Houses.
2. Include all of the impacted communities in a central public location if you
are only going to have one meeting in Phase 3. 60 miles round trip to a
location where there the attendance was heavily weighed towards an area
much further from there is simply not equitable.
3. Re-expand the Study Area to include the neighborhoods to the east of the
project. As you can see from the maps, there is a parcel owned by Rosemont
Copper that is directly adjacent to the Hilton Ranch Rd. Community. There is
another parcel that is only separated from the Community by a small portion
of State Land. This area would suffer the most virginal visual impacts that any
other community.
4. Have signs so people who want to attend can find there way from a
distance.
5. Post flyers in locations where people will see them. IE on a stick near the
cluster mailboxes, on community bulletin boards in businesses and clubs.
5. Add Sandy Whitehouse as a stakeholder to the group. Her community of
Corona de Tucson is the closest one, aside from Sahuarita Heights which does
not have a representative either.
6. Use aggressive outreach to the Environmental Justice neighborhoods that
would be impacted.  (ie Sahuarita Heights)
7. Start the Open Houses later so people who work can attend later. 6;00 or
6:30pm. Perhaps have a day time Open House for those who live in retirement
communities.  Call the meetings Town Halls instead of Open Houses so
people will feel more involved.
8. The video was a good idea, but in a location where people did not know
about it and there was too much background noise.
9. The court reporter was a good idea but a sign might be better so all people
would know he was there. Most did not read the paper speaking of him and
about 50/50 of the people I spoke with had been told about him when they
arrived.
8. Use a less fancy newsletter but say something like “Transmission Line
Project Could Impact YOUR community”-Please Attend. And have a map so
people can find it
9. Contact all of the NGOs in the vicinity of the project and invite them to a
meeting or two where all of them are in attendance.

 
            f. Here is a list of some NGO’s in my community (non inclusive)
            Vail Preservation Society



            Hilton Road Community Association
            Santa Rita Foothills Community Association
            Cienega Watershed Partnership
            Empire Ranch Foundation
            Rincon Institute
            Empire Fagan Coalition
            AZhighway83.com
            Mountain Empire Alliance
            Vailaz.com
            Southeast Business

Cienega Rotary
SEBA Southeast- (Business Association)

           
            g. Some environmental groups-non inclusive
            Center for Biological Diversity
            Sky Island Alliance
            Audubon Society
            Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

Save the Scenic Santa Ritas
 
I am sure there are also hiking, birding, motorcycling and touring car organizations
online.
 
The folks down in Sonoita would have more group names for you, I am sure!

 
            h. Other Homeowners and Neighborhood Associations can be found online at

http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/
 
I am sure there is an agency listing or title company listing of all registered
homeowners associations as they are usually required when a developer makes a
subdivision.
 
These groups could help spread the word about the project.
 
 
i. Pole Finish Color: I suggest a pole finish plan for this project where people can
make comment. Dull grey galvanized poles against a sky or distant mountain back
drop are the least visible to the majority of the impacted viewers.
 
j. Field Trip for the stakeholders group. It is the only true way to understand the
impacts on the ground.
 
k. Public comments shared with the stakeholders group.     
 
__________________________________________________________

             

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641

http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/


(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day:
 

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than regretting not
doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been like if I'd just been

myself.” Britanny Renee
 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

  

Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments
Date: Fri, 11 Sep 2009 14:47:23 -0700
From: jwood@epgaz.com
To: chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; Daniel_J_Moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net; vailaz@hotmail.com;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org;
nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; Cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us;
tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com;
cpintor@tep.com; EBeck@Tep.com; EBelts@epgaz.com; EBeck@Tep.com; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; LLucero@tep.com; Lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com;
LAitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com

Hi Everyone-
This is  a friendly reminder to provide any comments by Friday, September 18 regarding the preliminary
links discussed at the Stakeholder Group meeting on July 22, displayed in Project Newsletter #2, and at
the public open house held on August 27.  Methods to provide comments are:
 

         Comment form included in the mailed newsletter
         Comment form on the project web site (www.tep.com)
         Written comments via letter either mailed or emailed to my attention

EPG
Jaime Wood

                4141 North 32nd Street, Suite 102
                Phoenix, Arizona 85018
 
If you have any questions please give me a call (602) 956-4370. Thank you for your participation in the
TEP planning process.
Jaime Wood

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/
http://www.tep.com/


EPG
 



From: Lawrence Robertson
To: 'Jaime Wood'
Cc: 'Vail Arizona'; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;

kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; 'Sandy WHITEHOUSE'; beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; 'John Able'; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; 'Chelsa Johnson'; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
ebeck@tep.com; 'Emily Belts'; gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; 'Lauren
Weinstein'; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com; 'EBakken'

Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group comments
Date: 11/10/2009 12:21 PM

Jaime,
 
My calendar currently indicates that I am available for a Rosemont Line Stakeholder Group
meeting between 11:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. on either December 8 or 10, 2009.  As you are aware,
calendars fill up quickly so I would appreciate your determining the actual date as soon as possible. 
 
Larry Robertson
 

From: Jaime Wood [mailto:jwood@epgaz.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2009 10:56 AM
To: Vail Arizona; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org;
nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; Sandy
WHITEHOUSE
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; John Able;
tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Chelsa Johnson; tfurgason@swca.com;
cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com; Emily Belts; gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;
llucero@tep.com; Lauren Weinstein; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com; EBakken
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group comments
 
HI Everyone-
A couple items for the group:
 

·        As requested by a member of the stakeholder group to share all comments provided to EPG
from the group, I have attached additional correspondence with Ms. Webb. TEP and EPG
responded to Ms. Webb’s comments submitted in September (see red text) and Ms. Webb
provided additional comments (see blue text). 

·        We would like to schedule the next stakeholder group meeting for either December 8th or

10th  from 11AM to 2PM at the TEP office (One South Church St). Please provide me your
availability for either of those days and I will send out a final date to place on your
calendars by the end of next week.

 
Thank you for your continued participation in the Rosemont Transmission Line Project.
 
Jaime Wood
Senior Environmental Planner 
 

mailto:tubaclawyer@aol.com
mailto:jwood@epgaz.com
mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com
mailto:chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov
mailto:daniel_j_moore@blm.gov
mailto:emerald5@cox.net
mailto:kabrahams@diamondven.com
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:marshall@magruder.org
mailto:nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com
mailto:ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us
mailto:husman@ag.arizona.edu
mailto:tbolton@land.az.gov
mailto:markkonharting@gmail.com
mailto:mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
mailto:deadlass14@msn.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:biannarino@diamondven.com
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mailto:linda_hughes@blm.gov
mailto:mweinberg@diamondven.com
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mailto:ebeck@tep.com
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EPG
Environmental Planning Group
4141 North 32nd Street, Suite 102, Phoenix, Arizona 85018
602-956-4370 office phone
602-324-0873 direct phone
602-881-0362 cell phone
602-956-4374 fax
http://www.epgaz.com
 
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It
may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise protected from
disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all affected databases. Thank you.

 

From: Jaime Wood 
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 2:46 PM
To: Jaime Wood; 'Vail Arizona'; 'chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov'; 'daniel_j_moore@blm.gov';
'emerald5@cox.net'; 'kabrahams@diamondven.com'; 'kellett@fs.fed.us'; 'marshall@magruder.org';
'nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com'; 'ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us'; 'husman@ag.arizona.edu';
'tbolton@land.az.gov'; 'markkonharting@gmail.com'; 'mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil'
Cc: 'beverson@fs.fed.us'; 'biannarino@diamondven.com'; 'cindy_alvarez@blm.gov'; 'John Able';
'tubaclawyer@aol.com'; 'labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com'; 'linda_hughes@blm.gov';
'mweinberg@diamondven.com'; 'tciapusci@fs.fed.us'; Chelsa Johnson; 'tfurgason@swca.com';
'cpintor@tep.com'; 'ebeck@tep.com'; Emily Belts; 'gcheniae@cox.net'; 'karnold@rosemontcopper.com';
'llucero@tep.com'; Lauren Weinstein; 'law@krsaline.com'; 'laitken@tep.com'; 'sbreslin@tep.com'
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group comments
 
I apologize for resending; however, several of you did not receive the first message due to file size.
 
 
Jaime Wood
Senior Environmental Planner 
 
EPG
Environmental Planning Group
4141 North 32nd Street, Suite 102, Phoenix, Arizona 85018
602-956-4370 office phone
602-324-0873 direct phone
602-881-0362 cell phone
602-956-4374 fax
http://www.epgaz.com
 
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It
may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise protected from
disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all affected databases. Thank you.

 

From: Jaime Wood 
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 2:05 PM
To: 'Vail Arizona'; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org;
nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil

http://www.epgaz.com/
http://www.epgaz.com/


Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; John Able;
tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Chelsa Johnson; tfurgason@swca.com;
cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com; Emily Belts; gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;
llucero@tep.com; Lauren Weinstein; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Stakeholder group comments
 
At the request from a member of our stakeholder group, we are sharing all comments received
from the group. Included in this email are comments received to date from members of the
stakeholder group.
 

·        Below comments from Elizabeth Webb
·        Attached comments from the Kent Ellett, Forest Service
·        Attached letter from Town of Sahuarita
·        Correspondence letters between the Santa Rita Experimental Range, Arizona State Land

Department, and Rosemont Copper Company
 
 
Jaime Wood
EPG
 

From: Vail Arizona [mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2009 11:29 AM
To: Jaime Wood; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org;
nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; John Able;
tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Chelsa Johnson; tfurgason@swca.com;
cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com; Emily Belts; gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;
llucero@tep.com; Lauren Weinstein; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
 
1. What federally listed or propsoed species are modeled for each alternative, if any?
 
2. It would be helpful to see all of the property owned by Rosemont Copper/Augusta
Resources or any subsidiaries in the project study area so we can see if they present any
opportunities.
 
3. I think it is important to point out that much of the land shown as owned by Rosemont
in the links 130-140 is not "privately owned land" but rather patented mining claims.
What affect would this have since the transmission line project is not proposed on
Rosemont's fee simple land?  The company also has the following unpatented mining
claims on BLM land. What impacts would this project have on the BLM unpatented mining
claims?
 
All of said claims are located in Sections 1, 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 35 and
36, Township 18 South, Range 15 East; Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 28, 29,
30, 31, 32 and 33, Township 18 South, Range 16 East; Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, Township 19
South, Range 16 East; and Sections 1 and 2, Township 19 South, Range 15 East; G&SRB&M
 
5. All of the routes appear to end up in the Helvetia area. What would be done to mitigate



impacts to this historic area?
 
6. Of neighborhood associations registered with the County, there are two in the direct
vicinity of the project through the mining claims where links 130 and 140 are located-  the
Vail Preservation Society and Hilton Road Community Association. (found using the Pima
County GIS Mapping systerm) What kind of targeted outreach have you made to them?
.
 
Thanks!

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day:
 

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than regretting not
doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been like if I'd just been

myself.” Britanny Renee

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

 

From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov;
markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov;
jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com;
linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com;
ebelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com;
lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


Date: Thu, 17 Sep 2009 11:44:51 -0600

Jamie,
 
Here are my comments. I would be interesteted to see comments from the other
stakeholders as well. Thanks!
 
________________________________________________________
 
Rosemont Electric Project Stakeholder Group Comments:
 
Elizabeth Webb
 
Community Volunteer
 
17 September 2009-09
 
 
1. Routes:
 
a. Believe you should have a minimum of 3 reasonable alternatives. Commissioner Mundell
in August 2008 was quoted as saying in controversial cases there have to be many
alternatives presented and referred to an APS case where there were four.
 
Reasonable meaning routes that could theoretically be used, not alternatives given to achieve
the end result of the client’s preferred alignment.
           
b. Alternative One-My first choice. The Magruder Option of using the following links: 30-
110-120-130-140. Put substation at the node of 110 and 120.
 
Reasoning:
 
1. An existing transmission line that is in TEP’s 2007 planning model to be upgraded.
2. If the substation were to be located at the node of 110 and 120 it could be used for
construction and then later could also be used to replace the existing Greaterville substation
when the Fort Line is upgraded. In the future, the transmission line could extend from the
new substation and to the Fort.
3. This uses an existing corridor and existing access roads.
4. When reclamation occurs and the transmission line and Rosemont substation are removed,
it would mean fewer disturbances.
5.  This route avoids Box Canyon which has significant historical meaning, including roads
built by the Civilian Conservation Corps.
6. Avoids National Forest Lands. (Public use, vs. State Land which is not widely available to
the public and I am not sure of the allowed recreational use on the Santa Rita Experimental
Range.
7. Less long term maintenance for FERC requirements as it has more lowland plants vs. large
trees in the Forest.
8. At first glance, appears to impact the least number of residences. (Comparatively speaking)
as it is in an existing corridor and would replace wood H frames, allowing for a single
footprint.  Less visibility if dull grey galvanized poles are used. 
9. From the maps I have, it appears to affect the least amount of “virgin” private property as



it is in an existing corridor.
10. TEP already holds a lease on this route and it is pre-payed with the State of Arizona
11. Avoids most of the Important Riparian Areas until link 140. From the Greaterville
substation to the Rosemont substation there are several IRA’s to avoid.
12. If, TEP does construction using environmentally and culturally sound practices, the long
term affect on the SR Experimental Range would be minimized.
13. Avoids having two transmission lines paralleling each other through the Santa Rita
Experimental Range.
14. The community should not have to be dependent on Rosemont Copper for electricity. The
viability of decommissioning the southern fort line to use Santa Rita Rd. through the project
is not assured.  Additionally, by using Santa Rita Rd, it would assure that the area south from
the project, to the existing Fort Line would bisect several Important Riparian Areas.
15. No impact on the Arizona Trail until link 140. Visual impact then but much less than
other construction alternative.
16. Less disturbance of virginal visual impact to neighborhoods that have been excluded from
the project study area to the east of the project.
17. Less impacts on two designated scenic highways.
18. Regardless of the route, much more study needs to be done involving neighborhoods to
the east of  the project, including field trips to site the Rosemont substation location.
 
c. Alternative Two 30-70-100-130-140 It is difficult to think of any others are there are so
many constraints on the rest involving the construction CEC. For study reasons, as the Santa
Rita Experimental Range prefers part of this route, I will say it is my second choice although
I do not believe the SR Experimental Range has considered that the existing Fort Line is
planned for an upgrade anyhow. It would have two transmission lines running parallel to each
other on the SRER and then the existing line would have to be used for construction creating
issues through the CNF from Greaterville. My second choice now would at least use existing
corridors for a portion of it, avoid environmental justice issues in Sahuarita Heights and still
use a portion of Santa Rita Rd.
 
d. Alternative Three 20-60-100-130-140 –Same comments from above involving the
Construction CEC issues. This alternative would create visual disturbance in a “virgin” area.
Understanding SRER’s desire to keep all utilities together, Transmission and Water lines
would not be the same. Water lines are typically undergrounded and Transmission lines are
not. Also, again, the SRER would have two parallel transmission lines on it instead of the one
chosen with my first Alternative. (related to the 46K and the Rosemont Project). It would,
however, cross less IRAS than Alternative Two. The environmental justice issue which
involves Sahuarita Heights with  these cumulative effects is a concern for me.
 
e. Public Outreach: I suggest the format for these public meetings is changed in the following
ways.
 
1. Hearing style or information presented on the half hours during the Open Houses.
2. Include all of the impacted communities in a central public location if you are only going
to have one meeting in Phase 3. 60 miles round trip to a location where there the attendance
was heavily weighed towards an area much further from there is simply not equitable.
3. Re-expand the Study Area to include the neighborhoods to the east of the project. As you
can see from the maps, there is a parcel owned by Rosemont Copper that is directly adjacent
to the Hilton Ranch Rd. Community. There is another parcel that is only separated from the
Community by a small portion of State Land. This area would suffer the most virginal visual



impacts that any other community.
4. Have signs so people who want to attend can find there way from a distance.
5. Post flyers in locations where people will see them. IE on a stick near the cluster
mailboxes, on community bulletin boards in businesses and clubs.
5. Add Sandy Whitehouse as a stakeholder to the group. Her community of Corona de
Tucson is the closest one, aside from Sahuarita Heights which does not have a representative
either.
6. Use aggressive outreach to the Environmental Justice neighborhoods that would be
impacted.  (ie Sahuarita Heights)
7. Start the Open Houses later so people who work can attend later. 6;00 or 6:30pm. Perhaps
have a day time Open House for those who live in retirement communities.  Call the meetings
Town Halls instead of Open Houses so people will feel more involved.
8. The video was a good idea, but in a location where people did not know about it and there
was too much background noise.
9. The court reporter was a good idea but a sign might be better so all people would know he
was there. Most did not read the paper speaking of him and about 50/50 of the people I spoke
with had been told about him when they arrived.
8. Use a less fancy newsletter but say something like “Transmission Line Project Could
Impact YOUR community”-Please Attend. And have a map so people can find it
9. Contact all of the NGOs in the vicinity of the project and invite them to a meeting or two
where all of them are in attendance.
 
            f. Here is a list of some NGO’s in my community (non inclusive)
            Vail Preservation Society
            Hilton Road Community Association
            Santa Rita Foothills Community Association
            Cienega Watershed Partnership
            Empire Ranch Foundation
            Rincon Institute
            Empire Fagan Coalition
            AZhighway83.com
            Mountain Empire Alliance
            Vailaz.com
            Southeast Business

Cienega Rotary
SEBA Southeast- (Business Association)

           
            g. Some environmental groups-non inclusive
            Center for Biological Diversity
            Sky Island Alliance
            Audubon Society
            Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

Save the Scenic Santa Ritas
 

I am sure there are also hiking, birding, motorcycling and touring car organizations online.
 
The folks down in Sonoita would have more group names for you, I am sure!
 
            h. Other Homeowners and Neighborhood Associations can be found online at

http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/

http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/


 
I am sure there is an agency listing or title company listing of all registered homeowners
associations as they are usually required when a developer makes a subdivision.
 
These groups could help spread the word about the project.
 
 
i. Pole Finish Color: I suggest a pole finish plan for this project where people can make
comment. Dull grey galvanized poles against a sky or distant mountain back drop are the
least visible to the majority of the impacted viewers.
 
j. Field Trip for the stakeholders group. It is the only true way to understand the impacts on
the ground.
 
k. Public comments shared with the stakeholders group.     
 
__________________________________________________________
             

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day:
 

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than regretting not
doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been like if I'd just been

myself.” Britanny Renee

 
DISCLAIMER:

This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.

 

Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments
Date: Fri, 11 Sep 2009 14:47:23 -0700

http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


From: jwood@epgaz.com
To: chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; Daniel_J_Moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
vailaz@hotmail.com; kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov;
markkonharting@gmail.com; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; Cindy_alvarez@blm.gov;
jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com;
linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
Cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com; EBeck@Tep.com;
EBelts@epgaz.com; EBeck@Tep.com; gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;
LLucero@tep.com; Lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com; LAitken@tep.com;
sbreslin@tep.com

Hi Everyone-
This is  a friendly reminder to provide any comments by Friday, September 18 regarding
the preliminary links discussed at the Stakeholder Group meeting on July 22, displayed in
Project Newsletter #2, and at the public open house held on August 27.  Methods to
provide comments are:
 

         Comment form included in the mailed newsletter
         Comment form on the project web site (www.tep.com)
         Written comments via letter either mailed or emailed to my attention

EPG
Jaime Wood

                4141 North 32nd Street, Suite 102
                Phoenix, Arizona 85018
 
If you have any questions please give me a call (602) 956-4370. Thank you for your
participation in the TEP planning process.
Jaime Wood
EPG
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mailto:jwood@epgaz.com
mailto:chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov
mailto:Daniel_J_Moore@blm.gov
mailto:emerald5@cox.net
mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com
mailto:kabrahams@diamondven.com
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:marshall@magruder.org
mailto:nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com
mailto:ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us
mailto:husman@ag.arizona.edu
mailto:tbolton@land.az.gov
mailto:markkonharting@gmail.com
mailto:mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:biannarino@diamondven.com
mailto:Cindy_alvarez@blm.gov
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:tubaclawyer@aol.com
mailto:labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com
mailto:linda_hughes@blm.gov
mailto:mweinberg@diamondven.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:Cjohnson@epgaz.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:cpintor@tep.com
mailto:EBeck@Tep.com
mailto:EBelts@epgaz.com
mailto:EBeck@Tep.com
mailto:gcheniae@cox.net
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:LLucero@tep.com
mailto:Lweinst@epgaz.com
mailto:law@krsaline.com
mailto:LAitken@tep.com
mailto:sbreslin@tep.com
http://www.tep.com/


From: Lawrence V. Robertson Jr.
To: 'Chelsa Johnson'
Cc: husman@ag.arizona.edu; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;

kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; marshall@magruder.org; deadlass14@msn.com; biannarino@diamondven.com;
beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; vailaz@hotmail.com; mroth@fs.fed.us;
linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com; tfurgason@swca.com; gcheniae@cox.net; 'Lauren
Weinstein'; 'Cory Pintor'; EBakken@Tep.com; EBeck@Tep.com; 'Jason D. Gellman'; 'Jerry D. Smith P.E.';
jsalkowski@uns.com; 'Kathy Arnold'; law@krsaline.com; LLucero@tep.com; 'Matt Derstine';
MFarahani@TEP.Com; MJerden@tep.com; 'Patrick Black'; sbreslin@tep.com; RBelval@tep.com; 'Paul Trenter';
'Linwood E Smith'

Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line Project - Stakeholder Group Meeting #5 - date availability
Date: 08/04/2010 05:00 PM

Chelsa,
 
              This email is in response to your email inquiry of earlier today regarding availability for
another TEP Rosemont Line Stakeholder Group Meeting in September.  I will be involved in various
proceedings before the ACC on September 9, 13, 23, and 28-29, 2010.  In addition, I will be out of
the country from September 1-5, 2010, and I have a previously scheduled commitment between
10:00 a.m. – 1:00 p.m. on September 24, 2010.  Otherwise, my schedule is flexible enough as of
this time that I should be able to accommodate a meeting on any other day in September. 
 
              Larry Robertson
 

From: Chelsa Johnson [mailto:Cjohnson@epgaz.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2010 1:08 PM
To: husman@ag.arizona.edu; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; marshall@magruder.org; deadlass14@msn.com;
biannarino@diamondven.com; beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov;
vailaz@hotmail.com; mroth@fs.fed.us
Cc: tubaclawyer@aol.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com;
tfurgason@swca.com; gcheniae@cox.net; Lauren Weinstein; Cory Pintor; EBakken@Tep.com;
EBeck@Tep.com; Jason D. Gellman; Jerry D. Smith P.E.; jsalkowski@uns.com; Kathy Arnold;
law@krsaline.com; LLucero@tep.com; Matt Derstine; MFarahani@TEP.Com; MJerden@tep.com; Patrick
Black; sbreslin@tep.com; RBelval@tep.com; Paul Trenter; Linwood E Smith; Chelsa Johnson
Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line Project - Stakeholder Group Meeting #5 - date availability
 
Good Afternoon,
 
We are planning to hold both a stakeholder group meeting and public meeting in September to
provide an update on the project.  Please let us know what dates do/do not work for you in the
month of September for a stakeholder group meeting.  Also, if you know of any events or potential
conflicts in the area for a public meeting in September, please let us know that, too.
 
Thank you, and hope you are having a great summer.
 
 
Chelsa Johnson
Project Coordinator/Visual Resource Specialist
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epg
Environmental Planning Group
Phoenix, Arizona
602-956-4370 phone
602-956-4374 fax
http://www.epgaz.com
 
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed. It may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise
protected from disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all affected databases. Thank you.
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From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: Rosemont Assignments reminders
Date: 10/28/2009 03:33 PM

Hi, Bev -- Bill G and I are reviewing section 3.7, cultural resources.  Note that this
section is not posted on the website, near as I can tell, but Suzanne Griset of SWCA
sent it directly to us.

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

10/28/2009 01:58 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
awcampbell@fs.fed.us, baschneider@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mfarrell@fs.fed.us,
mkaplan@fs.fed.us, rlaford@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, rmraley@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, tciapusci@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Rosemont Assignments reminders

Please help my coordination of the DEIS draft review by telling my
what sections each of you is reviewing or has reviewed.  I would really
appreciate this information by COB today, so that I have time to fill in
gaps.  Thank you - Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568540050AF40/0/268464E259C2F9780725765D006DF975


Fax: 520-388-8305

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

10/28/2009 01:11
PM 

To dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us,
wkeyes@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, awcampbell@fs.fed.us, rmraley@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us,
mkaplan@fs.fed.us, baschneider@fs.fed.us 

cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlaford@fs.fed.us, beverson@fs.fed.us,
tciapusci@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us 

Subject Rosemont Assignments reminders

Reta shared with me specific expectations regarding review and comment on the
DEIS.  Following Reta's guidance should produce the needed information. 

See that every section of Chapter 3 is assigned to a team member to review and
comment on. - Bev 
Review the legal framework and identify, with specificity, needed corrections and
additions. -IDT members 
Review and critique bounds of analysis, assuming both east side and west side
activities - IDT members 
Closely review the affected environment descriptions, identifying corrections and
additions. - IDT members 
For the effects analysis, critique the approaches presented in light of what our
agency norms are. - IDT members 

Thanks, in advance, for your hard work and professionalism. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX) 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Suzanne Griset
Subject: RE: Rosemont Assignments reminders
Date: 10/29/2009 10:52 AM

Bev,
 
I was aware of this issue.  Suzanne missed the deadline for production and sent her section directly to
Bill and Mary.
 
Tom
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2009 10:49 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Assignments reminders
 

FYI, more MIA from the DEIS. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 10/29/2009 10:47 AM -----
Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS

10/28/2009 03:33 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B

Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject Re: Rosemont Assignments remindersLink
 
  

Hi, Bev -- Bill G and I are reviewing section 3.7, cultural resources.  Note that this section is not posted
on the website, near as I can tell, but Suzanne Griset of SWCA sent it directly to us. 

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax) 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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10/28/2009 01:58 PM
cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, awcampbell@fs.fed.us,

baschneider@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
gmckay@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mkaplan@fs.fed.us, rlaford@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, rmraley@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, tciapusci@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us, wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Rosemont Assignments remindersLink
 
  

Please help my coordination of the DEIS draft review by telling my what sections each of you is
reviewing or has reviewed.  I would really appreciate this information by COB today, so that I have time
to fill in gaps.  Thank you - Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS

10/28/2009 01:11
PM

 
To dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, wkeyes@fs.fed.us,

hschewel@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us, mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us, awcampbell@fs.fed.us, rmraley@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, mkaplan@fs.fed.us, baschneider@fs.fed.us

cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, rlaford@fs.fed.us, beverson@fs.fed.us, tciapusci@fs.fed.us,
kellett@fs.fed.us

Subject Rosemont Assignments reminders

 

  

Reta shared with me specific expectations regarding review and comment on the DEIS.  Following
Reta's guidance should produce the needed information. 

See that every section of Chapter 3 is assigned to a team member to review and comment on. - Bev 
Review the legal framework and identify, with specificity, needed corrections and additions. -IDT
members 
Review and critique bounds of analysis, assuming both east side and west side activities - IDT
members 
Closely review the affected environment descriptions, identifying corrections and additions. - IDT
members 

notes://entr3b/872568540050AF40/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/268464E259C2F9780725765D006DF975


For the effects analysis, critique the approaches presented in light of what our agency norms are. - IDT
members 

Thanks, in advance, for your hard work and professionalism. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)



From: Ken Kertell
To: Larry Jones; Tom Furgason
Cc: Richard A Gerhart; Deborah K Sebesta; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: rosemont BA and Specialist's Report
Date: 08/24/2009 08:47 AM

Larry:
 
Let me know when you're ready to review the bio parts as I've updated that portion to include northern
Mexican gartersnake.
 
Ken

From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2009 2:56 PM
To: Ken Kertell; Tom Furgason
Cc: Richard A Gerhart; Deborah K Sebesta; Beverley A Everson
Subject: rosemont BA and Specialist's Report

Ken and Tom-- 

I'm going ahead and attaching what I reviewed so far on the Draft BA (the non-bio parts).  Rick and
Debbie can probably give you a better idea of their timeline about their review.  I'll be gone for nearly a
couple weeks (or mostly out of touch), so I don't need to hold it captive.  When I get back I can work on
the biology parts of the document.  I sent the Draft BA to our contact in our regional office and asked
her if the format and headings looked good, and she says they do.   

I was talking to Tom today a little bit about the Specialists' Report.  That would be a good first product,
at it doesn't need to await other things like alternative development and mitigation.  I don't know of any
template for this report--it just seems to be a document that will be useful for us in laying out what the
situation is in the affected environment.  So, I would say just go with the affected environment as being
the big hole in the ground and waste rock and tailings piles, etc. that fit inside the basic footprint.  That
much we know pretty well.  I would use the document to highlight the species that should be discussed
in follow-up reports, and show which of these species are likely to be ones that need our attention.  So,
below are things to discuss in the Specialist's Report. 

--affected environment description, including the footprint, buffer zone, associated actions, downstream
effect areas 
-- general effects to wildlife and wildlife habitat...important to include Rosemont Talussnail--this may be
the only official doc where this critter is addressed. The tie here is that when we wrote the Forest Plan,
we were guided by the 1982 planning rule which had verbiage about maintaining viable populations of
all species well-represented across the Forest (i.e., the planning rule directives were directing the
National Forest Management Act of 1976)...anyway, that's my take where the snail fits it...it is a local
endemic, recognized as valid in the ITIS database (or mandatory standard) and there are environmental
concerns, so we had best address it somewhere. 
--T and E species for a BA (use the entire website list and highlight those that would need to be
addressed and why 
-- Regional Forester's Sensitive Species (do you have this list?) 
-- Management Indicator Species (per our Forest Plan...do you have that list? Refer to the Forest-wide
MIS report) 
-- Migratory birds (as defined in the act) 
-- And look over my comments in the attachment to help guide you with some of the recurring themes 
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Stuff like that.  Debbie, Rick, and I can probably help with this...but I think the bottom line is that this
document should set the stage as to how we plan to address which plants and animals, especially in
the other reports. 

Thanks! 

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us



From: Tom Furgason
To: Lara Mitchell
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Rosemont Base Maps for Wednesday's Mapping Exercise
Date: 05/18/2009 09:52 AM

Lara,
 
Debby Kriegel, the CNF Landscape Architect, will be coming over at 12:30 tomorrow to work on
graphics for the Rosemont Alternatives Assessment.  I’ll be out of the office, but I have given Melissa
direction.  Also, please review Debby’s email below.  Please call Melissa first thing in the morning if you
are still sick and she’ll let everybody know.  Thanks.

Tom
 

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2009 2:13 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont Base Maps for Wednesday's Mapping Exercise
 

I've been thinking a little about the base maps for Wednesday.  In order for us to easily draw
resource issues and ideas on these maps in various colors, and have some meaningful results
to discuss, I think it might be best if they met the following: 

Paper size:  About 48" x 60" (showing an area approx. 10-12 miles N/S and 8-9 miles E/W, a
bit beyond the forest boundary and including everything north of Box Canyon Rd.).  Could
be bigger...I don't recommend anything smaller. 

Colors:  All black & white (so our colored markers show up well) 

Data to show on maps:

USGS quad map or reference points: forest boundary, private lands, sections, roads,
trails, drainages, peaks, springs/tanks
A 3-D background, screened so it doesn't dominate the image but helps us recognize
landforms (canyons, etc.)
The pit boundary

Do not show other features proposed by Rosemont (or if you think these ought to be on the
map, make them very subtle/faint). 

Print 3 copies minimum.
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Robert Lefevre; Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: RE: Rosemont Bounds of Analysis
Date: 10/27/2009 04:23 PM

Thanks Bob.  I passed this on to our biologists.  I’ll wait to hear from Salek on these.
 
Tom
 

From: Robert Lefevre [mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 1:00 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Re: Rosemont Bounds of Analysis
 

I looked through the list, reviewed these again, and have the following comments. 

 The air quality bounds of analysis is good.   

I did not find a riparian bounds of analysis, but if it is the same as the biological resources, there looks
like some corrections to be made:  the BOA appears to go right down highway 83; and I'm not sure
what the western arm going toward Helvetia is.  The polygon for biological resources including the area
encompassing Davidson Canyon to the dam in Pantano Creek looks like the right start  for a riparian
resources BOA, but I am thinking we need to be sure we include riparian areas that may be affected
by groundwater changes in which case the groundwater BOA might be closer to the riparian area
BOA.  Perhaps there is a riparian BOA already drawn, but I didn't find it. 

The surface water BOA looks OK to me, but I would defer to Salek.  Also, this map has the same
issue as the biological resources map in that it shows the BOA going right down highway 83. 

The soil BOA also looks OK to me, but again I would defer to Salek. 

I just read the paragraphs above and they seem to ramble, but I can't figure out how to say it better
right now.
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373 

Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com> 
Sent by: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com>

10/14/2009 03:48 PM

To Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Tami Emmett
<temmett@fs.fed.us>, Reta         Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Larry
Jones <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, Sarah Davis <sldavis@fs.fed.us>,
Debby Kriegel <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, Beverly Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, Art Elek <aelek@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Deborah Sebesta
<dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, Kendall Brown <kbrown03@fs.fed.us>, Salek
Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, George         McKay
<gmckay@fs.fed.us>, Eli  Curiel <ecuriel@fs.fed.us>, Mary Farrell
<mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, Robert  LeFevre <rlefevre@fs.fed.us>, Mindee
Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, William Gillespie <wgillespie@fs.fed.us>

cc Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject Rosemont Bounds of Analysis
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Some of you mentioned in today's meeting that you hadn't seen these. So, I have uploaded the
new drafts of the bounds of analysis maps. The only changes that were made were ones for
the resources that depended on project footprint. Those were reconfigured to include the
project areas of the alternatives.

 

Any further question should be directed to Bev or Tom.

I hope this helps!

Thanks!

Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=25518>

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=25518


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Sue Lewin
Cc: 'Marty Rozelle'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Call Tomorrow
Date: 05/07/2008 03:44 PM

The call in number for you is 520.388.8437.  Talk to you tomorrow.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Sue Lewin" <slewin@lewin-associates.com>

"Sue Lewin"
<slewin@lewin-
associates.com> 

05/07/2008 02:49 PM

To "'Marty Rozelle'" <rgl97marty@rozellegroup.com>,
"'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Tom
Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>

cc

Subject RE: Rosemont Call Tomorrow

Thanks, Marty.  Yes, I can stay on longer, if needed.

 
Sue Lewin
ADOT Northwest Valley Community Outreach Team
602-295-3145

 
From: Marty Rozelle [mailto:rgl97marty@rozellegroup.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2008 10:58 AM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Sue Lewin'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Rosemont Call Tomorrow

 
Bev, Sue, and Tom,
I can’ make the call from 12:30 – 1:00 Thursday.  Bev will give
Sue and me a number to use for call in.  Sue, could you stay
on longer?
I intend to have my draft annotated agenda by the end of
today.  This will primarily include my speaking points.
Marty
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Dr. Martha A. Rozelle, President
The Rozelle Group Ltd.
7000 N. 16th Street, Suite 120, #145
Phoenix, AZ 85020
T   602.224.0847    F  602.678.4655 
RGL97marty@rozellegroup.com

 
"And in the end it's not the years in your life that count. It's
the life in your years."  Abraham Lincoln
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From: tjchute@msn.com
To: Debby Kriegel; Melinda D Roth; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; mbidwell@swca.com; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Rosemont Chapter 2 comments (and EIS organization)
Date: 08/24/2010 12:58 PM

Debby,

All I can tell you is that Chapter2 is a work in progress. I'm not sure what version
you looked at. Tom is taking the lead and I think trying to get the various pieces out
together this week. So...stay tuned for a more complete version.

Sent from my Verizon Wireless Phone

----- Reply message -----
From: "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
Date: Tue, Aug 24, 2010 1:40 pm
Subject: Rosemont Chapter 2 comments (and EIS organization)
To: <tjchute@msn.com>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>,
<tfurgason@swca.com>
Cc: "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <mbidwell@swca.com>, "Debby
Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

A week or two ago, I had a phone conversation with Marcie Bidwell. 
Normally in a NEPA document/process, there is a proposal, and then 
alternatives to the proposal (no action and other actions).  Marcie and I 
had different understandings of whether Rosemont's EIS would be organized 
this way.

After scanning chapter 2, I'm still confused.  I also immediately noticed 
some typos, inconsistencies, and more: 
The first heading reads "Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action".  Is 
the proposed action really an alternative?  If so, what is everything an 
alternative to?
On page 2, there is a list of "Alternatives Considered in Detail", which 
lists No Action, Barrel-Mcleary (misspelled), Upper Barrel Only (I thought 
we dropped the word "Upper" a long time ago), and Scholefield-McCleary (I 
thought we dropped the word McCleary, now that waste rock will not be 
placed in McCleary creek).
I have many comments on the Visual Quality, Recreation, and Reclamation 
sections (see attached).

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 08/24/2010 12:02 PM -----

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 
08/24/2010 10:50 AM

To
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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cc

Subject
Chapter 2, June 21, 2010 version.docx

As promised.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Richard A Gerhart
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: Rosemont communication
Date: 11/19/2009 09:42 AM

Rick, I would suggest, with a little review and coaching  from you, this could be
easily rectified.  Can we start with that approach?  Thx.

ps Larry has really stepped up on this project and we appreciate it!  He's doing a
great job!

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS 

11/10/2009 04:52 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Richard A Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont communication

Rick and I just had a discussion about what I send out to cooperating
agency biologists and the way it is written, and in hindsight, for a
particular document (recommended scope of work for SWCA), I should
have worded some things differently, and for that I apologize. 
However, there may be times when I have difficulty predicting what
will be construed as inappropriate or sensitive, so if it is OK, I would
prefer to just go through an intermediary (Bev and Mindee), and they
can determine if what I write is appropriate or not.  If they think it can
be shared with cooperating agencies or SWCA or WestLand, they can
forward it, or edit and forward.  Hope I haven't caused too much grief.

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: Rosemont Copper Project April 21 IDT meeting
Date: 04/20/2010 02:45 PM

I had a question about the meeting tomorrow.  Just to clarify, we won't be meeting,
and you can use the time finishing homeowrk assignments, and talking with Mindee
and me one on one as needed.  Thanks!

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

04/15/2010 04:39 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject Rosemont Copper Project April 21 IDT meeting

Please spend that day finishing up homework assignments.  Mindee
and I will be checking in with team members next week to see how
everyone's doing on assignments and what we can do to answer
questions and help.  And, feel free to contact us with questions.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
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Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;

dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall
Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com;
Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: Rosemont Copper Project IDT meeting on May 26 (Core)
Date: 05/25/2010 03:20 PM
Attachments: Agenda template may 26 2010.docx

Hi Everyone, 

The next IDT meeting will be at the SO, and will be a half day meeting. This is a
core team meeting, but extended team members are encouraged to come if you
can.  Agenda is attached.  Mindee and Bev are unavailable for this meeting and
therefore, I have been asked to facilitate.  See you soon. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
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May 26, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project

ID Team Meeting



Location: Rm. 4B, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ



Time: 9:00-12:00



Attendees: Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team (Core)



Agenda:



09:00-10:00	New DEIS outline

10:00-11:00	What kinds of things would stop or postpone the DEIS Timeline

11:00-12:00	Project Status, upcoming meetings, round robin



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; Salek Shafiqullah; temmett@fs.fed.us; Tom Furgason;
wgillespie@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes

Subject: RE: Rosemont Copper Project IDT meeting on May 26 (Core)
Date: 05/26/2010 07:27 AM

This part of the meeting starts at 1:15, so Kathy Arnold can attend.  The purpose is to go through the
list of other mine features to determine what additional information resource specialists need from
Rosemont to complete effects analysis.  I suspect we'll finish up well before 4:00.  Thanks. 

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

05/25/2010 03:30 PM

To "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc <abelauskas@fs.fed.us>, <aelek@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, <cablair@fs.fed.us>, <ccleblanc@fs.fed.us>,
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, <ecuriel@fs.fed.us>,
<gmckay@fs.fed.us>, <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, "Kendall Brown"
<kbrown03@fs.fed.us>, <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, <rlaford@fs.fed.us>,
<rlefevre@fs.fed.us>, <seanlockwood@fs.fed.us>,
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>, <temmett@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>,
<wgillespie@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Rosemont Copper Project IDT meeting on May 26 (Core)

Salek/Bev- 
Per last week’s meeting, we were supposed to be meeting on the elements grid that Debby put together from 1-

4 and I was asked to attend. Is this still in the works or have we cancelled this? 
Thanks! 
Mel 
  
From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2010 3:20 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
Kendall Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard;
rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Tom Furgason; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Rosemont Copper Project IDT meeting on May 26 (Core) 
  

Hi Everyone, 

The next IDT meeting will be at the SO, and will be a half day meeting. This is a core team meeting,
but extended team members are encouraged to come if you can.  Agenda is attached.  Mindee and
Bev are unavailable for this meeting and therefore, I have been asked to facilitate.  See you soon. 
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Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Jess DeBusk
Subject: RE: Rosemont Copper project paleontology subsection
Date: 08/20/2010 02:01 PM

Hi Jess,

What is the status of this subsection?  If all but figures are completed, I would
appreciate having a copy of the text.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Jess DeBusk" <jdebusk@swca.com>

"Jess DeBusk"
<jdebusk@swca.com> 

07/16/2010 03:22 PM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Rosemont Copper project paleontology subsection

Bev,

 
I received the report, thanks very much for sending. 

 
Have a nice weekend,
Jess

 
From: Jess DeBusk 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 11:55 AM
To: 'beverson@fs.fed.us'
Subject: Rosemont Copper project paleontology subsection

 
Dear Bev,

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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I have been asked by our Tucson office to assist with the revision of the Geology
and Minerals section of the Rosemont Copper project EIS, particularly the Fossils
subsection.  Jonathon Rigg has given me access to the project documents and I
have reviewed the edited section.  Jonathon suggested I contact you for further
guidance regarding Forest Service expectations for the Fossils subsection.  In
reviewing your comments, I believe I can address your specific comments with
some desktop research of the area geology and paleontology.  I welcome any
further guidance from you, particularly regarding the depth of the discussion you
would like to see.  Please let me know if this would be best to discuss over the
phone and I can give you a ring, or you can reach me at my office number below. 
Alternatively, you can reply to jdebusk@swca.com.  I look forward to hearing from
you.  

 
Sincerely,
Jess 

 
Jessica DeBusk
Project Manager-Paleontology Lead
SWCA Environmental Consultants
625 Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 190
South Pasadena, CA 91030
ofc: 626.240.0587
cell: 760.271.6943
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Jess DeBusk
Subject: Re: Rosemont Copper project paleontology subsection
Date: 07/16/2010 03:40 PM

Hi Jess,

I faxed you a copy of the Anamax paleontology section that I mentioned this
morning.  Please let me know if you didn't receive it.

I'll follow this email with some information on the Ft. Crittendon Fmtn. that I
mentioned, and a couple of other references that may be helpful to you.

It was nice talking with you this morning.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Jess DeBusk" <jdebusk@swca.com>

"Jess DeBusk"
<jdebusk@swca.com> 

07/15/2010 11:54 AM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Rosemont Copper project paleontology subsection

Dear Bev,

 
I have been asked by our Tucson office to assist with the revision of the Geology
and Minerals section of the Rosemont Copper project EIS, particularly the Fossils
subsection.  Jonathon Rigg has given me access to the project documents and I
have reviewed the edited section.  Jonathon suggested I contact you for further
guidance regarding Forest Service expectations for the Fossils subsection.  In
reviewing your comments, I believe I can address your specific comments with
some desktop research of the area geology and paleontology.  I welcome any
further guidance from you, particularly regarding the depth of the discussion you
would like to see.  Please let me know if this would be best to discuss over the
phone and I can give you a ring, or you can reach me at my office number below. 
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Alternatively, you can reply to jdebusk@swca.com.  I look forward to hearing from
you.  

 
Sincerely,
Jess 

 
Jessica DeBusk
Project Manager-Paleontology Lead
SWCA Environmental Consultants
625 Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 190
South Pasadena, CA 91030
ofc: 626.240.0587
cell: 760.271.6943

 

mailto:jdebusk@swca.com


From: Jess DeBusk
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Rosemont Copper project paleontology subsection
Date: 07/16/2010 03:22 PM

Bev,
 
I received the report, thanks very much for sending.
 
Have a nice weekend,
Jess
 

From: Jess DeBusk 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 11:55 AM
To: 'beverson@fs.fed.us'
Subject: Rosemont Copper project paleontology subsection
 
Dear Bev,
 
I have been asked by our Tucson office to assist with the revision of the Geology and Minerals
section of the Rosemont Copper project EIS, particularly the Fossils subsection.  Jonathon Rigg has
given me access to the project documents and I have reviewed the edited section.  Jonathon
suggested I contact you for further guidance regarding Forest Service expectations for the Fossils
subsection.  In reviewing your comments, I believe I can address your specific comments with some
desktop research of the area geology and paleontology.  I welcome any further guidance from you,
particularly regarding the depth of the discussion you would like to see.  Please let me know if this
would be best to discuss over the phone and I can give you a ring, or you can reach me at my office
number below.  Alternatively, you can reply to jdebusk@swca.com.  I look forward to hearing from
you. 
 
Sincerely,
Jess
 
Jessica DeBusk
Project Manager-Paleontology Lead
SWCA Environmental Consultants
625 Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 190
South Pasadena, CA 91030
ofc: 626.240.0587
cell: 760.271.6943
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Rosemont Copper Project, Requirement to protect integrity of the process
Date: 08/07/2009 03:42 PM

Thank you for forwarding this to me Bev.  I passed along to John with an admonishment not to discuss
any aspect of the project that is not spelled out in the MOU.
 
Tom

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Thu 8/6/2009 6:03 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Copper Project, Requirement to protect integrity of the process

FYI 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/06/2009 06:02 PM ----- 
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS

08/06/2009 04:03 PM

To ccoyle@swca.com
cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanine

Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, jsturgess@augustaresource.com

Subject Rosemont Copper Project, Requirement to protect integrity of the
process

Charles, Please remind all your employees of the need to preserve the integrity of the
project's deliberative process: 

MOU Item C8, "As soon as the scoping process is underway, the Proponent will limit
its communications with the Prime Consultant and the Forest Service to matters of
budget, schedule, and fulfillment of information requests (see F.3 and F.4)." 

MOU Item F4, "The independent nature of the NEPA process creates the need to
conduct the process with integrity.  The Forest Service ID Team Leader will establish
the process for the efficient flow of communication between the Prime Consultant, the
Proponent and the Forest Service.  Oral and written communication among ID team
members are protected from disclosure to preserve the integrity of the deliberative
process.  Individuals who disclose this kind of information to the public and/or
proponent will be excluded from further participation in the NEPA review."  [Emphasis

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


added] 

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Reta Laford
Subject: Re: Rosemont Core IDT meeting tomorrow
Date: 02/20/2009 04:01 PM

Hello Bev,
Myself and the core team was instructed (by you and Reta) to attend the 1900-1
training in PHX the week of March 2nd which includes the March 4th meeting you
mention below.  I was under the assumption that you Bev, as well as the rest of the
core team, were also attending the 1900-1 with me.   Are you and the rest of the
core team not attending this training?  According to my calendar there appears to be
a conflict.  

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

02/20/2009 03:38 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Alan Belauskas/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Janet
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Keith L
Graves/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mriechard@SWCA.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont Core IDT meeting tomorrow

Hi Everyone,

This is to notify you, both core and extended team, of a few different items, as
follows:

    Update on the analysis, and the work that the team has completed - the team
worked VERY hard at the end of last month to complete the review of the issue
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themes that SWCA wrote, and to     make determinations as to which of the themes
werre issues vs. non-issues and which of the issues were significant.  This week part
of the team returned to document their reasoning for the     
    determininations, and again did some awesome work.  In some of the
documentation however, specialist expertise was required, thus a few of us (me
included) will have homework assignments     to help with the documentation prior
to the next IDT meeting on March 4.  I will be sending out those assignments to you
shortly, and will be asking for completion of the assignments by February     27th.
Note that I'm giving you this deadline so that I have a chance to look over the
documentation prior to our next meeting.  I think you'll find they what's being asked
of you can be completed in a     very short time.

    What's next: beginning development of existing conditions for Chapter 3 of the
EIS.  I have asked that SWCA specialists develop draft outlines for their respective
portions of Chapter 3 by         February 27th. With this, you can expect to hear from
your SWCA specialist counterparts, asking for some of the information that they will
need to compose the outlines.  Some of you have already     had extensive contact
with your SWCA contacts, others may have had none at all.  Please assist your
counterparts as much as possible when they reach out to you, especially where we
have     access to information that they would not readiyl have access to on their
own. Know that that SWCA is doing the heavy lifting throughout the analysis, and
that they shouldn't be asking you to         obtain information that they can get on
their own.  And, please take this opportunity over the next week or so to get to
know your counterparts if you haven't already.

    What else is next...the core team will meet in 6V6, from 9:00 to 4:00 to for
discussion and review of Issue Statement development.  This part of the meeting
will primarily be a presentation by SWCA     folks.  We may also have some
discussion of our determinations on issue vs. non-issue and significant vs. not
significant, and discussion on the affected environment and existing conditions. 
    Finally, we'll briefly review Alternative development.

The March 4 meeting will be mandatory for the core team.  Extended team members
will be warmly welcomed to the meeting also!  Please plan to attend if you can fit it
into your busy schedules.

One last note to the team; I will be on leave from March 5 through March 23, and
Kent Ellett will be filling in as team leader, with Reta and Teresa Ann's support. 
Please feel free to contact me at any time before the 5th if there is project business
that you need to discuss.

Thank you for your diligence in your work on this project, and for the great
teamwork and enthusiasm you've shown.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701



Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

02/17/2009 12:30 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

cc Alan Belauskas/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Janet
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Keith L
Graves/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mriechard@SWCA.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont Core IDT meeting tomorrow

Hi Everyone,

This is to confirm that we will be having an IDT meeting tomorrow.  The core team
should have this day obligated for the meeting; for the extended team the meeting
is optional, but please attend if your schedule allows.

In our meetings a couple of weeks ago, we determined that some potential issues
were not issues at all, and others were not significant issues.  Tomorrow we're going
to refine our reasoning and expand on our documentation for these determinations.

We'll meet in 6V6 from 9:00 to 4:30, with a break for lunch.

Please bring the binders that you received at the Sept. 10 kick-off meeting.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist

notes://localhost/872568590056BE15/0/650341C4410EB2E90725755900745941


Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Cc: Alan Belauskas; Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel;

Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; Janet Jones; John Able; Keith L Graves; Kendall
Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell; mriechard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; Salek
Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: Re: Rosemont Core IDT meeting tomorrow
Date: 02/20/2009 03:38 PM

Hi Everyone,

This is to notify you, both core and extended team, of a few different items, as
follows:

    Update on the analysis, and the work that the team has completed - the team
worked VERY hard at the end of last month to complete the review of the issue
themes that SWCA wrote, and to     make determinations as to which of the themes
werre issues vs. non-issues and which of the issues were significant.  This week part
of the team returned to document their reasoning for the     
    determininations, and again did some awesome work.  In some of the
documentation however, specialist expertise was required, thus a few of us (me
included) will have homework assignments     to help with the documentation prior
to the next IDT meeting on March 4.  I will be sending out those assignments to you
shortly, and will be asking for completion of the assignments by February     27th.
Note that I'm giving you this deadline so that I have a chance to look over the
documentation prior to our next meeting.  I think you'll find they what's being asked
of you can be completed in a     very short time.

    What's next: beginning development of existing conditions for Chapter 3 of the
EIS.  I have asked that SWCA specialists develop draft outlines for their respective
portions of Chapter 3 by         February 27th. With this, you can expect to hear from
your SWCA specialist counterparts, asking for some of the information that they will
need to compose the outlines.  Some of you have already     had extensive contact
with your SWCA contacts, others may have had none at all.  Please assist your
counterparts as much as possible when they reach out to you, especially where we
have     access to information that they would not readiyl have access to on their
own. Know that that SWCA is doing the heavy lifting throughout the analysis, and
that they shouldn't be asking you to         obtain information that they can get on
their own.  And, please take this opportunity over the next week or so to get to
know your counterparts if you haven't already.

    What else is next...the core team will meet in 6V6, from 9:00 to 4:00 to for
discussion and review of Issue Statement development.  This part of the meeting
will primarily be a presentation by SWCA     folks.  We may also have some
discussion of our determinations on issue vs. non-issue and significant vs. not
significant, and discussion on the affected environment and existing conditions. 
    Finally, we'll briefly review Alternative development.

The March 4 meeting will be mandatory for the core team.  Extended team members
will be warmly welcomed to the meeting also!  Please plan to attend if you can fit it
into your busy schedules.

One last note to the team; I will be on leave from March 5 through March 23, and
Kent Ellett will be filling in as team leader, with Reta and Teresa Ann's support. 
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Please feel free to contact me at any time before the 5th if there is project business
that you need to discuss.

Thank you for your diligence in your work on this project, and for the great
teamwork and enthusiasm you've shown.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

02/17/2009 12:30 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

cc Alan Belauskas/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Janet
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Keith L
Graves/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mriechard@SWCA.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont Core IDT meeting tomorrow

Hi Everyone,

This is to confirm that we will be having an IDT meeting tomorrow. 
The core team should have this day obligated for the meeting; for the
extended team the meeting is optional, but please attend if your
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schedule allows.

In our meetings a couple of weeks ago, we determined that some
potential issues were not issues at all, and others were not significant
issues.  Tomorrow we're going to refine our reasoning and expand on
our documentation for these determinations.

We'll meet in 6V6 from 9:00 to 4:30, with a break for lunch.

Please bring the binders that you received at the Sept. 10 kick-off
meeting.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Jeremy J Sautter

Subject: Re: Rosemont core IDT meeting Wednesday, September 1
Date: 08/27/2010 03:16 PM

RCC Team, 

Please plan on a half day meeting, 9:00 to 12:00 in 6V6, to discuss bounds of
analysis and past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions (the table that I've
asked for input from some of you from.  Time allowing, we'll also do a round robin
project update.

Extended team members are welcome and encouraged to attend. 

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Arthur S Elek
Subject: Re: Rosemont core IDT meeting Wednesday, September 1
Date: 08/30/2010 09:40 AM

Thanks for letting me know.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Arthur S Elek/R3/USDAFS

Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS

08/28/2010 09:16 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Rosemont core IDT meeting Wednesday,

September 1

Hi Bev,
As it turns out I won't be able to make the 9/8 meeting after all. I have a State
Firewise meeting that was previously scheduled for that day.

ART ELEK
Fire Prevention Officer
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales AZ. 85621
Office:  (520) 761-6010
Cell:      (520) 975-7814
Fax:      (520) 281-2396
e-mail    aelek@fs.fed.us
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/27/2010 03:16 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont core IDT meeting Wednesday,

September 1

RCC Team, 

Please plan on a half day meeting, 9:00 to 12:00 in 6V6, to discuss bounds of
analysis and past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions (the table that I've
asked for input from some of you from.  Time allowing, we'll also do a round robin
project update. 

Extended team members are welcome and encouraged to attend. 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

notes://entr3a/882568C5003C60AE/0/435F49A4C8350D4A0725778800680022


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Arthur S Elek
Subject: Re: Rosemont core IDT meeting Wednesday, September 1
Date: 08/30/2010 10:39 AM

Thanks for letting me know.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Arthur S Elek/R3/USDAFS

Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS

08/28/2010 09:16 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Rosemont core IDT meeting Wednesday,

September 1

Hi Bev,
As it turns out I won't be able to make the 9/8 meeting after all. I have a State
Firewise meeting that was previously scheduled for that day.

ART ELEK
Fire Prevention Officer
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales AZ. 85621
Office:  (520) 761-6010
Cell:      (520) 975-7814
Fax:      (520) 281-2396
e-mail    aelek@fs.fed.us
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/27/2010 03:16 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
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mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont core IDT meeting Wednesday,

September 1

RCC Team, 

Please plan on a half day meeting, 9:00 to 12:00 in 6V6, to discuss bounds of
analysis and past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions (the table that I've
asked for input from some of you from.  Time allowing, we'll also do a round robin
project update. 

Extended team members are welcome and encouraged to attend. 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

notes://entr3a/882568C5003C60AE/0/435F49A4C8350D4A0725778800680022


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Jeremy J Sautter

Subject: Re: Rosemont core IDT meeting Wednesday, September 1
Date: 08/27/2010 03:16 PM

RCC Team, 

Please plan on a half day meeting, 9:00 to 12:00 in 6V6, to discuss bounds of
analysis and past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions (the table that I've
asked for input from some of you from.  Time allowing, we'll also do a round robin
project update.

Extended team members are welcome and encouraged to attend. 

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Terry L Austin
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel; Jennifer Ruyle; Melinda D Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Re: Rosemont data
Date: 11/18/2009 10:18 AM
Attachments: Data.xlsx

Hello Terry,
Sorry about cluttering up your area. I am the guilty party who placed the
Alternatives9_28_9.gdb into the Rosemont gis area.  This is data which Rosemont
consultant Tetra Tec generated for the IDT on the project.  I received it from SWCA for
some work I was conducting last month.  I placed it in the Rosemont folder because I
thought other specialist would want to use it as well.  I was under the assumption that the
Rosemont folder was a "working area" for all of the IDT members and not closed for data
exchange.  However, per your email request, in the future, I wont place anything else in
there and I guess just keep all Rosemont data in my own C drive or in a different area on
the network.   Other ideas?  Thanks.  

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Terry L Austin/R3/USDAFS

Terry L
Austin/R3/USDAFS 

11/18/2009 09:00 AM

To Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jennifer
Ruyle/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Rosemont data

I received all the data that El Aran - RO had.  There was also a geodatabase
called Alternatives_9_28_9 filed in rosemont folder (not sure of source). 
Attached is a spreadsheet of data we have.  There is so much data - I
summarized as best I could.  
Please do not file anything else regarding Rosemont GIS data in
J:\fsfiles\office\gisprojects\sup_off\rosemont.  We need to incorporate all data
we have & get metadata about all this data.

^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^
Terry L. Austin
GIS/Data Specialist
Ecosystem Management Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8356
fax:  (520) 388-8332
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email:  tlaustin@fs.fed.us
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Debby Kriegel; tjchute@msn.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Rosemont DEIS - Visual Quality and Recreation delays
Date: 07/26/2010 04:39 PM

Tom, Just a heads up...  I will follow up with Debby Tuesday morning and report at
our 9:30 meeting what else comes in between now and then.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

07/26/2010 03:24 PM

To tjchute@msn.com, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont DEIS - Visual Quality and Recreation delays

It is nearly 3:30 on Monday. 

SWCA was supposed to have the recreation affected environment to
me today.  Steve Leslie called me this morning to say he would get
this to me by the end of the day.  I am still waiting.

SWCA was supposed to have the visual quality affected environment,
some simulations, and an outline for the environmental consequences
to me on Friday.  Late this morning, Marcie sent me a link to the SWCA
website where she has posted some simulations.  They are problematic
for me to download, so I have asked for printed versions, which Melissa
is working on.  At noon, Marcie Bidwell sent me the affected
environment without maps, graphics, or photos, and with numerous
other gaps (comments with questions, references missing, and some of
my comments from November not incorporated).  I left her a voicemail
stating that I need a more complete version.  I have not seen anything
for the environmental consequences outline.

The RO and me were supposed to comment on these items by this
Friday, but that was based on having the whole week to review, and
now I need to FedEx items to the RO, which will take another day. 
This is a lot of material to review very quickly, and we've already lost
today.

Just wanted you to know that there continue to be problems and
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delays.



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Jim Davis
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Re: Rosemont Draft Data Transmittal - For Review Purposes Only
Date: 01/14/2009 08:27 AM

Thanks, Jim, and as I mentioned to you on the phone yesterday, you can forward
this information to the other specialists that will be attending the meeting, and to
Melissa Reichard at SWCA if needed.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Jim Davis" <jdavis@elmontgomery.com>

"Jim Davis"
<jdavis@elmontgomery.com> 

01/12/2009 05:09 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Rosemont Draft Data Transmittal - For Review
Purposes Only

Bev, 

I am providing draft versions of the tables, illustrations, appendices, etc.
for the Rosemont Drilling, Testing, and Monitoring report to you for
review and consideration prior to our technical meeting on Thursday,
January 15, 2009.  We feel this information will make for more
productive and pertinent discussions at the meeting.  Could you please
forward this email to those persons from USFS, SWCA, and SRK
(others?) who will be attending the East-side meeting on Thursday, so
that they have a chance to review it prior to the meeting?

Unfortunately, the electronic files are too large to fit in email, so we have
placed it on our FTP site.  You should be able to download it there. 
Please use the following information to download the files:

Via Internet Explorer, go to ftp://ftp.elmontgomery.com/array1 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Username: emaftp 
FTP Password: watershed1012 

Go to the file folder "ftp", then click on the file folder "Jdavis", then
right click on the zip file "Draft USFS Data Transmittal - Jan2009.zip",
and follow download instructions.  After you download the file, you'll be
prompted for another password:  

File Password:  Rose56 (case-sensitive) 

Important:  Download the file first, then unzip it on your local computer,
using the File Password supplied.  Please remember that these files are
DRAFT and for Review Purposes Only.

Please let me know if you have any problems downloading or opening
the file. 

Thank you, 
Jim 

James S. Davis, R.G. 
  
ERROL L. MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES, INC.  
1550 E. Prince Road 
Tucson, AZ  85719 

(520) 881-4912 (office) 
(520) 906-6665 (cell) 
(520) 881-1609 (fax) 
www.elmontgomery.com 
  
This email message and any attached electronic files are intended solely for the use of the
addressee(s) named above, are confidential, and may be legally privileged.  Unauthorized
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this email message or any part thereof is strictly prohibited.  If
you have received this email message in error, please immediately notify us by reply email and/or by
phone and delete all  copies of this email message including attachments from your computer system.

http://www.elmontgomery.com/


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Brian Lindenlaub
Subject: Re: Rosemont Drilling Plan BA/E
Date: 02/14/2008 11:32 AM

Thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Brian Lindenlaub" <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>

"Brian Lindenlaub"
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com> 

02/12/2008 10:23 AM

To "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc <karnold@augustaresource.com>

Subject Rosemont Drilling Plan BA/E

Bev,

 
I just wanted to let you know that I spoke with Debbie Sebesta regarding
the BA/E for the Rosemont drilling program plan of operations.  Debbie
indicated that the plan had a lot of relevant information in it, and that she
was working on the BA/E and would have it completed by the end of the
week.  As such, we do not currently intend to submit a BA/E, but will
support Debbie fully in her efforts.

 
Just wanted to keep you in the loop.

 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Senior Project Manager
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson, AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518
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This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.



From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: karnold@augustaresource.com; Beverley A Everson; Keith L Graves; Jamie Sturgess; Jamie Monte; Jim Davis;

Christopher C LeBlanc
Subject: RE: Rosemont Drilling Plan of Operations
Date: 02/15/2008 01:26 PM

All,
 
Some question has arisen as to the precise well and borehole locations proposed in the “Plan of
Operations: Rosemont Project Hydrologic and Geotechnical Drilling Operations” (the Plan), particularly
the nested wells.  Please bear in mind that, given the scale of the provided figure and the size of the
well and borehole symbols, the figure may provide a slightly misleading sense of the actual proposed
hole locations. 
 
For instance, at the RP-3 location, there are two proposed wells (RP-3A and RP-3B) and a proposed
geotechnical borehole (C-7).  Although symbols are provided for three holes for clarity, the text of the
Plan provides clarification that geotechnical data to be obtained from borehole C-7 will be obtained
from the upper portion of well RP-3A, so that only two holes (RP-3A and RP-3B) will ultimately be
constructed.
 
Proposed drilling and well pad construction will only take place within the boundaries of areas surveyed
and cleared for cultural resources, either by SWCA in their March 2007 archaeological report or by CNF
staff in field visits on February 4 and 8, 2008.  Prior to any drill pad construction activities, an
archaeologist along with individuals from Tetra Tech and Errol Montgomery & Associates (who will be
directing the drilling) will visit each proposed well and borehole location and flag the boundaries of the
proposed disturbance.  The coordinates of these boundaries will be recorded with a sub-meter GPS
and provided to CNF staff to confirm that the proposed disturbance is outside any identified cultural
resource site boundaries.  If, after the coordinates have been provided, CNF determines that an
archaeological monitor is warranted, one will be provided for any ground disturbing activities in the area
of concern.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Senior Project Manager
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson, AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518
 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:klgraves@fs.fed.us
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:Jamie.Monte@tetratech.com
mailto:jdavis@elmontgomery.com
mailto:ccleblanc@fs.fed.us


From: Tom Furgason
To: Dale Ortman PE; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Kent C Ellett; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard; Rion Bowers; CHRISTOPHER GARRETT
Subject: RE: Rosemont EIS - Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Hydrology
Date: 03/11/2009 07:45 AM

Dale,
 
FYI- Salek hopped on the same river trip that Bev is on.  We'll have to go forward without his review. 
We may want to contact Roger Congdon as an alternative.
 
Tom

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com]
Sent: Wed 3/11/2009 7:42 AM
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; Kent C Ellett; Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Rion Bowers;
'CHRISTOPHER GARRETT'
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Hydrology

Salek,
 
Attached is a draft of the Chapter 3 headings for Hydrology I Word format for your review.  Please
review and comment as per the CNF direction.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; Rochelle Dresser
Subject: RE: Rosemont EIS - Water Resources - Update on Rosemont Submissions
Date: 03/29/2010 04:26 PM

Salek,
 
The email below was sent on 3/22 and I have not heard back yet.  I realize you have had a lot of
catching up to do last week, but we need to decide what to do with these newly submitted
documents.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2010 9:53 AM
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us)
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Water Resources - Update on Rosemont Submissions
 
Salek,
 
We have recently received several water resource submissions from Rosemont; the current
disposition of each is outlined below:
 
A Scope-of-Work and a Request for Cost Estimate has been issue to MWH to review the following,
but no response has been received to date:
 

1.       Montgomery (2010), Response to MWH October 23 Review of Groundwater Modeling
Conducted for Rosemont Copper Company’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, February 9,

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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2010
 
Scopes-of-Work and Requests for Cost Estimate have been issued to SRK to review the following,
but no responses have been received to date:
 

1.       TetraTech (2010), Infiltration, Seepage, Fate and Transport Modeling Report, February
2010

2.       TetraTech (2010), Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model, February 2010
3.       AMEC (2010), Rosemont Copper Project Responses to Dry Stack TSF Comments Provided by

SRK, January 26, 2010
 
No action has been taken to date to have a technical subconsultant review the following:
 

1.       Montgomery (2010), Comparison of Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater Level to
Provisional Drawdown Projections, Rosemont Mine, March 1, 2010

2.       TetraTech  (2010), Technical Memorandum Rosemont Hydrology Method Justification,
January 27, 2010

3.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Mine Plan of Operations Stormwater
Assessment, March 5, 2010

4.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Barrel Only Alternative Stormwater Assessment,
March 5, 2010

5.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Barrel and McCleary Alternative Stormwater
Assessment, March 5, 2010

6.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Partial Pit Backfill Alternative Stormwater
Assessment, March 5, 2010

7.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Scholefield Tailings and McCleary Waste
Alternative Stormwater Assessment, March 5, 2010

8.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Sycamore Canyon and Barrel Waste Alternative
Stormwater Assessment, March 5, 2010

 
SWCA recommended on March 16, 2010 forwarding the following document to Rosemont for their
consideration, but we have received no confirmation of that action:
 

1.       SRK (2010), Technical Memorandum Preliminary Geochemistry Review – Proposed
Rosemont Copper Project, February 10, 2010

 
I suggest we get together to discuss the above; let me know if you agree and, if so, when would be
convenient for you.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC



Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Walter Keyes
To: Ralph Ellis
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Rosemont EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment
Date: 06/12/2009 11:45 AM

Ralph,

Please keep working on TetraTech regarding the two roadway segments, and why
the break is where it is.  This is important to understand, and right now I have no
understanding on why the break is where it is.

I'll look at what you sent, likely Monday.

We also need to address whatever transportation will occur on the alternate, or
secondary access route(s).  Namely, the permanent and potentially construction
utility access routes.  Use on these routes will likely pale in comparison to the
primary access route, but there will still be an impact and it needs to be addressed. 
Specifically, the permanent utility access route (as shown in the Mine Plan of
Operation; MPO) will go through the Gunsight Pass areas, or at least close.  The
temporary utility access route (NOT in the MPO) would run from Box Canyon Road
(on the south side of the project area) and then to the project site, likely along one
of the existing USFS roads.

Thanks.

Walt.
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
     "Being right too soon is socially unacceptable".
                                                  -- Robert A. Heinlein
..........................................................................
▼ "Ralph Ellis" <rellis@swca.com>

"Ralph Ellis"
<rellis@swca.com> 

06/11/2009 03:55 PM

To "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>

cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Rosemont EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment

Walter,
I have not heard back from Tetra Tech on their reasoning behind
breaking up the two roadway segments at Hidden Valley Road.  I will
keep trying. 

 

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:rellis@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


In the mean time I am forwarding you the draft of the geographic and
temporal parameters of what will be analyzed for Transportation/Access
along with a graphic. 

 

 

From: Walter Keyes [mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2009 12:50 PM
To: Ralph Ellis
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Rosemont EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment

Ralph, 

The Mining Plan of Operations  (MPO) speaks of shipping the
concentrates and copper plate from the Port of Tucson, as I recall. 
This means everything of substance will head north on SR 83.  If this is
correct--which I believe it is--then I concur with your analysis
intersections as presented here.   

Looking at the Traffic Analysis document I see the description of the
two adjacent roadway segments (each a portion of SR 83/ aka AZ 83),
separated by Hidden Valley Road's intersection.  I don't see or
understand the reasoning behind breaking the two segments at that
location as opposed to, say, at Rosemont Junction.  Perhaps you can
enlighten me? 

Regarding the analysis times, I concur. 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax /
wkeyes@fs.fed.us
    "Being right too soon is socially unacceptable".
                                                 -- Robert A. Heinlein
.......................................................................... 

"Ralph Ellis" <rellis@swca.com> 

05/28/2009 10:53 AM 
To "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us> 
cc

Subject RE: Rosemont EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment



Walt, 
I have been asked by the SWCA project manager to proceed with drafting the
transportation/access sections of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, of the Rosemont
EIS.  The first step is to establish the bounds of analysis (both geographic and
temporal) as well as the timeline of analysis.  The traffic analysis report study area
included seven intersections and two roadway segments along SR 83 between
Interstate 10 and Greaterville Road.  It included the following: 

1-10 westbound on- and off-ramps 
1-10 eastbound on- and off-ramps 
East Sahuarita Road 
Hilton Ranch Road 
Hidden Valley Road 
Rosemont Junction 
Greaterville Road

Do you concur with the above bound of analysis for transportation/analysis and the
time of analysis would be during the construction, operations and closure phases of
the mining project? 

From: Walter Keyes [mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2009 5:24 PM
To: Ralph Ellis
Cc: Charles Coyle; Jeff Connell; Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Rosemont EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment

Ralph, 

Attached is the document with my markups in yellow highlight.   

Thanks. 

Walt. 

...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8332 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
   "Being right too soon is socially unacceptable".
                                                -- Robert A. Heinlein
.......................................................................... 



"Ralph Ellis"
<rellis@swca.com> 

03/09/2009 10:16 AM 
To <wkeyes@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Jeff Connell" <jconnell@swca.com>, "Tom

Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com> 
Subject Rosemont EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment

Walter, 
Attached is what I have developed as headings and subheadings for the
Transportation section of Chapter 3, Affected Environment.  Please
review and provide any comments or additions that you may have. 
Thanks. 

<<Chapter 3, TRANSPORTATION.doc>> 

Ralph Ellis 
Sr. Environmental Planner/Project Manager 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
3033 N. Central Avenue, Suite 145 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 
T 602.274.3831 / F 602.274.3958/ C 480.510.3586 
www.swca.com 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.® 

file:////www.swca.com/


From: Walter Keyes
To: Ralph Ellis
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Rosemont EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment
Date: 05/28/2009 12:49 PM

Ralph,

The Mining Plan of Operations  (MPO) speaks of shipping the concentrates and
copper plate from the Port of Tucson, as I recall.  This means everything of
substance will head north on SR 83.  If this is correct--which I believe it is--then I
concur with your analysis intersections as presented here.  

Looking at the Traffic Analysis document I see the description of the two adjacent
roadway segments (each a portion of SR 83/ aka AZ 83), separated by Hidden Valley
Road's intersection.  I don't see or understand the reasoning behind breaking the
two segments at that location as opposed to, say, at Rosemont Junction.  Perhaps
you can enlighten me?

Regarding the analysis times, I concur.

Walt.
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
     "Being right too soon is socially unacceptable".
                                                  -- Robert A. Heinlein
..........................................................................
▼ "Ralph Ellis" <rellis@swca.com>

"Ralph Ellis"
<rellis@swca.com> 

05/28/2009 10:53 AM

To "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Rosemont EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment

Walt,
I have been asked by the SWCA project manager to proceed with
drafting the transportation/access sections of Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, of the Rosemont EIS.  The first step is to establish the
bounds of analysis (both geographic and temporal) as well as the
timeline of analysis.  The traffic analysis report study area included
seven intersections and two roadway segments along SR 83 between
Interstate 10 and Greaterville Road.  It included the following:

1-10 westbound on- and off-ramps
1-10 eastbound on- and off-ramps

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:rellis@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


East Sahuarita Road
Hilton Ranch Road
Hidden Valley Road
Rosemont Junction
Greaterville Road

Do you concur with the above bound of analysis for
transportation/analysis and the time of analysis would be during the
construction, operations and closure phases of the mining project?

From: Walter Keyes [mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2009 5:24 PM
To: Ralph Ellis
Cc: Charles Coyle; Jeff Connell; Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Rosemont EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment

Ralph, 

Attached is the document with my markups in yellow highlight.   

Thanks. 

Walt. 

...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8332 fax /
wkeyes@fs.fed.us
    "Being right too soon is socially unacceptable".
                                                 -- Robert A. Heinlein
.......................................................................... 

"Ralph Ellis"
<rellis@swca.com> 

03/09/2009 10:16 AM 
To <wkeyes@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Jeff Connell" <jconnell@swca.com>, "Tom

Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com> 
Subject Rosemont EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment



Walter, 
Attached is what I have developed as headings and subheadings for the
Transportation section of Chapter 3, Affected Environment.  Please
review and provide any comments or additions that you may have. 
Thanks. 

<<Chapter 3, TRANSPORTATION.doc>> 

Ralph Ellis 
Sr. Environmental Planner/Project Manager 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
3033 N. Central Avenue, Suite 145 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 
T 602.274.3831 / F 602.274.3958/ C 480.510.3586 
www.swca.com 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.® 

file:////www.swca.com/


From: Tom Furgason
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Cc: Mary Rowley; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Rosemont EIS
Date: 03/09/2008 04:32 PM

Kathy,
 
Thank you for your response.  I have forwarded this to our graphic designer for her use.  Do you know
if any of the photos have been manipulated in any way?  Thanks again.
 
Tom

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com]
Sent: Fri 3/7/2008 2:12 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: 'Mary Rowley'; 'Beverley A Everson'
Subject: FW: Rosemont EIS

Tom –
I spoke to Bev today regarding the pictures you requested through her and wanted to fully respond to
your call for pictures.  I have assembled all of the photos that were taken of the site by Tetra Tech
employees or professionals for portions of the Rosemont project and we would like to make these
available to you.  You can find electronic copies of those photos at the ftp site below:
 
ftp://209.12.31.170/  
Username: Rosemont Copper_EIS
Pass: Rc_Eis
 
Please let me know if you need additional photos and we can try to comply.  There are other items that
we can make available for display that we plan to bring to the planning meeting next week and I would
like to offer to have a set made for you if you and the Forest Service public relations people think that
they would have some value.  These items include things like:  laminated maps from the reclamation
plan, jars of tailings material at various moisture contents from 5% to 75%, aerial photos, etc.
 
If you have access trouble, let me know.
 
Cheers! 
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company  
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
From: Gonzales, Chris [mailto:Chris.Gonzales@tetratech.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 07, 2008 1:48 PM
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: Rosemont EIS
 
Kathy,

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
mailto:mary@strongpointpr.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
ftp://209.12.31.170/
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
http://www.rosemontcopper.com/


 
I have set up an ftp site for the EIS project. The log in information is located below:
 
 
 
Please let me know if you have any problems logging in. Thanks
 
 
Chris Gonzales | CAD Designer  
Direct:  520.297.7723 | Fax  520.297.7724
Email: chris.gonzales@tetratech.com

Tetra Tech
3031 West Ina Road  |  Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be
unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from
your system. 

 

mailto:chris.gonzales@tetratech.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Cc: Mary Rowley; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Rosemont EIS
Date: 03/09/2008 04:32 PM

Kathy,
 
Thank you for your response.  I have forwarded this to our graphic designer for her use.  Do you know
if any of the photos have been manipulated in any way?  Thanks again.
 
Tom

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com]
Sent: Fri 3/7/2008 2:12 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: 'Mary Rowley'; 'Beverley A Everson'
Subject: FW: Rosemont EIS

Tom –
I spoke to Bev today regarding the pictures you requested through her and wanted to fully respond to
your call for pictures.  I have assembled all of the photos that were taken of the site by Tetra Tech
employees or professionals for portions of the Rosemont project and we would like to make these
available to you.  You can find electronic copies of those photos at the ftp site below:
 
ftp://209.12.31.170/  
Username: Rosemont Copper_EIS
Pass: Rc_Eis
 
Please let me know if you need additional photos and we can try to comply.  There are other items that
we can make available for display that we plan to bring to the planning meeting next week and I would
like to offer to have a set made for you if you and the Forest Service public relations people think that
they would have some value.  These items include things like:  laminated maps from the reclamation
plan, jars of tailings material at various moisture contents from 5% to 75%, aerial photos, etc.
 
If you have access trouble, let me know.
 
Cheers! 
Kathy
 
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company  
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
From: Gonzales, Chris [mailto:Chris.Gonzales@tetratech.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 07, 2008 1:48 PM
To: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: Rosemont EIS
 
Kathy,
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I have set up an ftp site for the EIS project. The log in information is located below:
 
 
 
Please let me know if you have any problems logging in. Thanks
 
 
Chris Gonzales | CAD Designer  
Direct:  520.297.7723 | Fax  520.297.7724
Email: chris.gonzales@tetratech.com

Tetra Tech
3031 West Ina Road  |  Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be
unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from
your system. 
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Melinda D Roth
Cc: Tom Furgason; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Charles Coyle
Subject: RE: Rosemont FAQs
Date: 09/08/2009 03:47 PM
Attachments: Q & A.doc

Mindee-
We looked at this possibility quite a while ago. I thought I would pass along what we put together
back then, at John Able’s request for the website. You might find it useful.
Thanks!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2009 3:35 PM
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;
kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; William B Gillespie; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; Teresa Ann Ciapusci;
Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Heidi Schewel
Subject: Rosemont FAQs
 

I'd like to develop and post to our website some basic project information.  Basic information could help
1) educate the public about the project 2) answer general questions 3) limit mis-information 4) limit the
time required to answer basic questions...  I'd like to ask you all to review the list of questions I have
and give me some input on other basic questions that come to mind.  Thanks. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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1.
What is the role of the Forest Service?


The role of the Forest Service is set by law and regulation.  They must respond to and analyze all MPOs, including Rosemont Copper Company’s (Company), under appropriate federal laws.


2.
Is this a done deal?


3.
Has the project been approved?


No.  A preliminary MPO has been received.  Information contained therein is considered sufficient to begin analysis under NEPA.  The project can not be approved until an EIS is completed and a Record of Decision (ROD) is signed.  The EIS process and the ROD will serve to provide information to be included in a Final MPO.  


4.
How can NEPA begin without a completed MPO?


The initial MPO only represents the Company’s proposal.  The MPO can only be completed after the EIS process where issues are identified, alternatives are developed, and analysis is conducted.  The completed MPO will conform to the ROD based on the analysis in the EIS.  The Final MPO must conform with the ROD or be withdrawn by the Company.


5.
What did the NOI mean by using the words “grant permission”?


The ROD will identify under which circumstances (if any) that the Forest Service will allow the MPO to be implemented on lands under their jurisdiction.


6.
How can I get involved?


The scoping period is the time for initial public comment.  The identification of issues during scoping is the fundamental step in the EIS process.  Concerns and issue statements identified during scoping will be used to develop a range of alternatives.  The alternatives will be designed to resolve the issues to varying degrees.  There may also be opportunities for the public to participate during the analysis.  The public will have the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS.

7.
What is NEPA?


The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, is the law that requires all federa agencies to consider environmental issues for “major” federal actions (42 U.S.C. 4321-4346).  NEPA declares a national policy which encourages "productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment."  NEPA requires Federal agencies to: 

· use a systematic interdisciplinary approach in planning and  decision making; 

· consider the environmental impact of proposed actions; 

· identify adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented; 

· consider alternatives to the proposed action; 

· consider the relationship between local short-term uses of the human environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity; and 

· identify any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposed action should it be implemented.


8.
What is an EIS?


An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be completed prior to a federal agency implementing any major action that may significantly alter the physical, biological, social, and economic environments.  An EIS prepared to describe the effects for proposed activities on the environment. An EIS describes impacts, as well as ways to mitigate impacts or reduce impacts on the environment.  


9.
Who is SWCA?


SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) was selected to work under the direction of the Forest Service to assist with the preparation of the EIS.  SWCA is an employee-owned company of cultural and natural resource scientists and planners. SWCA’s professionals specialize in environmental and cultural resource permitting, compliance, and management. Headquartered in Phoenix, Arizona, SWCA has offices throughout the West, Pacific Northwest, and Hawaii. 


10.
What was the selection process of SWCA?


11.
Why haven’t you provided alternatives?


Alternatives are developed based on issues identified during the scoping process.  Once the issues are identified, an Interdisciplinary Team will develop alternatives to address the issues to varying degrees.  The final alternatives to be analyzed will be decided by the Forest Supervisor and reviewed by the Regional Forester.

12.
Who makes the decision?


The Deciding Official for the Coronado National Forest will be the Forest Supervisor.


13.
What happens with my comments?

Each comment (letter, email, oral comment, etc.) is given a unique identification number.  Each comment is carefully read.  Common issues and themes are identified and coded on each comment.  In particular, the Forest Service is looking for comments that:   


· Improve understanding of the physical, biological, and socio-economic environments


· Profile important information and reports


· Highlight information sources and data gaps


· Spotlight alternatives and mitigation


· Focus analysis on relevant issues


· Identify interested parties and cooperators




From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com; jrigg@swca.com
Subject: Re: Rosemont Final Mitigation Table
Date: 07/26/2010 04:48 PM
Attachments: Mitigation Memo_CE.docx

FINAL Mitigation Table_CE.docx
FINAL Mitigation Table_CE with salek markup.docx

The mitigation table regarding hydrology looks acceptable.  I made a few edits and
added some new items (all in red).  If used later, that's OK, its stuff I thought of so
I figured I would write it down.

    

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

07/20/2010 05:34 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, tjchute@msn.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeremy J
Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tjchute@msn.com

cc

Subject Rosemont Final Mitigation Table

Please see below, final mitigation table for the project.  Note that the
changes between the tables (ie., mitigation dropped and other
changes) were authorized by the decision maker.  We'll discuss
changes in the IDT meeting tomorrow.  Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
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Rosemont Copper Project

Mitigation Measures Process Memorandum

July 16, 2010

DRAFT

Coronado National Forest (Coronado) received a proposed Plan of Operations (PoO) for construction, operation/reclamation, and closure of an open-pit mine on public land administered by Coronado and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to extract locatable minerals such as copper, molybdenum, and silver. The PoO, titled Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations (WestLand Resources, Inc. 2007), was submitted by Augusta Resource Corporation, the parent company of Rosemont Copper Company (Rosemont Copper). Pursuant to U.S. mining laws, the U.S. Forest Service (Forest Service) and BLM are required to respond to the PoO to conduct mining operations. Under 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 228.5, the Forest Service, serving as the lead federal agency for this project, must determine whether to approve the PoO submitted by Rosemont Copper or to require changes or additions deemed necessary to meet the requirements of the regulations for environmental protection set forth in 36 CFR 228.8. 

As an integral part of Coronado’s decision to approve or modify the PoO, and in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, Coronado developed alternatives to the proposed action. A comparative analysis of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and four alternatives is currently being conducted, and the findings will be disclosed in the upcoming Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). During the Draft EIS analysis process, applicable mitigation measures are reviewed in order to determine the extent of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and the action alternatives. The purpose of mitigation measures is to minimize or eliminate the adverse environmental impacts of the proposed action and the action alternatives analyzed in the EIS. 

Mitigation measures fall into two groups. The first group consists of mitigation measures that are required by law, regulation, or policy, or as a condition of a required permit. Examples of the sources of these mitigation measures include the following:

· Laws and regulations: Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act (CWA), Mine Safety and Health Act, and Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. 

· Policies: Coronado’s Forest Plan’s policy is to “support environmentally sound energy and minerals development and reclamation.” BLM’s policy is to authorize mining with reasonable mitigation to prevent undue and unnecessary environmental degradation, according to the BLM Manual and Handbook 1790-1 and Departmental Guidance (516 Department Manual 1-7).

· Permit Conditions: Pima County Department of Environmental Quality Air Quality Permit, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Individual Section 404 CWA Permit for Impacts to Waters of the United States, and Arizona Department of Environmental Quality Aquifer Protection Permit.

The second group of mitigation measures consists of measures requested by the public, Forest Service Interdisciplinary (ID) Team, cooperating agencies, and project proponent that are not required by law, regulation, policy, or as a condition of a permit but are approved as supplements to required mitigation measures. 

In order to determine supplemental mitigation measures for this project, a list of all proposed mitigation measures was compiled by the Forest Service. Sources of proposed mitigation measures included the public’s responses to public scoping, Cooperating Agencies’ responses to solicitation for proposed measures (letters attached), Forest Service ID Team’s responses to internal solicitation for proposed measures, and voluntary supplemental measures proposed by Rosemont Copper. The resulting compilation of proposed mitigation measures was then evaluated by the Forest Service ID Team and Rosemont Copper to ensure they have reasonable monetary costs and are practicable, effective, and necessary. 

During a series of meetings between the Forest Service ID Team and Rosemont Copper, proposed mitigation measures from this compilation were considered and approved as supplemental mitigation or dismissed. The rationale for dismissal of proposed supplemental measures included the following:

· Redundant: proposed measure is already covered by law, regulation, policy, permit condition, proposed action, or previously recorded measure carried forward.

· Impracticable or Infeasible: proposed measure employs speculative or unproven technology or is not cost effective. 

· Considered during Alternatives Development: proposed measure duplicates an alternative or an element of an alternative that was considered but dropped during the Forest Service alternatives development process.

· Impact(s) to Other Resource(s): proposed measure would have greater impact to other resource(s) than previously recorded measure carried forward. 

The Forest Service ID Team and Rosemont Copper met 5 times from November 2009 through July 2010. Revised tables were provided to both parties prior to the meetings in order to solicit comments and questions and propose edits. The final Rosemont Copper Project Mitigation Table (attached) was approved by both parties on July 8, 2010, and includes mitigation measures required by laws, regulations, policies, and permit conditions, as well as supplemental mitigation measures.






Rosemont Copper Project PDEIS: Chapter 2 Mitigation Comment Compilation

June 4, 2010



		Proposed Mitigation Measure

		Driver and/or Law, Regulation, and Policy

		Target Issue(s) and Quantitative Units of Measure



		Air

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Onsite dust control on Rosemont facilities shall be maintained on access, haul, service, and maintenance roads on site during construction, operation, and closure periods through uses of:

· gravel, 

· water spray, 

· treatment with dust control agents, 

· otherwise as specified in the Air Quality Permit

Specifications for each class of facility to be according to the Air Quality Permit and documented in a Dust Control Plan to maintain compliance with PDEQ air quality regulations or other applicable regulation.

		Clean Air Act regulations as delegated to Pima County Department Environmental Quality (Dust Control Plan to be updated as needed to comply with PDEQ permit)

		Air Quality – PM10

Plant and Animals – Dust Impacts to plants

Visual – Change in landscape character

Public Safety – CAA standards, PM and GHG

Socioeconomics – Quality of Life

Dark Skies – PM





		Set and enforce speed limits within project area

		

		See 1.1.1



		Rosemont shall use dust control technology at material transfer points and other point sources at crushing, conveyor, and bulk material handling facilities, as required in the air quality permit, these technologies include:

· water sprays, 

· cover, 

· wind barriers, 

· mechanical controls, or other appropriate measures.

		Clean Air Act and PDEQ permit (Shall be specified and monitored as per the PDEQ permit requirement)

		See 1.1.1



		Apply soil stabilizers to tails as required by the Air Quality Permit

		

		See 1.1.1



		Rosemont shall maintain MSDS sheets on site as appropriate for chemical materials used onsite, such as:

· chemical or physical dust control agents, 

· organics, 

· inorganic binders, or 

· stabilizing polymers.

Materials to be used on site shall be subject to review and approval as part of the Materials Management Plan/Procedures

		Mine Safety and Health Act 

		Drop? Having MSDS sheets doesn’t mitigate anything



		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		

		Move to Monitoring



		Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in the air quality permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or closure

		

		See 1.1.1



		Use acid mist controls in electrowinning tank house as required by the Air Quality Permit

		

		Air 

Public Safety



		Rosemont shall stipulate to usage of low-sulfur diesel fuel on-site for all stationary equipment as per Clean Air Act, and as per the Mine Plan of Operations for mobile equipment

		Clean Air Act, PDEQ Air Permit

Arizona Revised Statutes Articles 2, 3, 5, and 7 contain a lot of requirements for combustion engines and fuel. Some engines may be required by law to use low-sulfur diesel fuel, others may not. 



		See 1.1.1

Also Air – GHG emission in tons



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		Use exact MPO wording



		Compact the tails as specified in the Tailings Operations and Maintenance Plan as they are placed in selected locations within the tailings facilities 

Compaction specifications shall be dependent on location within the tailings area, as specified in the Tailings Operations and Management Plan, to meet both geotechnical stability 

		

		See 1.1.1



		Use emitters, similar to drip irrigation, to apply the acid leaching solution to the heap

		

		See 1.1.1



		Establish truck specifications to reduce emissions

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		RCC shall develop a Transportation Reduction Plan to include a Park and Ride Program and van pooling for workers during all phases of the project to reduce the number of personal vehicle miles driven to and from the project.

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons 



		Construct electric lines as a first step in developing the time to eliminate the need for on-site electrical generation

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		Use alternative methods for power generation such as solar for administration buildings

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks and heavy equipment.

		

		See 1.1.1



		Offsite dust management on access road includes development and implementation of a Dust Control Plan for:

· the unpaved section of Santa Rita Road

· dedicated BLM roads used for access

· Forest Service access roads used to access other areas used for Rosemont project activities on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains.

		

		See 1.1.1



		Use modern design, progressive operation methods and air quality control strategies as appropriate to the contemporary equipment specified for use at site

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		Operational considerations such as energy, water, and fuel conservation shall be considered as well as dust management at the facility. Therefore, Rosemont shall select and operate mobile equipment in a manner that takes into consideration the number of road miles driven, and balance the dust control efforts to the activities and miles driven (more haul truck miles = more water truck miles).

		

		Air – PM and GHG



		Ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained at all times and does not unnecessarily idle, is tuned to manufacturer's specifications. 

		 

		Move to monitoring



		Plants and Animals (Formerly Biology)

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specific provisions to prepare seedbed, reseed any project-related disturbances along Pima County ROW or roadway. 

		

		???



		Rosemont shall finalize and implement a Rosemont Reclamation Plan that includes planting of native grasses, Palmer agave, shrubs, and trees. Non-native species may be used with FS approval. 

The Rosemont Reclamation Plan will integrate the requirements of State Mine Inspector, BLM, and USFS, as well as the reclamation-related requirements of cooperating agencies.

Whereas specific plans may apply differently to private, state and federal lands, Rosemont has committed to reclaim all lands to the highest standards identified in the respective plans.

		BLM, USFS, SMI, USFWS, AZG&F permit requirements

		Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Long-term stability and risks

· Reveg. Success

· Sediment delivery 

Air - PM

Water – sediment

Plants and Animals

· Change in veg community

· Area reclaimed

· Ecological concerv. Plans

· Noxious weeds

Visual – change in landscape character

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		The Invasive Species Management Plan (regarding noxious weeds, aquatic and terrestrial plants and animals) shall be reviewed periodically and adjusted as needed to apply to all project-related land disturbances on Forest Lands.

		 

		Plants and Animals – noxious weeds

Move to Monitoring



		Rosemont agrees to accept allotment conditions and modifications to develop a Water Source Enhancement and Mitigation Plan (RWSEMP) within the expanse of the Rosemont Ranch lands that surround the Helvetia and Rosemont Mining District.

The RWSEMP shall demonstrate no net loss in numbers of surface water sources for livestock and wildlife. 

For each individual source of seasonal or permanent surface water lost to wildlife or grazing use, whether through direct or indirect project-related impact, mitigation sources shall be created to provide a replacement water source in the area impacted. 

		 

		Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number seeps, springs

Plants and Animals – 

· botanical species

· animal habitat

· corridors

Heritage – sacred springs

Water – beneficial uses

Water – beneficial uses, stock tanks

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number seeps, springs

Socioeconomic – rural landscape

Unnecessary detail



		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor. This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		 

		Move to monitoring



		Process water ponds, such as raffinate ponds, pregnant leach solution collection ponds, or chemical or fuel storage areas, shall be enclosed, covered, or otherwise managed to protect wildlife, livestock, and public safety. Location and construction criteria for project facilities shall prevent deleterious exposure of livestock, wildlife, or birds to toxic chemicals or hazardous conditions created by, used in, or resulting from processing operations.

		

		Plants and Animals – habitat?

Public Safety – public health risk



		Rosemont agrees to accept allotment conditions and modifications to fence off selected exclusion areas of highest-value riparian habitat to restrict livestock access from critical breeding areas for sensitive wildlife species within the Rosemont Ranch land system,

		 

		Animals – avoid impacts, habitat lost



		The Noxious Weed Control Program shall include specifics on reducing noxious weed introduction and weed control throughout the project area. The Reclamation Plan shall acknowledge that noxious weed prevention is preferable to remedial action, and include provisions to this effect. 

If noxious weeds invade revegetated areas, Rosemont shall be responsible to remove by hand, spray, mechanical, or other approved methods as included in the noxious weed control plan. The effectiveness of the noxious weed control plan shall be reported as specified in the approved MPO/Reclamation Plan.

		 

		Plants – prevent invasions



		Upon indication or discovery of a cave, sinkhole, underground drainage into a solution cavern, or similar karst features, Rosemont will suspend work at that site and contact the designated Forest Service contact to investigate the discovery before work is re-initiated. The designated FS contact will promptly coordinate the investigation with appropriate FS specialists. Any natural void in rock that is large enough for a human to enter constitutes a cave. Any collapse feature in or over carbonate rock constitutes a sinkhole.

		Federal Cave Resources Act of 1988 (as amended in 1990) on Federal land

		Animals – habitat lost



		Linear features such as utilities and pipe lines will be promptly reclaimed with native vegetation to avoid fragmentation of corridors of native biological communities. 

		 

		Animals - Corridors



		In order to avoid impacts to rocky slopes on the east side of the Santa Ritas, including Talus slopes, Rosemont will locate the west side pit operations power loop within the disturbance perimeter of the ultimate pit. 

		

		Animals – habitat lost



		Rosemont shall work with Coronado and other relevant agency biologists to develop a conservation plan for Hexelextris colemanii. Measures may include area closures, exclosures (fencing), posting, and avoidance.

		

		Plants – Number or acres lost, modified, etc, species viability



		Dark/Night Skies

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		RCC shall develop a lighting plan for operational lights. The plan shall identify how it will design and operate exterior and access route lighting to recognize and achieve the goals of the 2006 City of Tucson/Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code, while also protecting the safety of the workers and visitors to the project facilities.

Where safety requirements allow outdoor lighting shall use:

· appropriate shields, 

· dimmers and/or full cutoff lighting fixtures

· directional lighting

· limited spectrum technologies

· minimum lumens practicable

		Corridor Management Plan for the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road objective 3, page 53 bullet 4; MSHA requires a certain level of safety lighting.

		Dark Skies – sky brightness, meet code

Animals – light effects

Visual – scenic byway 



		Energy

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Solar panels shall be used for energy needs of administrative building.

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		Initial construction of the project facilities to include an Energy Conservation and Sustainable Source Demonstration Plan. The ECSSD Plan shall consider:

· the use of alternative energy sources such as solar, and wind to power or supplement energy needs of administrative activities of the mining operations. 

· The project administration building shall be designed to showcase use of LEED and sustainable energy concepts.

		LEED certification guidelines

		Air – GHG emissions in tons

Water – Quantity?



		Hazardous Materials

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Hazardous materials and substances to be managed and contained within appropriately designed, constructed, and maintained facilities. 

These facilities to include as appropriate secondary containment concrete, asphalt, synthetic, clay lining, and adequate stormwater management and drainage systems to prevent contamination outside of containment areas. 

MSHA regulations require Rosemont to maintain MSDS sheets available to workers. As required under EPCRA and/or CERCLA MSDS information shall be provided to appropriate emergency response departments, hospitals, and available for visitors entering the site

		MSHA, RCRA, EPCRA, DOT 

		Water –quality

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number degraded

Plants and Animals – avoid impacts

Public Safety – transportation, public health risk



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		RCC shall describe and commit to measures to identify and ensure isolation of potentially acid generating waste rock, prevention of acid generation from mine waste, and any additional mitigation measures that may be necessary should prevention measures fail. This will include the development of a plan to identify and manage materials using geo-chemical analysis and acid-base accounting methods. Areas of potential acid generation on the interim and ultimate pit wall shall be identified and appropriate management strategies developed.

		(Partially described in MPO but no details RE: where in waste rock or tails acid generating materials will be placed, and at what stage of the operation.)

		Water –quality

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number degraded

Plants and Animals – avoid impacts

Public Safety – transportation, public health risk



		Heritage

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Complete Archaeological Inventory survey for all parts of the Area of Potential Effect not surveyed in the SWCA survey of the initial MPO area and evaluate National Register eligibility for additional sites that are recorded.

Prepare a Historic Properties Treatment Plan that address the adverse effects to all historic properties, and specifies how to mitigate adverse effects on historic properties, which may include: 

· Procedures for the respectful treatment and repatriation of human remains. 

· Data recovery excavations

· Plan for monitoring ground disturbing activities

· Public interpretation

· Recovery of information through oral histories and archival research

Mitigate adverse effects to plants of critical traditional importance to tribes with interest in the Area of Potential Effect.

Prior to ground disturbing activities for the selected alternative, the FS shall conduct archaeological testing at those sites within the Area of Potential Effect where National Register eligibility is undetermined.

Under the programmatic agreement, the FS shall conduct archaeological data recovery at National Register-eligible sites within the project footprint

		National Historic Preservation NHPA and Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)

Include Arizona Revised Statute Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA)

		Heritage 

· # sites

· Future finds

· Burials



		

		

		Heritage - burials



		

		

		Heritage - # sites



		RCC shall provide an opportunity for Native American participation in the advisory group for recommending grant recipients from the Santa Rita Mountains Community Endowment Trust . 

		

		



		RCC shall work with the Coronado staff and consulting tribes for recommendations on the selection of plant species that will be used for reclamation purposes.

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		RCC shall provide notification of access to tribal interests to facilitate harvesting of traditional food, medicinal, and basketry plants (e.g. agave, beargrass) and traditionally used clays and pigments (generally found in natural cutbanks at springs) before project disturbance.

		 

		Heritage – traditional resource collect areas, sacred springs



		Through consultations with tribal experts, identify whether any plants in the project area could be feasibly/practicably transplanted to tribal lands. Plants may include Palmer agave, yucca, beargrass, oak, mesquite and juniper.

		FS American Indian Relations Policy

		Heritage – TCPs, collection areas



		Hydrology

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Groundwater Protection

Obtain and maintain an Aquifer Protection Program permit from the ADEQ that determines the requirements to reduce or eliminate the potential for discharge of pollutants to the aquifer through the employment of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology and monitoring at the Points of Compliance. Permit acquisition requires the preparation of necessary studies and technical reports as prescribed by ADEQ that will be relied upon by the ADEQ to issue the authorizing or regulatory permit.

As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be required to agree in writing to comply with enforceable groundwater protection permit conditions of the ADEQ APP.

The APP permit conditions are issued by the State of Arizona and include to:

· Thorough geotechnical and geological site evaluation as part of engineering design review,

· Review by ADEQ that includes designs that include a demonstration of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology suitable to the site and to the application. 

· Prefunding or guarantee of independent sources of funding for all costs for decommissioning plant facilities with potential to discharge pollutants to groundwater

· Monitor plant operations for compliance with permit standards 

· Build and operate monitor wells for groundwater quality at compliance points required by the APP permit throughout facility operations and after closure.

· Pay all expenses related to groundwater protection, monitoring, and as may be necessary to maintain compliance with permit standards

· Prepare a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan that includes requirements in the permit.

Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		 

		Water – groundwater quality, Clean Water Act

GW quality



		Surface Water Protection

Obtain a Multi-sector General Permit from ADEQ’s Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program that regulates stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Obtaining this permit includes the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan and implementation of control measures as outlined by ADEQ’s AZPDES MSGP program. The uses of Best Management Practices (BMP’s) are an integral part of these plans and permits. 

General BMP’s associated with these permits may include, among others:

· erosion and sediment control,

· good housekeeping,

· routine inspections and maintenance,

· Maintain stormwater and erosion control measures until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released. 

· Prepare and implement erosion control actions before starting surface disturbing activities.

· Disturb the smallest area practical.

· Implement concurrent reclamation when feasible.

· Manage runoff from disturbed areas to reduce sediment from leaving the site.

· Use berms and ditches to control runoff from road surfaces.

· Install settling basins, hay bales, and/or silt fences to control sediment in ditches.

· Use stormwater dispersion terraces, silt fences, gabion sediment traps, and/or straw bale barriers as needed to minimize road runoff on the undisturbed areas between and downhill of the roads.

· Seed road cuts with an approved seed mix.

· Use hydroseeding on steep or more erodible cuts and fills as appropriate.

· Maintain sediment control measures after storm events.

· Monitor effectiveness of ongoing erosion and sediment control measures and modify where appropriate.

		AZPDES

		Water – surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act

Land Stability and Soil Productivity - 

· Area of disturbance

· Sediment to Davidson Cyn.

· Reclamation results

SW quality



		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.

The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.

Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine. Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities.

		ADEQ APP, MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		 



		As applicable to waste rock and tailings disposal siting alternatives, small retention structures shall facilitate infiltration of storm water on-site to contribute to local groundwater recharge. These retention, infiltration basins shall be managed to optimize maintenance of surface and ground water quality.

		

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses



		Where stormwater rules and management plans allow, diversions consistent with topography shall be designed and operated to route storm water efficiently through or around project facilities and to transport runoff water to downstream watersheds.

		

		Water – surface water beneficial uses



		In the vicinity of the Rosemont water supply wells, Rosemont has agreed to a program to mitigate the potential effects of Rosemont pumping on residential water supply wells in the Sahuarita Heights neighborhood. The USWO Rosemont USWO agreement includes:

· A legally binding instrument negotiated and implemented by the United Sahuarita Well Owners group and Rosemont. 

· Rosemont has agreed to implement and maintain this residential well protection plan throughout the life of its mineral production operations. 

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement has detailed terms related to pump inspection, pump maintenance, pump replacement, well inspection, well maintenance, and well replacement.

· Costs for the USWO/Rosemont agreement are born by Rosemont for the benefit of the USWO members and Rosemont. 

· The agreement has been signed and recorded in Pima County. 

· A third-party insurance company administers the obligations of Rosemont to protect pumps, wells, and water supply to residential wells under the USWO agreement. 

· The benefits of the USWO/Rosemont agreement are transferable to successors of interest to USWO participants.

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement is binding on successors in interest to Rosemont. 

· The right to pump water from the Rosemont Wells is subject to the requirement of the Mineral Extraction Water Right from ADWR.

· The ADWR permitted water right has been pledged as security for the implementation and continued compliance with the USWO/Rosemont agreement.

		ADWR

		Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		To minimize infiltration, Rosemont shall either grade the top surface of the tailings storage facility to minimize surface water ponding and infiltration, or grade the surface of the tailings to maximize retention for evaporation without infiltration.

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA

		Water – groundwater quality



		Rosemont shall include as a condition in the Final MPO, a detailed description of methods to implement Regional Groundwater Mitigation within the TAMA, including plans implemented or to be implemented for:

· Utilize available CAP water as a source to conduct recharge within Tucson Active Management Area (Lower Santa Cruz).

· Local CAP recharge as close as possible within the TAMA to the Rosemont supply well field in the area of the cone of depression caused by Rosemont water withdrawal.

· To the extent practicable, balance CAP storage credits with water to be pumped from mine supply well field, with the intent to maintain a surplus inventory of storage credits prior to pumping groundwater for mineral extraction use.

· Maintain water storage and use inventory records to show that CAP recharge credits are balanced against groundwater removed from the TAMA, and that the offset-credits are extinguished and not recoverable.

		

		Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		Every 5 years, Rosemont will conduct a review of alternative water sources. For example, should CAP water, gray water, or effluent become available for mine operations, Rosemont will consider its use.

		

		Under feasibility study, drop or include in an alternative.



		Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		

		Water – groundwater quality



		Ground water quantity monitoring plan will be developed. It will be an evaluation of groundwater level data for comparison to groundwater model predictions. Model recalibration will be conducted if threshold values are reached. Annual reporting. This will occur on both groundwater systems affected by the proposal including Santa Cruz Valley and Davidson Canyon/Cienega Creek. A network of wells and piezometers will be used including existing wells and new wells.

		

		



		A Rosemont Mine water website will be constructed, updated annually and maintained by Rosemont with concurrence by the forest service. All water related data and reports will be accessible to the general public at this location. This includes all surface and ground water quality and quantity data. Executive summaries will be provided annually and written for the non technical person.

		

		



		Annually fund the USGS to operate and maintain existing surface water flow measurement gage at Barrel Canyon (09484580). 

		

		



		Water conservation measures would be implemented to minimize the need for ground water pumping.

		

		



		Land Use

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		The status and locations of corners and monuments shall be determined during the course of a dependent resurvey performed by the BLM to protect and perpetuate the original corner positions that control property boundaries between NFS and private lands as well as corners for current and future administrative or management purposes. The BLM dependent resurvey shall be completed prior to any ground-disturbing activities occurring on NFS lands. All survey costs shall be borne by the RCC.

		43 USC 2 (BLM), 43 USC 722, 43 USC 1364*; Forest Service Manual 7152.03 3(a)(b); ARS 33-103 (D & (E) 

*may have been repealed

		Forest Plan



		A well-monumented control network set outside of the disturbance area using survey grade Global Positioning System (GPS) referenced to the property corner monuments or postions (mineral survey, section, and quarter corners) shall be established by the BLM during the dependent resurvey and completed prior to any ground-disturbing management activities occurring on NFS lands. Costs shall be borne by the RCC.

		 Title 18, USC Sec 1858 (62 Stat. 789)

		Forest Plan



		The approved field notes and plats for the dependent resurvey and control network are filed in the BLM public room and become official records in the public land system.

		43 USC 2 (BLM)

		Forest Plan



		During reclamation of the Rosemont Copper operations, or as needed during operation, and to a standard satisfactory to the Forest Supervisor, re-establish, monument and re-monument all corners that control the property boundaries between NFS and private lands and other surveyed lines needed for administrative or management purposes and post the property line to Forest Service standard.

At minimum, the relocation or reestablishment of corner monuments and posting of the property line between the NFS and the private land shall comply with the following: applicable land surveying principles, procedures and standards as set forth in the appropriate GLO and BLM Manual of Surveying Instructions, publications, and circulars; current USDI BLM Standards and Guidelines for Cadastral Surveys using GPS Methods; current Arizona Boundary Survey Minimum Standards; appropriate local and state laws and regulations; and monument and posting specifications provided by the FS.

		Title 18, USC Sec 1858 (62 Stat. 789); 43 USC 2 (BLM), 43 USC 722, 43 USC 1364*; Forest Service Manual 7152.03 3(a)(b); ARS 33-103 (D & (E); Forest Service Manual 7152.3- Land Line Location Program Priorities; ARS 33-103(D); ARS 33-103(E)

		Forest Plan



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Facilitate future management associated with irregularly shaped mineral survey fractions that will more or less become an integral part of the adjoining private land and improve administration and management efficiency of NFS lands via the Small Tracts Act of January 12, 1983.

Rosemont shall make a fair market offer for the mineral survey fractions as allowed by the Small Tracts Act (>40 acres and price not to exceed $150,000).

		Forest Service Manual 5571.12; 36 CFR 254 Subpart C; Small Tracts Act of 1/12/1983 P.L. 97-465.

		Forest Plan



		Following completion of NEPA process, and as may be applicable at that time, Rosemont and the CNF shall work together to effect transfer of surface ownership and/or surface development rights of the fee land parcels within the waste rock and tailings area footprint that belong to Rosemont Ranch to the Coronado NF to ensure that final or interim reclamation of the waste rock and tailings pile would not be compromised by future non-mineral development or the need for public or private access to these property parcels following completion of approved Rosemont operations.

		

		Forest Plan



		Public Health and Safety

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Rosemont will maintain a Site Safety and Health Plan and complete the required site-specific training during operations.

		MSHA

		Public Safety – Traffic, Haz. Mat., public exposure

Air – GHG, PM2.5



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Rosemont shall prepare a Production and Operation Blasting Plan as part of the Final MPO. The Blasting Plan shall include acknowledgement that approval of the Rosemont Final MPO includes a condition that Rosemont and any successors in interest or ownership of the Mine shall be required to repair or otherwise pay for all damages to area residential, historical, or other structures due to blasting at the Mine. A blast monitoring program shall be included in the blasting plan with monitoring points located between the areas to be blasted, and sensitive receptor sites. Results of blast monitoring shall be available on request to agencies and local residents. 

		

		Public Safety – public health risk

Heritage – vibration

Plants and Animals – noise

Socioeconomic – noise, vibration

Recreation - solitude



		Coronado to hire, at RCC expense, an outside company to conduct spot check noise monitoring.

		

		See 163



		RCC shall work with local emergency service providers to maintain or increase appropriate level of service.

		

		Public Safety – public health risk



		Range/Grazing

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		At least one sustainable surface water source shall be identified in the plan for each of the permanent pastures within the Rosemont Ranch. 

		

		Water – beneficial uses



		Reclamation

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Annually, Rosemont Copper Company shall submit a summary of reclamation activities and monitoring to the Coronado NF and other appropriate agencies. This report would include the use of maps and photos to allow accurate accounting of disturbed and reclaimed acreage, plans that project the following year’s disturbance and reclamation work, details on vegetation removal, treatment, soil salvage, storage, and revegetation, and annual reclamation requirements. Rosemont Copper Company and the Coronado NF would meet to review the MPO and annual report, and the Forest Service administrator would conduct an annual inspection of site reclamation. Modify or supplement the MPO as necessary to address reclamation issues.

		 

		Monitoring?

Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other

Air – PM 2.5, PM 10

Water – surface water beneficial uses

Plants and Animals 

· Change in veg communities

· Acres reclaimed

· Migration corridors

· Invasive species

Visual Quality – degree of change

Recreation

· Acres unavailable

· Hunting opportunities

Heritage – spiritual/emotional impact

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		Require that reclamation performance guarantees be provided upfront.

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		See 4.13.1



		Upon finalizing a reclamation plan for the operations, the costs of implementing the plan must be established as per FS funding requirements and other applicable agencies.

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		The Final Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include a mutually acceptable method for phasing in reclamation performance guarantees and requirements over the life of the approved project. The Final Reclamation Plan shall also include a mutually acceptable method for phased adjustment of reclamation performance guarantees and requirements over the life of the approved project. 

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Design slopes on waste rock and tailings piles that are flat enough to support successful revegetation where applicable

		

		Is 3:1 acceptable?



		The Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include adaptive management practices for:

· Selection of plants and planting methods for trees and shrubs 

· Selection of native plant species as well as important existing grasses during reclamation. 

· Species of trees and shrubs to be considered include those important to traditional native American cultural uses in the area. 

· Traditional and heritage livestock and wildlife uses of local plant species shall be considered in selection of plant species to be used in site revegetation.

· Plant species selection will, as necessary, balance heritage use species with natural environment and stabilization criteria.

		 

		See 4.13.1



		Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specific provisions to prepare seedbed, reseed any project-related disturbances along Pima County ROW or roadway.

		

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other



		Rosemont shall contour and blend edges of topographic disturbances with adjacent undisturbed land to avoid sharp topographic breaks wherever practicable

		

		Visual Quality – change in landscape character



		The updated Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions to treat major erosion and slope failures on reclaimed areas promptly and as they occur. The Reclamation Plan shall acknowledge that erosion prevention is preferable to remedial action, and include provisions to this effect. RCC shall provide details in the Reclamation Plan that defines what erosion conditions would require action and how problems shall be addressed.

		

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other

Air – PM 2.5, PM 10

Water – surface water beneficial uses



		Identify reference sites in the Rosemont mine vicinity to determine native species occurrence, density, and cover to develop a long-term reclamation plan. Consider aspect, elevation, and location (ridge vs. canyon bottom). Based on reference site data, provide appropriate native seed mixes and plant lists for Coronado NF approval prior to any site revegetation. Select species capable of being self-sustaining on the selected site and include species with the ability to provide erosion control and stability. Establish vegetation re-establishment criteria for reclaimed areas and ensure that all areas meet criteria prior to bond release. 

		

		Plants and Animals 

· Change in veg communities

· Acres reclaimed

· Migration corridors

· Invasive species



		Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions for field surveys as needed to record species composition, seed mixes used, canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species” in selected representative areas as reclamation proceeds. RCC shall monitor revegetation annually for the life of the mine operations until successful revegetation is confirmed by the Coronado NF.

		

		Monitoring?



		The Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include specifications and goals for the salvage, storage, and reuse of growth media (topsoil) from disturbed areas to provide sufficient cover on all disturbed areas to be reclaimed. Unless otherwise specified, Rosemont shall:

· provide for a minimum of 1 foot of growth media cover over

· final waste rock slopes,

· waste rock surfaces,

· waste rock benches,

· completed tailings buttress,

· water diversion fill slopes,

· plant site fill slopes,

· construction laydown areas,

· facility plant-site following final removal of equipment.

· Temporary roads

· The areas to be revegetated shall be contoured, graded, prepared, and seeded in accordance with the specifications in the approved Reclamation Plans.

The Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall provide for conservation of growth media on site. The details for storage of growth media shall require: 

· Placement of growth media stockpiles in locations that are stable, isolated from surface water, gently sloping, and well drained. 

· Growth media stockpiles shall be convex in shape and have no steeper than three to one slopes. 

· Stockpiles shall be revegetated with native species no later than the first growth season following construction to minimize erosion.

· No persistent non-native species shall be used in reclamation except as allowed in the approved Reclamation Plan, where some locally important non-native species may already be established. 

· Install sediment control structures or other Best Management Practices (BMPs) as needed to protect growth media from loss.

· Use growth media stockpiles quickly during concurrent reclamation to minimize the length of storage time.

		 

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

Visual Quality – change in landscape character

Plants and Animals - Invasive species

Water – surface water beneficial uses



		The Forest Service may authorize a phased bond adjustment as needed according to reclamation plan stipulations. 

The Final Reclamation Plan shall include well-defined criteria for determining successful completion for each stage and type of reclamation activity and a reasonable amount of holdback for phased bond release to provide assurance of reclamation success. These criteria to be as developed or approved by the Forest Service.

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		Recreation

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Rosemont shall consider providing public access across Rosemont lands within or adjacent to public lands. 

		None

		Duplicative of 4.15.5?

Recreation - access



		Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced recreation. This may include obtaining off-forest lands for Public recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side of Hwy 83), or a combination.

		FSM 2330.2, FSM 2310.2, FSM 2311, LMP Goals p 9 Rec 1

		Recreation – acres available



		Relocate or restore access to Arizona Trail and OHV trailheads impacted by the mine. This could include parking, OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.

		

		Recreation - acres available, length and # trails

Apply to one alternative and display the differences



		A Rosemont Recreation Improvement Management Plan (RRIMP) shall be prepared as part of the Final MPO.

· The RRIMP shall include provisions for the Los Colinas Segment of the Arizona Trail. 

· The RRIMP shall provide for a sustainable water station for use by pack stock and horses along the Los Colinas segment of the Arizona Trail.

· Relocate portions of the Arizona Trail as needed to provide a trail for users throughout the mine life and post-mine.

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25, FSM 2354.43c, National Trails System Act (16 USC 1241)

		Recreation - acres available, length and # trails

Water – beneficial uses



		The RRIMP shall include and schedule details for installation and maintenance of interpretive signs along the Arizona Trail and at the viewpoint on State Route (SR) 83 where mining activity is visible.

· Sign topics, text, graphics, design, materials locations, and installation requirements shall be reviewed and approved by the Coronado NF.

· Installation of signs on SR 83 shall be coordinated with Arizona Department of Transportation.

· During the time period of mine operations under the MPO, maintenance of signs shall be funded by Rosemont Copper Company.

		FSM 2353.32

FSM 2333.58

		Recreation - offset rec losses

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations, tourism revenue changes

Visual – scenic byway



		RCC shall provide:

· A perimeter road reconstructed per FS specifications on the west side of waste rock and tailings pile (east of the pit) that provides both north-south post-mine legal public access through the site and access for RCC closure monitoring.

· A perimeter road on the east side of the waste rock and tailings pile that provides only administrative access for RCC closure monitoring and is not open to the public (in order to protect the non-motorized setting for the Arizona Trail). 

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25

		Recreation 

· Area available

· Hunting opportunities

· Trails available

· Offset recreation losses



		Create a multi-use trailhead facility that would:

· Relocate the Rosemont OHV trailhead to a location that better serves OHV users, Arizona Trail users, and Highway 83 travelers.

· Include parking, a restroom OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.

		

		Recreation - # trails/THs, ROS



		When consistent with CNF travel management goals, mine roads that are no longer needed for mine operations or access shall be naturalized by restoring natural contours, placing growth media, and revegetating with native plants.

		 

		Air, Rec, Visual, Heritage, Plants and Animals, Water, Dark Skies, Socioeconomic



		Riparian

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Rosemont will comply with mitigation specifications identified in the individual permit of the Section 404 CWA.

		CWA 404 permit conditions

		Riparian – habitat disturbed

Plants and Animals – habitat disturbed

Water – beneficial uses



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		The Final Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall identify specific areas to be developed for the post mining land use of “Riparian Habitat and Surface Water Drainage.” Specify density and sizes of native riparian species to plant along artificial diversions commensurate with the types of vegetation that would naturally occur with that type of flow regime. Specify reclamation goals and methods for that post mining conditions.

		 

		Riparian – habitat lost/disturbed



		Transportation

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		Rosemont shall cooperate with ADOT to address SR 83 improvement issues related to mine traffic.

		P.L. 109-59; AASHTO “Geometric Design of Highways and Streets”, current edition.



		Public Safety – traffic, public risk



		Rosemont shall develop a comprehensive Rosemont Copper Project Transportation Plan consistent with applicable law and USFS regulations and, to the extent possible, policy for all project-related roads on USFS land:

· Maintenance standards

· Levels of appropriate use, 

· Methods to maintain the roadways sufficiently to prevent washboard, rutting and drainage problems

· Commitment to replace surfacing lost to drainage

· Commitment to repair roads damaged by use 

· Install and maintain wildlife-crossing structures (e.g. Corrugated Metal Pipes) under primary access road at locations of known wildlife concentration. 

		

		Air – Visual, Dark Skies

Soils – sediment

Recreation - access

Public Safety

Water – quality

Socioeconomic – costs

Plants and Animals – traffic conflicts



		Wherever practicable and subject to public and employee safety concerns, the RCC shall provide for: 

· Public access to RCC private lands not affected by mine-related operations via Arizona Game and Fish Cooperative Land Owner Program (CLOP) 

· Costs for providing and maintaining public access provisions and/or easements to be the responsibility of Rosemont during the period of mine operations under the approved Final MPO.

· Provide a multiplate (or equivalent) underpass to accommodate bicyclists, livestock, wildlife, hikers, and pack stock under the Primary Rosemont Access Road where the Arizona Trail crosses the access road. It is understood that equestrians and bicyclists may be required to dismount for passage.

		

		Recreation – access, hunting opps

Socioeconomic – costs

Animals – movement corridors



		RCC shall cooperate with CNF travel management goals where feasible on roads under USFS control/jurisdiction within the project area. Travel management details are subject to yearly modification by the USFS.

		36 CFR 212 (Travel Management Rule).

		Forest Plan



		RCC shall dedicate a perpetual public road easement across RCC private lands for the primary and secondary access roads (Gunsight, Lopez, or other) or equivalent feasible routing, to ensure post-mine legal access to USFS lands.

		

		Recreation - access



		Rosemont shall include in the Rosemont Copper Project Transportation Plan details that:

· Identify carpooling opportunities for employees 

· Establish shifts that reduce peak-hour traffic 

· Distribute peak travel operations during the morning and evening commute periods to minimize congestion

· Manage trucking to minimize loss of level of service to SR83 and minimize overlap with school traffic to the extent possible







		 

		Air – GHG in tons

Public Safety - traffic



		Visual Quality

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		



		RCC shall revegetate tailings and waste rock piles to return to near natural conditions as described in the Reclamation Plan to minimize the spread of noxious weeds. Revegetation will include the use of species and plant distributions from the surrounding landscape.

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP Goals p 9 R LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3ec 7, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Plants and Animals – noxious weeds



		Apply adaptive management procedures to determine the applicability of treatments to exposed rock faces (tailings and waste rock piles, road cuts, etc.) when exposed rock is lighter than adjacent weathered rock. Areas would be limited to those that are visible at time of closure. If possible, plant vegetation on broken ledges on visible parts of pit wall.

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %



		Replant with a seed mix that includes grasses, forbs, shrubs, and tree species, and plant larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants) in key areas such as highly visible slopes, and where needed for stability. Container plants will generally be no larger than 5 gallon size.

Provide irrigation to plants in specific areas for the first dry season as needed for successful revegetation. This applies to larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants), not seeding. Irrigation may be via drip irrigation, Dry Water, or other.

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP Goals p 9 R LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3ec 7, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %



		Paint or stain buildings or use of other materials for major facilities non-reflective flat shean earth tones (except facilities where this is prohibited by MSHA or other specific requirements, i.e. water tanks) approved by the CNF.

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

As admissible per MSHA requirements

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %



		At the end of mine operations, remove all unneeded ore processing, ancillary facilities (including foundations), and utility lines, and naturalize these sites by restoring natural contours, placing growth media on the areas, and revegetating with native grasses, trees, and shrubs.

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP Goals p 9 Rec 7, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		Off-site Mitigation Land

		

		



		Develop and provide for implementation of a Rosemont Mitigation Land Plan to show details of efforts to:

· Mitigate for impacts to public lands including water resources, riparian lands, wildlife habitat, heritage resources, and recreational access, in cooperation with the CNF, BLM, and ACOE with input from other agencies as appropriate.

· Include specific parcels, areas, or types of lands for non-development agreements, conservation easements, acquisition or exclusion of public access, and Cooperative Land Owner Programs.

· Include specific criteria from agencies with applicable regulations to identify lands that may be suitable for direct or cooperative acquisition efforts where high-value lands may be available for purchase.

		

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation – access

Heritage



		Mitigate for loss of waters of the U.S. in accordance with the April 10, 2008 Final Rule for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (73 FR 19594), including, potentially, the purchase and set-aside of offsite mitigation areas, payment in-lieu to an established restoration program, and/or permittee-responsible onsite mitigation. As examples, the ACOE may require:

· Work with Department of Game and Fish, US Fish and Wildlife Service, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and cooperating agencies as appropriate, to evaluate the potential for inclusion of purchase or assignment of surface water rights for Cienega Creek

· Work with private interests and/or other interested parties in the Rosemont Mitigation Program as described elsewhere in this mitigation summary table.

· Work with regional Land Trusts, The Nature Conservancy, The Audubon Society, and other non-profits and Non-Governmental Organizations as may be interested in land set-asides, water conservation, habitat restoration, and habitat protection.

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation – access





		Land administration controls (fee, lease, etc) and land mitigation commitments shall be recorded and/or enforceable as specified in the land mitigation plan.

		 

		Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		Mitigate for loss of hunting on Unit 34A

		 

		Recreation - hunting



		Rosemont shall agree to work with the FS regarding administrative control on the Rosemont Ranch parcels under the facility footprint.

		

		Forest Plan



		Other

		

		



		A community endowment trust is structured to be accessible to heritage and traditional uses and users in the area. Grants to be made from the annual funds available from the trust can be utilized to:

· provide educational and economic opportunities for public and tribal members 

· Sponsor education or training for tribal students 

· place interns in fields like wildlife biology, hydrology, cultural resource management, impact analysis and mitigation, business, mining technology, and other natural resource-related fields) 

· Develop cultural programs related to the heritage resources in the Santa Rita Mountain area.

· Develop classroom curricula or study units related to Native American history, in collaboration with the tribes whose traditional territories include the mine and Arizona school districts

· Develop displays and educational materials related to heritage resources in the Santa Rita Mountain area.

· Consideration of heritage resources- visual, wildlife, range management, livestock, etc., for the post-mining land use.

		FS American Indian Relations Policy

		Heritage – qualitative-spiritual, emotional

Socioeconomic – environmental justice

Consideration of heritage resources- visual, wildlife, range management, livestock, etc., for the post-mining land use.



		Upon discovery of significant paleontological resources, Rosemont will suspend work at that site and contact the designated Forest Service contact to investigate the discovery before work is re-initiated. The designated FS contact will promptly coordinate the investigation with appropriate FS specialists.

		

		Geology and Minerals



		Monitoring Required by Mitigation Measures Compilation

		

		



		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		 

		Air



		Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in the air quality permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or closure

		

		Air

Dark Skies



		Rosemont shall develop a Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan that includes periodic monitoring and eradication of designated noxious plants on Forest Lands. 

The Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan shall be reviewed periodically and adjusted as needed to apply to all project-related land disturbances on Forest Lands.

		 

		Plants – noxious weeds



		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor. This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		 

		Plants and Animals



		Provide endowment for managing invasive species.

		

		Plants – noxious weeds



		Monitor the nearby Lesser Long-nosed Bat roosts before, during, and after the mine project using accurate exit counts (e.g., infrared video counts).

		

		Animals



		As required by ADEQ under Aquifer Protection Permit rules and individual facility permit, Rosemont has accepted the design criteria and permit limits as needed to protect groundwater resources. A thorough engineering evaluation was completed for facilities to determine the appropriate Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT) required for design. Rosemont will develop a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan as per the terms of the APP permit.

		

		Will be combined with #127

Water – east-side quality

Heritage – sites, burials, collection areas



		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.

The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.

Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine. Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities.

		ADEQ APP, MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Combined with #115 and #119

*** RCC to provide examples

Water – east-side quality



		Monitor groundwater levels and make adjustments to mine management based on results. Monitor groundwater levels and minimize impacts to water levels and quality during reclamation.

		

		Water – groundwater quality



		Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		

		Water – groundwater quality



		Rosemont shall prepare a Production and Operation Blasting Plan as part of the Final MPO. The Blasting Plan shall include acknowledgement that approval of the Rosemont Final MPO includes a condition that Rosemont and any successors in interest or ownership of the Mine shall be required to repair or otherwise pay for all damages to area residential, historical, or other structures due to blasting at the Mine. A blast monitoring program shall be included in the blasting plan with monitoring points located between the areas to be blasted, and sensitive receptor sites. Results of blast monitoring shall be available on request to agencies and local residents.

		

		Pending effects determination

Noise and Vibration 

Public Safety



		Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions for field surveys as needed to record species composition, seed mixes used, canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species” in selected representative areas as reclamation proceeds. If seeded/planted species have failed to establish following the first two years, the plan shall provide for supplemental seeding and/or replanting. 

		

		Integrated into #178

Numerous resources/issues addressed



		Provide funding to the FS for a landscape architect to monitor landforming, revegetation, and other visual quality mitigation throughout the project, and modify or supplement visual quality mitigation measures to address concerns. 

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

		Visual Quality

Socioeconomic



		Coronado to hire, at RCC expense, an outside company to conduct spot check noise monitoring.

		

		Noise

Public Safety

Socioeconomic – quality of life



		Rosemont will provide funding to the FS for USGS streamflow gage monitoring station at Barrell Canyon.

		

		



		Monitor water quality and collect/dispose of pollutants in the runoff from waste rock and tailings piles.

		 

		Duplicative of #124/#128

Water – east-side quality
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		Proposed Mitigation Measure

		Driver and/or Law, Regulation, and Policy

		Target Issue(s) and Quantitative Units of Measure



		Hydrology

		

		



		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		



		Groundwater Protection

Obtain and maintain an Aquifer Protection Program permit from the ADEQ that determines the requirements to reduce or eliminate the potential for discharge of pollutants to the aquifer through the employment of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology and monitoring at the Points of Compliance. Permit acquisition requires the preparation of necessary studies and technical reports as prescribed by ADEQ that will be relied upon by the ADEQ to issue the authorizing or regulatory permit.

As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be required to agree in writing to comply with enforceable groundwater protection permit conditions of the ADEQ APP.

The APP permit conditions are issued by the State of Arizona and include to:

· Thorough geotechnical and geological site evaluation as part of engineering design review,

· Review by ADEQ that includes designs that include a demonstration of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology suitable to the site and to the application. 

· Prefunding or guarantee of independent sources of funding for all costs for decommissioning plant facilities with potential to discharge pollutants to groundwater

· Monitor plant operations for compliance with permit standards 

· Build and operate monitor wells for groundwater quality at compliance points required by the APP permit throughout facility operations and after closure.

· Pay all expenses related to groundwater protection, monitoring, and as may be necessary to maintain compliance with permit standards

· Prepare a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan that includes requirements in the permit.

Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		 

		Water – groundwater quality, Clean Water Act

GW quality



		Surface Water Protection

Obtain a Multi-sector General Permit from ADEQ’s Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program that regulates stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Obtaining this permit includes the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan and implementation of control measures as outlined by ADEQ’s AZPDES MSGP program. The uses of Best Management Practices (BMP’s) are an integral part of these plans and permits. 

General BMP’s associated with these permits may include, among others:

· erosion and sediment control,

· good housekeeping,

· routine inspections and maintenance,

· Maintain stormwater and erosion control measures until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released. 

· Prepare and implement erosion control actions before starting surface disturbing activities.

· Disturb the smallest area practical.

· Implement concurrent reclamation when feasible.

· Manage runoff from disturbed areas to reduce sediment from leaving the site.

· Use berms and ditches to control runoff from road surfaces.

· Install settling basins, hay bales, and/or silt fences to control sediment in ditches.

· Use stormwater dispersion terraces, silt fences, gabion sediment traps, and/or straw bale barriers as needed to minimize road runoff on the undisturbed areas between and downhill of the roads.

· Seed road cuts with an approved seed mix.

· Use hydroseeding on steep or more erodible cuts and fills as appropriate.

· Maintain sediment control measures after storm events.

· Monitor effectiveness of ongoing erosion and sediment control measures and modify where appropriate.

		AZPDES

		Water – surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act

Land Stability and Soil Productivity - 

· Area of disturbance

· Sediment to Davidson Cyn.

· Reclamation results

SW quality



		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.

The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.

Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine. Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities.

		ADEQ APP, MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act



		Supplemental Mitigation

		

		 



		As applicable to waste rock and tailings disposal siting alternatives, small retention structures shall facilitate infiltration of storm water on-site to contribute to local groundwater recharge. These retention, infiltration basins shall be managed to optimize maintenance of surface and ground water quality.

		

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses



		Where stormwater rules and management plans allow, diversions consistent with topography shall be designed and operated to route storm water efficiently through or around project facilities and to transport runoff water to downstream watersheds.

		

		Water – surface water beneficial uses



		In the vicinity of the Rosemont water supply wells, Rosemont has agreed to a program to mitigate the potential effects of Rosemont pumping on residential water supply wells in the Sahuarita Heights neighborhood. The USWO Rosemont USWO agreement includes:

· A legally binding instrument negotiated and implemented by the United Sahuarita Well Owners group and Rosemont. 

· Rosemont has agreed to implement and maintain this residential well protection plan throughout the life of its mineral production operations. 

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement has detailed terms related to pump inspection, pump maintenance, pump replacement, well inspection, well maintenance, and well replacement.

· Costs for the USWO/Rosemont agreement are born by Rosemont for the benefit of the USWO members and Rosemont. 

· The agreement has been signed and recorded in Pima County. 

· A third-party insurance company administers the obligations of Rosemont to protect pumps, wells, and water supply to residential wells under the USWO agreement. 

· The benefits of the USWO/Rosemont agreement are transferable to successors of interest to USWO participants.

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement is binding on successors in interest to Rosemont. 

· The right to pump water from the Rosemont Wells is subject to the requirement of the Mineral Extraction Water Right from ADWR.

· The ADWR permitted water right has been pledged as security for the implementation and continued compliance with the USWO/Rosemont agreement.

· Rosemont water supply wells will not be used as recovery wells for accrued storage credits.

		ADWR

		Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		To minimize infiltration, Rosemont shall either grade the top surface of the tailings storage facility to minimize surface water ponding and infiltration, or grade the surface of the tailings to maximize retention for evaporation without infiltration.

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA

		Water – groundwater quality



		Rosemont shall include as a condition in the Final MPO, a detailed description of methods to implement Regional Groundwater Mitigation within the TAMA, including plans implemented or to be implemented for:

· Utilize available CAP water as a source to conduct recharge within Tucson Active Management Area (Lower Santa Cruz).

· Local CAP recharge Recharge CAP as close as possible within the TAMA to the Rosemont supply well field in the area of the cone of depression caused by Rosemont water withdrawal.

· As available, trade or purchase storage credits from entities who own credits at a recharge facility which is close to the Rosemont supply well field.

· Every 5 years, Rosemont will modify the status of accrued storage credits into non recoverable status and extinguish the storage credits with preference to credits derived at a recharge facility which is close to the Rosemont supply well field.

· To the extent practicable, balance CAP storage credits with water to be pumped from mine supply well field, with the intent to maintain a surplus inventory of storage credits prior to pumping groundwater for mineral extraction use.

· Maintain water storage and use inventory records to show that CAP recharge credits are balanced against groundwater removed from the TAMA, and that the offset-credits are extinguished and not recoverable.

· 

		

		Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		Every 5 years, Rosemont will conduct a review of alternative water sources. For example, should CAP water, gray water, or effluent become available for mine operations, Rosemont will consider its use.

		

		Under feasibility study, drop or include in an alternative.



		Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		

		Water – groundwater quality



		Ground water quantity monitoring plan will be developed. It will be an evaluation of groundwater level data for comparison to groundwater model predictions. Model recalibration will be conducted if threshold values are reached. Annual reporting. This will occur on both groundwater systems affected by the proposal including Santa Cruz Valley and Davidson Canyon/Cienega Creek. A network of wells and piezometers will be used including existing wells and new wells.

		

		



		A Rosemont Mine water website will be constructed, updated annually and maintained by Rosemont with concurrence by the forest service. All water related data and reports will be accessible to the general public at this location. This includes all surface and ground water quality and quantity data. Executive summaries will be provided annually and written for the non technical person.

		

		



		Annually fund the USGS to operate and maintain existing surface water flow measurement gage at Barrel Canyon (09484580). 

		

		



		Water conservation measures would be implemented to minimize the need for ground water pumping.
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300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Reta, 
  
Attached for your review is the Draft Mitigation Process Memorandum and
Final Mitigation Table.  The table reflects the changes agreed upon by the FS
and Rosemont at the July 8, 2010, mitigation meeting.  Please review the
memo and let me know if you have any comments or questions.  The
referenced Cooperating Agency response letters are saved in the record and
on WebEx.   
  
Many thanks, 
  
Jonathan Rigg 
Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 
Phone: (520) 325-9194 
Fax: (520) 325-2033 

Email: jrigg@swca.com 



From: Jennifer Ruyle
To: Terry Chute
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Rosemont Forest Plan Consistency
Date: 08/30/2010 01:15 PM

I think it would be a very good idea to include the Regional Planners (Matt Turner and Michelle
Aldridge) as reviewers. There has been a spate of amendments recently, and Matt expressed interest
in being in the loop. Just let me know when you are ready to send it.  The tasks you have identified
look like a good way to go to me.  I will review the process paper and write the section for Chapter 2
describing the current revision effort, and how it relates to the Rosemont project.  Briefly, we have not
anticipated the project outcome one way or another in the draft revised plan, but each plan allows for
a range of activities that covers mining (for instance, the VQO of Maximum Modification is allowed as
an objective for some areas in our current plan, and the revised plan has "Utilitarian Areas" for
infrastructure and other permitted disturbances).  My take on it is that we will have to amend whatever
plan is in place with a new management area if the decision is to approve the POO. Let me know
when the tasks need to be finished.   
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Jennifer M. Ruyle
Forest Planner
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520)388-8351  jruyle@fs.fed.us
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>

08/30/2010 12:30 PM

To "Jennifer Ruyle" <jruyle@fs.fed.us>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"

<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Re: Rosemont Forest Plan Consistency

Thanks, Jennifer. 
  
Do we need to include the RO in the strategy at this point, or let them see it when they
review Chapter 2?  If you would like them to review this document & strategy, I will follow
your lead.  If some please let me clean this up a bit before it goes anywhere. 
  
Here are the tasks that remain between now and the time we release the DEIS relating to
Forest Plan consistency.  I am OK taking the lead on completing most of these tasks if you
are comfortable with that.   
  
1.  I need to track down specific resource information regarding a number of goals,
objectives, standards and guidelines to be able to determine consistency.  I will do that with
the individual FS IDT member responsible for the resource area in question. 
  

mailto:CN=Jennifer Ruyle/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


2.  The Process Paper needs to be completed after I get #1 taken care of.  It may be a good
idea for you or someone in your shop to review my work (calls on FP consistency and
rationale) before we finalize this section.  That will take some time, as the process paper is
some 125 pages long and it is not easily scanned.  Let me know how you want to proceed
with this. 
  
We also need a paragraph that discusses the current Coronado Forest Plan revision effort,
and how the Rosemont Copper Project EIS and the Forest Plan Revision process relate to
one another.  I think this section of Chapter 2 is as good a place to put that discussion as
anywhere.  I do not think I can do an adequate job of writing that paragraph as I do not
have knowledge of where you are going with revision or where you are in the process.
 Can you or one of your people draft something up?? 
  
Between the DEIS and the Final we'll need to determine the specifics of the new
Management Area - in a manner that fits in with the existing plan and also make it as easy
as possible to crosswalk into the revised plan.   
  
That's all I can think of at this time.  Please let me know your thoughts. 
  
Terry Chute 
406-250-2008 
tjchute@msn.com 

From: Jennifer Ruyle 
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2010 11:00 AM 
To: Terry Chute 
Cc: Beverley A Everson ; Melinda D Roth ; Reta Laford ; Tom Furgason 
Subject: Re: Rosemont Forest Plan Consistency 

Terry, this looks good to me.  Thanks 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Jennifer M. Ruyle
Forest Planner
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520)388-8351  jruyle@fs.fed.us
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

"Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com>

08/29/2010 05:06 PM

To "Jennifer Ruyle" <jruyle@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject Rosemont Forest Plan Consistency
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Here is an approach I'd like you to consider for addressing Forest Plan consistency in
Chapter 2 of the DEIS.  Please note that this applies to all action alternatives, and that
there remains a fair amount of work to verify and come to agreement on exactly which
goals, standards and guidelines this project does not comply with.  Thus the table could
change somewhat.  We can probably get to an end product in a week or two, assuming the
right IDT members are around to answer questions. 
 
The intent at this point of the process is to meet the regulatory obligations to inform the
public of the need to      amend the plan, and provide enough information so they can
comment.  I'm thinking this meets that obligation. 
 
Please let me know your thoughts and suggestions for improvement.  Thanks for you
time.....Terry Chute 



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Day, Stephen'; 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Cope, Larry'; 'Sieber, Mike'; 'Kathy Arnold';

'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason - SWCA '; 'Jonathan Rigg - SWCA'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call - Final Schedule
Date: 06/11/2010 10:18 AM

Cori,
 
A synopsis either in list or matrix form would be very helpful; please put together whatever you
can in the available time.   I’ll be contacting SWCA this morning to see how we arrange for
computer linkage among the participants to allow viewing the various tech memos and sharing of
files.  The overall purpose of the meeting is to allow Rosemont’s consultants to question SRK’s staff
regarding the issues raised and discuss possible ways to resolve the issues to SRK’s and the CNF’s
satisfaction; therefore, this is really Rosemont’s meeting and it will be up to them to ensure they
get the most out of the available time.
 
Kathy…….  Please let us know who of your consultants will be participating and forward their
contact information.
 
All…….. I promised Steve Day the meeting would last no more than two hours, so let’s be sure we
get to the meat of the issues as quickly as reasonably possible.
 
Thanks to all for meeting a tight schedule.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 

From: Hoag, Cori [mailto:choag@srk.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 11, 2010 3:43 AM
To: Dale Ortman PE; Stone, Claudia; Day, Stephen; Ugorets, Vladimir; Cope, Larry; Sieber, Mike; 'Kathy
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Arnold'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA ; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call - Final Schedule
 
Dale,
What is the format this conference call should take to be most effective?  Should a brief list of
recommendations or some type of matrix be compiled and distributed to the group to summarize
the elements raised in the various reports and SRK perception of the degree of deficiency? We
need to focus on the items that are likely to be significant stumbling blocks.
Cori
 
Goals listed in Dale’s June 6 email:
… discuss the SRK review of the Pit Lake Geochemistry, Infiltration Fate & Transport, and Davidson
Canyon reports. 
The review of the Baseline Geochemistry reports may be included where the information is
pertinent to the three predictive reports. 
… determine the nature of the issues raised by SRK and discuss various approaches to resolving the
issues. 
… determine if a face-to-face follow-up meeting is required or if sufficient agreement can be
reached via teleconference to resolve the issues.
 
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting
3275 W. Ina Rd., Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
W (520) 544-3688
F (520) 544-9853
M (520) 400-4135

 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 6:44 PM
To: Stone, Claudia; Hoag, Cori; Day, Stephen; Ugorets, Vladimir; Cope, Larry; Sieber, Mike; 'Kathy
Arnold'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA ; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call - Final Schedule
 
All,
 
The geochemistry conference call will be this coming Monday at 9:00 – 11:00 AM Pacific/Arizona
Time.
 
Kathy…. Please confirm that your consultants will be available for the conference call.  This is the
only time that Steve Day, SRK’s reviewing geochemist, has available for next week; therefore it is
imperative that your consultants are available.
 
Melissa…. Please send the SWCA conference call information to all participants and initiate the call
on Monday.  Also, please be available to record the meeting notes.



 
All… Please confirm your attendance.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Hoag, Cori
To: Dale Ortman PE; Stone, Claudia; Day, Stephen; Ugorets, Vladimir; Cope, Larry; Sieber, Mike; Kathy Arnold;

Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call - Final Schedule
Date: 06/14/2010 08:59 AM
Attachments: Rosemont_Geochem+Infiltration_Comments_20100614.docx

Al,
 
Attached is a list of brief questions/comments compiled by Steve Day, Vladimir Ugorets, and Mike
Sieber from the review memos related to modeling. Please distribute as needed.
Regards, Cori
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting
3275 W. Ina Rd., Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
W (520) 544-3688
F (520) 544-9853
M (520) 400-4135

 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 11, 2010 10:18 AM
To: Hoag, Cori; Stone, Claudia; Day, Stephen; Ugorets, Vladimir; Cope, Larry; Sieber, Mike; 'Kathy
Arnold'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason - SWCA '; 'Jonathan Rigg - SWCA'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call - Final Schedule
 
Cori,
 
A synopsis either in list or matrix form would be very helpful; please put together whatever you
can in the available time.   I’ll be contacting SWCA this morning to see how we arrange for
computer linkage among the participants to allow viewing the various tech memos and sharing of
files.  The overall purpose of the meeting is to allow Rosemont’s consultants to question SRK’s staff
regarding the issues raised and discuss possible ways to resolve the issues to SRK’s and the CNF’s
satisfaction; therefore, this is really Rosemont’s meeting and it will be up to them to ensure they
get the most out of the available time.
 
Kathy…….  Please let us know who of your consultants will be participating and forward their
contact information.
 
All…….. I promised Steve Day the meeting would last no more than two hours, so let’s be sure we
get to the meat of the issues as quickly as reasonably possible.
 
Thanks to all for meeting a tight schedule.
 
Cheers,
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June 14, 2010 Summary of Questions and concerns for Discussion

Compiled from SRK review memos



Pit Lake geochemistry:



1. Nature of the inconsistencies in the components of the pit lake water balance, presented in reviewed SRK documents.



2. How results of the predictions of pit lake infilling during the period of 100 years simulated by the groundwater flow model (M&A, 2009) were incorporated into the 200-year predictions, completed by Tetra Tech (2010).

3. Pit Lake hydrogeochemistry was evaluated by the components of water balance simulated by M & A (2009) Groundwater Flow Model which:

a. Has uncertainties in representing known geology and structures,

b. Does not have the proper external and internal boundary conditions,

c. Needs to be calibrated to transient conditions measured during a 30-day pumping test from multiple pumping wells to increase the limited predictive capability, and

d. Needs to be re-developed and re-run with elements of a sensitivity/uncertainty analysis to illustrate the possible range of predicted parameters.



4. Use of the DSM with stochastic parameters of precipitation, runoff, and evaporation combined with deterministic groundwater output from the numerical groundwater model is a very preliminary and inaccurate approach. This is due to the fact that both groundwater inflow and pit lake elevation depend on the meteorological parameters simulated in the groundwater model deterministically. By stochastically varying these parameters (precipitation, runoff, and evaporation), groundwater inflow will be different in time from that simulated in the groundwater model because pit lake stage will be different.

5. Characterization of pit walls – is there confidence that drilling has sufficient coverage that ore periphery influence can be evaluated?

6. Characterization of mineralogy as it effects application of ABA and evaluation of leaching (oxide and sulphate minerals, jarosite etc).

7. Agreement on the components of the conceptual model.

8. Understanding of how the pit wall source term was developed (scaling of lab results) and possible need for re-evaluation.

Infiltration, seepage, fate and transport model

1. Understanding of how source terms were calculated from laboratory tests. (Steve)

1. Climate

· Why was Nogales 6N data used instead of the closer Santa Rita station?

· What method was used to translate the pan evaporation data from Nogales to the elevation of the Site?

· What do one day and seven day infiltration-seepage modeling show?

· Appendix C model data appears that the “average” precipitation data is applied nearly every day. What was the method used to average the precipitation. Why was not all of the data used for a long-term transient model?

2. Site Material-Soil Data

· The theory unsaturated flow is presented

· The statement is made that laboratory and library parameters were used for unsaturated flow properties, however, the specific SWCC and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity curves are not presented.

3. Heap Leach Facility Conceptual Model

· The drain down model and infiltration-seepage model do not take into account the alteration of the oxide ore after leaching with raffinate. The leaching process will significantly change the unsaturated flow properties and reduce the saturated hydraulic conductivity. The time estimated or the Heap to drain is underestimated.

4. Steady-State and Transient Solutions

· Steady-State modeling was used to develop non-zero starting points for transient modeling, however, the figures for the transient solutions begin zero moisture water content.

· One-year transient simulations are neither long enough nor realistic to simulate long-term closure of the mine facilities.

For the infiltration and seepage component of the model report, SRK has the following recommendations:

· Results from the transient simulations do not indicate that a long-term solution has been reached at the end on one year. The transient simulations should be performed over the 50-year climatic data period of record, or at a minimum until the transient analysis demonstrates an asymptotic stabilization of results.

· Given the apparent need to extend the length of transient runs, the one year of averaged daily climate data may become mute. Actual climate data over the length of transient simulations should be applied as input.  

· Present SWCC and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity functions on charts for all of the waste material and the alluvial deposit and bedrock.

· The Heap Leach Facility draindown model should use material typical of leached oxide ore. Alternatively, a review of actual draindown data from similar closed heap leach facilities could be considered.

· Several figures are difficult to read

· For the geochemical component of the model, SRK has recommended further explanation and/or re-visiting of source terms to address potential for local acidification in waste rock and tailings, and scale-up of laboratory leach tests to full scale.





Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 

From: Hoag, Cori [mailto:choag@srk.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 11, 2010 3:43 AM
To: Dale Ortman PE; Stone, Claudia; Day, Stephen; Ugorets, Vladimir; Cope, Larry; Sieber, Mike; 'Kathy
Arnold'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA ; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call - Final Schedule
 
Dale,
What is the format this conference call should take to be most effective?  Should a brief list of
recommendations or some type of matrix be compiled and distributed to the group to summarize
the elements raised in the various reports and SRK perception of the degree of deficiency? We
need to focus on the items that are likely to be significant stumbling blocks.
Cori
 
Goals listed in Dale’s June 6 email:
… discuss the SRK review of the Pit Lake Geochemistry, Infiltration Fate & Transport, and Davidson
Canyon reports. 
The review of the Baseline Geochemistry reports may be included where the information is
pertinent to the three predictive reports. 
… determine the nature of the issues raised by SRK and discuss various approaches to resolving the
issues. 
… determine if a face-to-face follow-up meeting is required or if sufficient agreement can be
reached via teleconference to resolve the issues.
 
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting
3275 W. Ina Rd., Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
W (520) 544-3688

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


F (520) 544-9853
M (520) 400-4135

 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 6:44 PM
To: Stone, Claudia; Hoag, Cori; Day, Stephen; Ugorets, Vladimir; Cope, Larry; Sieber, Mike; 'Kathy
Arnold'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA ; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call - Final Schedule
 
All,
 
The geochemistry conference call will be this coming Monday at 9:00 – 11:00 AM Pacific/Arizona
Time.
 
Kathy…. Please confirm that your consultants will be available for the conference call.  This is the
only time that Steve Day, SRK’s reviewing geochemist, has available for next week; therefore it is
imperative that your consultants are available.
 
Melissa…. Please send the SWCA conference call information to all participants and initiate the call
on Monday.  Also, please be available to record the meeting notes.
 
All… Please confirm your attendance.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 



From: Hoag, Cori
To: Dale Ortman PE; Stone, Claudia; Day, Stephen; Ugorets, Vladimir; Cope, Larry; Sieber, Mike; Kathy Arnold;

Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call - Final Schedule
Date: 06/11/2010 03:43 AM

Dale,
What is the format this conference call should take to be most effective?  Should a brief list of
recommendations or some type of matrix be compiled and distributed to the group to summarize
the elements raised in the various reports and SRK perception of the degree of deficiency? We
need to focus on the items that are likely to be significant stumbling blocks.
Cori
 
Goals listed in Dale’s June 6 email:
… discuss the SRK review of the Pit Lake Geochemistry, Infiltration Fate & Transport, and Davidson
Canyon reports. 
The review of the Baseline Geochemistry reports may be included where the information is
pertinent to the three predictive reports. 
… determine the nature of the issues raised by SRK and discuss various approaches to resolving the
issues. 
… determine if a face-to-face follow-up meeting is required or if sufficient agreement can be
reached via teleconference to resolve the issues.
 
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting
3275 W. Ina Rd., Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
W (520) 544-3688
F (520) 544-9853
M (520) 400-4135

 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 6:44 PM
To: Stone, Claudia; Hoag, Cori; Day, Stephen; Ugorets, Vladimir; Cope, Larry; Sieber, Mike; 'Kathy
Arnold'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA ; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont Geochemistry Conference Call - Final Schedule
 
All,
 
The geochemistry conference call will be this coming Monday at 9:00 – 11:00 AM Pacific/Arizona
Time.
 
Kathy…. Please confirm that your consultants will be available for the conference call.  This is the
only time that Steve Day, SRK’s reviewing geochemist, has available for next week; therefore it is
imperative that your consultants are available.
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Melissa…. Please send the SWCA conference call information to all participants and initiate the call
on Monday.  Also, please be available to record the meeting notes.
 
All… Please confirm your attendance.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Ugorets, Vladimir
To: Dale Ortman PE; Stone, Claudia; Day, Stephen; Hoag, Cori; Sieber, Mike; Cope, Larry; Salek Shafiqullah;

Roger D Congdon; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Kathy Arnold
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
Date: 06/08/2010 02:32 PM

Dale,
 

I will not available on June 28-29th due to my business trip to Reno. I will be available after these
dates.
 
Regards,
 
Vladimir
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 08, 2010 1:32 PM
To: Stone, Claudia; Day, Stephen; Ugorets, Vladimir; Hoag, Cori; Sieber, Mike; Cope, Larry; 'Salek
Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA ; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
 
All,
 

Steve Day, SRK’s geochemist for the review work, is not available until the week of June 28th;
therefore please let me know your availability for a teleconference during that week, the earlier
the better.  We very much need to be progressing along with this so I intend to schedule the
teleconference based on the availability of the prime-time players.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 07, 2010 5:06 PM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Steve Day (sday@srk.com); 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Sieber, Mike'; 'Larry
Cope'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA (tfurgason@swca.com); Jonathan Rigg - SWCA (jrigg@swca.com);
'mreichard@swca.com'
Subject: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
 
All,
 
Rosemont has requested we approach resolving geochemistry issues in a collaborative manner
similar to that currently ongoing for the mine groundwater model review.  We would like to hold a

teleconference on June 17th among the various parties to discuss the SRK review of the Pit Lake
Geochemistry, Infiltration Fate & Transport, and Davidson Canyon reports.  The review of the
Baseline Geochemistry reports may be included where the information is pertinent to the three
predictive reports.  The intent of the teleconference is to determine the nature of the issues raised
by SRK and discuss various approaches to resolving the issues.  A specific goal for the
teleconference is to determine if a face-to-face follow-up meeting is required or if sufficient
agreement can be reached via teleconference to resolve the issues.
 

Please let me know your availability for the 17th of June.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Steve Day; 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Sieber, Mike'; 'Larry Cope'; 'Salek Shafiqullah';

'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
Date: 06/08/2010 06:04 PM

All,
 
Vladimir is not available June 28-29.  Please let me know your availability for the remainder of the
week – June 30 – July 2.
 
Thanks,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 08, 2010 12:32 PM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Steve Day (sday@srk.com); 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Sieber, Mike'; 'Larry
Cope'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA (tfurgason@swca.com); Jonathan Rigg - SWCA (jrigg@swca.com);
'mreichard@swca.com'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
 
All,
 

Steve Day, SRK’s geochemist for the review work, is not available until the week of June 28th;
therefore please let me know your availability for a teleconference during that week, the earlier
the better.  We very much need to be progressing along with this so I intend to schedule the
teleconference based on the availability of the prime-time players.
 
Cheers,
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Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 07, 2010 5:06 PM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Steve Day (sday@srk.com); 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Sieber, Mike'; 'Larry
Cope'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA (tfurgason@swca.com); Jonathan Rigg - SWCA (jrigg@swca.com);
'mreichard@swca.com'
Subject: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
 
All,
 
Rosemont has requested we approach resolving geochemistry issues in a collaborative manner
similar to that currently ongoing for the mine groundwater model review.  We would like to hold a

teleconference on June 17th among the various parties to discuss the SRK review of the Pit Lake
Geochemistry, Infiltration Fate & Transport, and Davidson Canyon reports.  The review of the
Baseline Geochemistry reports may be included where the information is pertinent to the three
predictive reports.  The intent of the teleconference is to determine the nature of the issues raised
by SRK and discuss various approaches to resolving the issues.  A specific goal for the
teleconference is to determine if a face-to-face follow-up meeting is required or if sufficient
agreement can be reached via teleconference to resolve the issues.
 

Please let me know your availability for the 17th of June.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Ugorets, Vladimir
To: Dale Ortman PE; Stone, Claudia; Day, Stephen; Hoag, Cori; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D

Roth; Kathy Arnold
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
Date: 06/09/2010 03:56 PM

Dale,
 
I am available but we need Steve to participate.
 
Regards,
 
Vladimir
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 09, 2010 4:46 PM
To: Stone, Claudia; Day, Stephen; Ugorets, Vladimir; Hoag, Cori; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A
Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA ; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
Importance: High
 
All,
 
Rosemont informs me that scheduling the geochemistry teleconference any later than next week is
unacceptable due to the impact on the DEIS schedule.  Please review your schedules and let me
know when on Monday or Tuesday (June 14-15) you are available for no more than a 2-hour
teleconference or conference call.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Stone, Claudia'; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; 'Kathy Arnold'; mreichard@swca.com; 'Melinda D Roth';

Steve Day; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; Tom Furgason - SWCA; 'Ugorets, Vladimir'
Subject: Re: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
Date: 06/09/2010 04:52 PM

I'm available Monday morning and Tuesday afternoon.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

06/09/2010 03:46 PM

To "'Stone, Claudia'" <cstone@srk.com>, "Steve
Day" <sday@srk.com>, "'Ugorets, Vladimir'"
<vugorets@srk.com>, "'Hoag, Cori'"
<choag@srk.com>, "'Salek Shafiqullah'"
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Beverley A Everson'"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Melinda D Roth'"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "'Kathy Arnold'"
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc "Tom Furgason - SWCA "
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg -
SWCA" <jrigg@swca.com>,
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference

All,

 
Rosemont informs me that scheduling the geochemistry teleconference any later
than next week is unacceptable due to the impact on the DEIS schedule.  Please
review your schedules and let me know when on Monday or Tuesday (June 14-15)
you are available for no more than a 2-hour teleconference or conference call.

 
Cheers,

 
Dale
_______________________
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Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

 
daleortmanpe@live.com

 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Steve Day; 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Sieber, Mike'; 'Larry Cope'; 'Salek Shafiqullah';

'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
Date: 06/08/2010 12:33 PM

All,
 

Steve Day, SRK’s geochemist for the review work, is not available until the week of June 28th;
therefore please let me know your availability for a teleconference during that week, the earlier
the better.  We very much need to be progressing along with this so I intend to schedule the
teleconference based on the availability of the prime-time players.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 07, 2010 5:06 PM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Steve Day (sday@srk.com); 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Sieber, Mike'; 'Larry
Cope'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA (tfurgason@swca.com); Jonathan Rigg - SWCA (jrigg@swca.com);
'mreichard@swca.com'
Subject: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
 
All,
 
Rosemont has requested we approach resolving geochemistry issues in a collaborative manner
similar to that currently ongoing for the mine groundwater model review.  We would like to hold a

teleconference on June 17th among the various parties to discuss the SRK review of the Pit Lake
Geochemistry, Infiltration Fate & Transport, and Davidson Canyon reports.  The review of the

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:sday@srk.com
mailto:vugorets@srk.com
mailto:choag@srk.com
mailto:msieber@srk.com
mailto:lcope@srk.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


Baseline Geochemistry reports may be included where the information is pertinent to the three
predictive reports.  The intent of the teleconference is to determine the nature of the issues raised
by SRK and discuss various approaches to resolving the issues.  A specific goal for the
teleconference is to determine if a face-to-face follow-up meeting is required or if sufficient
agreement can be reached via teleconference to resolve the issues.
 

Please let me know your availability for the 17th of June.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Rosemont Groundwater Meeting - January 15
Date: 12/19/2008 09:26 AM

Salek,
 
Should Roger also attend this meeting?
 
Tom
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2008 11:21 AM
To: 'Rebecca A Miller'; 'Hoag, Cori'
Cc: Tom Furgason; 'Salek Shafiqullah'
Subject: Rosemont Groundwater Meeting - January 15
 
I have confirmed with Jim Davis (Errol L. Montgomery & Associates) that they are prepared to
meet on January 15 to present a detailed description of their work for both the Santa Cruz Valley
and the mine site.  The groundwater modelers with Montgomery will be available for half a day
and we can use the remainder of the time for ongoing discussion with Jim Davis or among
ourselves.  I will be receiving a tentative agenda from Jim and likely will meet with him in the near
future to get a better idea of what they have to present.  In the event it looks like we can make
good use of more than one day, or want to digest the initial presentation and return for a question
and answer session, I would like to know if your specialists might be available to stay for Friday
(heading home Friday afternoon or evening).
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 

Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Dale Ortman PE'; 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Vladimir Ugorets'; 'Larry Cope'; 'Mike Sieber '; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS ';

'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'David Krizek'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Mark Thomasson'; 'Jonathan Whittier';
Grady O'Brien - TetraTech

Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Groundwater Model Update - Confirm Reschedule for Monday Conference Call
Date: 04/02/2010 02:21 PM
Importance: High

All,
 
I’ve heard back from the key players and all are able to reschedule the groundwater model update
teleconference.  The next teleconference is now set for Monday (April 5) @ 12:00 noon Arizona
Time.
 
As per usual, the audio will be via a conference call ( 866-866-2244  Participant Code: 9550668 ) ; if
Montgomery wants to present graphics they will issue a GoToMeeting invitation shortly before the
teleconference.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 01, 2010 2:25 PM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Vladimir Ugorets'; 'Larry Cope'; 'Mike Sieber '; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Roger D
Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'David Krizek'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Mark Thomasson'; 'Jonathan Whittier';
Grady O'Brien - TetraTech (Grady.OBrien@tetratech.com)
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont Groundwater Model Update - Possible Reschedule for Monday Conference Call
 
All,
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Hale Barter has a schedule conflict with the 2:00 PM Arizona Time for the Monday conference call.
 
Please let me know if you can reschedule the call for 12:00 (noon) Arizona Time on Monday. 
Unless I hear by midday on Friday that all the critical participants can make the rescheduled time
we will stick with the original 2:00 PM and Jonathan Whittier will need to carry the ball without
Hale.
 
I’ll send out an email with the final decision on the timing of the call no later than the end of
business on Friday.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Jonathan Whittier
To: Roger D Congdon; Ugorets, Vladimir
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Stone, Claudia; Dale Ortman PE; David Krizek; Grady O'Brien - TetraTech; Hale Barter;

Cope, Larry; Melissa Reichard; Sieber, Mike; Mark Thomasson; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Groundwater Model Update - Possible Reschedule for Monday Conference Call
Date: 04/02/2010 09:20 AM

Me, too!
 
 
Jonathan D. Whittier
Hydrogeologist

MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES
1550 E. Prince Road
Tucson, AZ  85719
(520) 881-4912 (office)
(520) 465-8742 (cell)
(520) 881-1609 (fax) 
jwhittier@elmontgomery.com
www.elmontgomery.com

This email message and any attached electronic files are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s) named above, are
confidential, and may be legally privileged.  Unauthorized dissemination, distribution, or copying of this email message or any part
thereof is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this email message in error, please immediately notify us by reply email and/or by

phone and delete all  copies of this email message including attachments from your computer system. 

From: Roger D Congdon [mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, April 02, 2010 6:57 AM
To: Ugorets, Vladimir
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; Stone, Claudia; Dale Ortman PE; 'David Krizek'; Grady O'Brien - TetraTech;
Hale Barter; Jonathan Whittier; Cope, Larry; 'Melissa Reichard'; Sieber, Mike; Mark Thomasson; 'Salek
Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Groundwater Model Update - Possible Reschedule for Monday Conference Call
 

. . . as am I. 

Roger

"Ugorets, Vladimir" <vugorets@srk.com>

04/01/2010 03:48 PM

To Dale Ortman PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Stone, Claudia"
<cstone@srk.com>, "Cope, Larry" <lcope@srk.com>, "Sieber, Mike"
<msieber@srk.com>, 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, 'Roger D Congdon' <rcongdon@fs.fed.us>,
'Beverley A Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>, 'David Krizek'
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<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, 'Hale Barter'
<hbarter@elmontgomery.com>, 'Mark Thomasson'
<mthomasson@elmontgomery.com>, 'Jonathan Whittier'
<jwhittier@elmontgomery.com>, Grady O'Brien - TetraTech
<Grady.OBrien@tetratech.com>

cc 'Tom Furgason' <tfurgason@swca.com>, 'Melissa Reichard'
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont Groundwater Model Update - Possible Reschedule for
Monday Conference Call

 
  

I am available. 
  
Vladimir 
  
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 01, 2010 3:25 PM
To: Stone, Claudia; Ugorets, Vladimir; Cope, Larry; Sieber, Mike; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Roger D
Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'David Krizek'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Mark Thomasson'; 'Jonathan Whittier';
Grady O'Brien - TetraTech
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont Groundwater Model Update - Possible Reschedule for Monday Conference Call 
  
All, 
  
Hale Barter has a schedule conflict with the 2:00 PM Arizona Time for the Monday conference call. 
  
Please let me know if you can reschedule the call for 12:00 (noon) Arizona Time on Monday.  Unless I hear by
midday on Friday that all the critical participants can make the rescheduled time we will stick with the original

2:00 PM and Jonathan Whittier will need to carry the ball without Hale. 
  
I’ll send out an email with the final decision on the timing of the call no later than the end of business on Friday. 
  
Cheers, 
  
Dale 
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Ugorets, Vladimir
To: Dale Ortman PE; Stone, Claudia; Cope, Larry; Sieber, Mike; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; Roger D Congdon;

Beverley A Everson; David Krizek; Hale Barter; Mark Thomasson; Jonathan Whittier; Grady O'Brien - TetraTech
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Rosemont Groundwater Model Update - Possible Reschedule for Monday Conference Call
Date: 04/01/2010 02:48 PM

I am available.
 
Vladimir
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 01, 2010 3:25 PM
To: Stone, Claudia; Ugorets, Vladimir; Cope, Larry; Sieber, Mike; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Roger D
Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'David Krizek'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Mark Thomasson'; 'Jonathan Whittier';
Grady O'Brien - TetraTech
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont Groundwater Model Update - Possible Reschedule for Monday Conference Call
 
All,
 
Hale Barter has a schedule conflict with the 2:00 PM Arizona Time for the Monday conference call.
 
Please let me know if you can reschedule the call for 12:00 (noon) Arizona Time on Monday. 
Unless I hear by midday on Friday that all the critical participants can make the rescheduled time
we will stick with the original 2:00 PM and Jonathan Whittier will need to carry the ball without
Hale.
 
I’ll send out an email with the final decision on the timing of the call no later than the end of
business on Friday.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Walter Keyes
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Rosemont holdings
Date: 06/09/2009 10:05 AM

Larry,

I believe you are right on with respect to differentiating the "holdings" of Rosemont,
but Bev's the boss.

Even "to own" is not simple.  So couching the "holdings" of Rosemont in the least
confusing terms possible is warranted.  We need to ensure where possible that we
all use the same terms for clarity however.  I suggest, as you do, "unpatented
mining claims", and "private land".

I learned long ago--from George McKay in fact--about "ownership interests". 
Easements, mineral estate (mining claims), rights of way, etc (even "joint tenancy"
as for most married couples' houses) are "ownership interests":  One owns only a
part of the "thing"--and someone else (or multiple someone's) owns the rest.  One
has a right of ownership, but generally that right is circumscribed by whatever
document granted that right originally.  When those ownership rights conflict with
one another "the dance begins" and does not stop until both parties agree they've
had enough.

Walt.
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
     "Being right too soon is socially unacceptable".
                                                  -- Robert A. Heinlein
..........................................................................
▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS 

06/08/2009 02:22 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, gsoroka@swca.com

Subject Rosemont holdings

Hey Bev (et al.)--

I'm going through the Rosemont biological technical reports from
WestLand and one thing that bewilders me a bit is the reference to
"Rosemont holdings."  In the reports, there is a universal map that
shows the boundary encompassing both patented and unpatented
mining claims, calling the area the Rosemont holdings.  I would think
these should be distinct so we can differentiate issues associated with

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Forest Service managed lands (unpatented claims) vs. private lands
(private inholdings and patented claims)...but this is not really my
forté, so I am wondering if the term Rosemont "holdings" inclusive of
unpatented claims is apropos?  They also use a term, "the Property"
(capitalized), but I'm not sure what that refers to.

I haven't seen an agenda for the Wednesday meeting, but is there
room to discuss the "consultation letter" I mentioned earlier and these
reports?  Or is that something just for us bios to do?

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us



From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; Linda Peery; Melinda D Roth; Richard A Gerhart; Robert Lefevre; Salek

Shafiqullah
Subject: Re: Rosemont hydro-bio field trip agenda
Date: 11/23/2009 10:42 AM
Attachments: Draft Agenda hydro-bio-ripo field trip dec 10.docx

With Mindee's concurrence send the official version, but cc me.  I will send that
version out on the cooperating agency e-mail contact list just to ensure you haven't
missed any agency that wants to participate.  My note to the cooperating agencies
with the final version will indicate you have the lead for this and all contacts for
coordination should be made with you.  Once you complete the field visit, please
ensure that I receive a copy of the meeting notes (as well as any handouts or
presentations) for posting with the cooperating agency records.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS 

11/23/2009 08:32 AM

To Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Linda
Peery/NONFS/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont hydro-bio field trip agenda

Teresa Ann (et al.)--

Attached is the agenda of the upcoming Biology-Hydrology-Riparian
field trip to the Rosemont area.  Do I need any further approval to
send this out, or is it someting you need to do?  I have a group
emailing list of about 25 biologists from coop agencies, Fish and
Wildlife Service, SWCA, and WestLand.  I would also ask Kathy Arnold
if we need to check in or otherwise get permission to go onto
Rosemont lands (but mostly we will be on FS-administered lands,
anyway).  When approved, I will un-draft it and make it official.  

This field trip is apparently very popular.  I have had about 22 RSVPs
of biologists and hydrologists and related folk saying they will be in
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Draft Agenda: Biology-Hydrology-Riparian Field Trip, 10 December 2009



Bring lunch and drinkables! We will strictly enforce meeting and leaving times. Presentations and main discussion points bulleted below.



0845 Gather at Fish and Wildlife Service Tucson Office parking lot and figure out carpools (please bring multi-person carpooling cars; people going “separately” are strongly discouraged…too many people on this trip)



0900 (Sharp) Leave FWS office



Stop 1.  0945 Mile Post 44 Hwy 83.  Overview of Rosemont from the highway, and this is WHERE WE WILL MEET PEOPLE that aren’t meeting us in Tucson. 

· Ground rules and tailgate safety (Larry Jones)

· Overview of what we want to accomplish today (Larry) 

· Overview of the Rosemont project area from the highway and alternatives (Salek Shafiqullah)



1045  Leave Stop 1



Stop 2.  Rosemont Ranch Overlook.  Another vantage point looking down on mine area and downstream reaches

· Briefing on water resources and issues (Salek) 10 min or less

· Briefing on riparian resources and issues (Bob Levefre) 10 min or less

· Briefing on plant and animal resources and issues (Larry) 10 min or less

· Framing the hydro-bio bounds of analysis (open discussion)

· Downstream issues and concerns (open discussion)



1200  Leave Stop 2



Stop 3.  McCleary Spring and Canyon.

· Lunch at the spring (open discussion)

· Spring flora and fauna and water levels (open discussion)

· Standing water issues (open discussion)

· Relative eco-values of drainages among alternatives (open discussion)

· Discuss follow-up (Bob)



1430  Leave Stop 3



Leave by way of overlooks and head back to MP 44 (if needed), then back to Tucson.







attendance.  Because it will now be someone formal, Linda Peery will
be the official note-taker, and Bob, Salek, and I will be leading the trip.

Thanks!.

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Rosemont IDT homework - core and extended teams
Date: 11/09/2009 06:55 AM
Attachments: 2009 10 13 IDT Catalog of Activities salek.xlsx

Hello Bev,
Per your request #3, please find attached a spreadsheet with information you
requested.  Thanks.

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

10/19/2009 06:54 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Rosemont IDT homework - core and extended teams

For core and extended, the following homework needs to be completed by the
dates indicated. A lot of this work is not new to the team, however, at this
point the work needs to have a wrap-up date. 

1.  Read all public comments on the project that are applicable to your
resource area (October 30 deadline; this is something that I have asked the
team to do for several months). 

2.  Review the draft DEIS, located in the “EIS” folder and divided into
chapters to make downloading easier (November 6 deadline).  This a very,
very draft DEIS, and your review should be BRIEF...the intention is to
identify holes in the draft DEIS (of which there are lots) and to check the legal
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Instructions

		Enter the name of your agency.

		Enter past, present, and reasonably forseeable activities on the respective tabs.

		Year Start:  Enter date or "ongoing"

		Actual / Estimate:  Use drop down to indicate if date is "actual" or "estimate"

		Year End:  Enter date or "ongoing"

		Actual / Estimate:  Use drop down to indicate if date is actual or estimate

		Activity Type:  Use drop down to indicate type of activity 

		Quantity:  Use values and specify units or insert the word "qualitative" and describe the qualitative data under the "Description" column

		Location / Desciption:   Provide narrative description of location, including legal description if known.  Provide narrative description of the activity.

		Additional Instructions:

		A		Web links to other sources of information and databases are acceptable; 

		B		An exhaustive listing of past activities may not be particularly useful since past actions are reflected in the existing condition.  Past actions should be those that have a special relevance to understanding the existing condition;

		C		In describing reasonably foreseeable activities, address the likelihood of occurrence such as the existence of a decision or authorization, funding, etc.  Where quantitative information is not readily available, qualitative data may be used. 

		D		Where applicable, include in regulatory thresholds in the the activity description.























Past Activities

		ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT EIS CATALOG OF ACTIVITITES



		Name of IDT member:  Salek

		Year Start		Actual  / Estimate		Year  End		Actual  / Estimate		Activity Type		Quantity		Location / Description

		1902		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Seep and Springs monitoring

		1902		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Seep and Springs development

		1902		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Water well installation

		1902		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Water well monitoring

		1902		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Water well use (Rosemont Camp, Hydro Characterization wells 07-08)

		1950		Estimate		1970		Estimate		Water		Point		Surface Water Flow Monitoring (USGS Barrell Canyon at SR 83)

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Piezometer installation

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Piezometer monitoring

		2007		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Weather station Installation and monitoring (Precip, temp, wind direction, pan evaporation)

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Surface Water Quality Monitoring instrument installation (TT stormwater samplers)

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Surface Water Quality Monitoring  (TT stormwater samplers)















































Past Activities	




Present Activities

		ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT EIS CATALOG OF ACTIVITITES



		Name of IDT Member:  Salek

		Year Start		Actual  / Estimate		Year  End		Actual  / Estimate		Activity Type		Quantity		Location / Description

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Well Water Level Monitoring

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Well Water Quality Monitoring

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Surface Water Quality Monitoring (TT stormwater samplers)

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Surface Water Flow Monitoring (USGS Barrell Canyon at SR 83)

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Piezometer monitoring

		2007		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Weather station monitoring (Precip, temp, wind direction, pan evaporation)

		1902		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Seep and Springs monitoring









Present Activities	




Reasonably Foreseeable Activity

		ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT EIS CATALOG OF ACTIVITITES



		Name of IDT member:  Salek

		Year Start		Actual  / Estimate		Year  End		Actual  / Estimate		Activity Type		Quantity		Location / Description

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Well Water Level Monitoring

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Well Water Quality Monitoring

		1902		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Water well installation

		1902		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Water well use (Rosemont Camp, Hydro Characterization wells 07-08)

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Piezometer monitoring

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Piezometer installation

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Surface Water Quality Monitoring (TT stormwater samplers)

		2008		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Surface Water Flow Monitoring (USGS Barrell Canyon at SR 83)

		2007		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Weather station monitoring (Precip, temp, wind direction, pan evaporation)

		1902		Estimate		Ongoing		Estimate		Water		Point		Seep and Springs monitoring











Reasonably Foreseeable Activities	




Example

		ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT EIS CATALOG OF ACTIVITITES



		Name of IDT Member:  

		Year Start		Actual  / Estimate		Year  End		Actual  / Estimate		Activity Type		Quantity		Location / Description

		Past Activity Example

		2000		Actual		2007		Actual		Road		3 miles		Jingo County periodic road maintenance to contour and gravel County Road 555 from junction with Forest Road 222 to junction of State Hwy 44 (Sections 8, 9, 10, T66S, R77E)

		Present Activity Example

		2008		Actual		2011		Estimate		Watershed		Lone Creek Segments 3, 5, 7, and 9		Ongoing work to install rip rap to reduce streambank erosion.  Segments 3 (0.5 miles) and 5 (0.6 miles)completed on both banks.  Segment 7 (2.1 miles ) east bank installation complete - west bank planned for completion in 2009.  Segment 9 (estimate .7 miles) scheduled for initiation in 3rd quarter 2011.  North quarter T66S, R37E

		Reasonably Foreseeable Activity Example

		2015		Estimate		2035		Estimate		Special Uses		35 acres land disturbance		Sapphire Ring Mine:  Proposed gemstone mine in the Smokey Bear Ecosystem Management Area (Southwest quarter, T66S, R37E).  NEPA decision and Final MPO complete.  Awaiting appeal review decision





























































Example Activities	






framework of the document. 

3.  Complete the past present and future actions table, to be forwarded to
you shortly (November 6 deadline; note that the deadline has been extended
from October 30). 

4.  Review the alternatives disposal task list, also to be forwarded shortly
(Nov. 6 deadline); note that a few people have specific tasks to complete. 

Please let me know if you have questions, or if there is something I can do to
help everyone make the deadlines). 

Thanks - 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us;

ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M
Farrell; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Re: Rosemont IDT homework - core and extended teams - EXTENDED IDT MEETING THIS WEDNESDAY!
Date: 10/26/2009 04:04 PM

I have to ask everyone to have your review of the draft DEIS done by Friday, with
your written comments to me by close of business the same day.  Once again, this
should not be a lengthy review, and should not involve any editing.  Focus on what
is missing from the draft document and whether or not you feel that the legal
framework is correct.  I sent you the draft DEIS last week, but can send it again if
needed.

Also, there will be an exteneded IDT meeting this Wednesday from 9:00
to 10:30 in 6V6.  Reta has requested this meeting, and she will be talking
to us about 2010 program of work.  District personnel can teleconference
into the meeting to save a drive to the S.O.

Thank You!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

10/19/2009 06:54 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS

cc

Subject Rosemont IDT homework - core and extended teams

For core and extended, the following homework needs to be completed by the dates indicated. A
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lot of this work is not new to the team, however, at this point the work needs to have a wrap-up
date.

1.  Read all public comments on the project that are applicable to your resource area (October
30 deadline; this is something that I have asked the team to do for several months). 

2.  Review the draft DEIS, located in the “EIS” folder and divided into chapters to make
downloading easier (November 6 deadline).  This a very, very draft DEIS, and your review should
be BRIEF...the intention is to identify holes in the draft DEIS (of which there are lots) and to
check the legal framework of the document.

3.  Complete the past present and future actions table, to be forwarded to you shortly
(November 6 deadline; note that the deadline has been extended from October 30).

4.  Review the alternatives disposal task list, also to be forwarded shortly (Nov. 6 deadline); note
that a few people have specific tasks to complete.

Please let me know if you have questions, or if there is something I can do to help everyone make
the deadlines).

Thanks -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Rosemont IDT meeting tomorrow
Date: 04/21/2009 01:16 PM

I plan to attend.  Which information should I bring with me?

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

04/21/2009 12:50 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Alan Belauskas/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Andrea W
Campbell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Arthur S
Elek/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
Christopher C LeBlanc/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Eli
Curiel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, George
McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Heidi
Schewel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Janet
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, John
Able/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Keith L
Graves/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mriechard@SWCA.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont IDT meeting tomorrow

We will be meeting in 4B tomorrow to work on more alternative
discussion.  The meeting starts at 9:00 and will go until about 2:30,
with an hour luch break from 11:30 to 12:30.  This meeting is not
mandatory for the extended team, but your contribution to the
discussion would be welcomed.

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568540051BD46/0/C36D60FFDAE18D1C872575910061558A


Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Alan Belauskas; Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel;

Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; Janet Jones; John Able; Keith L Graves; Kendall
Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell; mriechard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; Salek
Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: Re: Rosemont IDT meeting tomorrow
Date: 04/21/2009 12:50 PM

We will be meeting in 4B tomorrow to work on more alternative discussion.  The
meeting starts at 9:00 and will go until about 2:30, with an hour luch break from
11:30 to 12:30.  This meeting is not mandatory for the extended team, but your
contribution to the discussion would be welcomed.

Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Dale Ortman PE; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle
Subject: RE: Rosemont Impact Analysis - Dry Stack Tailings Design Report Questions
Date: 06/29/2009 11:26 AM
Attachments: 2009-06-05_Ortman_Shaffiqullah et al_Dry Stack Tail Questions_memo.pdf

Bev and Salek,
 
We really need to get some direction on Dale’s memo on Dry Stack Tailings Design report before we
can define SRK’s scope of work and get them going on this.  When can we expect your comments? 
Thanks.
 
Tom
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, June 21, 2009 7:05 AM
To: sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: FW: Rosemont Impact Analysis - Dry Stack Tailings Design Report Questions
 
Salek & Bev,
 
Forwarding a copy of my email of June 5 regarding questions to be addressed by Rosemont/AMEC
regarding the seepage study in the final design report for the dry stack tailings facility.  Please
acknowledge receipt of the memo and let me know the disposition of the questions.
 
Thanks,
 
Dale
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 05, 2009 11:08 AM
To: 'sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us'; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Charles Coyle'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Rosemont Impact Analysis - Dry Stack Tailings Design Report Questions
 
Salek & Bev,
 
Attached is a memo presenting draft questions I believe should be addressed by Rosemont
regarding the final design report for the dry stack tailings facility.  Please review, edit as you see fit,
and forward a final set of questions to Rosemont.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE       Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer        Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233         E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson (CNF) 


Copy to: 
Charles Coyle, Melissa Reichard, Tom Furgason (SWCA); Claudia Stone, Clara Balasko, 
Mike Sieber (SRK) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 5 June 2009   


Subject: 
Questions for Rosemont 
Dry Stack Tailings Final Design Report  


 
Presented below are draft questions I believe should be addressed by Rosemont prior to the CNF, SWCA, 
and SWCA’s subcontractor SRK proceeding with impact analysis for the dry stack tailings facility described 
in the report titled Rosemont Copper Company Dry Stack Tailings Storage Facility Final Design Report, 
April 15, 2009 prepared by AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. of Englewood, Colorado.  Please review 
these questions, comment as you feel appropriate, and forward a final set of questions to Rosemont for their 
consideration. 
 


1. The design report sets a 15 day limit for evaporation of accumulated storm water on the top surface 
of the tailings but the BADCT demonstration included as an appendix sets a 5 day limit; please 
confirm which is correct and provide a corrected report. 


2. The tailings design is based on two tailings samples, Colina and MSRD-1 that, based on the submitted 
geotechnical test results, appear to have almost identical physical properties.  The report states that 
although there are several ore-bearing rock types the high degree of similarity between the two 
tailings samples indicates a uniformity of tailings properties throughout the deposit.  However, the 
report does not present any discussion of the origin of the samples, the rock types from which they 
were prepared, or the rationale as to why they are a reliable basis for design; please provide such a 
rationale.   


3. The text of the report indicates the tailings to have a USCS classification of SM when, in fact, the 
presented data indicates both samples to classify as ML; please correct the report. 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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4. The report states that tailings in excess of 18% moisture may be safely placed within the core of the 
facility at a distance of no more than 1100 feet from the inside crest of the rock buttress.  However, 
no analysis is presented to support this statement; please provide such an analysis including an upper 
bound limit on the allowable moisture content.  Additional related questions are: 


a. Is there a contingency plan for upset conditions at the tailings filtration plant other than the 
allowance to place tails at greater than 18% moisture in the core of the disposal facility? 


b. How will the conveyor and radial stacker system be aligned and operated to allow selective 
placement of tailings between the core and the outer portions of the tailings in the event of 
cyclical changes in tailings moisture content? 


5. The seepage prediction is based on a placed tailings moisture content of 18% however the plan allows 
for placement of tails at moisture contents exceeding 18% in the core of the facility.  Please provide 
an upper bound seepage analysis using the maximum allowable moisture content from Question #4 
for tailings placed in the core of the facility. 


6. The report does not contain a Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) to ensure long-term conformance of the 
tailings facility construction with the design; please provide a QAP. 


7. The report indicates the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 2, but omits the same for Diversion 
Channel No. 1; please provide the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 1. 


8.  The seepage analysis states that no ponding of storm water was included in the analytical boundary 
conditions.  However, the design includes a top surface drainage grade of only 0.25% and 
construction using a radial stacker placing 25-foot lifts, and it is doubtful that both the construction 
method will allow grading control to maintain the 0.25% slope or the 0.25% slope will effectively 
drain the tailings top surface except during extreme flooding.  Please provide additional rationale for 
the exclusion of ponding of storm water in the seepage analysis. 


9. Will the surface water control design report due for submission in July 2009 include engineering 
details for the storm water control facilities for the dry stack tailings?  Additional questions are: 


a. The Central Drain (chimney drain) has been removed from the design, however the rock 
buttress on the north side of the Phase I tailings, that will be buried by the Phase II tailings, 
may allow storm water from the surface of the tailings to be routed to the Flow-Through 
Drain and comingle with discharging storm water; what is the plan to prevent this occurrence? 


b. The seepage analysis does not include an analysis of potential infiltration through the rock 
buttress contacting the underlying tailings and subsequently exiting the toe of tailings facility 
to comingle with discharging storm water; what is to prevent this occurrence?   


 







Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Van Reed
Subject: Re: Rosemont IP/NSAMT Zonge Survey
Date: 01/03/2008 04:27 PM

Thank you for the update, Van.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Van Reed" <van@zonge.us>

"Van Reed"
<van@zonge.us> 

01/03/2008 02:46 PM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Bruce
Mackenzie'" <brucemack@worldnet.att.net>, "'Keith L
Graves'" <klgraves@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Craig W. Beasley'"
<cwbeasley@wavegeophysics.com>, "'Mike Clarke'"
<mclarke@augustaresource.com>

Subject Rosemont IP/NSAMT Zonge Survey

Field work for this geophysical survey was completed on December
22

nd
.    Geophysical equipment and receiver wire used on the grid were

removed by the crew on the 22
nd

.  

 
Transmitter wire and current/high-voltage electrodes used for the
transmitter dipole were removed from the field during the week of Dec
24

th 
.   

 
Zonge Engineering has completed the ground geophysical work
program.  If there are any questions, please contact me.

 
Best Regards,

 
Emmett V Reed  (Van),  Managing Geophysicist
Zonge Engineering & Research Organization
3322 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona USA 85716

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:van@zonge.us


Voice:1 (520) 327-5501 Fax:1 (520) 325-1588
EMAIL:  van@Zonge.us

 



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Debby Kriegel'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Beverley A Everson'; Rochelle Dresser; 'Horst'
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Landform Project Conference Call
Date: 03/29/2010 07:01 AM
Attachments: 20100317_Hydro mtg_DO.doc

Forgot the attachment………..
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2010 6:46 AM
To: 'Debby Kriegel'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); 'Beverley A Everson'; Rochelle
Dresser (rdesser@fs.fed.us); 'Horst'
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: Rosemont Landform Project Conference Call
 
All,
 
The conference call to review the Rosemont criteria for the landform project is scheduled for

Tuesday, March 30th, at 10:00 AM.  The conference call number and pass code are below:
 
Call Number: 866-866-2244
 
Pass Code: 9550668
 
Attached is my memo with a preliminary list of the criteria.  I have not yet received a revised
version of the criteria from Rosemont, but will forward it when it arrives.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rdesser@fs.fed.us
mailto:hjschor@jps.net
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com

Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 


DRAFT- DELIBERATIVE- NOT FOR PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 


Hydrology Team Meeting


March 17, 2010

2:00 pm – 3:10 pm


Attendees:


		Forest Service

		SWCA

		Other



		Salek Shafiqullah

		Dale Ortman

		Hale Barter- Montgomery & Assoc



		Roger Congdon

		Melissa Reichard

		Mark Thomasson- Montgomery & Assoc



		

		Mike Sieber- SRK

		John Wittier- Montgomery & Assoc



		

		Claudia Stone- SRK

		Derek Blazer- Montgomery & Assoc



		

		Vladimir Ugorets- SRK

		Grady O’Brien- TetraTech



		

		Larry Cope- SRK

		





 


Topics Discussed:


Boundary conditions

30 day pump test


Projection timeframe for model

 


Progress  Made:


Montgomery updated boundary conditions- 

· extended contours ½ mile to GHP boundary to help eliminate skewed conductivity due to presence of Alluvium

· Fixed head location where no projected impacts


· No boundaries where projected impacts


· Eliminating alternating boundary

 


Issues Raised:


· Vladimir- Alluvium contributions to groundwater beyond the ½ mile

· Vladimir- has doubts on the use of PEST when reviewing transient results and wants to see reasonable conductivity in all layers without the use of delineated zones


· Roger- Hydraulic connectivity is unique and he doesn’t want to see “bullseyes”- dealing with a variable fractured system- not specific zones


· Project Timeframe – Transient calibration will not be complete by April 9 meeting, but adequate progress will have been made to allow review of work and to discuss any problems encountered in the calibration.

 


Issues Resolved & Agreements:


· Put no boundary condition to the East to see full impact 

· Change in flux of boundary conditions, observe and adjust boundaries accordingly


· Still consider and calibrate to a lack of response on those wells to ensure correct vertical distribution to include all the layers 

 


Next Steps/Assignments:


· Conference Call at 2pm (Arizona time) on 3/31/2010

· Meeting at Montgomery’s office on 4/9/2010


· Montgomery- Technical memorandum with brief description of transient calibration with larger report of sensitivity analysis and model to follow









From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Dale Ortman PE'; 'Debby Kriegel'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Beverley A Everson'; Rochelle Dresser; 'Horst'
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Landform Project Conference Call
Date: 03/29/2010 07:06 AM
Attachments: 20100325_ortman_schor-etal_prelimrosemontlandformconstraints_memo.pdf

Bad Morning……… that was the wrong attachment………… third try is the charm
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2010 7:01 AM
To: 'Debby Kriegel'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); 'Beverley A Everson'; Rochelle
Dresser (rdesser@fs.fed.us); 'Horst'
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Landform Project Conference Call
 
Forgot the attachment………..
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2010 6:46 AM
To: 'Debby Kriegel'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); 'Beverley A Everson'; Rochelle
Dresser (rdesser@fs.fed.us); 'Horst'
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: Rosemont Landform Project Conference Call
 
All,
 
The conference call to review the Rosemont criteria for the landform project is scheduled for

Tuesday, March 30th, at 10:00 AM.  The conference call number and pass code are below:
 
Call Number: 866-866-2244
 
Pass Code: 9550668
 
Attached is my memo with a preliminary list of the criteria.  I have not yet received a revised
version of the criteria from Rosemont, but will forward it when it arrives.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rdesser@fs.fed.us
mailto:hjschor@jps.net
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Horst Schor 


Copy to: 
Debby Kriegel, Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF), Tom Furgason, Melissa 
Reichard (SWCA) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 25 March 2010   


Subject: 
Preliminary Landform Layout Constraints Provided by Rosemont Copper 
Company 


 
This memorandum summarizes the preliminary constraints provided by Rosemont Copper 
Company for the layout of a landform conceptual design for the mine waste facility in Upper 
Barrel Canyon.  This is a preliminary summary based on draft notes provided by Rosemont 
Copper Company prior to their formal submission to the CNF.  The sole purpose of this 
memorandum is to provide this preliminary information for discussion during the update 
teleconference scheduled for March 25, 2010 at 3:30 PM Arizona time. 
 
A draft copy of the Landform Concept Plan prepared by Horst Schor and presented to the CNF 
and SWCA on March 8, 2010 is attached.  Rosemont has annotated the plan with numbered 
reference areas.  Presented below is excerpted pertinent text from the draft notes provided by 
Rosemont to explain each of the numbered areas: 
 


1. Stay clear of Mill Facility/Industrial Area 
2. …. avoid Cultural Significant sites at Ball Court Village and others… 
3. …. leave half-mile wide buffer strip for AZ trail and foreground of unaltered landscape… 
4. Merge stormwater drainage and E. Perimeter and stay in Barrel only 
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Rosemont EIS Project Memorandum Page 2 
 
 


Document for Deliberative Purposes Only 
Not for Public Distribution Page 2 
 


5. Maintain neighborhood setback for Singing Valley Ranch 
6. Avoid SDCP Biological Core Value habitat and Riparian Management Area on SW 


Corner 
7. & 8.  Accommodate existing locations for heap leach, dry stacks, and oxide production 


areas. 
9. Functional haul road and construction access & perpetual drain to pit 
10. Raise entire footprint +/- 100 feet for capacity requirements and to accommodate 


constructability 







 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Jefferson Chambers
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mailing List
Date: 01/15/2008 10:14 AM

Jeff, thanks for your interest in this project.  Our mailings go out in hard copy via
the U.S. Postal Service, so I will need your mailing address to add you.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Jefferson Chambers" <Jeff.Chambers@Newmont.com>

"Jefferson Chambers"
<Jeff.Chambers@Newmont.com> 

01/14/2008 07:26 AM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Rosemont Mailing List

Please add me to the mailing list to advise me of upcoming hearings
related to Augusta Resource Corporation’s Rosemont Mining Project.

 
Jefferson K. Chambers
Sr. Geologist
Newmont Mining Corporation
email: jefferson.chambers@newmont.com
telephone:  +1 (520) 743-0936
cell phone: +1 (520) 481-6555
address:  1931 N. Avenida Azahar
              Tucson, AZ  85745

 

.
===============================================
The content of this message may contain the private views and opinions of the
sender and does not constitute a formal view and/or opinion of the company
unless specifically stated.

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Jeff.Chambers@Newmont.com
mailto:jefferson.chambers@newmont.com


The contents of this email and any attachments may contain confidential
and/or proprietary information, and is intended only for the person/entity to
whom it was originally addressed. Any dissemination, distribution or copying
of this communication is strictly prohibited.

If you have received this email in error please notify the sender immediately
by return e-mail and delete this message and any attachments from your
system.

Please refer to http://www.newmont.com/en/disclaimer for other language
versions of this disclaimer.
================================================



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Kathy Arnold; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Beverley Everson; Jamie Sturgess; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine ? Compensatory Lands
Date: 12/15/2009 09:37 AM

I agree with Kathy that I may not be the appropriate person to make this presentation.  It would be
great if Rosemont would make a brief presentation at the January 12 meeting. 

I don't quite understand why it isn't a good time to discuss this.  We are starting to generate lists of
mitigation, and this is one possible mitigation measure.  It's going to take some time and effort to gather
all the ideas for compensatory lands, and since this EIS process is moving along quickly, this process
needs to move forward at a similar pace.  If we know what all the options for compensatory lands are,
we'll be ready to make some recommendations once alternatives are finalized and analysis is farther
along. 

However, if this is a problem, we can wait.  As long as Rosemont is ready with this information when
it's needed, they can present it then. 

Thanks! 

Debby 

Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

12/15/2009 08:33 AM

To Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, Jamie Sturgess
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

cc Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

Subject Re: Rosemont Mine ? Compensatory Lands

Mindee - 
This is part of what we will discuss on Monday but I am not certain that Debby is the appropriate person to be
making a presentation regarding this information (and to be honest, I question if it is even appropriate to discuss
at this time with the cooperators when we don’t know what all of the alternatives are and the impacts have not
been analyzed by the forest.)  It is going to be complex and involve a number of competing interests and
agencies and I believe that Rosemont should probably make that presentation when a determination is made
regarding what lands are necessary.  As to the specific land and the details of such an agreement, we need to
work that out.
Cheers!
Kathy
Katherine Ann Arnold, P.E. | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipients and may contain
confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.

From: Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>
Date: Tue, 15 Dec 2009 09:18:55 -0600
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Cc: Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, Mindee Roth
<mroth@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mine ? Compensatory Lands

Kathy, Can you answer the questions below? Acreage figures would be nice too.  Thanks. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 12/15/2009 08:17 AM ----- 
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 12/15/2009 07:54 AM

To

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject

Rosemont Mine – Compensatory Lands 

The Forest Service recently hosted a meeting with Cooperating Agencies to begin
discussion and brainstorming for possible off-forest lands to compensate for the
loss of resource values (wildlife habitat, recreation opportunities, protected cultural
sites, etc.)  from the Rosemont Mine.  We are currently mapping and collecting
information about possible land parcels. 

On the December 10 field trip, Jamie mentioned that RCC is proposing
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file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com
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file:////c/dkriegel@fs.fed.us
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conservation easements for some of their private parcels to offset lands taken by
the pit.  This could tie in nicely with other compensatory land ideas. 

I request additional information about what RCC proposes, including: 

1.  Which parcels?  A GIS shapefile would be ideal. 

2.  Who would manage the lands?  Would the parcels continue to be private?  Or
would the land be donated to the Forest Service? 

3.  Specifically what conservation easement language would is proposed? 

If this information can be provided by January 4, I will be able to present it at the
next Cooperating Agency meeting. 

Thanks. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427



From: John Windes
To: rgerhart@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; blindenlaub@westlandresources.com; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; Jason_Douglas@fws.gov;

jsturgess@augustaresource.com; kkertell@swca.com; ljones02@fs.fed.us; mroth@fs.fed.us;
Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov; tciapusci@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting
Date: 07/13/2009 03:20 PM

Fifth is bad for me can do 6 or 7th

From: Richard A Gerhart <rgerhart@fs.fed.us> 
To: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com> 
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us <beverson@fs.fed.us>; blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>; Debbie Sebesta <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>; Jason M. Douglas
<Jason_douglas@fws.gov>; jsturgess@augustaresource.com <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>; Ken
Kertell <kkertell@swca.com>; Larry Jones <ljones02@fs.fed.us>; mroth@fs.fed.us <mroth@fs.fed.us>;
Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov <Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov>; Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>; John
Windes 
Sent: Mon Jul 13 15:08:46 2009
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting 

Having now returned from out of town, I see the email string ended with a suggestion for August 5th.
Do we have consensus on that? 

Sherry, Jason: Is your conference room available for either the 4th or 5th? 

Rick 

Richard A. Gerhart
Wildlife, Fish and Rare Plants Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress
Tucson AZ  85701
(520) 388-8374
rgerhart@fs.fed.us

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

07/08/2009 08:25 PM

To <Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov>
cc "Debbie Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas"

<Jason_douglas@fws.gov>, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>,
"Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>,
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>, <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

Sherry, 
  
August 5th would also work for Rosemont Copper Company if that works for the rest of the group. 
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Tom Furgason 
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
(520) 325-9194 office 
(520) 820-5178 cell 

From: Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov [mailto:Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov]
Sent: Wed 7/8/2009 3:53 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Debbie Sebesta; Jason M. Douglas; Ken Kertell; Larry Jones; rgerhart@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

I'll be in Belgium (from Aug 6-Aug 18). 

Sherry Barrett
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
201 N. Bonita, Suite 141
Tucson, AZ 85745
Phone: 520.670.6150 ext 223
Fax:  520.670.6155 

tfurgason@swca.com

07/08/2009 03:43 PM 
Please respond to

tfurgason@swca.com

To Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>
cc "Debbie Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas" <Jason_douglas@fws.gov>, "Larry

Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, rgerhart@fs.fed.us
Subject Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

Sherry,

Rosemont Copper has requested to be present at this meeting. The best date for
them would be August 6. Could we look at this date instead of the 4th?

Tom Furgason
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov
Date: Wed, 8 Jul 2009 11:45:17 -0700
To: Ken Kertell<kkertell@swca.com>
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting



How about if we shoot for Aug 4?

Sherry Barrett
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
201 N. Bonita, Suite 141
Tucson, AZ 85745
Phone: 520.670.6150 ext 223
Fax:  520.670.6155
"Ken Kertell"
<kkertell@swca.com>

07/08/2009 08:53 AM

To "Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>
cc <Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov>, <Jason_Douglas@fws.gov>, "Tom Furgason"

<tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

I am available on August 3, 4, or 5. Also, I am finishing a revised draft BA based on my initial attempt
to define the action area for the project. Included are aquatic and riparian-obligate species along lower
Cienega Creek from the confluence of Davidison Canyon to the Pantano Bridge.

Ken Kertell
Senior Scientist/Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 W. Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 phone
(520) 325-2033 fax 



From: John Windes
To: rgerhart@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; blindenlaub@westlandresources.com; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; Jason_Douglas@fws.gov;

jsturgess@augustaresource.com; kkertell@swca.com; ljones02@fs.fed.us; mroth@fs.fed.us;
Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov; tciapusci@fs.fed.us

Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting
Date: 07/13/2009 03:20 PM

Fifth is bad for me can do 6 or 7th

From: Richard A Gerhart <rgerhart@fs.fed.us> 
To: Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com> 
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us <beverson@fs.fed.us>; blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>; Debbie Sebesta <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>; Jason M. Douglas
<Jason_douglas@fws.gov>; jsturgess@augustaresource.com <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>; Ken
Kertell <kkertell@swca.com>; Larry Jones <ljones02@fs.fed.us>; mroth@fs.fed.us <mroth@fs.fed.us>;
Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov <Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov>; Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>; John
Windes 
Sent: Mon Jul 13 15:08:46 2009
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting 

Having now returned from out of town, I see the email string ended with a suggestion for August 5th.
Do we have consensus on that? 

Sherry, Jason: Is your conference room available for either the 4th or 5th? 

Rick 

Richard A. Gerhart
Wildlife, Fish and Rare Plants Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress
Tucson AZ  85701
(520) 388-8374
rgerhart@fs.fed.us

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

07/08/2009 08:25 PM

To <Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov>
cc "Debbie Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas"

<Jason_douglas@fws.gov>, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>,
"Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>,
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>, <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

Sherry, 
  
August 5th would also work for Rosemont Copper Company if that works for the rest of the group. 
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Tom Furgason 
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
(520) 325-9194 office 
(520) 820-5178 cell 

From: Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov [mailto:Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov]
Sent: Wed 7/8/2009 3:53 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Debbie Sebesta; Jason M. Douglas; Ken Kertell; Larry Jones; rgerhart@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

I'll be in Belgium (from Aug 6-Aug 18). 

Sherry Barrett
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
201 N. Bonita, Suite 141
Tucson, AZ 85745
Phone: 520.670.6150 ext 223
Fax:  520.670.6155 

tfurgason@swca.com

07/08/2009 03:43 PM 
Please respond to

tfurgason@swca.com

To Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov, "Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com>
cc "Debbie Sebesta" <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, "Jason M. Douglas" <Jason_douglas@fws.gov>, "Larry

Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, rgerhart@fs.fed.us
Subject Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

Sherry,

Rosemont Copper has requested to be present at this meeting. The best date for
them would be August 6. Could we look at this date instead of the 4th?

Tom Furgason
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov
Date: Wed, 8 Jul 2009 11:45:17 -0700
To: Ken Kertell<kkertell@swca.com>
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting



How about if we shoot for Aug 4?

Sherry Barrett
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
201 N. Bonita, Suite 141
Tucson, AZ 85745
Phone: 520.670.6150 ext 223
Fax:  520.670.6155
"Ken Kertell"
<kkertell@swca.com>

07/08/2009 08:53 AM

To "Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, <rgerhart@fs.fed.us>
cc <Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov>, <Jason_Douglas@fws.gov>, "Tom Furgason"

<tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject Rosemont Mine BA and proposed meeting

I am available on August 3, 4, or 5. Also, I am finishing a revised draft BA based on my initial attempt
to define the action area for the project. Included are aquatic and riparian-obligate species along lower
Cienega Creek from the confluence of Davidison Canyon to the Pantano Bridge.

Ken Kertell
Senior Scientist/Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 W. Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 phone
(520) 325-2033 fax 



From: Rion Bowers
To: Tim J. Allen; Kathy Arnold; Jim Davis; Beverley A Everson
Cc: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Tom Euler; Tom Furgason; mfarell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; Geoff

Soroka
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Geotech Arch/Agave Clearance (SWCA File 12267)
Date: 04/16/2008 02:22 PM

Thanks Tim - We will double check H2 and move it out of the wash to the previously staked area,
unless I hear otherwise from Bev. This would seem to be a reasonable adjustment and I'm sure that
staying out of the washes is a priority.  Sorry for the confusion on the access road to HC1, neither
HC1 or the access road improvement areas are indicated on the maps we have. I assume this access
road improvement is included in the 200 ft of improvements to existing roads as indicated in the POO.
As I indicted earlier, we will be in the field Thursday and Friday to finish clearance activities.  Hopefully,
Rosemont can have the stakes surveyed before they begin to mysteriously disappear. 
 
Rion  
 

-------------------------------------------------------- 
Rion J. Bowers 
Senior Project Manager - Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
e-mail:  rbowers@swca.com 
Phone: (520) 325-9194 
Fax: (520) 325-2033

 

From: Tim J. Allen [mailto:tallen@elmontgomery.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2008 12:59 PM
To: Rion Bowers; Kathy Arnold; Jim Davis; Beverley A Everson
Cc: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Tom Euler; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Geotech Arch/Agave Clearance (SWCA File 12267)

Rion,
Two items in your email require some clarification.  You mentioned that I relocated the HC2 location to
an area which now encroached on the wash. We staked HC2 in an area that was away from the wash
but was different from the location specified in the document submitted to the USFS.  Prior to going out
to meet the SWCA people, it was stated in an email from Kathy Arnold of Rosemont that the well sites
were to be located at the coordinates provided to the Forest Service. If you check the coordinates, you
will see that the site which encroaches the wash IS the location submitted to the USFS. When I
"relocated" the HC2 location, I was actually moving it back to the coordinates submitted to CNF.
 
The short access road I asked about clearing goes to an approved drilling location (HC-1) on
Rosemont property. This is not a request for a new road. It is an existing road (#4053)
which requires some grading to make it drill rig accessible.
Thanks,
Tim
 

Timothy J. Allen, P.G.
TAllen@ELMontgomery.com 
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Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc.
1550 E. Prince Road
Tucson, AZ 85719 
phone: 520.881.4912
fax: 520.881.1609
web: http://www.elmontgomery.com 
This e-mail message and any attached electronic files are intended solely for the use of the
addressee(s) named above, are confidential, and may be legally privileged. Unauthorized
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this e-mail message or any part thereof is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this e-mail message in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail and/or by
phone and delete all copies of this e-mail message including attachments from your computer system.

 

From: Rion Bowers [mailto:rbowers@swca.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2008 11:58 AM
To: Kathy Arnold; Jim Davis; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tim J. Allen; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Tom Euler; Tom Furgason
Subject: Rosemont Mine Geotech Arch/Agave Clearance (SWCA File 12267)

Project Update: 4/16/2008

SWCA was on-site Monday and Tuesday and met with representatives of Tetra Tech and Montgomery
& Associates. We have cleared and staked sites: C7/RP3, C11, HC2, C15/RP5, C8, C9, and C14. 

Site C8 has (1) agave and C15 has (12) agaves that will need to be transplanted/mitigated. 
At the request of Tim Allen (Montgomery), HC2 was relocated and now encroaches into a wash. We
may need re-evaluate the location of this site, as I am not aware of the site-specifics of why it was
moved from the original location.

Clearance is going to take a little longer than I indicated yesterday.  SWCA is not on site today, but will
clear the remaining sites Thursday and Friday.

I understand that Tim Allen asked about clearing another short access road that may no be covered in
the current Plan of Operations. We will not clear any areas not covered in the current POO without
approval from the CNF.  

Please call with any questions. 

Regards, 
-------------------------------------------------------- 
Rion J. Bowers 
Senior Project Manager - Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
e-mail:  rbowers@swca.com 
Phone: (520) 325-9194 
Fax: (520) 325-2033

http://www.elmontgomery.com/


From: Rion Bowers
To: Tim J. Allen; Kathy Arnold; Jim Davis; Beverley A Everson
Cc: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Tom Euler; Tom Furgason; mfarell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; Geoff

Soroka
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Geotech Arch/Agave Clearance (SWCA File 12267)
Date: 04/16/2008 02:22 PM

Thanks Tim - We will double check H2 and move it out of the wash to the previously staked area,
unless I hear otherwise from Bev. This would seem to be a reasonable adjustment and I'm sure that
staying out of the washes is a priority.  Sorry for the confusion on the access road to HC1, neither
HC1 or the access road improvement areas are indicated on the maps we have. I assume this access
road improvement is included in the 200 ft of improvements to existing roads as indicated in the POO.
As I indicted earlier, we will be in the field Thursday and Friday to finish clearance activities.  Hopefully,
Rosemont can have the stakes surveyed before they begin to mysteriously disappear. 
 
Rion  
 

-------------------------------------------------------- 
Rion J. Bowers 
Senior Project Manager - Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
e-mail:  rbowers@swca.com 
Phone: (520) 325-9194 
Fax: (520) 325-2033

 

From: Tim J. Allen [mailto:tallen@elmontgomery.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2008 12:59 PM
To: Rion Bowers; Kathy Arnold; Jim Davis; Beverley A Everson
Cc: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Tom Euler; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Geotech Arch/Agave Clearance (SWCA File 12267)

Rion,
Two items in your email require some clarification.  You mentioned that I relocated the HC2 location to
an area which now encroached on the wash. We staked HC2 in an area that was away from the wash
but was different from the location specified in the document submitted to the USFS.  Prior to going out
to meet the SWCA people, it was stated in an email from Kathy Arnold of Rosemont that the well sites
were to be located at the coordinates provided to the Forest Service. If you check the coordinates, you
will see that the site which encroaches the wash IS the location submitted to the USFS. When I
"relocated" the HC2 location, I was actually moving it back to the coordinates submitted to CNF.
 
The short access road I asked about clearing goes to an approved drilling location (HC-1) on
Rosemont property. This is not a request for a new road. It is an existing road (#4053)
which requires some grading to make it drill rig accessible.
Thanks,
Tim
 

Timothy J. Allen, P.G.
TAllen@ELMontgomery.com 
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Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc.
1550 E. Prince Road
Tucson, AZ 85719 
phone: 520.881.4912
fax: 520.881.1609
web: http://www.elmontgomery.com 
This e-mail message and any attached electronic files are intended solely for the use of the
addressee(s) named above, are confidential, and may be legally privileged. Unauthorized
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this e-mail message or any part thereof is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this e-mail message in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail and/or by
phone and delete all copies of this e-mail message including attachments from your computer system.

 

From: Rion Bowers [mailto:rbowers@swca.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2008 11:58 AM
To: Kathy Arnold; Jim Davis; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tim J. Allen; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Tom Euler; Tom Furgason
Subject: Rosemont Mine Geotech Arch/Agave Clearance (SWCA File 12267)

Project Update: 4/16/2008

SWCA was on-site Monday and Tuesday and met with representatives of Tetra Tech and Montgomery
& Associates. We have cleared and staked sites: C7/RP3, C11, HC2, C15/RP5, C8, C9, and C14. 

Site C8 has (1) agave and C15 has (12) agaves that will need to be transplanted/mitigated. 
At the request of Tim Allen (Montgomery), HC2 was relocated and now encroaches into a wash. We
may need re-evaluate the location of this site, as I am not aware of the site-specifics of why it was
moved from the original location.

Clearance is going to take a little longer than I indicated yesterday.  SWCA is not on site today, but will
clear the remaining sites Thursday and Friday.

I understand that Tim Allen asked about clearing another short access road that may no be covered in
the current Plan of Operations. We will not clear any areas not covered in the current POO without
approval from the CNF.  

Please call with any questions. 

Regards, 
-------------------------------------------------------- 
Rion J. Bowers 
Senior Project Manager - Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
e-mail:  rbowers@swca.com 
Phone: (520) 325-9194 
Fax: (520) 325-2033

http://www.elmontgomery.com/


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Dale Ortman PE; Stone, Claudia
Cc: Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Terry Chute
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Groundwater Model - Request for Cost Estimates
Date: 07/19/2010 11:14 AM

Done!
Thanks for your patience!
Mel
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 18, 2010 5:24 PM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'
Cc: Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda
D Roth'; Terry Chute
Subject: Rosemont Mine Groundwater Model - Request for Cost Estimates
 
Claudia,
 
Attached are three memoranda each requesting SRK to review and prepare a Technical Review
Memorandum for documents submitted as part of the mine area groundwater evaluation.  All the
documents were prepared by TetraTech with the first being a final Davidson Canyon Report
revised in response to the previous SRK review.  The latter two are technical memoranda submitted
as part of TetraTech’s  groundwater modeling effort; as such, please feel free to combine efforts
such as the conference call to include both document reviews. 
 
Melissa……… please make the subject documents available to SRK on the FTP site.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Dale Ortman PE; Stone, Claudia
Cc: Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Terry Chute
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Groundwater Model - Request for Cost Estimates
Date: 07/19/2010 10:57 AM

I’m working down my immediate needs list and this is next. I will let you know when I have them to
you, Claudia.
Thanks!
Mel
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 18, 2010 5:24 PM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'
Cc: Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda
D Roth'; Terry Chute
Subject: Rosemont Mine Groundwater Model - Request for Cost Estimates
 
Claudia,
 
Attached are three memoranda each requesting SRK to review and prepare a Technical Review
Memorandum for documents submitted as part of the mine area groundwater evaluation.  All the
documents were prepared by TetraTech with the first being a final Davidson Canyon Report
revised in response to the previous SRK review.  The latter two are technical memoranda submitted
as part of TetraTech’s  groundwater modeling effort; as such, please feel free to combine efforts
such as the conference call to include both document reviews. 
 
Melissa……… please make the subject documents available to SRK on the FTP site.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Marcie Bidwell
To: Debby Kriegel; hjschor@jps.net; Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson; Francisco Valenzuela;

Dale Ortman
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Landforming - Horst Schor's Visit Oct 9-11
Date: 12/17/2009 09:48 AM
Attachments: RCC USFS LandForming Mtg_2009-12-11notes_FINAL.pdf

Hello,
 
Please find the notes revised with comments.

Thanks,
Marcie
 
 

From: Marcie Bidwell 
Sent: Friday, December 11, 2009 10:59 AM
To: 'Debby Kriegel'; hjschor@jps.net; Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson; Francisco
Valenzuela; 'Dale Ortman'
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Landforming - Horst Schor's Visit Oct 9-11

Hello All,

Great meeting~
 
Please send any edits to me to be incorproated
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 1:00 PM
To: hjschor@jps.net; Tom Furgason; Marcie Bidwell; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson; Francisco
Valenzuela
Cc: Roger D Congdon; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont Mine Landforming - Horst Schor's Visit Oct 9-11

Attached is an agenda for Horst Schor's initial visit to Tucson next week.  We'll meet at SWCA's office
on Wednesday at 2:00.  Beyond that, times and topics are flexible and can be adjusted as needed. 

Horst:  I'm assuming that you will be staying at Hotel Arizona.  The SWCA office is about 4 blocks
north of the hotel.  It might be easiest for you to park at the hotel and walk, as parking in downtown
Tucson can be troublesome. 

Tom:  Please forward this message to Dale, let Jamie and Jeff know where to meet us on Thursday
morning (MP 44 at 9:45), and arrange a large vehicle for Thursday.  There will likely be 6 of us: Horst,
Marcie, Dale, Bev, you, and me.  Salek will not be on the field trip.  Bev has a vehicle that seats 4 if
additional people plan to attend. 

Francisco:  Please let me know if you can attend any part of this meeting.  It would be great to have
you involved. 

Thanks. 
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December 11, 2009 
Coconino National Forest 


  
 


 


 


Attendees: 
 
Debby Kriegel, USFS Landscape Architect 
Salek Shafiqullah, USFS Hydrologist 
Beverly Everson, USFS Geologist 
Horst Schor, Landforming Specialist 
Tom Furgason, SWCA Environmental Consultants  
Dale Ortman, SWCA Environmental Consultants subcontractor 
Marcie Bidwell, SWCA Environmental Consultants, Project Manager 
 


  


AGENDA ITEMS 
Topic 


Review Big Ideas Brainstorm, which affect many little decisions- 
Hydro tour discussed allowing the back of the waste rock and tailing pile to fail into the pit  
Forest Service to Develop Land Forming Alternative 


• How do we divide up the slopes? How do we redirect the drainage?  


• Focus on Barrel Only alternative as a staring footprint and analysis basis. 


• Use concave configurations, so not stark straight faces on the forms. 


• Redirect drainage so not following long benches as regular, engineered form 


• Have a continuous hillform with a “ridgeline” that replicates natural ridgelines in the areas. 


• Concentrate drainage to support natural vegetation 


• Utilize rock that the mine generates and place along the built form to replicate the presence of rock 
outcrops and exposed rock in the landscape. 


• Include access to form for (1) creation or maintenance, and (2) recreation use after mine closure. 


• Reduce the use of flat slopes and benches to use concave slopes  


• Coordinate with George Annandale to know the limits of the slope length, slopes, and material constraints 
in the Tucson monsoonal climate.  


• Plan for and embrace the monsoonal rain stress into the long-term generation of natural forms. How can 
we work with these processes to allow for erosion and maintenance of slope forms. 


 
Needed from Rosemont- 


•  Stormwater drainage report 


• AutoCad for  all alternatives (especially Barrel Only) 
 
Forest Service wants to - 


• Consider best land forming options for the project that avoids engineered drains and drop structures.  


• Avoid final design that remains engineered and does not support natural processes (sediment movement, 
hydrologic processes) 


• Incorporate functional recreation use of the area long term.  


LAND FORMING 
EXPLORATION MEETING 







 


• Address concerns that the current alternatives have only been designed to the level of capacity study level 
and have not been designed to meet the next level of objectives.  


  
Forest Service Questions for Land Forming: 


1. Can the alternatives be landformed in terms of footprint (space) and material available?  
 Height, footprint, ability to hit natural terrain 


2. Will land forming increase stability for each alternative considering slopes and drainage concerns? 
 
 
 


Immediate Action Items  


Owner Action Item- BOLD indicates updates or NEW actions Deadline 


Tom Furguson 
1. SWCA to send AutoCAD base layers- topography, boundaries, arch sites, 


highways, hydrological units, footprints and alternatives of Alternatives to 
Horst Schor. 


 


Horst 
2. Prepare a proposal and schedule to (1) critique of alternatives for ability to 


be land formed  and  (2) develop a Land Forming Alternative to include a 
conceptual design, model, and report, as a scope that links dollars to 
deliverables. 


 


Debby 3. Send Horst any pertinent background information for him to review.  


Bev/Debby/Salek 4. Comment on the ability to landform the Phased Tailings Alternative to 
District Ranger to report back to Rosemont. 


 


 
 
 







~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Rion Bowers; tfurgason@swca.com; Reta Laford
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Plan
Date: 04/03/2008 09:28 AM

Sounds good, Rion.  

Concerning crediting Tetra Tech for the figures, do we have an option not to do it if
the figures are pretty much identical to what they gave you?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Rion Bowers" <rbowers@swca.com>

"Rion Bowers"
<rbowers@swca.com> 

04/03/2008 06:54 AM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beverley A
Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Rosemont Mine Plan

Bev, 
Sorry this was kind of a rough draft, but I wanted to get it to you so we
had a document to discuss. My thoughts exactly on the numbers, I know
these need to be checked because I found several discrepancies in the
MPO.   Will pare it down as you suggest, add the remaining sections
and run it through editing. 

 
The figures we are planning to use from the MPO and Rec plans were
developed by WestLand and Tetra Tech. We have the latest versions as
8.5X11 color graphics. We can change the figure numbers to match the
summary document, however, do you want us to block out the
 WestLand and Tetra Tech names that are currently on these graphics?

 
Thanks, 
Rion

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:rbowers@swca.com
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-------------------------------------------------------- 
Rion J. Bowers 
Senior Project Manager - Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
e-mail:  rbowers@swca.com 
Phone: (520) 325-9194 
Fax: (520) 325-2033 

 

From: Tom Furgason 
Sent: Wednesday, April 02, 2008 10:05 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Rion Bowers
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Plan

Thanks Bev.  We'll be in touch tomorrow.

 
Tom

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wed 4/2/2008 2:35 PM
To: Rion Bowers
Cc: rlaford@fs.fed.us; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Rosemont Mine Plan

Rion,

Attached is a version of the documents with some edits that I did
(lime-green hi-liting), and comments I made.  I believe that the text of
the document should not be more than about four or five pages long,
including the sections that you still intend to add (not including maps and
diagrams).

In general, here are my comments:

      Simplify all the technical descriptions, and omit a lot of the
detail, expecially in the mining and milling descriptions (my turquoise
hi-liting and comments in the document).



      Check ALL numbers against the MPO and the information sheet that was
given out in the public meetings (some of the numbers in the info sheet may
be more recent and accurate, such as            acreages)

      Let diagrams tell the story where possible, such as in demonstrating
the location of tailings and waste rock

      Keep all figures in standard units; don't mix in metric units (I
think I saw some metric units in the document, though I can't seem to find
them again...)

      Have final write-up edited for spelling (tons vs. tones, etc.),
grammatical corrections, etc.

Bev

(See attached file: Rosemont Proposal Summary_4.2.08.doc)

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

                                                                          
             "Rion Bowers"                                                
             <rbowers@swca.com                                            
             >                                                          To
                                       "Beverley A Everson"               
             04/02/2008 07:35          <beverson@fs.fed.us>,              
             AM                        <rlaford@fs.fed.us>                
                                                                        cc
                                       "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
                                                                   Subject
                                       Rosemont Mine Plan                 
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          



Bev,

Here is the first few sections of the MPO. Remaining sections will be sent
later today. I wanted you guys to see how it is developing and get some
feedback.

<<Proposed_Rosemont_Mine_Plan_of_Operations_4.2.08.doc>>

--------------------------------------------------------
Rion J. Bowers
Senior Project Manager - Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
e-mail:  rbowers@swca.com
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033 (See attached file:
Proposed_Rosemont_Mine_Plan_of_Operations_4.2.08.doc)



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Vladimir Ugorets; Larry Cope; Mike Sieber; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; Roger D Congdon;

'Beverley A Everson'; David Krizek; 'Hale Barter'; Grady O'Brien - TetraTech; Jonathan Whittier - Montgomery
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Kathy Arnold'; Rochelle Dresser
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Update Conference Call
Date: 03/29/2010 01:40 PM

All,
 
My fingers have been having one long senior moment with email today…………  it’s been brought to
my attention that I added an extra number to the area code for tomorrow’s 2:00 PM conference
call; the correct numbers are:
 

·         Conference Number: 866-866-2244
·         Pass Code: 9550668

 

Also, please note the call has been rescheduled from the original date of March 31st to March 30th.

 Hale Barter with Montgomery is unavailable on the 31st, so we rescheduled for the 30th.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2010 6:40 AM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Vladimir Ugorets (vugorets@srk.com); Larry Cope (lcope@srk.com); Mike Sieber
(msieber@srk.com); Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); Roger D Congdon
(rcongdon@fs.fed.us); 'Beverley A Everson'; David Krizek (David.Krizek@tetratech.com); 'Hale Barter'
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Kathy Arnold'; Rochelle Dresser (rdesser@fs.fed.us)
Subject: Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Update Conference Call
 
All,
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This is a reminder that the second groundwater model update conference call is scheduled for

Tuesday, March 30th, at 2:00 PM Arizona/Pacific time.
 

As with the last call on March 17th, the audio will be supplied via SWCA’s conference number
(8656-866-2244, Pass Code 9550668) and Montgomery will provide computer graphics via
GoToMeeting.  Montgomery will issue GoToMeeting invitations shortly before the scheduled time
for the conference call.
 

Draft meeting notes for the March 17th call are attached; please note that there are highlighted
points on the draft notes that have not yet been resolved.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Jonathan Whittier
To: Hale Barter; Dale Ortman PE; Stone, Claudia; Vladimir Ugorets; Larry Cope; Mike Sieber; Salek Shafiqullah -

USFS; Roger D Congdon; Beverley A Everson; David Krizek
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason; Kathy Arnold; Rochelle Dresser
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Update Conference Call
Date: 03/29/2010 12:46 PM
Attachments: 20100317_Hydro mtg_DO_VU_JW.doc

Dale,
 
I clarified the boundary condition section a little (see attached).  Also, there is some ambiguity on the
date of our call.  The attached says that the call is Wednesday, March 31 and your email says
Tuesday, March 30.  Does this need to be modified in the attached?
 
Thanks,
 
Jon
 
 
Jonathan D. Whittier
Hydrogeologist

MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES
1550 E. Prince Road
Tucson, AZ  85719
(520) 881-4912 (office)
(520) 465-8742 (cell)

(520) 881-1609 (fax) 
jwhittier@elmontgomery.com
www.elmontgomery.com

This email message and any attached electronic files are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s) named above, are
confidential, and may be legally privileged.  Unauthorized dissemination, distribution, or copying of this email message or any part
thereof is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this email message in error, please immediately notify us by reply email and/or by

phone and delete all  copies of this email message including attachments from your computer system. 

From: Hale Barter 
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2010 11:14 AM
To: Dale Ortman PE; 'Stone, Claudia'; Vladimir Ugorets; Larry Cope; Mike Sieber ; Salek Shafiqullah -
USFS ; Roger D Congdon; 'Beverley A Everson'; David Krizek; Jonathan Whittier
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Kathy Arnold'; Rochelle Dresser
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Update Conference Call
 
Dale,
 
Please add Jon Whittier to this distribution list.
 
jwhittier@elmontgomery.com
 
Thanks.
 
Hale
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Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 


DRAFT- DELIBERATIVE- NOT FOR PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 


Hydrology Team Meeting


March 17, 2010

2:00 pm – 3:10 pm


Attendees:


		Forest Service

		SWCA

		Other



		Salek Shafiqullah

		Dale Ortman

		Hale Barter- Montgomery & Assoc



		Roger Congdon

		Melissa Reichard

		Mark Thomasson- Montgomery & Assoc



		

		Mike Sieber- SRK

		Jon Wittier- Montgomery & Assoc



		

		Claudia Stone- SRK

		Derek Blazer- Montgomery & Assoc



		

		Vladimir Ugorets- SRK

		Grady O’Brien- TetraTech



		

		Larry Cope- SRK

		





 


Topics Discussed:


Boundary conditions

Transient calibration of the model to 30 day pump test data

Projection timeframe for model

 


Progress  Made:


Montgomery updated boundary conditions- 

· Boundary conditions modified to non-alternating boundary cells around entire active model domain boundary


· GHB cells along western and southwestern boundaries, within predicted area of impact, modified to extend simulated distance to ½ mile; the boundary was not moved further due to presence of alluvial sediments with high hydraulic conductivity which might affect GHB conditions

· 

· GHB conditions changed to constant head boundary conditions in areas where no impact is predicted

· 

 


Issues Raised:


· Vladimir- Alluvium contributions to groundwater beyond the ½ mile

· Vladimir- has doubts on the use of PEST when reviewing transient results and wants to see reasonable conductivity in all layers without the use of delineated zones


· Roger- Hydraulic connectivity is unique and he doesn’t want to see “bullseyes”- dealing with a variable fractured system- not specific zones


· Project Timeframe – Transient calibration will not be complete by April 9 meeting, but adequate progress will have been made to allow review of work and to discuss any problems encountered in the calibration.

 


Issues Resolved & Agreements:


· Put no-flow boundary condition at the eastern model boundary to simulate  maximum impact to groundwater levels.

· Keep constant head boundary conditions in areas where no impact is predicted but observe change in flux of boundary conditions during predictive simulation, and adjust boundary conditions accordingly, if necessary.

· Still consider and calibrate to a lack of response on those wells to ensure correct vertical distribution to include all the layers.

 


Next Steps/Assignments:


· Conference Call at 2pm (Arizona time) on 3/31/2010

· Meeting at Montgomery’s office on 4/9/2010


· Montgomery- Technical memorandum with brief description of transient calibration with larger report of sensitivity analysis and model to follow









From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2010 6:40 AM
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Vladimir Ugorets; Larry Cope; Mike Sieber ; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS ; Roger D
Congdon; 'Beverley A Everson'; David Krizek; Hale Barter
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Kathy Arnold'; Rochelle Dresser
Subject: Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Update Conference Call
 
All,
 
This is a reminder that the second groundwater model update conference call is scheduled for

Tuesday, March 30th, at 2:00 PM Arizona/Pacific time.
 

As with the last call on March 17th, the audio will be supplied via SWCA’s conference number
(8656-866-2244, Pass Code 9550668) and Montgomery will provide computer graphics via
GoToMeeting.  Montgomery will issue GoToMeeting invitations shortly before the scheduled time
for the conference call.
 

Draft meeting notes for the March 17th call are attached; please note that there are highlighted
points on the draft notes that have not yet been resolved.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Walter Keyes; Debby Kriegel; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Rosemont Mitigation and Alternative Ideas
Date: 07/09/2009 04:13 PM

Agreed.  Thank you for the input.
 
Tom
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2009 3:43 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Walter Keyes; Debby Kriegel; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Mitigation and Alternative Ideas
 

Tom and Melissa, 

Please include Walt's suggestions, below, in the alternatives and mitigation table that you're putting
together.  In discussing this with Walt, the "Ortman Dam" concept is one that would carry across the all
or most of the alternatives, and as such, should probably be considered as mitigation rather than
another alternative. 

Thank you. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/09/2009 02:40 PM -----
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS

05/14/2009 02:14 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc  

Subject Rosemont Mitigation and Alternative Ideas

 
  

Thoughts. 

1.        Most rock, when broken to expose fresh faces, is lighter in albedo than an identical lithology's
weathered surfaces.  It is likely that the waste rock (and pit wall) surfaces will likely be substantially
lighter than the surrounding terrain.  That would be a visual problem if true.  This should be
investigated by measurements of representative existing rock slope albedo and measurements of
broken rock from the various lithologies which will constitute the majority of the mass of waste rock.
 One mitigation measure for all waste rock left in visually obvious areas (visual from SR 83 in
particular) would be to preferentially place waste rock of a lithology that has a more-matching
albedo (darkness), if it exists.  Alternatively, Permeon or Eonite (rock stain) could  be used in

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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visually sensitive areas if that was cheaper. 

2.        So far I have seen nothing indicating any analysis of rainwater thru-percolation for the waste
rock dump.  This is the same concern (but different material) that I have with the potential for
impounded rainwater percolating through the tailings dump.  In the case of waste rock there will be
much less surface area from which to liberate metals and other constituents, but the mineralogy will be
somewhat different, and also the benefaction (beneficiation?) process would also be different (no
milling-flotation processes used on waste rock).  This may yield different results from the 

3a.        Dale Ortman floated an idea that has is worth a continued look in my opinion.  Namely a total
containment dam located somewhere downstream of the lowest facility involved in the Rosemont
endeavor.  This would allow total containment of surface water thereby eliminating any possibility of
downstream contamination of surface water (only).  Groundwater is a different story.  But remember
that AZ in it's infinite wisdom considers ground water and surface water as two distinct and non-
connected entities, as I recall.  From the regulatory and "protective" standpoint the "Ortman Dam"
option is a good idea. 

3b.        If the "Ortman Dam" option were to optionally include a waterline which had fresh water
delivered to the downstream toe of the dam, in a quantity--and preferably in a seasonality--which
mimicked natural flows in the pre-project creekbed, then the negative issue of headwater decapitation
by the dam would be eliminated.  And Rosemont will have a water line installed to their plant anyway.
 Upon satisfactory closure of the mine/site, the dam could be breached, piped or removed, thereby
eliminating the need to continue to artificially supply water to the system and freeing the proponent of
yet one more lingering issue.  This would allow the construction of the water pipeline to the dam area
to be of a more temporary nature (e.g. HDPE on the surface), further reducing cost AND disturbance. 

Please pass this on to whomever should be receiving suggestions on Mitigation or Alternatives. 

Walt. 
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
    "Being right too soon is socially unacceptable".
                                                 -- Robert A. Heinlein
..........................................................................



From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Jonathan Rigg; abelauskas@fs.fed.us
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Rosemont Noise Affected Environment DEIS section
Date: 06/29/2010 08:46 AM
Attachments: Noise.doc

Alan,
 
Thank you for your review of Chris Garrett’s PH&S section.  Have you had the chance to review the
Noise section I provided?  The section is attached for your convenience.  Please see my original
email below regarding questions I have on proceeding with this section.  If you have any questions,
let me know. 
 
Many thanks,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com
From: Jonathan Rigg 
Sent: Wednesday, June 16, 2010 12:57 PM
To: 'abelauskas@fs.fed.us'
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: Rosemont Noise Affected Environment DEIS section
 
Allen,
 
Attached for your review is the draft affected environment  (AE) noise section for the Rosemont
DEIS.  Basically, this is a first attempt at integrating the noise section from previous versions into
the new approved outline.  Figure and Table numbers in the text still reflect the old versions, and
will be edited as the Chapter 3 comes together as a whole.  I searched for comments you may have
had to the prior sections, but could not locate any.  If you do have comments to prior noise
sections, please forward them to me and I will make sure to incorporate them into future
iterations.  At this point, I am curious as to your thoughts on the level of detail needed for this
section.  The previous versions that this was based upon seemed possibly too detailed and that
many of the technical details could be either left out and/or reference the technical reports.  I will
continue working on this section and am aiming to get the AE wrapped up and approved by you at
the end of next week.  After you have approved of the AE section, I will move on to the
Environmental Consequences and alternatives analysis. 
 
In addition, please give me a call when you are available to discuss the noise reports provided by
Tetra Tech.  I would like to make sure that you have reviewed and approved these materials prior
to using them in the analyses.  With the exception of Friday afternoon, I will be in the office all
week and next week.

mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:abelauskas@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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Noise

Introduction


The Proposed Action, the Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) for the development of an open pit copper mine known as the Rosemont Copper Project (Project), would be located on the east side of the Santa Rita Mountains approximately 30 miles southeast of Tucson, Arizona, and west of State Route (SR) 83 (Westland Resources, 2008). The Project is anticipated to have a 25 year life cycle, which can be divided into four distinct phases: I) construction of the main pit and mining facilities; II) operation of the mine; III) closure of the mine: and IV) post-closure activities. Noise associated with mining activities will occur during the first three phases and vary both spatially and temporally as the location and duration of noise generating project activities will change throughout the lifetime of the project. 


The construction of the mine (Phase I) will occur in the first two years of mine operations. The primary sources of noise during this phase will be trucking in of mining equipment (including haul trucks, shovels, graders, drills and water trucks); surface blasting as needed; and material hauling associated with development of the Open Pit and assembly of the processing plant facilities. Increased traffic noise on SR 83 from personnel commutes to and from the mine will also occur during this phase. The operation of the mine (Phase II) will occur between years 3 and 22 of mine operations. The primary sources of noise during this phase will be scheduled surface blasting to expand the Open Pit, the operation of mining equipment and scheduled blasting within the Open Pit, hauling of waste rock and mine tailings, ore processing, trucking in of supplies, and peak commuter traffic. The closure of the mine (Phase III) will occur during years 23 and 24 of mine operations. The primary sources of noise will be minor in comparison to the previous two operational phases and include reduced commuter traffic and trucking in of mine closure materials. No noise related activities are associated with mine closure (Phase IV), which begins in year 25 of the mine life cycle.


The bounds of analysis for noise impacts on the Affected Environment are defined by the predicted noise contours of each mining activity category that will occur during the four (4) phases of the mine life cycle and the location of noise-sensitive areas (primarily residences) within the project area. These contours were developed in a Supplemental Noise Study, Rosemont Copper Project prepared for Rosemont Copper by Tetra Tech (Tetra Tech, April 2009). The results and conclusions of that study set the framework for discussion of the Affected Environment for noise and vibration in the Project area and the analysis of Environmental Consequences for the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives.


The noise contour boundaries for each mining activity category are encompassed by two activities; 1) surface blasting that will occur during Phases I and II of the mine life cycle and 2) equipment trucking and commuter traffic that will occur during Phases I and II of the mine life cycle. Figure 3.14-1 depicts the overlapping contours for these two activities and the location of noise-sensitive land uses (receptors) in the project area. 


Figure 3.14-1. Insert figure caption here.
[INSERT FIGURE 3.14 SHOWING BOUNDS OF NOISE ANALYSIS]
****NEED TO ADD NOISE RECEPTORS TO THIS FIGURE OR INCLUDE A SEPARATE FIGURE (3.14.5) IN SUBSECTION 3.14.5 NOISE RECEPTORS

Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern


Impacts due to noise and vibrations from mining operations are identified in Issue 5f,  Issue 7, and Issue 11B:

Issue 5F: Mine operations, including drilling and blasting, may result in noise and vibrations that impact animal behavior and result in negative impacts on wildlife. Nocturnal and other animals may be adversely affected by the lit-up night skies. 


Issue 5F Factors for alternative comparison


· Character of impact on animals from noise, vibration, and light


· Effectiveness of mitigation to reduce impact on wildlife from disturbance


Issue 7: This issue focuses on the effects of the mining operation on recreational opportunities on National Forest System lands, including loss of access, loss of or reduction in solitude, remoteness, rural setting, and quiet. The mine operation may lead to permanent changes to recreation settings (Recreation Opportunity Spectrum [ROS]) and/or the type of recreation available and may result in increased pressure on public and private lands in other places to compensate for lost opportunities.

Issue 7 Factor for alternative comparizon

· Audio “footprint:” potential for noise to reach recreation areas (acres)


Issue 11B: The mine operation may not conform to the quality of life expectations as expressed by the Forest Plan and federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances. Concerns have been expressed about modification of rural historic landscapes important to local residents.

Issue 11B Factor for alternative comparison


· Qualitative assessment of the ability of alternatives to meet rural landscape expectations as expressed by Forest Plan and federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances


Noise impacts to wildlife are analyzed in the Biological Resources section and noise impacts to recreation activities are analyzed in the Recreation section. This section addresses noise impacts to sensitive noise recepors within the bounds of analysis in regards to quality of life expectations for rural residents as implied in Issue 11B.

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)


Pending Chapter 2 Table

Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 


Noise is generally defined as the undesired component of sound. Varying noise levels are often described in terms of the equivalent constant decibel level. Equivalent noise levels (Leq) are used to develop single-value descriptions of average noise exposure over various periods of time. Leq values are not calculated as arithmetic averages but are based on a mean of the acoustic energy represented by a decibel value. The mathematics of calculating Leq values give greater weight to the higher noise level values than the lower noise level values. Average noise exposure ratings often include additional weighting factors for potential annoyance due to time of day or other considerations. Average noise exposure over a 24-hour period is often presented as a day-night average sound level (Ldn). Ldn values are calculated from hourly Leq values, with the Leq values for the nighttime period (10 PM to 7 AM) increased by 10 dBA to reflect the greater disturbance potential from nighttime noises.


Statistical descriptions (expressed as Lx, where x represents the percent of the time when noise levels exceed the specified decibel level) are also used to characterize noise conditions over specified periods. L1, L5, and L10 descriptors can be used to characterize peak noise levels, while L90, L95, and L99 descriptors can be used to characterize background (ambient) noise levels. Note that the L50 value (the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time) will seldom be the same as the Leq value for the period being analyzed because the Leq value is biased toward the high decibel contributions.


For relatively continuous noise conditions, the Leq value is often between the L30 and the L40 values for the measurement period. If brief loud noises are common, the Leq value may be close to the L10 value for the measurement period.

Typical noise levels experience by humans range from 40 dBA (equivalent to a quiet suburban area at night) to 85 dBA (the approximate noise level occurring five feet from a gas engine lawn mower). A 3 dBA change in noise level may be perceptible to most listeners, whereas a 10 dBA change may be perceived as a doubling of the noise level. Table 3.14-1 provides a summary of the range of dBA levels typically encountered in the environment and examples of various noise sources for each range listed.

Table 3.14-1. Typical dBA Levels

		Characterization

		dBA

		Example Noise Conditions



		Threshold of pain

		130

		Surface detonation, 30 pounds of TNT at 1,000 ft.


Peak noise 50 feet behind firing position, M-16 and M-24 rifles.



		

		125

		Mach 1.9 sonic boom under aircraft at 11,000 feet.



		Possible building damage

		120

		Air raid siren at 50 feet.



		Threshold of immediate NIPTS*

		115

		Commercial fireworks (five-pound charge) at 1,500 feet. 


F/A-18 aircraft takeoff with afterburners at 1,600 feet.



		

		110

		Peak noise 50 feet behind firing position, .22 caliber rifle.


Peak crowd noise, pro football game, inside open stadium.



		

		105

		Emergency vehicle siren at 50 feet. 


Pile driver peak noise at 50 feet.


Chainsaw (two-stroke gasoline engine) at three feet.



		

		100

		Jackhammer at 10 feet.


One-mile range fog horn at 30 feet.



		Extremely noisy

		95

		Locomotive horn at 100 feet.


Two-mile range foghorn at 100 feet.


Large wood chipper processing tree branches at 30 feet.



		8-hour OSHA** limit

		90

		Leaf blower at five feet.


Jackhammer at 50 feet.


Dog barking at five feet.



		Very noisy

		85

		Gas engine lawn mower at five feet.


Bulldozer, excavator, or paver at 50 feet.


Personal watercraft at 20 feet.


Pneumatic wrench at 50 feet.



		

		80

		Forklift or front-end loader at 50 feet.


Motorboat at 50 feet.


Table saw at 25 feet.


Vacuum cleaner at five feet.



		Noisy

		75

		Idling locomotive at 50 feet.


Street sweeper at 30 feet.


Ocean beach with medium wind and surf.



		

		70

		Leaf blower at 50 feet.


One-mile range foghorn at 1,000 feet.


300 feet from busy six-lane freeway.



		Moderately noisy

		65

		Typical daytime busy downtown background conditions.


Typical gas engine lawn mower at 50 feet.


Ocean beach with light wind and surf.



		

		60

		Typical daytime urban mixed-use area conditions.


Normal human speech at five feet.


Typical electric lawn mower at 50 feet.



		Moderately noisy

		55

		Typical urban residential area away from major streets.


Low noise electric lawn mower at 65 feet.



		

		50

		Typical suburban daytime background conditions.


Open field, summer night with numerous crickets.



		Quiet

		45

		Typical rural area daytime background conditions.


Suburban backyard, summer night with several crickets.



		

		40

		Typical suburban area at night.


Typical whispering at one to two feet.



		

		35

		Quiet suburban area at night.


Quiet whispering at one to two feet, low background noise conditions.



		Very quiet

		30

		Quiet rural area, winter night, no wind.


Quiet bedroom at night, no air conditioner.



		

		25

		



		Characterization

		dBA

		Example Noise Conditions



		

		20

		Empty recording studio.


Remote area, no audible wind, water, insects, or animal sounds.



		

		10

		Audiometric testing booth.



		Threshold of hearing, no hearing loss

		0

		



		* NIPTS: noise-induced permanent threshold shift (permanent hearing damage).


** OSHA = Occupational Safety and Health Administration.


Indicated noise levels are average dBA levels for stationary noise sources or peak noise levels for brief noises and noise sources moving past a fixed reference point. Average and peak dBA levels are not 24-hour Ldn values. Decibel scales are not linear. Apparent loudness doubles with every 10 dBA increase, regardless of the initial dBA level. Most adults have accumulated some hearing loss and have a threshold of hearing above 15 dBA. In occupational hearing conservation programs, a threshold of hearing between 20 and 30 dBA is considered normal. 





Mine Blasting Vibrations

In addition to audible noise, blasting for open pit mine construction and expansion generates low frequency airborne vibrations that can induce vibrations in buildings or other structures. Peak airborne pressure levels occur at frequencies below the range of human hearing and thus do not create any audible noise.


The potential for damage to buildings from blast noise peak pressures has been studied for several decades. Airborne vibrations can sometimes be felt even when they occur at acoustic frequencies below the range of human hearing. At a high enough level, airborne vibrations can rattle loose objects or windows. At even higher intensities, the potential exists for cosmetic damage, such as cracks in stucco, paint, or plaster. Peak overpressures of 122 dB (equivalent to a physical pressure of 0.037 pounds per square inch or an approximate 13 mile per hour (mph) wind gust) can rattle loose objects or windows. Cosmetic damage in the form of cracks in stucco, paint, or plaster can occur at peak overpressures above 134 dB (equivalent to a physical pressure of 0.0145 pounds per square inch or an approximate 27 mph wind gust). Peak overpressures above 152 dB (equivalent to a physical pressure of 0.115 pounds per square inch or an approximate 75 mph wind gust) can break poorly mounted windows. 


In addition to airborne vibrations, blasting will cause ground vibrations. Ground vibrations travel much faster than airborne vibrations but also dissipate much more rapidly than airborne vibrations. While geologic conditions have a strong influence on the distance at which ground vibrations can be felt, it is very rare for blasting operations to produce detectable ground vibrations at distances of more than one (1) to two (2) miles. Ground vibrations can be measured in various ways, but the peak particle velocity (PPV) is the most commonly used measure.

Thresholds of Significance


Land use compatibility thresholds of significance for mine construction and operation are most appropriately established with the 24-hour Ldn noise metric, as determined by the 1980 FICUN report, because the duration and schedule for these activities may vary day-to-day. HUD, FTA and FAA use this metric to establish impacts. Local nuisance ordinances are often based on a 24-hour Ldn threshold. Land use compatibility standards for transportation improvements that bring increased commuter and supply truck traffic to the mine site may be established with either the Ldn noise metric or with the Leq equivalent noise level metric. The Leq equivalent noise level metric is well suited to activities with known peak periods such as morning and evening rush hour traffic to and from the mine site. FHWA and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) use this metric whereas HUD applies the Ldn metric to assess traffic noise impacts. 


OSHA has established permissible noise exposure limits based on the amount of time a worker experiences a specified equivalent noise level (Leq). Similarly, the MSHA sets exposure limits for mine workers to noise sources of varying intensity. A brief discussion of noise thresholds of significance appropriate for mining activities follows.


HUD Standards


Noise has two different types of effects on people: the direct physical effects such as hearing loss and the less direct effects of interference with activities such as sleep and conversation. The standards contained in the HUD noise regulation are based on levels which cause interference effects, not the levels which can cause hearing loss.


HUD noise guidelines are based a series of surveys compiled in the 1974 EPA report, Information On Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare With An Adequate Margin of Safety (EPA, 1974). Most of the surveys indicated that there were two breakpoints in reported interference and annoyance. Below 55 Ldn there was very little interference (for example, speech intelligibility was over 99%) and very little resulting annoyance. Over 65 Ldn, interference and annoyance both increase rapidly.


The EPA set 55 Ldn as the basic goal. But other Federal agencies including HUD, in consideration of their own program requirements and goals as well as the difficulty of actually achieving a goal of 55 Ldn, have settled on the 65 Ldn level as their standard. At 65 Ldn activity interference is kept to a minimum, and annoyance levels are still low. It is also a level that can realistically be expected to be achieved. Following the Federal lead, most local jurisdictions that have adopted noise standards have adopted 65 Ldn as the breakpoint for acceptability. Table 3.14-2 summarizes the HUD Acceptability Standards.


Table 3.14-2. Site Acceptability Standards

		

		Day-night average noise level (dB)

		Special approvals and requirements



		Acceptable

		Not exceeding 65 dB 1

		None



		Normally Unacceptable

		Above 65 dB but not exceeding


75 dB

		Special Approvals 2, Environmental Review 2, Attenuation 3



		Unacceptable

		Above 75 dB

		Special Approvals 2, Environmental Review 2, Attenuation



		1 Acceptable threshold may be shifted to 70 dB in special circumstances pursuant to 24 CFR 51.105(a), Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 


2 See Section 51.104(b) of HUD for requirements.


3 5 dB additional attenuation required for sites above 65 dB but not exceeding 70 dB and 10 dB additional attenuation required for sites above 70 dB but not exceeding 75 dB (51.104(a)).





The HUD standards are most appropriately applied in assessing the impacts of surface and pit blasting noise and noise from the operation of mining and construction equipment on residential land use in the Project area. The standards may also be applied to commuter and supply truck traffic associated with the mine, although other Federal and State standards assess impacts using the noise equivalent Leq metric.


OSM Standards


In addition to audible noise, blasting generates low frequency airborne vibrations that can induce vibrations in buildings or other structures. Peak airborne pressure levels occur at frequencies below the range of human hearing and thus do not create any audible noise. The general requirements of the OSM blasting performance standards (30 CFR 816.67) state that; 


‘Blasting shall be conducted to prevent injury to persons, damage to public or private property outside the permit area, adverse impacts on any underground mine, and change in the course, channel, or availability of surface or ground water outside the permit area.’


Peak overpressure (airblast) levels from mine blasting shall not exceed the maximum un-weighted decibel limits shown in Table 3.14-3 at the location of any dwelling, public building, school, church, or community or institutional building outside the permit area, except at structures owned by the mining permittee or owned and leased by the permittee to another where a written waiver has been submitted. Flat response and C-weighting is used to capture the low frequency noise levels associated with blasting.

Table 3.14-3. Peak Overpressure (Airblast) Levels


		Lower frequency limit of measuring system, in Hz (+/- 3 dB)

		Maximum level, in dB



		0.1 Hz or lower – flat response 1

		134 peak



		2 Hz or lower – flat response

		133 peak



		6 Hz or lower – flat response

		129 peak



		C-weighted – slow response 1

		105 peak dBC



		1 Only when approved by the regulatory (permitting) authority.





The maximum ground vibration shall not exceed the limits on blast particle velocity shown in Table 3.14-4 at the location of any dwelling, public building, school, church, or community or institutional building outside the permit area, except at structures owned by the mining permittee or owned and leased by the permittee to another where a written waiver has been submitted. The peak particle velocity (PPV) in inches/second is the most commonly used metric to describe and quantify ground vibrations. 

Table 3.14-4. Maximum Peak Particle Velocity

		Distance(D)from the blasting site (feet)

		Maximum allowable peak particle velocity(V max) for ground vibration (inches/second1



		0 to 300

		1.25



		301 to 5,000

		1.00



		5,001 and beyond

		0.75



		1 Ground vibration shall be measured as the particle velocity. Particle velocity shall be recorded in three mutually perpendicular directions. The maximum allowable peak particle velocity (PPV) shall apply to each of the three measurements.





FHWA and ADOT Standards


The FHWA has issued regulations for noise evaluation in 23 CFR 772, Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. The main objectives of 23 CFR 772 are "to provide procedures for noise studies and noise abatement measures, to help protect the public health and welfare, to supply noise abatement criteria, and to establish requirements for information to be given to local officials for use in the planning and design of highways approved pursuant to Title 23, United States Code (U.S.C.)." According to the FHWA regulations, a traffic noise impact occurs when the predicted traffic noise level approaches or exceeds the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for the specified land use. In addition, an impact occurs when the predicted traffic noise level substantially exceeds the existing noise level. 


Noise level impact criteria may be based on a threshold, the change in noise level from the existing noise level, or both. Table 3.14-5 shows the FHWA NAC for various land use categories. The FHWA NAC for Category B, which includes homes, churches, schools, and parks, is 67 dBA.


Table 3.14-5. FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria

		Land Use


Category

		Noise Level


LAeq1h[1], dBA

		Description of Land Use



		A

		57 dBA


(exterior)

		Land on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an important public need, and where the preservation of those qualities is to continue to serve its intended purpose. Such areas could include amphitheaters, particular parks or open spaces which are recognized by appropriate local officials for activities requiring special qualities of serenity and quiet.



		B

		67 dBA


(exterior)

		Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, picnic areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, and parks.



		C

		72 dBA


(exterior)

		Developed lands, properties or activities not included in categories A and B above.



		D

		–

		Undeveloped Lands.



		E

		52 dBA


(interior)[2]

		Residences, motels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.



		LAeq1h is the one-hour equivalent sound level.


The interior sound level (activity) applies to: (1) indoor activities for those parcels where an exterior noise sensitive activity is identified, and (2) those situations where the exterior activities will not be affected by the noise, but the interior activities will be affected.


Source: Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 772.





FHWA allows each individual state to define the levels at which the noise “approaches” the criteria and when it “substantially exceeds” the existing noise level. The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Noise Abatement Policy determines the noise level impact for Category B land uses when the noise level “approaches” within 3 dBA of the FHWA NAC, or 64 dBA, and considers mitigation for customer locations where the predicted highway traffic noise level is equal to or greater than 64 dBA (ADOT, 2005). ADOT also considers mitigation if the noise level from the transportation improvement project is predicted to increase substantially. A substantial noise level increase is equal to or greater than 15 dBA.


According to the PC NAP, noise abatement should be considered if noise levels reach 66 dBA or higher at noise-sensitive properties. Additionally, mitigation measures will be considered for noise-sensitive properties if predicted traffic noise levels substantially exceed existing levels. “Substantially exceed” is defined as a 15 dBA increase between the existing noise levels and the future noise levels, identical to the ADOT definition.


These guidelines provide an alternate means of assessing noise impacts for commuter traffic to and from the mine site and for construction activities; however, because the duration and schedule for mining activities including blasting and equipment operations may vary day-to-day, the HUD Ldn metric is more useful and provides a common method for assessing noise from all mine activities. The noise bounds of analysis shown in Figure 3.14-1 are defined by the predicted Ldn from blasting, equipment operation, and commuter traffic noise at the Project site.


OSHA


OSHA guidelines state that worker protection against the effects of noise exposure shall be provided when the sound levels exceed those shown in Table 3.14-6 when measured on the A scale of a standard sound level meter at slow response. When employees are subjected to noise exceeding those listed in the table, feasible administrative or engineering controls shall be utilized. If such controls fail to reduce sound levels within the levels of Table 3.14-6, personal protective equipment shall be provided and used to reduce sound levels within the levels of the table.


The OSHA standards are most appropriately applied in assessing the impacts of surface and pit blasting noise and noise from the operation of mining and construction equipment on miners and mine personnel.

Table 3.14-6. OSHA Permissible Noise Exposures1

		Duration per day, hours

		Noise level dBA slow response



		8

		90



		6

		92



		4

		97



		2

		100



		1 ½

		102



		1

		105



		½

		110



		¼ or less

		115



		1 When the daily noise exposure is composed of two or more periods of noise exposure of different levels, their combined effect should be considered, rather than the individual effect of each. If the sum of the following fractions: C(1)/T(1) + C(2)/T(2) C(n)/T(n) exceeds unity, then, the mixed exposure should be considered to exceed the limit value. Cn indicates the total time of exposure at a specified noise level, and Tn indicates the total time of exposure permitted at that level. Exposure to impulsive or impact noise should not exceed 140 dB peak sound pressure level.





MSHA


The federal MSHA Occupational Noise Exposure standards delineate permissible exposure limits for 32 A-weighted noise levels, measured at slow-response, between 80 dBA (32 hour duration) to 115 dBA (¼ hour duration). The mine operator must establish a system of monitoring that evaluates each miner's noise exposure sufficiently to determine continuing compliance with this part (30 CFR 62) using a noise dosimeter. The noise determination must be made without adjustment for the use of a hearing protector, integrate all sound levels over the appropriate range, reflect the miner’s full work shift, use a 90 dB criterion level with a 5 dB exchange rate, and use the A-weighting and slow response setting.


The exchange rate is a measure of how much the noise level would have to change to preserve a selected measure of the risk of hearing loss (90 dB for mining activities) when the exposure duration is doubled (or halved). At no time can the noise level exceed 115 dBA; therefore, an Lmax metric is appropriate in such cases.


The MSHA standards, as described in 30 CFR 62, are applicable specifically to miners for the duration of their workday. The standards impose reporting requirements and maintenance of records on mine operators. They are most appropriately applied in assessing the impacts of surface and pit blasting noise and noise from the operation of mining and construction equipment on miners.

Affected Environment


Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans


The regulation of noise and vibration from mining activities is accomplished primarily at the federal level with states and municipalities responsible for enforcement. Controls address worker exposure and environmental or land use compatibility. 


Federal Regulations


The Noise Pollution and Abatement Act of 1970 (Title IV of the Clean Air Act, 42 USC 7627) established an Office of Noise Abatement and Control within the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). EPA was directed to investigate and identify the effects of noise levels on public health and welfare, including: psychological and physiological effects on humans; effects of sporadic extreme noise as compared with constant noise; effects on wildlife and property; effects of sonic booms on property; and such other matters as may be of interest in the public welfare. Title IV of the Clean Air Act also requires other federal agencies and departments to consult with EPA regarding methods for abating objectionable or nuisance condition noise impacts that result from activities they carry out or sponsor.


The federal Noise Control Act of 1972 (42 USC 4901 et seq.) established a requirement that all federal agencies must administer their programs in a manner that promotes an environment free from noise that jeopardized public health or welfare. EPA was given the responsibility for providing information to the public regarding identifiable effects of noise on public health or welfare, publishing information on the levels of environmental noise that will protect the public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety, coordinating federal research and activities related to noise control, and establishing federal noise emission standards for selected products distributed in interstate commerce (construction equipment; transportation equipment; motors and engines; and electrical or electronic equipment). States and political subdivisions of States retain the right to establish and enforce controls on environmental noise through the licensing, regulation, or restriction of the use, operation, or movement of products or combinations of products. The federal Noise Control Act also directed all federal agencies to comply with federal, state, interstate, and local noise control and abatement requirements to the same extent that any person is subject to such requirements.


Although the EPA can require other federal agencies to justify their noise regulations with respect to the policy requirements of the federal Noise Control Act, each federal agency retains authority to adopt noise regulations pertaining to agency programs.


Land Use Compatibility

The Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN) was formed in 1979 to review various federal agency programs related to noise impacts on land use. The committee included representatives of the Department of Transportation, Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Defense, and the Veterans Administration. The 1980 report issued by FICUN summarized federal agency noise policies and programs (FICUN, 1980). In addition, it identified the Ldn noise metric as the most appropriate noise descriptor to use for evaluating noise in the context of land use compatibility issues. The 1980 FICUN report also included a chart of compatible and incompatible noise levels for various categories of land use.


The Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) was formed in 1990 to review federal agency policies concerning the assessment of airport noise issues. Participating agencies included the Department of Transportation, Department of Defense, Department of Justice, HUD, EPA, Veterans Administration, and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). The 1992 report prepared by the committee confirmed the use of the Ldn noise metric as the primary basis for assessing land use compatibility issues, but also recognized that supplementary noise descriptors could be useful to further explain noise impacts on a case-by-case basis.

Other federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, and the Federal Railroad Administration, have developed noise impact criteria that employ a sliding scale of noise levels, depending on both existing land use and noise levels. Some federal agencies, such as the National Park Service, the Bureau of Land Management, and the US Forest Service, have not adopted any specific noise impact and vibration criteria or standards.


The Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 Blasting Authority sets general guidelines applicable to all surface coal mining and reclamation operations (Public Law 95-87). The performance standards also apply to blasting conducted for minerals mining. With the dissolution of the Bureau of Mines in 1995, regulatory authority was transferred to the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement (OSM). Performance standards established by the OSM include a pre-blasting survey of all structures within one-half mile of a permitted area, blasting schedule, signs, warnings, and access control, control of adverse effects, and recordkeeping requirements (30 CFR 816). 


Worker Exposure


The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) has primary authority for setting workplace noise exposure standards. Due to aviation safety considerations, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has primary jurisdiction over aircraft noise standards. In 1999, the Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) published new Health Standards for Occupational Noise Exposure. The purpose of these standards is to prevent the occurrence and reduce the progression of occupational noise-induced hearing loss among miners. Title 30 Code of Federal Regulations Section Part 62 Section 100 (30 CFR § 62.100) sets forth mandatory health standards for each surface and underground metal, nonmetal, and coal mine subject to the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977. The provisions of this part became effective September 13, 2000. 30 CFR 56 provides additional safety and health standards specific to surface metal and nonmetal mine operations.

State and Local Legislation


State regulations focus primarily on noise from motor vehicles and aircraft as well as equipment operation with no specific provisions for mining operations. Title 28 of the Arizona Revised Statues includes Article 16, Section 955, which regulates the use of mufflers on equipment and motor vehicles including motorcycles. The Arizona Administrative Code does not contain any noise abatement language.


Local ordinances also primarily address noise generated by motor vehicles and aircraft. Pima County Development Services Ordinance 2008-119 Noise Level Design and Construction Standards set minimum requirements for noise level reduction of the building exterior within established noise contour zones of the Tucson International Airport and the Davis-Monthan Air Force Base. The standards apply to noise-sensitive land uses including all habitable areas of residential uses, all indoor areas where the primary purpose is to receive the public, offices areas (with some exceptions), and all noise-sensitive indoor areas or indoor areas where the normal noise level is low, including libraries, schools, and religious facilities.


The Pima County Department of Transportation (PCDOT) Procedure Number 03-5, entitled Traffic Noise Analysis and Mitigation Guidance for Major Roadway Projects, was developed to provide guidance for the development of noise mitigation for Pima County’s major roadway projects (PCDOT, 2003). It contains procedures for traffic noise abatement, noise analysis methodology, and requirements for noise reports. The procedure is most commonly called the Pima County Noise Abatement Procedure (PC NAP).

Existing Conditions

Rural residential land uses are located northeast and southeast of the Project site as shown in Figure 3.14-1 [OR FIGURE 3.14.2 IF SEPARATE FIGURE USED]. Eight (8) residences are located northeast of the Project area along Highway 83 in the Mulberry Canyon area, about six (6) to seven (7) miles from the center of the proposed Open Pit. Six (6) residences are located southeast of the Project site along Singing Valley Road, about three (3) to four (4) miles from the center of the proposed Open Pit. Nine (9) additional rural residences are located southeast of the Project site about five (5) to six (6) miles from the center of the Open Pit, scattered along Highway 83, East Greaterville Road, Old Sonoita Highway, Beatty Ranch Road, and Singing Hills Trail. The Santa Rita Abbey is located along East Fish Canyon Road, 7.3 miles from the center of the proposed Open Pit.


Ambient Noise Conditions in the Project Area


Figure 3.14-X is an overview map showing locations used for noise monitoring at the Project area. Measurements were conducted by Tetra Tech and summarized in the technical report Rosemont Copper Background Ambient Noise Study prepared for Rosemont Copper (Tetra Tech, October 2008). The measurement results presented in the report are summarized in this subsection of the Affected Environment chapter of the Rosemont Copper Project EIS.


Figure 3.14-X. Insert figure caption here.

 [INSERT FIGURE 3.14-X SHOWING NOISE RECEPTOR LOCATIONS – 


ADAPT FROM ANY OF NOISE REPORT FIGURE 3 TO 7]


***NOT NECESSARY IF RECEPTOR LOCATIONS SHOWN IN FIGURE 3.14***


Figure 3.14-X. Insert figure caption here.

[INSERT FIGURE 3.14-X SHOWING AMBIENT NOISE MONITORING LOCATIONS – ADAPT FROM ROSEMONT COPPER BACKGROUND AMBIENT NOISE STUDY FIGURE 1]


Project Area Measurement Locations and Descriptions


Five (5) locations in the southern part of the Project area (sites L1 through L5) were monitored over the 2008 Memorial Day weekend with Larson Davis 820 sound level meters for 72 consecutive hours. L6 was monitored for about nine (9) hours with a Center 322 sound level meter. Monitoring site L1 was located about one (1) mile from SR 83 on the nose of a small side ridge down slope of the main ridge crest at the north of the end of Singing Valley Road. None of the residences along Singing Valley Road were visible from this location. Monitoring site L2 was located about one (1) mile from the highway near the top of a ridge that faced west, with an open view of the Project area to the northwest. Monitoring sites L3, L4, and L5 were at different elevations in a valley, which is oriented east toward Highway 83. L3 was located just less than one (1) mile from SR 83 and L4 was located about 0.64 miles from the highway. L5 was located relatively close to SR 83 (0.11 miles). Monitoring site L6 was on a flat area 234 feet from Highway 83.


After the 2008 Memorial Day weekend, additional noise monitoring was conducted at the northern end of the Project area and at locations closer to the proposed Open Pit. One Larson Davis sound level meter and a Center 322 sound level meter were placed at monitoring site L7, which was located near Highway 83 at the northeast corner of the proposed mining operations area, about 1.6 miles southwest of the Mulberry Canyon. There are scattered rural residences in the area. Two (2) additional Larson Davis meters were placed along a ridge to the southeast of the proposed Open Pit area (locations L8 and L9). The additional monitoring locations are shown in Figure 3.14-X. Table 3.14-7 provides a summary of dates, start times, measurement duration, and instrumentation used to conduct all the ambient noise measurements in the Project area.


Table 3.14-7. Project Area Monitoring Sites

		Location ID

		Start Date

		Start Time

		Monitoring Duration

		Instrument



		2008 Memorial Day Weekend



		L1

		Saturday, May 24, 2008

		12:00 AM

		72 hours

		Larson Davis 820, #1642



		L2

		Saturday, May 24, 2008

		12:00 AM

		72 hours

		Larson Davis 820, #1615



		L3

		Saturday, May 24, 2008

		12:00 AM

		72 hours

		Larson Davis 820, #1634



		L4

		Saturday, May 24, 2008

		12:00 AM

		72 hours

		Larson Davis 820, #1688



		L5

		Saturday, May 24, 2008

		12:00 AM

		72 hours

		Larson Davis 820, #1704



		L6

		Friday, May 23, 2008

		3:44 PM

		8.89 hours

		Center 322, #631



		Weekdays After 2008 Memorial Day Weekend



		L7

		Tuesday, May 27, 2008

		3:00 PM

		48 hours

		Larson Davis 820, #1634



		L7B

		Tuesday, May 27, 2008

		2:10 PM

		8.89 hours

		Center 322, #1916



		L8

		Tuesday, May 27, 2008

		3:00 PM

		48 hours

		Larson Davis 820, #1688



		L9

		Tuesday, May 27, 2008

		4:00 PM

		48 hours

		Larson Davis 820, #1704





Weather conditions over the 2008 Memorial Day weekend included cool temperatures with light to moderate winds. The on-site meteorological station at the Project site recorded a temperature range of 45° Fahrenheit (F) to 74°F during this period, with Saturday being the coolest day.


The range of hourly average temperatures was 45°F to 67°F on Saturday, 46°F to 74°F on Sunday, and 50°F to 71°F on Monday. The average hourly temperature was 55.2°F on Saturday, 62.2°F on Sunday, and 62.6°F on Sunday. Hourly average wind speeds recorded at the on-site meteorological station ranged from 1.6 mph to 12.5 mph over the three (3) day monitoring period. Maximum hourly average wind speeds were 12.5 mph on each day. Average hourly wind speeds were 8.7 mph on Saturday, 7.0 mph on Sunday, and 8.1 mph on Monday. Some scattered showers may have occurred on Saturday or early Sunday, although no precipitation was recorded at the on-site meteorological station.


Table 3.14-8 presents a summary of noise level data collected at monitoring sites L1 through L6 during the 2008 Memorial Day weekend under the weather conditions described above.


Table 3.14-8. Summary of Noise Levels At Project Area Monitoring Sites (Dba)

		Site ID

		Ldn

		Leq

		Lmax

		L05

		L10

		L33

		L50

		L90

		L95

		Lmin



		2008 Memorial Day Weekend



		L1

		54.8


46.0


43.0

		53.9


41.3


40.4

		77.1


67.4


75.2

		49.7

		45.2

		37.4

		34.2

		30.9

		30.8

		30.3


30.1


30.3



		L2

		55.2


50.6


51.8

		49.6


49.5


47.4

		77.8


78.3


80.1

		54.7

		50.6

		41.2

		38.3

		36.3

		36.2

		35.7


35.7


35.8



		L3

		49.2


48.6


48.7

		43.3


43.1


43.6

		75.1


68.6


81.0

		47.1

		44.9

		41.9

		41.3

		40.4

		40.4

		40.0


40.0


40.0



		L4

		43.3


42.0


42.1

		38.0


37.2


38.4

		72.2


68.1


75.6

		41.3

		39.2

		35.7

		34.3

		32.6

		32.5

		32.1


32.1


32.2



		L5

		47.4


46.7


45.7

		43.2


45.0


43.0

		77.6


84.9


74.5

		48.9

		45.9

		38.8

		35.3

		32.1

		31.9

		31.5


31.4


31.5



		L6

		NA

		50.0

		73.6

		55.9

		53.5

		46.5

		42.4

		32.3

		30.9

		27.4



		Weekdays After 2008 Memorial Day Weekend



		L7

		55.2


54.6

		50.7


49.7

		82.4


77.0

		56.0

		52.3

		43.1

		41.4

		40.5

		40.4

		39.9


40.1



		L7B

		NA

		50.1

		77.6

		55.7

		52.0

		41.9

		35.2

		27.3

		27.0

		26.9



		L8

		43.4


44.3

		39.0


39.6

		71.0


67.2

		43.8

		41.0

		36.6

		35.2

		33.5

		33.1

		32.3


32.3



		L9

		43.7


45.4

		39.3


41.1

		81.8


71.9

		45.7

		42.6

		36.3

		34.7

		32.8

		32.6

		31.7


31.7



		Ldn = day-night average noise level, a 24-hour average with annoyance penalty of 10 dBA for nighttime noise. Ldn values for each 24-hour period listed separately.


Leq = equivalent continuous noise level, each 24-hour period listed separately.


Lmax = maximum sound level (fast response setting), each 24-hour period listed separately.


L05 = sound level exceeded 5% of the time (overall monitoring period).


L10 = sound level exceeded 10% of the time (overall monitoring period).


L33 = sound level exceeded 33% of the time (overall monitoring period).


L50 = sound level exceeded 50% of the time (overall monitoring period).


L90 = sound level exceeded 90% of the time (overall monitoring period).


L95 = sound level exceeded 95% of the time (overall monitoring period).


Lmin = minimum sound level (fast response setting), each 24-hour period listed separately.


NA = not applicable; monitoring duration not long enough to calculate Ldn.





Warmer temperatures followed the 2008 Memorial Day weekend, with a continuation of light to moderate winds. The on-site meteorological station located in the center of the proposed Open Pit recorded a temperature range of 49°F to 80°F during this period. The range of hourly average temperatures was 49°F to 79°F on Tuesday, 52°F to 79°F on Wednesday, and 59°F to 80°F on Thursday.


The average hourly temperature was 65°F on Tuesday, 68°F on Wednesday, and 70°F on Thursday. Hourly average wind speeds recorded at the on-site meteorological station ranged from 0.9 mph to 14.8 mph over this period. Maximum hourly average wind speeds were 12.8 mph on Tuesday, 11.2 mph on Wednesday, and 14.8 mph on Thursday. Average hourly wind speeds were 7.4 mph on Tuesday, 6.0 mph on Wednesday, and 8.4 mph on Thursday. A summary of the noise level data collected beginning the Tuesday following the 2008 Memorial Day weekend at each of the additional monitoring sites, L7 through L9, is also presented in Table 3.14-8.


Interpretation of Project Area Ambient Measurements


The monitoring data collected from the Project area demonstrates the low ambient noise conditions typical of areas with limited development and few major roadways. All of the nine (9) sites monitored had noise levels below 45 dBA for at least 70 percent of the time. Only sites L2 and L7 had 24-hour Leq values consistently above 45 dBA. As indicated in Table 3.14.6.2, all monitoring sites in the Project area exhibited consistent minimum noise levels, with little day-to-day variation. Most sites showed a similar overall noise level range, with minimum noise levels of about 31 to 35 dBA and maximum noise levels of about 71 to 77 dBA. Noise graphs in Appendix D of the Background Ambient Noise Study indicate somewhat higher noise levels during daytime hours than during nighttime hours. However, sites L8 and L9 showed little variation in noise levels between daytime and nighttime hours.


Distinct spatial patterns in background noise levels were not evident except for the influence of Highway 83 at locations relatively close to the roadway. The influence of the traffic noise from Highway 83 is evident from the monitoring results at locations L5, L6, and L7. These monitoring sites also exhibited reduced noise levels during nighttime and early morning hours when traffic volumes on Highway 83 were reduced. Daytime traffic noise levels from Highway 83 became a low ambient noise component at distances of more than 1,000 to 2,000 feet from the highway. Noise levels also tended to be somewhat higher on ridgelines than in valley areas, as would generally be expected due to terrain shielding by ridges and mountains. As shown in Table 3.14.6.2, sites L1 and L2, which were located on or close to the tops of ridgelines, had Ldn and 24-hour Leq values that were higher than those from sites L3 and L4, which were located in a valley below the surrounding ridgelines.


Data from locations monitored over the 2008 Memorial Day weekend generally showed higher noise levels on Saturday than on Sunday or Monday. All five (5) sites showed somewhat higher Ldn values on Saturday compared to Sunday or Monday. Four (4) of the five (5) sites showed small variations in 24-hour Leq values over the 2008 Memorial Day weekend. Only site L1 showed more than a 2.5 dBA spread in 24-hour Leq values. Wind conditions did not appear to be a major factor in generating the higher noise levels on Saturday. As noted previously, average wind speeds were slightly higher on Saturday than on other days, but maximum hourly average wind speeds were the same each day over the weekend. Maximum hourly average wind speeds did not exceed 15 mph, a speed at which wind may begin to inflate background noise conditions.


Monitoring site L1 showed the greatest variation in day-to-day Ldn and 24-hour Leq values, with noise levels on Saturday (May 24, 2008) noticeably higher than the Ldn and Leq levels for Sunday (May 25, 2008) and Monday (May 26, 2008). The more pronounced variation in Ldn and 24-hour Leq levels at site L1 may reflect variations in outdoor activity levels at the homes along Singing Valley Road. These homes are the closest residences to the Project site, approximately three (3) miles from the Open Pit area for the Proposed Action.


Monitoring site L2 may have been influenced by intermittent mechanical equipment noise. Although no such noise sources were evident when the monitoring site was established, site L2 was the only site with Ldn values consistently above 50 dBA and daily Lmax levels consistently above 77 dBA. Site L2 also had the second highest average 24-hour Leq values to site L7 near Highway 83. In addition, site L2 was the only site monitored over the 2008 Memorial Day weekend that had noise levels above 50 dBA for more than 10 percent of the time. There was a large vertical tank about 300 feet southeast of site L2. Intermittent operation of a pump or other mechanical equipment might have accounted for the somewhat higher than average noise levels at site L2. This site had one (1) daily Lmax value just over 80 dBA. This may have been due to a vehicle door closing near the noise meter. A dirt road was located fairly close to the meter location, and security personnel reported that they stopped at and investigated most monitoring sites.

Site L3 had the highest minimum noise levels (40 dBA) among the five (5) locations monitored over the 2008 Memorial Day weekend in the Project area. The source of the relatively high minimum noise levels at site L3 is unknown. This site was in an upper valley location about one (1) mile from Highway 83 and more than 1,000 feet from the tank near site L2. Site L3 also had one (1) daily Lmax value over 80 dBA. The source of this relatively high noise event is unclear. The monitoring site was well removed from the nearest unpaved road, and there was no evidence of off-road vehicle use near the noise meter.


Site L4 had the lowest Ldn and 24-hour Leq values of any monitored locations within the Project area. Noise levels at site L4 exceeded 45 dBA less than five (5) percent of the time. Site L4 was in a mid-valley location, about 3,390 feet (0.64 miles) from Highway 83.


Site L5 was influenced somewhat by traffic noise from Highway 83. Site L5 was located approximately 600 feet from Highway 83. The monitoring location was high enough on the side of the valley to have line of site to a portion of Highway 83. However, actual Ldn values measured at site L5 were lower than those measured at sites L1, L2, and L3. Site L5 had the highest daily Lmax value of any of the nine (9) sites monitored in the Project area (84.9 dBA). The maximum noise level at site L5 appears to have been a gunshot. This conclusion is plausible since the meter was well off the nearest unpaved road, vegetation around the monitoring site showed no evidence of off-road vehicle activity, the site was located about 600 feet from Highway 83, and the noise lasted less than 0.1 second.


Site L6 was monitored for slightly less than nine (9) hours using a Center 322 meter. Site L6 was 235 feet from Highway 83. Monitoring began on a Friday afternoon and continued until the instrument memory was filled shortly after midnight. While the duration and timing of monitoring at site L6 prevented an ideal comparison to the other monitoring sites, the data generally showed higher noise levels than those monitored at sites L1 through L5, as would be expected from a location closer to Highway 83. Minimum noise levels at site L6 were lower than those measured by the Larson Davis meter at site L7, but average noise levels at site L6 were similar to those at site L7.


Site L7 had a relatively high minimum noise level of about 40 dBA, which is attributable to periods with low traffic volumes on Highway 83. This site also had one daily Lmax value above 80 dBA, which was probably due to a peak traffic period, possibly including an unusually noisy vehicle on Highway 83. Site L7 was about 190 feet from Highway 83.


Sites L8 and L9 were on a ridgeline in the interior portion of the Project area. Both locations measured similar noise levels over a two-day period. Only site L4 had 24-hour Leq values lower than those measured at sites L8 and L9. Site L9 had one daily Lmax value above 80 dBA. This may have been a vehicle door closing near the noise meter. Security personnel reported that they stopped at and investigated most monitoring sites.


The potential contribution from low altitude military aircraft to monitored peak noise levels was investigated. The two (2) closest military training routes, VR-259 and VR-260, are about four (4) to five (5) miles from the noise monitoring sites in the southern part of the Project area (sites L1 through L6, L8, and L9). VR-259 is about 2.5 miles from monitoring site L7. These distances are too far from the noise monitoring locations in the Project area to have contributed significantly to measured noise levels or to have caused the measured peak noises. Based on the US Air Force Omega 10.8 aircraft noise model, peak F-16 military jet noise contributions at site L7 would be 66 dBA or less, and peak noise contributions at the other monitoring sites would be 56 dBA or less. Peak noise contributions from other types of military jet aircraft generally would be less than the noise levels from F-16 jets.

In summary, ambient noise levels in the Project area do not indicate any existing exceedances of the land use compatibility noise thresholds of significance (Ldn or Leq) referenced in the subchapter.

Noise Levels at an Active Copper Mine


In addition to noise monitoring in the vicinity of the proposed Rosemont Copper mining operation, one (1) day of noise monitoring was conducted at an active Open Pit copper mine in May 2008 with the results presented in the Rosemont Copper Background Ambient Noise Study (Tetra Tech, 2008). 


The active Open Pit copper mine was chosen not only because it was in Arizona but because it had several similar terrain features for comparative analysis with the Rosemont Project site. The similar terrain included ridges for terrain shielding and an open down-sloping terrain with no intervening ridges to allow for mining activity noise dispersion.

Active Copper Mine Measurement Descriptions


Permission to monitor noise levels at this mine was granted on condition that the mine would not be identified. Three (3) monitoring locations (L10, L11, and L12) were planned at different distances from an active pit during the May 2008 monitoring period. L10 was on a completed waste rock pile overlooking the active pit area. L11, which was located along a haul road about one (1) mile from the blast site, was shielded from the pit area by an intervening ridge. L12, which was about 1.25 miles from the blast site, was located near the boundary of the mining operation. This location was separated from the pit area by downward sloping terrain without any intervening ridges that bordered the remainder of the mining pit. An instrument problem at L10 prevented the collection of noise data, but data was collected for more than 24 hours at two (2) other locations.

Table 3.14-9 presents a summary of the noise monitoring data collected at sites L11 and L12. One (1) large blast occurred during the noise monitoring period. However, the blast was not identifiable in the time history data from noise monitoring locations L11 and L12. This was due to the combination of pit wall shielding, other terrain shielding, and general ground absorption effects that reduced peak blast noise to levels comparable to ambient background conditions at sites L11 and L12. Mine operations staff also reported that they do not normally hear blasts at the mine’s office building complex, which is approximately 3.5 miles from the pit area across intervening ridges. Most brief noise peaks in the monitoring data represented vehicle traffic on nearby haul roads.

Table 3.14-9. Summary of Noise Levels at Active Copper Mine, (dBA)

		Site ID

		Ldn

		Leq

		Lmax

		L05

		L10

		L33

		L50

		L90

		L95

		Lmin



		May 2008



		L11

		42.6

		38.8

		72.5

		39.8

		37.2

		34.2

		33.4

		32.3

		32.0

		31.4



		L12

		41.8

		39.4

		70.8

		41.4

		38.4

		34.2

		33.2

		29.4

		29.3

		29.0



		October 2008



		L10

		N/A


51.7


N/A

		62.5


59.2


56.6

		92.9


72.3


93.3

		53.1

		50.8

		45.1

		40.8

		28.3

		24.1

		19.3


18.5


17.6



		L13

		N/A


66.3


N/A

		62.5


59.2


56.6

		111.0


95.1


73.4

		65.4

		62.9

		57.0

		53.5

		41.9

		34.0

		20.7


19.3


23.5



		L14

		N/A


59.6


N/A

		51.7


54.9


52.0

		79.7


84.3


80.0

		55.3

		49.0

		36.2

		24.3

		24.3

		23.3

		19.8


19.9


20.4



		Ldn = day-night average noise level, a 24-hour average with annoyance penalty of 10 dBA for nighttime noise. Ldn values for each 24-hour period listed separately.


Leq = equivalent continuous noise level, each 24-hour period listed separately.


Lmax = maximum sound level (fast response setting), each 24-hour period listed separately.


L05 = sound level exceeded 5% of the time (overall monitoring period).


L10 = sound level exceeded 10% of the time (overall monitoring period).


L33 = sound level exceeded 33% of the time (overall monitoring period).


L50 = sound level exceeded 50% of the time (overall monitoring period).


L90 = sound level exceeded 90% of the time (overall monitoring period).


L95 = sound level exceeded 95% of the time (overall monitoring period).


Lmin = minimum sound level (fast response setting), each 24-hour period listed separately.


NA = not applicable; monitoring duration not long enough to calculate Ldn.





Additional noise monitoring was conducted at this same active mine during October 2008 with the result presented in the Supplemental Noise Study, Rosemont Copper Project. Three (3) locations were selected for monitoring. The first meter was located on a completed waste rock pile overlooking the active blast location (site L10), and the meter was set back about 100 feet from the edge of the pit. A second meter was located on the edge of a different completed waste rock pile overlooking the active pit with a direct line of sight to the blast location (site L13). The third location was along a haul road leading to the vehicle wash facility (site L14) with downward-sloping ground but no major ridgelines between the monitoring site and the blast location within the pit area. Site L14 was about 0.33 miles closer to the pit than the L12 site location used during the May 2008 monitoring period. One Larson Davis 820 sound level meter and one Center Technology 322 sound level meter were placed at each of the three (3) locations. The Larson Davis meters ran for 47.8 hours at site L10, 42.8 hours at site L13, and 48 hours at site L14. The Center 322 meters provided backup and generally were set to collect one-second time history data. Table 3.14-9 presents a summary of noise monitoring data collected by the Larson Davis meters during the October 2008 monitoring period.

Two (2) blasts occurred during the period of monitoring, one (1) on the first day and another on the third day. A battery failure in the Larson Davis meter at site L13 prevented measurement of the second blast at the L13 site. The one-second data logging interval for the Center 322 meter at this site was not fast enough to detect the true blast Lmax level, but available data indicate that the second blast would have produced an Lmax level similar to, or perhaps a little lower than, that of the first blast.


Interpretation of Active Copper Mine Measurements


Data from monitoring site L13 provided information on blast noise without any pit wall or terrain shielding. Data from monitoring site L10 provided information on the effect of pit wall shielding. Data from monitoring site L11 provided information on the effect of significant terrain shielding beyond the immediate pit area. Data from sites L12 and L14 provided information on noise levels at distances of about 1.1 and 0.8 miles, respectively, with no major intervening terrain shielding but with general ground absorption effects over irregular downward-sloping terrain. Blast monitoring occurred at the monitored pit area during both May 2008 and October 2008. Heavy equipment operations at the pit and on haul roads occurred at a lower intensity during the May 2008 monitoring period than during the October 2008 monitoring period.

Except for Lmax levels from blasts or nearby heavy equipment operations, the noise monitoring data from the active copper mine were similar to the ambient noise levels measured in the Project area. Minimum noise levels measured around the active mine were actually lower than the minimum noise levels measured in the Project area. In addition, minimum noise levels measured in October 2008 were significantly lower than those measured at the active mine in May 2008. Minimum noise levels measured in October 2008 were about 20 dBA at all three (3) monitoring sites. By comparison, minimum noise levels measured in the Project area generally were between 30 and 35 dBA.

Two (2) blasts were monitored at site L10 in October 2008. One (1) blast occurred on a pit bench about 165 feet higher than site L10 but with intervening terrain shielding within the pit area. The blast location was about 1,790 feet (0.34 mile) from site L10. The second blast occurred within the pit at an elevation of about 350 feet below the elevation of site L10. This blast was about 1,390 feet (0.26 mile) from site L10. As indicated in Table 3.14.7, both blasts generated similar Lmax noise levels at site L10 (92.9 dBA and 93.3 dBA). By comparison to data from site L13, pit wall shielding was estimated to be about 20 dBA. The Ldn level measured at site L10 in October 2008 (51.7 dBA) represents a day with heavy equipment operations in the pit area but no blasting. In addition, a drill rig was operating on a bench immediately above the waste rock pile, where site L10 was located. The Ldn and 24-hour Leq at site L10 were comparable to the corresponding values measured at site L2 in the Project area.


Site L11 was monitored in May 2008. This site was within the active mine property about one (1) mile from the pit and at about the same elevation as site L10. There were intervening hills and ridgelines between the pit and monitoring site L11. The May 2008 blast occurred in the pit at a distance of about one (1) mile from site L11. The blast was not detectable in the time history data from site L11. The Ldn for site L11 (42.6 dBA) was comparable to that of site L4 in the Rosemont Project area. The Lmax data from site L11 (72.5 dBA) represents haul truck traffic near the monitoring site and was comparable to the Lmax values from site L4 in the Rosemont Project area.


Site L12 was monitored in May 2008. The site was just outside the mine property about 1.1 miles from the active portion of the overall pit area and at an elevation below that of the blast. There were no significant hills or ridgelines between the monitoring site and the pit area, although pit walls and benches within the pit provided shielding from the monitored blast. The May 2008 blast occurred in the pit, at a distance of about 1.25 miles from site L12. The blast was not detectable in the time history data from site L10. The Ldn and Lmax values at site L12 (41.8 and 70.8 dBA, respectively) were slightly lower than those at site L11, although the overall Leq value for site L12 was slightly higher than that for site L11. In general, noise levels at site L12 were comparable to those at site L4 in the Project area.

Site L13, at the edge of the active pit, was monitored in October 2008. This site had the highest noise levels, as would be expected for a location with line of sight into the pit. Site L13 was about 260 feet above the monitored blast location. As noted previously, a battery failure terminated monitoring by the Larson Davis meter before the second blast. The measured blast produced an Lmax of 111 dBA. On the day between blasts, mining activity in the pit area produced an Ldn of 66.3 dBA, a 24-hour Leq of 59.2 dBA, and an Lmax of 95.1 dBA. As expected, these values were higher than the background noise levels measured in the Project area.


Site L14 was monitored in October 2008. Monitoring site L14 was close to an on-site mine road and obtained data on passing heavy equipment noise levels in addition to obtaining data on blast noise levels. The mine road provided access to the pit area and to a vehicle wash facility.


Site L14 was in the same general area as site L12, although somewhat closer to the pit area and about 60 feet from the edge of the mine road. Two (2) blasts were monitored at site L14. The first was about one (1) mile from site L14, and the second was about 0.7 mile from site L14. The elevation at site L14 was about 445 feet below the elevation of the first blast site and at about the same elevation as the second blast site. The first blast was not detectable in the time history data from site L14. The second blast was detectable in the Lmax and instantaneous peak time history data but not in the Leq time history data from site L14. The second blast generated an Lmax of 66.5 dBA at site L14, which was less than the Lmax values generated by trucks and heavy equipment on the mine road. On the day between blasts, measured Ldn (59.6 dBA), 24-hour Leq (54.9 dBA), and Lmax (84.3 dBA) values at site L14 were due primarily to heavy truck and other equipment operations on the adjacent mine road. These noise levels were slightly higher than comparable levels measured at site L7 in the Project area.

Environmental Consequences


Impacts Common to All Alternatives


Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects


Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative


Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects


Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects
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Best,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Stephen Leslie
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Rosemont Recreation Headings and Subheadings
Date: 03/09/2009 10:38 AM
Attachments: Rosemont Recreation Headings and Subheadings.doc

Steve,   Debby will be your Forest contact for Recreation.  

Debby,  Steve will be away from the office this week and requests you call him on
his cell  ---- 702-277-1806.  I spoke with him this morning.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ "Stephen Leslie" <sleslie@swca.com>

"Stephen Leslie"
<sleslie@swca.com> 

03/09/2009 09:02 AM

To <sldavis@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Rosemont Recreation Headings and Subheadings

Sarah,

 
Here is a draft outline for the recreation affected environment/current
environmental conditions section of the Rosemont EIS.  Please let me
know if you would like to add or subtract any headings/subheadings.

 
Thanks very much.

 
Steve Leslie
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
2820 West Charleston Boulevard, Suite 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102
sleslie@swca.com
Office – 702-248-3880

Cell – 702-277-1806
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Administrative Draft Alton Coal EIS

Chapter 3: Affected Environment



3.0 Affected Environment

3.1 Recreation and Tourism

3.1.1 General Setting

3.1.1.1 Supply of Recreation Opportunities

3.1.1.1.1 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum


3.1.1.1.2 Recreation Places


3.1.1.2 Existing Use Levels and Trends

3.1.1.2.1 Forest Use


3.1.1.2.2 Resident Recreation


3.1.1.2.3 Tourism


3.1.1.2.4 Commercial Outfitter and Guide Use








�Not sure if this is appropriate for the Rosemont Project Area.
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Krizek, David
Cc: Larsen, Eric; Kathy Arnold; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Rosemont Rock Types and Tonnages
Date: 08/04/2010 12:21 PM
Attachments: RCC CNF Rock Tonnage Summary_03Aug2010.pdf

Hi David,

Here is the SRK review of geochem reports, and the questions that were asked in
the review, including what we discussed on the phone a little while ago.  Give me a
call if this doesn't help to clarify what information I'm trying to get on the geochem
analyses.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Krizek, David" <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>

"Krizek, David"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 

08/03/2010 03:41 PM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>,
'Kathy Arnold'
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Larsen,
Eric" <Eric.Larsen@tetratech.com>

Subject Rosemont Rock Types and Tonnages

 

 
Bev,

 
Good Afternoon!

 
Please find attached the rock types and tonnages for waste rock, sulfide
ore, and oxide ore associated with the P673 Rosemont pit configuration.
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Tucson Office 
  3031 West Ina Road 


Tucson, AZ  85741 
Tel 520.297.7723   Fax 520.297.7724  


www.tetratech.com 


 


Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Beverly Everson From: David Krizek 


Company: Coronado National Forest Date: August 3, 2010 


Re: Rosemont Rock Types and Tonnages Doc #: 203/10-320878-5.3 


CC: Tom Furgason (SWCA); Kathy Arnold (RCC)  


1.0 Introduction 


This Technical Memorandum provides information regarding the percentages of rock types 
(waste rock, sulfide ore, and oxide ore) associated with the planned Rosemont Copper Project 
(Project). 


2.0 Waste Rock Types and Tonnages 


Table 1 provides a summary of the waste rock types and associated tonnages. The number of 
acid base accounting (ABA) tests performed on the various rock types are also shown as well 
as short term leaching tests such as Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) and 
Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (MWMP). 


 


Table 1      Summary of Rosemont Waste Rock Types and Tonnages 


Rock Type Tons of Material 
Percent of 
Material 


(by weight) 


No. of 
ABA 
Tests 


No. 
SPLP 
Tests 


No. 
MWMP 
Tests 


Arkose  546,336,000 44.38% 55 8 8 


Tertiary Gravel  141,227,000 11.47% 5 0 0 


Abrigo  113,815,000 9.24% 6 5 0 


Horquilla  87,141000 7.08% 26 8 2 


Glance  80,841,000 6.57% 4 0 0 


Andesite  49,118,000 3.99% 38 4 6 


Concha  34,107,000 2.77% 6 1 1 


Martin  32,304,000 2.62% 7 4 0 


Earp  29,577,000 2.40% 14 6 0 


Epitaph  27,150,000 2.21% 16 6 0 


Escabrosa  22,859,000 1.86% 10 4 0 


Bolsa  23,447,000 1.90% 13 6 0 


Colina  16,145,000 1.31% 11 4 0 


Quartz Monzonite 
Porphyry  


13,047,000 1.06% 9 2 1 


Scherrer  8,524,000 0.69% 0 0 0 
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Table 1      Summary of Rosemont Waste Rock Types and Tonnages 


Rock Type Tons of Material 
Percent of 
Material 


(by weight) 


No. of 
ABA 
Tests 


No. 
SPLP 
Tests 


No. 
MWMP 
Tests 


Pre-Cambrian 
Granodiorite 


4,203,000 0.34% 0 0 0 


Undefined  941,000 0.08% 0 0 0 


Overburden  391,000 0.03% 6 2 2 


Total Amounts 1,231,173,000 100% 226 60 20 


 


The rock tonnage information provided in Table 1 shows updated information based on the 
current P673 pit configuration. The testing information provided in Table 1 was derived from 
Tables 2.01 and 2.02 of Technical Memorandum titled Evaluation of Rosemont Geochemical 
Testing Results and Local Water Quality dated May 5, 2009 by Tetra Tech. Other tests have 
been performed on the waste rock materials such as whole rock analysis and humidity cell 
testing. Humidity cell testing was performed on the following samples:  


 Two (2) Earp samples. 


 Eight (8) Andesite samples.  


 Four (4) Arkose samples. 


 Two (2) Bolsa samples. 


 One (1) Epitaph sample. 


3.0 Tailings Rock Types and Tonnages 


Table 2 provides a summary of the rock types comprising the sulfide ore rock types and 
associated tonnages. The composition of the tailings samples generated in 2006 and 2007 are 
also shown on Table 2. 


 


Table 2      Summary of Rosemont Sulfide Ore Rock Types and Tonnages 
(2006 and 2007 Samples) 


Sulfide 
Rock Type 


Tons of Material 
Percent of 


Material 
(by weight) 


May 2006 
Sample 


February 
2007 


Sample 


June 
2007 


Sample 


July 2008 
Sample 


(Year 0 to 3 
Composite) 


Horquilla 259,251,000 47.45% 100% 100% 100% 72.9% 


Earp  91,218,000 16.70% - - - 21.3% 


Colina  79,220,000 14.50% - - - - 


Epitaph  47,993,000 8.78% - - - - 


Escrabrosa  19,812,000 3.63% - - - 5.8% 


Andesite 12,836,000 2.35% - - - - 
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Table 2      Summary of Rosemont Sulfide Ore Rock Types and Tonnages 
(2006 and 2007 Samples) 


Sulfide 
Rock Type 


Tons of Material 
Percent of 


Material 
(by weight) 


May 2006 
Sample 


February 
2007 


Sample 


June 
2007 


Sample 


July 2008 
Sample 


(Year 0 to 3 
Composite) 


Quartz 
Monzonite 
Porphyry  


10,407,000 1.90% - - - - 


Arkose  10,363,000 1.90% - - - - 


Abrigo 7,321,000 1.34% - - - - 


Martin 2,606,000 0.48% - - - - 


Concha 2,308,000 0.42% - - - - 


Glance 1,614,000 0.30% - - - - 


Bolsa 1,109,000 0.20% - - - - 


Pre-
Cambrian 


Granodiorite 
268,000 0.05%  - - - 


Scherrer 11,000 0.00%  - - - 


Total 
Amounts 


546,337,000 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


 


Table 3 shows the testing performed on the tailings samples generated in 2006 and 2007. 


 


Table 3      Tailings Test Protocols (2006 and 2007 Samples) 


Sample Date ABA NAG Whole Rock SPLP MWMP Kinetic 


May 2006 X X X X   


February 2007 X X X   X 


June 2007 X X X X X  


July 2008 X  X X X X 


 


The sulfide rock type tonnages were derived from the current P673 configuration. Tailings 
testing information was derived from the Technical Memorandum titled Tailings Geochemistry 
dated March 24, 2009 by Tetra Tech. 


4.0 Oxide Rock Types and Tonnages 


Table 4 provides a summary of the rock types comprising the oxide ore and associated 
tonnages. 
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Table 4      Summary of Rosemont Oxide Ore Rock Types and 
Tonnages 


Oxide Rock Type Tons of Material Percent of Material (by weight) 


Arkose 44,269,000 63.26% 


Quartz Latite Porphyry  14,436,000 20.63% 


Andesite 11,270,000 16.11% 


Total Amounts 69,975,000 100% 


 


The oxide rock type tonnages were derived from the current P673 pit configuration 


 





		1.0 Introduction

		2.0 Waste Rock Types and Tonnages

		3.0 Tailings Rock Types and Tonnages

		4.0 Oxide Rock Types and Tonnages





Also included in the attached tech memo are general geochem testing
summaries.

 
Sincerely,

 

 
David Krizek | Principal 
Main: 520-297-7723 | Mobile: 520-260-3490 | Fax: 520-297-7724
Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road  |  Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include
privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use
of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is
strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended
recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your 

 

 

 

http://www.tetratech.com/


From: Jeanine Derby
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Rosemont scheduling concerns due to incomplete range of alts, incomplete effects, and coordination needs
Date: 02/04/2010 02:33 PM

Thanks for this summary.    I just finished meeting with Rosemont and shared the
information you provided.  Rochelle was on the line and brought up the uncertainty
of timing for  an EPA review, which happens after the document is published and
could add days to the schedule for getting NOA and announcing public participation. 
BLM requires a Dept. review and I expect we will also need Dept. input before the
RO is satisfied.  Bottom line, we all agreed that the time line is delayed by at least a
month.   I said we would not put a delay of the timeline in writing yet, but all should
understand that it's coming and it is important to the public rollout group to
understand that they need to be flexible.  I told them I appreciated no finger
pointing or  blaming; we are all continuing to do  our best and we all own a piece of
the delay.   Gordon pressed for a time to close on alternatives.  
Re: alternatives, Jaime was first shocked but eventually saw the value of 
incorporating the COE concept into the FS Scholfield Alternative with intent of
keeping  waste rock north of McCleary drainage  The heap leach waste location may
change or may stay in Barrell.   We acknowledged that some of the County's
proposal also could be met with this alternative (that of eliminating a constructed
drain and using more private land to place waste/tailings)  given that the waste pile
might extend onto additional Rosemont property.   
Yesterday I met with Mindy, Bev and some of the IDT.  We reviewed the
cooperating agency alternative, designing for natural erosion of tailings into the pit,
and thought it an intriguing idea but one that is difficult to fit with the topography,
since the pit is in the upper part of the watershed.   Also, effects would be
speculative over the anticipated geologic  timeline.    I suggessted that it either be
incorporated into a mitigation considered or  an alternative considered but not given
a detailed analysis.   We also thought that the partial/full backfill of the pit could be
a mitigation applied to one or more alternatives.    
 Rosemont is committed to working on a combined COE/FS alternative for
Scholfield.   The riparian function report plus others are coming in next week.  The
information coming from the "landforming" alternative should be ready by early
March.  Therefore,  I agreed to work toward having a final list of Alternatives by
March 19.    We will  try to meet again with BLM and COE before then with the
intent of seeing the COE's final list of alternatives.   
Next Rosemont meeting is Feb. 17, and Rochelle will be here.   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
▼ Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS

Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS 

02/04/2010 08:07 AM

To Jeanine Derby/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Cordts/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont scheduling concerns due to incomplete range

mailto:CN=Jeanine Derby/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


of alts, incomplete effects, and coordination needs

Jeanine -

Yesterday I met with Bob Cordts, Regional Director of Minerals.  There
are concerns with the proposed timeline, largely associated with an
incomplete range of alternatives, incomplete effects analysis, and
coordination needs.

In general, there is less than three months until the planned DEIS
release date.  

- One month will be consumed for printing.  
- At least one month will be consumed for formal Regional Office
review.
- Less then one month is available to finalize alternatives and
effects to a standard of reasonable quality for Regional review

1) Incomplete Range of Alternatives - Specific examples of Range of Alternatives still
not finalized...
    - Corps of Engineers Preliminary On-Site Alternatives incomplete, as well as Off-
Site Alternatives (404(b)(1) analysis)
    - Modification to FS and COE Scholefield alternatives to meet both agency's
objectives
    - Further exploration of County Alternative
    - Cooperating Agency alternative?  (I do not recall how we were further
considering)
    - Integration of lands recently purchased by Rosemont (e.g., utility corridor
relocation)
    - Integration of EPG utility corridor study
    - Full backfill alternative consideration

2) Incomplete Effects Analysis - Specific examples of notable data gaps...
    - Riparian Functional Assessment requested by Corps of Engineers
    - Visual analysis
    - Pit lake geochemical analysis
    - Information from RCC documenting full back

3) Coordination Needs -
- Regional Director wants to see the pending Feb 15 DEIS
- Need to re-brief Regional Office, in coordination with
Headquarters and Department, on the alternatives considered in
detail and dismissed.
- Additional briefings likely before transmitting DEIS to Region
for formal review.
- Regional review may take more than 30 days
- Adjustments to DEIS from briefings and formal review have
not been adequately accounted for.

In short, it does not appear that the DEIS can be completed in time for public
review before the end of April.  We should aggressively work towards the target
date with the realization that a schedule adjustment may be necessary in April.



Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------



From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Larry Jones; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Re: Rosemont scientific collecting permits
Date: 06/10/2009 08:50 AM

Bev/Larry - 

Good question.  The MOU that the Forest Service is asking cooperating agencies to
execute contains clauses that would allow the Forest Service to request from the
cooperators data and information, such as the permits referenced in your discussion,
and to include any received documents in the Administrative Record if appropriate. 
Both AZGF and US FWS have been invited to be cooperating agencies but to date,
neither has executed an MOU for this project.  If an MOU is executed with either or
both, I can request copies of the permits on your behalf under the terms of the
MOU.  If either or both decline to execute an MOU, I suggest you still request the
permit documentation as a professional courtesy, but you would not be able to
compel compliance with the request, and you should also request written permission
from those agencies to include the documents in the Administrative Record for this
project if that is your purpose for requesting copies.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/09/2009 04:34 PM

To Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mreichard@swca.com, tfurgason@swca.com,
ccoyle@swca.com

cc Deborah K Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
gsoroka@swca.com, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont scientific collecting permits

Sarah, Mindee and T.A., please see the e-mail correspondence below.  Are these
permits something we should have in the record?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS

06/09/2009 04:24 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Deborah K Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
gsoroka@swca.com, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont scientific collecting permits

In order to be doing anything besides strictly non-invasive visual surveys, such as
dipnetting frogs or tape-playback Mexican Spotted Owl calls, there needs to be state
and federal scientific collecting permits (SCP) issued.  We don't authorize them--
federal SCP is administered by Fish and Wildlife Service for threatened and
endangered species, while Arizona Game and Fish administers them for state
wildlife.  For example, we have a federal permit for all of the biologists on the
Coronado NF, and each person is called a permittee, and we are variously permitted
to survey or collect animals.  Those with the Chiricahua Leopard Frog certification
(from AGFD training) are allowed to dipnet or seine for Chiricahua Leopard Frogs,
and those without are not allowed.  

I would think WestLand and SWCA have state and federal permits, as they are in the
business of surveying for wildlife (in part), but I just think these documents should
be included in the project record just to show we are all playing by the rules.  

I 'm not sure about the regs for non-listed species on private lands, but at least for
listed species, anyone doing this sort of work needs the federal permit.  

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/09/2009 04:02 PM

To Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Deborah K Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
gsoroka@swca.com, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont scientific collecting permits

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/B3DBFD06028BE75C072575D0007E19DC
notes://entr3a/8825685D00481218/0/4EE3389640AFBD41072575CF0075625A


Is it standard for us to require collecting permits for this sort of thing?  And if so,
where is the direction for this requirement, and are you talking about collection on
Forest Service land or elsewhere, or both?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS 

06/08/2009 02:31 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc gsoroka@swca.com, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont scientific collecting permits

Hi Bev--

I'm not sure who is the nexus to WestLand is, but I think we need copies of the
state and federal scientific collecting permits from anyone doing surveys, be it
WestLand, SWCA, Forest Service, or any subcontractors.  

Documentation needs to include copies of the permits, with the permitted species,
stipulations, and permittees/subpermittees/agents.  We need to be sure surveyors
aren't in violation state and federal laws and regulations and be prepared to prove
this to the public in our project record.

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us



From: Jeff Sorensen
To: Larry Jones; abest@westlandresources.com; kkertell@swca.com; Mike_Martinez@fws.gov;

jim_rorabaugh@fws.gov; Deborah K Sebesta; tfurgason@swca.com; gsoroka@swca.com; Richard A Gerhart;
John Windes; Cat_Crawford@fws.gov; Tim Snow

Cc: Beverley A Everson; Leonard Ordway; Eric Gardner; Kurt Bahti
Subject: RE: rosemont snail field trip...
Date: 09/16/2009 01:44 PM

I’m planning on participating in this field trip on Friday.  I’ll be at the FWS Tucson office at 8:30 am.  I
am not familiar with the Rosemont area either.  Could someone forward directions to the area to the
group?  Thanks!
 
Jeff Sorensen
Native Fish and Invertebrate Program Manager
Arizona Game & Fish Department                      
5000 W. Carefree Hwy, WMNG
Phoenix, AZ 85086
Phone: 623-236-7740      Fax: -7926
 
Sign up for AZGFD eNews for the latest info on wildlife issues and events, and more.

http://www.azgfd.gov/eservices/subscribe.shtml

 

From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2009 1:23 PM
To: abest@westlandresources.com; kkertell@swca.com; Jeff Sorensen; Mike_Martinez@fws.gov;
jim_rorabaugh@fws.gov; Deborah K Sebesta; tfurgason@swca.com; gsoroka@swca.com; Richard A
Gerhart
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: rosemont snail field trip...
Importance: High
 

Amanda et al... 

I have on my calendar that friday sept 18 is the rosemont snail visit...I've been gone almost every day
in Sept, so it makes it hard to coordinate stuff...but are we still on...and are we meeting at FWS in
Tucson at 0830 h?  Will Westland have a copy of the Rosemont snail report or at least be armed with
what they found out on their recent visit to Philadelphia Acad Sci?  Everyon--who all will be at the field
trip...and if I missed anyone, please forward this to them.  I can't say as I know my way around the
Rosemont area or know where WestLand did snail surveys, so hoping someone from Westland can
show us the way... 

I'm out the door again to go batting in the Huachucas, but will be around tomorrow and can check my
emails (I'm in a meeting all or part day). 

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
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Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us



From: Richard Periman
To: Sarah L Davis
Cc: Beverley A Everson; cbellavia@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Rosemont Socioeconomic Affected Environment review
Date: 06/30/2010 08:26 AM
Signed by: CN=Richard Periman/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
Attachments: RosemoneSocioEc_AffEnv_Review_SD.docx

I am reviewing the documents today. I'll probably get through them, and have
comments by late this afternoon.

▼ Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS

Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS 

06/28/2010 12:15 PM

To Richard Periman/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc cbellavia@swca.com, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Rosemont Socioeconomic Affected Environment review

See my attached memo regarding review of the document.  I will
forward Cara's June 15th message so you have the document (my J
drive and many other things are not working on my computer this
week  @$%&*)    Thanks for your review!!

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332

mailto:CN=Richard Periman/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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June 27, 10

To:  Richard Periman

Cc:  Cara Bellavia

From:  Sarah Davis

Re:  Rosemont DEIS  

        Socioeconomics Affected Environment, version of June 15, 2010 

I am forwarding this draft from Cara to you for your review and suggestions.  I think it is well researched and written, but I’m relying on your expertise to help decide the completeness for this project.  The following are my comments:

1) In the discussion of rural historic landscapes (page 1) include mention of “local ranching traditions”. This use of the land is an important part of its value in the Sonoita and Elgin area and for land between these communities and the proposed mine.  (It is mentioned on page 34 “The public perceives Coronado to be vulnerable to the effects of population growth pressures … and changes to the lifestyle and values associated with ranching and agriculture.” References to quantify this for analysis?  How do you link this ranching tradition value to tourism?

2) Property Value (page 3) – doesn’t seem like a 2 mile buffer is appropriate in this wide open landscape where you can see forever. There are properties on hillsides that will have their view changed from the natural landscape with scenic mountain vistas to a mile long open pit mine and an adjacent working industrial area with tailings piles, dust and light pollution (it is a 24 hour operation).

3) Road Maintenance Costs (page 3) – Cara is asking for assistance on this one.  I asked our road engineer on the ID team and he has no specific contact with ADOT, only recommended his SWCA engineering contact in Phoenix.  Cara said she is “having trouble getting historic and projected highway funding for SR 83 from ADOT, and then developing a methodology to project what change in funding might result from mine construction and operation.”  (FYI – This scenic highway is treacherous already; it’s curvy, has only two lanes, and too many fast drivers.  The public is concerned about safety which is part maintenance and design, and part the added industrial traffic to be added during the 20-25 year project. It is the only highway from Tucson to the Sonoita/Elgin/Patagonia area.)

The tourism and lifestyle or quality of life changes are an important part of the affected environment. The wine industry in Sonoita and the bed and breakfasts, and access to public land including not only Forest Service but BLM, Audobon, and The Nature Conservancy (Las Cienegas National Conservation Area is adjacent to Sonoita and National Audobon Societiy’s Appleton-Whittell Research Ranch is in Elgin.  The Patagonia-Sonoita Creek Preserve is in Patagonia.)  Amateur astronomy is popular due to the dark sky, and the activities of hiking and camping, riding horses, OHV use, hunting, etc. are very popular as well. Astronomy is an industry that is a valuable contribution to tourism in this area; Smithsonian’s Whipple Observatory is on Mt. Hopkins, in the Santa Rita Mountains also, and has a visitor center.

Your assistance in quantifying quality of life, historic ranching values and tourism would be helpful to Cara.  I am hoping that involvement with Dr. Thomas Michael Power will help to quantify the economics of wildland development and the trade-offs. He is a consultant from the Department of Economics at the University of Montana that residents of the Sonoita area are bringing to the table.  He will be making a presentation to the ID team this Wednesday, June 30. Cara is attending also.  Google him to see his area of writing and expertise.  

Thanks for your willingness to review the work so far, your expertise is appreciated.



From: Cara Bellavia
To: Sarah L Davis
Cc: Richard Periman; Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis - spatial and temporal bounds
Date: 07/17/2009 02:44 PM
Attachments: Rosemont_boundsofanalysis_SOCIO_REV_071609.doc

Hi Sarah,
 
As we started our analysis for this project, it seems like including Pinal and Graham counties in the
study area wouldn't be that useful after all. Very small portions of these counties fall into the 50-mile
buffer, and there are no cities or towns that are located within those counties within the buffer.
 
We revised the Bounds of Analysis to reflect this potential change; the revised document is attached
for your consideration. The hi-lighted text is what has been updated, as well as a new Figure (Figure
S1).
 
Please call me if you have any questions.
Thanks!
Cara
 
 

From: Sarah L Davis [mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 02, 2009 5:32 PM
To: Cara Bellavia
Cc: Richard Periman; Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis - spatial and temporal bounds

Looks good, to move forward.   
Only one question:  what is the description of the communities with the large black dots on your map?
 I'm assuming that the dots indicate communities with smaller populations (or a certain size), because
Benson, Sierra Vista and Nogales are not included. 

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332 

"Cara Bellavia" <cbellavia@swca.com>

06/12/2009 10:31 AM

To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>
cc

Subject RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Hi Sarah, 
  
Attached is a a draft of the spatial and and temporal bounds of analysis approach. Can you please
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Rosemont
Bounds of Analysis: Socioeconomics

REVISED: July 16, 2009

Geographic Bounds of Analysis. The geographic boundaries for analyzing socioeconomics are preliminarily identified as a 50-mile radius around the proposed mine (Figure S1). This buffer was selected based on various factors that may influence the location and magnitude of potential socioeconomic impacts, including:


· Communities that may experience direct and/or indirect economic impacts as a result of the by the proposed mine, either as a result of construction, operation, or closures (e.g., from employment, wages and taxes, changes in tourism spending, etc.); 

· Anticipated changes in population as a result of in and out migration due to mine operation and/or employment; 


· The availability and location of existing housing and potential housing and the capacity and condition of existing local services and facilities; and

· Changes in quality of life for area residents and visitors, including changes in recreation opportunities. 


It is important to note that the 50-mile buffer extends into Mexico, however this locality will not be analyzed. The portion of Mexico that falls into the 50-mile buffer is excluded from the study area (see Figure S1)


Additionally, although the 50-mile buffer extends into five counties (Santa Cruz, Pima, Cochise, Pinal and Graham), only 1% of the 50-mile buffer extends into Graham County and 0.5% extends into Pinal County. Additionally, no major towns or places are located within the portions of these two counties that extend into the 50-mile buffer study area. As such, Graham and Pinal counties will be excluded from this analysis (see Figure S1). 


Counties that will be analyzed in the socioeconomic study will include Santa Cruz, Pima, and Cochise. Specific communities and tribal lands within the 50-mile buffer are included in this document (Table S1). 


Temporal Bounds of Analysis.  The temporal boundaries for analyzing socioeconomics will be guided in part by available data, an assessment of current conditions (without the proposed mine or associated activity) as well as the phases of activity associated with the proposed mine, including construction, operation and closure. 

The most current data available for population is from the 2000 U.S. Census; IMPLAN data for estimating (modeling) impacts to employment, employment compensation, and economic output extends as far back as 1990; the most current IMPLAN data is for 2007. The three phases of activity associated with the mine, for which socioeconomic impacts can actually be measured, will be for 24 year period (construction [±2 years], operation [±20 years], closure [±2 years]). Impacts to the region “post-closure” will not be estimated, as estimating social and economic impacts beyond a 25 year period, for which no specific activity is associated, is too speculative.

Thus, as data is available, the temporal bounds of analysis will extend from 1990 to year of closure of the mine (roughly 2035 [to be based on when construction starts and closure ends]).
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Table S1. List of places located within the 50-mile radius, including tribal land.


		COUNTY

		PLACE



		Cochise

		Miracle Valley



		

		Palominas



		

		Black Bear Spring



		

		Sunnyside



		

		Nicksville



		

		Hereford



		

		Ramsey



		

		Bledsoe



		

		Sierra Vista Estates (subdivision)



		

		Bonnie Blink



		

		Coronado Village



		

		Signal Village



		

		Village Meadows (subdivision)



		

		De Anza Village



		

		Cavalay Park



		

		Sierra Vista



		

		West Pershing Plaza



		

		East Pershing Plaza



		

		Gatewood Housing



		

		Fry



		

		Apache Flats



		

		Miles Manor



		

		Lewis Springs



		

		Huachuca City



		

		Charleston



		

		Campstone



		

		Tombstone



		

		Fairbank



		

		Benson Junction



		

		Contention



		

		Boquillas



		

		Escalante Crossing



		

		Curtiss



		

		Saint David



		

		Arizona Sun Sites



		

		Whetstone



		

		Benson



		

		Fenner



		

		Tully



		

		Mescal



		

		Chamiso



		

		Pomerene



		

		Dragoon



		

		Manzoro



		

		Johnson



		

		Cascabel



		

		Hookers Hot Springs



		

		Bradberry



		

		



		Pima

		Sandwash Mill



		

		Arivaca



		

		Puertocito



		

		Las Guijas



		

		Secundino



		

		Arivaca Junction



		

		Greaterville



		

		Rosemont Camp



		

		Rosemont Junction



		

		Continental



		

		Green Valley



		

		Helvetia



		

		Twin Buttes



		

		Duval



		

		Sahuarita Heights



		

		Pimaco Two



		

		Sahuarita



		

		Corona de Tucson



		

		Uhs Kug



		

		Diamond Bell Ranch



		

		San Xavier



		

		New Tucson



		

		Pantano



		

		Mountain View



		

		Pan Tak



		

		Nawt Vaya



		

		Harrington Place



		

		Vail



		

		Three Points



		

		Robles Junction



		

		San Pedro



		

		Esmond



		

		Corner Windmill



		

		Wilmot



		

		Littletown



		

		Drexel Heights



		

		Emery Park



		

		Rankin



		

		Vandenberg Village



		

		Polvo



		

		Tucson Estates



		

		Junction Interstate Nineteen Interchange



		

		Pueblo Gardens



		

		South Tucson



		

		Rolling Hills Country Club Estates



		

		Craycroft



		

		Old Tucson



		

		Tucson



		

		Kingston Knolls Terrace



		

		El Rio



		

		Polo Village



		

		Pascua Yaqui Indian Village



		

		Tanque Verde



		

		Indian Ridge Estates



		

		Tucson Country Club Estates



		

		Amphitheater



		

		Stockham



		

		Jaynes



		

		Catalina Foothills



		

		Oracle Foothills Estates



		

		Valley View



		

		Skyline Bel Aire Estates



		

		Orange Grove Estates



		

		Casas Adobes



		

		Avra



		

		Kino



		

		Oracle Place Shopping Center



		

		Tucson National Estates



		

		Cortaro



		

		Willow Canyon



		

		Oro Valley



		

		Whitetail



		

		Rillito



		

		Soldier Camp



		

		Redington



		

		Marana



		

		Summerhaven



		

		Loma Linda



		

		Catalina



		

		



		Santa Cruz

		Nogales



		

		Kino Springs



		

		Duquesne



		

		Washington Camp



		

		Beyerville



		

		Guevavi Mission



		

		Old Glory



		

		Ruby



		

		Trench Camp



		

		Calabasas



		

		Harshaw



		

		Rio Rico



		

		Partridge



		

		Oro Blanco



		

		Otero



		

		Patagonia



		

		Canelo



		Santa Cruz

		Tumacacori



		

		Carmen



		

		Alto



		

		Tubac



		

		Sotos Crossing



		

		Hacienda Los Encino



		

		Elgin



		

		Agua Linda



		

		Sonoita



		

		Amado



		

		Madera Canyon



		

		



		TRIBAL LAND

		



		Pascua Yaqui

		



		San Xavier District (Tohono O'odham)



		Tohono O'odham
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review this and let me know if you have any comments, edits, questions, etc? 
  
Thank you! 
Cara 
 

Cara Bellavia
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 N. Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ 85012
P 602.274.3831 | F 602.274.3958
www.swca.com
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
Please consider the environment before printing this email

From: Sarah L Davis [mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2009 3:52 PM
To: Cara Bellavia
Subject: Re: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Let's talk.  I am on vacation all next week but I will call you on Monday the 8th.   

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332 

"Cara Bellavia" <cbellavia@swca.com>

05/28/2009 09:23 AM
To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>
cc

Subject Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Hi Sarah, 
 
Can we set up a time to chat regarding what the FS would like the bounds of analysis (both spatial and
temporal) to be for socioeconomics for the Rosemont Copper mine project? I am hoping we can
connect some time next week (the week of June 1)? 
 
In our our draft cause and effect statements, which I understand are not finalized yet, we proposed a
100-mile buffer from the mine to analyze in terms of the spatial bounds. 
 
Let me know when you are available. 
Thanks, 
Cara 



 

Cara Bellavia
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 N. Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ 85012
P 602.274.3831 | F 602.274.3958
www.swca.com
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
Please consider the environment before printing this email



From: Cara Bellavia
To: Sarah L Davis
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle; Richard Periman; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis - spatial and temporal bounds
Date: 07/27/2009 02:16 PM

Hi Sarah,
 
Thanks for your feedback, we will proceed with these three counties.
 
Thanks again!
Cara

From: Sarah L Davis [mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2009 2:15 PM
To: Cara Bellavia
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle; Richard Periman; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis - spatial and temporal bounds

Yes, this revised text and updated Bounds of Analysis map are good.  I agree that the very small area
located within Graham and Pinal counties (1 1/2%) can be excluded from analysis.   

Thanks for your call today.   

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332 

"Cara Bellavia" <cbellavia@swca.com>

07/17/2009 02:44 PM

To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>
cc "Richard Periman" <rperiman@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis - spatial and temporal
bounds

Hi Sarah, 
  
As we started our analysis for this project, it seems like including Pinal and Graham counties in the
study area wouldn't be that useful after all. Very small portions of these counties fall into the 50-mile
buffer, and there are no cities or towns that are located within those counties within the buffer. 
  
We revised the Bounds of Analysis to reflect this potential change; the revised document is attached
for your consideration. The hi-lighted text is what has been updated, as well as a new Figure (Figure
S1). 
  
Please call me if you have any questions. 

mailto:cbellavia@swca.com
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Thanks! 
Cara 
  
  

From: Sarah L Davis [mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 02, 2009 5:32 PM
To: Cara Bellavia
Cc: Richard Periman; Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis - spatial and temporal bounds

Looks good, to move forward.   
Only one question:  what is the description of the communities with the large black dots on your map?
 I'm assuming that the dots indicate communities with smaller populations (or a certain size), because
Benson, Sierra Vista and Nogales are not included. 

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332 

"Cara Bellavia" <cbellavia@swca.com>

06/12/2009 10:31 AM
To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>
cc

Subject RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Hi Sarah, 
 
Attached is a a draft of the spatial and and temporal bounds of analysis approach. Can you please
review this and let me know if you have any comments, edits, questions, etc? 
 
Thank you! 
Cara 
 

Cara Bellavia
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 N. Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ 85012
P 602.274.3831 | F 602.274.3958
www.swca.com
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
Please consider the environment before printing this email



From: Sarah L Davis [mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2009 3:52 PM
To: Cara Bellavia
Subject: Re: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Let's talk.  I am on vacation all next week but I will call you on Monday the 8th.   

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332 
"Cara Bellavia" <cbellavia@swca.com>

05/28/2009 09:23 AM
To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>
cc

Subject Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Hi Sarah, 

Can we set up a time to chat regarding what the FS would like the bounds of analysis (both spatial and
temporal) to be for socioeconomics for the Rosemont Copper mine project? I am hoping we can
connect some time next week (the week of June 1)? 

In our our draft cause and effect statements, which I understand are not finalized yet, we proposed a
100-mile buffer from the mine to analyze in terms of the spatial bounds. 

Let me know when you are available. 
Thanks, 
Cara 
 

Cara Bellavia
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 N. Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ 85012
P 602.274.3831 | F 602.274.3958
www.swca.com
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
Please consider the environment before printing this email



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Cara Bellavia
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charles Coyle; Richard Periman; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis - spatial and temporal bounds
Date: 07/27/2009 02:14 PM
Attachments: Rosemont_boundsofanalysis_SOCIO_REV_071609.doc

Yes, this revised text and updated Bounds of Analysis map are good.  I agree that the very small area
located within Graham and Pinal counties (1 1/2%) can be excluded from analysis.   

Thanks for your call today.   

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332 

"Cara Bellavia" <cbellavia@swca.com>

07/17/2009 02:44 PM

To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>
cc "Richard Periman" <rperiman@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"

<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis - spatial and temporal
bounds

Hi Sarah, 
  
As we started our analysis for this project, it seems like including Pinal and Graham counties in the
study area wouldn't be that useful after all. Very small portions of these counties fall into the 50-mile
buffer, and there are no cities or towns that are located within those counties within the buffer. 
  
We revised the Bounds of Analysis to reflect this potential change; the revised document is attached
for your consideration. The hi-lighted text is what has been updated, as well as a new Figure (Figure
S1). 
  
Please call me if you have any questions. 
Thanks! 
Cara 
  
  

From: Sarah L Davis [mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 02, 2009 5:32 PM
To: Cara Bellavia
Cc: Richard Periman; Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis - spatial and temporal bounds
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Rosemont
Bounds of Analysis: Socioeconomics

REVISED: July 16, 2009

Geographic Bounds of Analysis. The geographic boundaries for analyzing socioeconomics are preliminarily identified as a 50-mile radius around the proposed mine (Figure S1). This buffer was selected based on various factors that may influence the location and magnitude of potential socioeconomic impacts, including:


· Communities that may experience direct and/or indirect economic impacts as a result of the by the proposed mine, either as a result of construction, operation, or closures (e.g., from employment, wages and taxes, changes in tourism spending, etc.); 

· Anticipated changes in population as a result of in and out migration due to mine operation and/or employment; 


· The availability and location of existing housing and potential housing and the capacity and condition of existing local services and facilities; and

· Changes in quality of life for area residents and visitors, including changes in recreation opportunities. 


It is important to note that the 50-mile buffer extends into Mexico, however this locality will not be analyzed. The portion of Mexico that falls into the 50-mile buffer is excluded from the study area (see Figure S1)


Additionally, although the 50-mile buffer extends into five counties (Santa Cruz, Pima, Cochise, Pinal and Graham), only 1% of the 50-mile buffer extends into Graham County and 0.5% extends into Pinal County. Additionally, no major towns or places are located within the portions of these two counties that extend into the 50-mile buffer study area. As such, Graham and Pinal counties will be excluded from this analysis (see Figure S1). 


Counties that will be analyzed in the socioeconomic study will include Santa Cruz, Pima, and Cochise. Specific communities and tribal lands within the 50-mile buffer are included in this document (Table S1). 


Temporal Bounds of Analysis.  The temporal boundaries for analyzing socioeconomics will be guided in part by available data, an assessment of current conditions (without the proposed mine or associated activity) as well as the phases of activity associated with the proposed mine, including construction, operation and closure. 

The most current data available for population is from the 2000 U.S. Census; IMPLAN data for estimating (modeling) impacts to employment, employment compensation, and economic output extends as far back as 1990; the most current IMPLAN data is for 2007. The three phases of activity associated with the mine, for which socioeconomic impacts can actually be measured, will be for 24 year period (construction [±2 years], operation [±20 years], closure [±2 years]). Impacts to the region “post-closure” will not be estimated, as estimating social and economic impacts beyond a 25 year period, for which no specific activity is associated, is too speculative.

Thus, as data is available, the temporal bounds of analysis will extend from 1990 to year of closure of the mine (roughly 2035 [to be based on when construction starts and closure ends]).
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Table S1. List of places located within the 50-mile radius, including tribal land.


		COUNTY

		PLACE



		Cochise

		Miracle Valley



		

		Palominas



		

		Black Bear Spring



		

		Sunnyside



		

		Nicksville



		

		Hereford



		

		Ramsey



		

		Bledsoe



		

		Sierra Vista Estates (subdivision)



		

		Bonnie Blink



		

		Coronado Village



		

		Signal Village



		

		Village Meadows (subdivision)



		

		De Anza Village



		

		Cavalay Park



		

		Sierra Vista



		

		West Pershing Plaza



		

		East Pershing Plaza



		

		Gatewood Housing



		

		Fry



		

		Apache Flats



		

		Miles Manor



		

		Lewis Springs



		

		Huachuca City



		

		Charleston



		

		Campstone



		

		Tombstone



		

		Fairbank



		

		Benson Junction



		

		Contention



		

		Boquillas



		

		Escalante Crossing



		

		Curtiss



		

		Saint David



		

		Arizona Sun Sites



		

		Whetstone



		

		Benson



		

		Fenner



		

		Tully



		

		Mescal



		

		Chamiso



		

		Pomerene



		

		Dragoon



		

		Manzoro



		

		Johnson



		

		Cascabel



		

		Hookers Hot Springs



		

		Bradberry



		

		



		Pima

		Sandwash Mill



		

		Arivaca



		

		Puertocito



		

		Las Guijas



		

		Secundino



		

		Arivaca Junction



		

		Greaterville



		

		Rosemont Camp



		

		Rosemont Junction



		

		Continental



		

		Green Valley



		

		Helvetia



		

		Twin Buttes



		

		Duval



		

		Sahuarita Heights



		

		Pimaco Two



		

		Sahuarita



		

		Corona de Tucson



		

		Uhs Kug



		

		Diamond Bell Ranch



		

		San Xavier



		

		New Tucson



		

		Pantano



		

		Mountain View



		

		Pan Tak



		

		Nawt Vaya



		

		Harrington Place



		

		Vail



		

		Three Points



		

		Robles Junction



		

		San Pedro



		

		Esmond



		

		Corner Windmill



		

		Wilmot



		

		Littletown



		

		Drexel Heights



		

		Emery Park



		

		Rankin



		

		Vandenberg Village



		

		Polvo



		

		Tucson Estates



		

		Junction Interstate Nineteen Interchange



		

		Pueblo Gardens



		

		South Tucson



		

		Rolling Hills Country Club Estates



		

		Craycroft



		

		Old Tucson



		

		Tucson



		

		Kingston Knolls Terrace



		

		El Rio



		

		Polo Village



		

		Pascua Yaqui Indian Village



		

		Tanque Verde



		

		Indian Ridge Estates



		

		Tucson Country Club Estates



		

		Amphitheater



		

		Stockham



		

		Jaynes



		

		Catalina Foothills



		

		Oracle Foothills Estates



		

		Valley View



		

		Skyline Bel Aire Estates



		

		Orange Grove Estates



		

		Casas Adobes



		

		Avra



		

		Kino



		

		Oracle Place Shopping Center



		

		Tucson National Estates



		

		Cortaro



		

		Willow Canyon



		

		Oro Valley



		

		Whitetail



		

		Rillito



		

		Soldier Camp



		

		Redington



		

		Marana



		

		Summerhaven



		

		Loma Linda



		

		Catalina



		

		



		Santa Cruz

		Nogales



		

		Kino Springs



		

		Duquesne



		

		Washington Camp



		

		Beyerville



		

		Guevavi Mission



		

		Old Glory



		

		Ruby



		

		Trench Camp



		

		Calabasas



		

		Harshaw



		

		Rio Rico



		

		Partridge



		

		Oro Blanco



		

		Otero



		

		Patagonia



		

		Canelo



		Santa Cruz

		Tumacacori



		

		Carmen



		

		Alto



		

		Tubac



		

		Sotos Crossing



		

		Hacienda Los Encino



		

		Elgin



		

		Agua Linda



		

		Sonoita



		

		Amado



		

		Madera Canyon



		

		



		TRIBAL LAND

		



		Pascua Yaqui

		



		San Xavier District (Tohono O'odham)



		Tohono O'odham
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Looks good, to move forward.   
Only one question:  what is the description of the communities with the large black dots on your map?
 I'm assuming that the dots indicate communities with smaller populations (or a certain size), because
Benson, Sierra Vista and Nogales are not included. 

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332 

"Cara Bellavia" <cbellavia@swca.com>

06/12/2009 10:31 AM
To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>
cc

Subject RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Hi Sarah, 
 
Attached is a a draft of the spatial and and temporal bounds of analysis approach. Can you please
review this and let me know if you have any comments, edits, questions, etc? 
 
Thank you! 
Cara 
 

Cara Bellavia
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 N. Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ 85012
P 602.274.3831 | F 602.274.3958
www.swca.com
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
Please consider the environment before printing this email

From: Sarah L Davis [mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2009 3:52 PM
To: Cara Bellavia
Subject: Re: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Let's talk.  I am on vacation all next week but I will call you on Monday the 8th.   

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458



FAX 520-388-8332 
"Cara Bellavia" <cbellavia@swca.com>

05/28/2009 09:23 AM
To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>
cc

Subject Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Hi Sarah, 

Can we set up a time to chat regarding what the FS would like the bounds of analysis (both spatial and
temporal) to be for socioeconomics for the Rosemont Copper mine project? I am hoping we can
connect some time next week (the week of June 1)? 

In our our draft cause and effect statements, which I understand are not finalized yet, we proposed a
100-mile buffer from the mine to analyze in terms of the spatial bounds. 

Let me know when you are available. 
Thanks, 
Cara 
 

Cara Bellavia
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 N. Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ 85012
P 602.274.3831 | F 602.274.3958
www.swca.com
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
Please consider the environment before printing this email



From: Sarah L Davis
To: Cara Bellavia
Cc: Richard Periman; Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis - spatial and temporal bounds
Date: 07/02/2009 05:31 PM
Attachments: Rosemont_boundsofanalysis_SOCIO_061209.doc

Looks good, to move forward.  
Only one question:  what is the description of the communities with the large black
dots on your map?  I'm assuming that the dots indicate communities with smaller
populations (or a certain size), because Benson, Sierra Vista and Nogales are not
included.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
▼ "Cara Bellavia" <cbellavia@swca.com>

"Cara Bellavia"
<cbellavia@swca.com> 

06/12/2009 10:31 AM

To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Hi Sarah,

 
Attached is a a draft of the spatial and and temporal bounds of analysis
approach. Can you please review this and let me know if you have any
comments, edits, questions, etc?

 
Thank you!
Cara

 

Cara Bellavia
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 N. Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ 85012
P 602.274.3831 | F 602.274.3958
www.swca.com
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
Please consider the environment before printing this email 

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:cbellavia@swca.com
mailto:CN=Richard Periman/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com

Rosemont
Bounds of Analysis: Socioeconomics


Geographic Bounds of Analysis. The geographic boundaries for analyzing socioeconomics are preliminarily identified as a 50-mile radius around the proposed mine (Figure S1). This buffer was selected based on various factors that may influence the location and magnitude of potential socioeconomic impacts, including:


· Communities that may experience direct and/or indirect economic impacts as a result of the by the proposed mine, either as a result of construction, operation, or closures (e.g., from employment, wages and taxes, changes in tourism spending, etc.); 

· Anticipated changes in population as a result of in and out migration due to mine operation and/or employment; 


· The availability and location of existing housing and potential housing and the capacity and condition of existing local services and facilities; and

· Changes in quality of life for area residents and visitors, including changes in recreation opportunities. 


It is important to note that the 50-mile buffer extends into Mexico, however this locality will not be analyzed. Only counties that the Coronado National Forest extends into, within the 50-mile buffer, will be analyzed; these include Santa Cruz, Pima, Cochise, Pinal and Graham counties. Specific communities and tribal lands within the 50-mile buffer are included in this document (Table S1). The portion of Mexico that falls into the 50-mile buffer is excluded from the study area (see Figure S1). 


Temporal Bounds of Analysis.  The temporal boundaries for analyzing socioeconomics will be guided in part by available data, an assessment of current conditions (without the proposed mine or associated activity) as well as the phases of activity associated with the proposed mine, including construction, operation and closure. 

The most current data available for population is from the 2000 U.S. Census; IMPLAN data for estimating (modeling) impacts to employment, employment compensation, and economic output extends as far back as 1990; the most current IMPLAN data is for 2007. The three phases of activity associated with the mine, for which socioeconomic impacts can actually be measured, will be for 24 year period (construction [±2 years], operation [±20 years], closure [±2 years]). Impacts to the region “post-closure” will not be estimated, as estimating social and economic impacts beyond a 25 year period, for which no specific activity is associated, is too speculative.

Thus, as data is available, the temporal bounds of analysis will extend from 1990 to year of closure of the mine (roughly 2035 [to be based on when construction starts and closure ends]).

[image: image1.jpg]

Table S1. List of places located within the 50-mile radius, including tribal land.


		COUNTY

		PLACE



		Cochise

		Miracle Valley



		

		Palominas



		

		Black Bear Spring



		

		Sunnyside



		

		Nicksville



		

		Hereford



		

		Ramsey



		

		Bledsoe



		

		Sierra Vista Estates (subdivision)



		

		Bonnie Blink



		

		Coronado Village



		

		Signal Village



		

		Village Meadows (subdivision)



		

		De Anza Village



		

		Cavalay Park



		

		Sierra Vista



		

		West Pershing Plaza



		

		East Pershing Plaza



		

		Gatewood Housing



		

		Fry



		

		Apache Flats



		

		Miles Manor



		

		Lewis Springs



		

		Huachuca City



		

		Charleston



		

		Campstone



		

		Tombstone



		

		Fairbank



		

		Benson Junction



		

		Contention



		

		Boquillas



		

		Escalante Crossing



		

		Curtiss



		

		Saint David



		

		Arizona Sun Sites



		

		Whetstone



		

		Benson



		

		Fenner



		

		Tully



		

		Mescal



		

		Chamiso



		

		Pomerene



		

		Dragoon



		

		Manzoro



		

		Johnson



		

		Cascabel



		

		Hookers Hot Springs



		

		Bradberry



		

		



		Pima

		Sandwash Mill



		

		Arivaca



		

		Puertocito



		

		Las Guijas



		

		Secundino



		

		Arivaca Junction



		

		Greaterville



		

		Rosemont Camp



		

		Rosemont Junction



		

		Continental



		

		Green Valley



		

		Helvetia



		

		Twin Buttes



		

		Duval



		

		Sahuarita Heights



		

		Pimaco Two



		

		Sahuarita



		

		Corona de Tucson



		

		Uhs Kug



		

		Diamond Bell Ranch



		

		San Xavier



		

		New Tucson



		

		Pantano



		

		Mountain View



		

		Pan Tak



		

		Nawt Vaya



		

		Harrington Place



		

		Vail



		

		Three Points



		

		Robles Junction



		

		San Pedro



		

		Esmond



		

		Corner Windmill



		

		Wilmot



		

		Littletown



		

		Drexel Heights



		

		Emery Park



		

		Rankin



		

		Vandenberg Village



		

		Polvo



		

		Tucson Estates



		

		Junction Interstate Nineteen Interchange



		

		Pueblo Gardens



		

		South Tucson



		

		Rolling Hills Country Club Estates



		

		Craycroft



		

		Old Tucson



		

		Tucson



		

		Kingston Knolls Terrace



		

		El Rio



		

		Polo Village



		

		Pascua Yaqui Indian Village



		

		Tanque Verde



		

		Indian Ridge Estates



		

		Tucson Country Club Estates



		

		Amphitheater



		

		Stockham



		

		Jaynes



		

		Catalina Foothills



		

		Oracle Foothills Estates



		

		Valley View



		

		Skyline Bel Aire Estates



		

		Orange Grove Estates



		

		Casas Adobes



		

		Avra



		

		Kino



		

		Oracle Place Shopping Center



		

		Tucson National Estates



		

		Cortaro



		

		Willow Canyon



		

		Oro Valley



		

		Whitetail



		

		Rillito



		

		Soldier Camp



		

		Redington



		

		Marana



		

		Summerhaven



		

		Loma Linda



		

		Catalina



		

		



		Santa Cruz

		Nogales



		

		Kino Springs



		

		Duquesne



		

		Washington Camp



		

		Beyerville



		

		Guevavi Mission



		

		Old Glory



		

		Ruby



		

		Trench Camp



		

		Calabasas



		

		Harshaw



		

		Rio Rico



		

		Partridge



		

		Oro Blanco



		

		Otero



		

		Patagonia



		

		Canelo



		Santa Cruz

		Tumacacori



		

		Carmen



		

		Alto



		

		Tubac



		

		Sotos Crossing



		

		Hacienda Los Encino



		

		Elgin



		

		Agua Linda



		

		Sonoita



		

		Amado



		

		Madera Canyon



		

		



		TRIBAL LAND

		



		Pascua Yaqui

		



		San Xavier District (Tohono O'odham)



		Tohono O'odham
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From: Sarah L Davis [mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2009 3:52 PM
To: Cara Bellavia
Subject: Re: Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Let's talk.  I am on vacation all next week but I will call you on Monday
the 8th.   

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332 

"Cara Bellavia" <cbellavia@swca.com> 

05/28/2009 09:23 AM 
To "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us> 
cc

Subject Rosemont Socioeconomics Analysis

Hi Sarah, 
  
Can we set up a time to chat regarding what the FS would like the bounds of analysis
(both spatial and temporal) to be for socioeconomics for the Rosemont Copper mine
project? I am hoping we can connect some time next week (the week of June 1)? 
  
In our our draft cause and effect statements, which I understand are not finalized yet,
we proposed a 100-mile buffer from the mine to analyze in terms of the spatial
bounds. 
  
Let me know when you are available. 
Thanks, 
Cara 
  

Cara Bellavia
SWCA Environmental Consultants



3033 N. Central Ave., Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ 85012
P 602.274.3831 | F 602.274.3958
www.swca.com
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
Please consider the environment before printing this email 



From: TubacLawyer@aol.com
To: Cjohnson@epgaz.com
Cc: cpintor@tep.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; Daniel_J_Moore@blm.gov; ebeck@tep.com;

emerald5@cox.net; EBelts@epgaz.com; ebakken@tep.com; gcheniae@cox.net; jwood@epgaz.com;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; llucero@tep.com;
Lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; marshall@magruder.org;
nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com; ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; sbreslin@tep.com; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com; Cindy_alvarez@blm.gov;
jable@fs.fed.us; jneunuebel@ci.sahuarita.az.us; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com

Subject: Re: Rosemont Stakeholder Group - Meeting #2 Scheduling
Date: 03/31/2009 09:41 AM

Chelsa,
 
I currently plan to be in Australia the last two (2) weeks of June.  Otherwise, my calendar for the last
half of May and the first half of June is relatively flexible as of this juncture.  However, as we all know,
calendars are continually subject to change! 
 
Larry Robertson
 
 
In a message dated 3/30/2009 5:41:07 PM US Mountain Standard Time, Cjohnson@epgaz.com writes:

Hi Everyone,

Thank you for responding with scheduling conflicts for the month of April.   The purpose of the
second meeting is to present and discuss preliminary transmission line link alternatives, which
will be identified from the opportunities and constraints map presented at the first meeting. 
The Project Team is currently completing electrical system studies anticipated to be finalized
toward the end of April. These system studies are an important step in the process prior to
identifying preliminary transmission line link alternatives.  We would like to propose scheduling
the second stakeholder group meeting toward the end of May.  Please let me know of any
potential conflicts after mid May and through June so that we can schedule a tentative date
for the meeting. 

Thanks!

Chelsa Johnson

Project Coordinator/Visual Resource Specialist

 EPG

Environmental Planning Group

Phoenix, Arizona

602-956-4370 phone

602-956-4374 fax

http://www.epgaz.com/

 
***********************************************************************************************************************************************************
The information in this email and in any attachments is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, please
destroy this message, delete any copies held on your systems and notify the sender immediately. You should not retain, copy or use
this email for any purpose, nor disclose all  or any part of its content to any other person. 
Although this email and any attachments are believed to be free of any virus or other defect that might affect any computer system
into which it is received and opened, it is the responsibility of the recipient to ensure that it is virus free and no responsibility is
accepted by the sender for any loss or damage arising in any way from its use.
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Feeling the pinch at the grocery store? Make dinner for $10 or less.

http://food.aol.com/frugal-feasts?ncid=emlcntusfood00000001


From: Tom Furgason
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Beverley A Everson; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Marcie Bidwell; Lara Mitchell; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Rosemont Stuff
Date: 09/30/2009 04:33 PM
Attachments: Issues and Units to Measure_mdb_2009-09-15- visual.doc

Thanks for the input Debby.  I have copied Salek and our GIS person on this email so they may
consider your input on the presentation.
 
It may be useful to include KOPs on a map to they extent that they provided the team some insight on
developing alternatives with respect to the Visual Resource Issue.
 
With respect to cost, typically all costs are kept between the Consultant and the Proponent.  Is there a
specific concern that we can address in another manner?  I strongly advocate all three parties (CNF,
SWCA, and RCC) agreeing with the Scope of Work and assumptions before we begin any further
work. 
 
I have attached the revised Issue Statements and Units of Measure for your confirmation. 
 
Tom

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2009 1:44 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont Stuff
 

Tom, 

Assorted items and questions... 

1.  For the alternatives map that is created for presentations on Friday and next Thursday, I
recommend including the following resource layers for scenery and recreation:

The latest Concern Level map (Marcie and Trent and Steve have these shapefiles)
The Arizona Trail

KOPs are optional. 

2.  I still need the costs for the simulations for the proposed action.  Marcie told me that she sent you
this information.  Can you provide this sometime soon? 

3.  Did you get the revised issue statements and units of measure from Marcie? (from a week or 2
ago) 

Thanks. 

Debby  

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
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		Table X. Issues and Units to Measure Change





		Issue

		Units to Measure Change



		

		



		

		



		

		



		

		



		

		



		

		



		

		



		

		



		

		



		

		



		11. VISUAL RESOURCES


Issue – Potential impacts to visual resources.  Landscape alterations as a result of the open pit, tailings and waste rock piles, facilities, and transportation and utility corridors, may affect visual resources in the area. Impacts may result in:


1. Transformation of land form and natural scenery to industrial landscapes;


2. Visible extent of the landscape alterations;

3. Degradation of scenic quality from sensitive travelways and viewpoints;


4. Loss of mountain views from numerous viewpoints and travelways;


5. Loss of scenic road designation for all or part of State Route 83.

		1. Changes in land/form, vegetation, water and structures as described by line, form, color, and texture from sensitive travelways and viewpoints (Visual Contrast Analysis); 

2. Visible range of project in sq. miles;


3. Miles of sensitive travelways that meets/does not meet Visual Quality Objectives (VQO) and Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIO) as set in Coronado National Forest Plan.

4. Qualitative description of blocked views from sensitive travelways.

5. Miles of road which may/may not meet Scenic Road designation status (selected ADOT standards for SR designation and maintenance of designation); acres of vegetation lost within the ADOT designated zone of influence; miles of sensitive travelways with views of utilities; and qualitative description of Scenic Road Corridor Management Plan goals. 





		

		







From: Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri
To: Terry Chute; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Jonathan Rigg; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Rosemont Style Guide
Date: 07/23/2010 02:07 PM

Hi Terry,

Thank you. I will add this to the style sheet this weekend and send the new version to you.
 
Thanks, Heidi
 

From: Terry Chute [mailto:tjchute@msn.com] 
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 8:54 AM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Re: Rosemont Style Guide
 
It absolutely works for me.  Heidi - please note the change Bev articulates below.  Sorry for
all the back and forth - some of these words have specific meanings under various federal
regulations, and it is sometimes a real pain to finally get the appropriate wording figured
out.  I think preliminary MPO works all the way around, and I am hoping this is the last
email in which we'll change it!
 
Thanks....Terry
 
From: Beverley A Everson
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 6:22 PM
To: Terry Chute
Subject: Re: Rosemont Style Guide
 

You could just say "proposed Mine Plan of Operations", however, the MPO isn't proposed.  The
operation is, but the MPO itself is the proposal, and it has already been submitted to us.  I would
suggest the term priliminary Mine Plan of Operations as the MPO will later be revised to a final MPO.
 Does that work for you? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>

07/22/2010 04:59 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc

Subject Re: Rosemont Style Guide
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I think that is close.  Retal also wanted us to call it a proposed MPO to make it clear that it
is not final until she makes a decision and the MPO is finalized.  Can you weave that
thought in there?  Thanks... 

From: Beverley A Everson 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 4:12 PM 
To: Terry Chute 
Cc: Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri ; Jonathan Rigg ; Melinda D Roth 
Subject: Re: Rosemont Style Guide 

Terry, 

Here is what I suggest for an explanation of the use of MPO vs. PoO, "Forest Service regulations at 36
CFR 228, Part A, require a Plan of Operations for any locatable, or "hardrock" minerals operation,
including mineral exploration activities, that will be likely to cause significant disturbance of surface
resources.  To distinguish the proposed project from mineral exploration activity and small mining
operations, the Rosemont Copper Project Plan of Operations is referred to as the Mine Plan of
Operations" 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com>

07/22/2010 10:10 AM

 
To "Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri" <hgachiri@swca.com>, "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,

"Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>
cc

Subject Re: Rosemont Style Guide

 

Here is what Reta wants regarding consistent terminology:

PPO vs. MPO vs. PoO - We will refer to this as the proposed MPO throughout 
the document and record.  Reta wants a statement early in Chapter 1 that 
makes the connection between the 228 regulation terminology (Plan of 
Operation) and the use of the term Proposed Mine Plan of Operation (proposed

MPO).  Basically this needs to say that the regulations use the term Plan of
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Operation to refer to the proponents proposal, and for the purposes of the 
Rosemont Copper EIS, the term proposed mine plan of operation or proposed 
MPO will be used.  Bev - I assume you are knowledgeable of the 228 regs - 
can you draft something up for Chapter 1?

Coronado National Forest vs. Coronado, vs. ?? - Reta wants to use the term 
the Coronado after we spell it out once.  Note the inclusion of the word 
"the" which is missing from some sections of the document now.

Holler if you have questions.

Terry Chute

--------------------------------------------------
From: "Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri" <hgachiri@swca.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 9:43 AM
To: "Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>
Subject: RE: Rosemont Style Guide

> Ok, thanks! I will update that and send you the new version. Thanks, Heidi
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Terry Chute [mailto:tjchute@msn.com]
> Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 8:29 AM
> To: Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri
> Subject: Re: Rosemont Style Guide
>
> Let's go ahead with MPO - you can add that to the style guide.  For now
> let's leave the Coronado thing as it is.  I'll bounce that off Reta when I
> find some of her time.  Thanks!
>
> Terry Chute
>
> --------------------------------------------------
> From: "Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri" <hgachiri@swca.com>
> Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 8:56 AM
> To: "Terry" <tjchute@msn.com>; "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>
> Cc: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
> Subject: RE: Rosemont Style Guide
>
>> Hi Terry,
>>
>> We had initially used CNF but were asked not to use that and to use
>> Coronado instead. We are happy to switch back to CNF if folks are on 
>> board
>> about that because I also like that better--much shorter. We are of one
>> mind, because I also really prefer MPO to PPO. I just saw PPO on the new
>> drafts of things and I am not a fan. I think if we want to stress the
>> "proposed" part, we can say "proposed MPO." I will add that to the style
>> sheet if you can get agreement on that point.
>>
>> Please let me know as you think of other style points to change or
>> debate--we are going to get along famously because we are definitely on
>> the same page!
>>
>> Best,
>> Heidi
>>
>> -----Original Message-----
>> From: Terry [mailto:tjchute@msn.com]
>> Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 10:22 PM
>> To: Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri; Jonathan Rigg
>> Cc: Tom Furgason
>> Subject: RE: Rosemont Style Guide
>>
>> This is great - very organized. I'm not sure I like using "Coranado"
>> instead of the Coronado National Forest, or CNF, but I'm willing to go
>> along with it. The one thing I didn't see was PPO vs MPO. I've been
>> convinced to use MPO, even though that is contrary to my edits on Chap 2.
>> Good work on this - you are way ahead of me
>>
>> Terry Chute
>>
>> Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri <hgachiri@swca.com> wrote:
>>



>>>Hi Terry,
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>>Here is our style sheet.
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>>Thanks, Heidi
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>>From: Jonathan Rigg
>>>Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 8:29 AM
>>>To: Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri
>>>Cc: tjchute@msn.com; Tom Furgason
>>>Subject: Rosemont Style Guide
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>>Heidi,
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>>Could you please forward the Rosemont style guide that you will be using
>>>to edit the EIS to Terry Chute (cc'ed to this email).  He will be
>>>helping out with the FS review when the document comes together from a
>>>NEPA and appeals-defense perspective.  We would like him to address any
>>>issues or concerns with the style guide prior to its implementation to
>>>the EIS.
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>>Many thanks!
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>>Jonathan Rigg
>>>
>>>Environmental Planner
>>>
>>>SWCA Environmental Consultants
>>>
>>>343 West Franklin Street
>>>
>>>Tucson, Arizona
>>>
>>>Phone: (520) 325-9194
>>>
>>>Fax: (520) 325-2033
>>>
>>>Email: jrigg@swca.com
>>>
>>
>



From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Mike Martinez; Tom Furgason; Kathy Arnold; Jamie Sturgess; Jim Tress
Subject: RE: Rosemont Talussnail meeting
Date: 09/26/2008 10:14 AM

My apologies.  No, the meeting is at noon and we will provide lunch.
 
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.

From: Deborah K Sebesta [mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 26, 2008 10:11 AM
To: Brian Lindenlaub
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Mike Martinez; Tom Furgason; 'Kathy Arnold'; 'Jamie Sturgess'; Jim Tress
Subject: Re: Rosemont Talussnail meeting
 
Brian,
Are we still meeting at 2:30?
 
Debbie Sebesta, District Biologist
Coronado National Forest
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales, AZ  85624
Voice:  520-761-6009
Cell:  520-260-7702
Fax:  520-281-2396
E-mail:  dsebesta@fs.fed.us
 
-----Brian Lindenlaub <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com> wrote: -----

To: Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Deborah K Sebesta
<dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, Mike Martinez <mike_martinez@fws.gov>, Tom Furgason
<tfurgason@swca.com>
From: Brian Lindenlaub <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>
Date: 09/24/2008 06:27PM
cc: 'Kathy Arnold' <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, 'Jamie Sturgess'
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, Jim Tress <jtress@westlandresources.com>
Subject: Rosemont Talussnail meeting

All,
 
We are scheduled to meet at WestLand’s offices on Monday, September 29 th to discuss our efforts
and findings to date related to the Rosemont talussnail.  We will be prepared to discuss other biological
resource and sensitive species surveys at that time as well.
 
We look forward to seeing you there.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson , AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518
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This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and 
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, 
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this 
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this 
information by a person other than the intended recipient is 
unauthorized and may be illegal.
 
 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.



From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Mike Martinez; Tom Furgason; Kathy Arnold; Jamie Sturgess; Jim Tress
Subject: RE: Rosemont Talussnail meeting
Date: 09/26/2008 10:14 AM
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WestLand Resources, Inc.
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cc: 'Kathy Arnold' <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, 'Jamie Sturgess'
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, Jim Tress <jtress@westlandresources.com>
Subject: Rosemont Talussnail meeting

All,
 
We are scheduled to meet at WestLand’s offices on Monday, September 29 th to discuss our efforts
and findings to date related to the Rosemont talussnail.  We will be prepared to discuss other biological
resource and sensitive species surveys at that time as well.
 
We look forward to seeing you there.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson , AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518
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This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and 
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, 
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this 
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this 
information by a person other than the intended recipient is 
unauthorized and may be illegal.
 
 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Vail Arizona
Subject: Re: Rosemont Website- Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative

comments
Date: 09/18/2009 06:00 PM

Hi Elizabeth,

Thank you for your suggestions.  The definitions that you ask about would be good
additions to the glossary that we're developing for the EIS, which I believe is either on our
on website now or will be posted at a later date.

Concerning the use of lands after mining, it's variable according to individual operations,
and how the land is developed with mining activities.  I think that you may also be asking
how lands transferred to private ownership through patenting can be used, if they are not
used for mining.  Once the land transfers to private ownership, it can be used for uses
other than mining.  For example, the Rosemont patented land was purchased by the
company from a local developer, whom I assume purchased the land intending to build
houses on it or subdivide it for sale for development, which would have been legal if zoning
permitted it.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com>

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

09/18/2009 01:42 PM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc <jwood@epgaz.com>, <ebeck@tep.com>

Subject Rosemont Website- Forgotten Comments/Questions
Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments

Beverly,
 
Thank you for responding.
 
On the Rosemont documents, which are also in Forest Service
system , on the vicinity map and claims boundary map the
"patented mining claims" are listed separately from the "private
lands".
 
It would help members of the general public who read the website
and are interested in the electric line if clarification is made and an

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com


explanation of 
 
1. Patented mining claims  vs. Unpatented mining claims 
 
and
 
2. What happens to them once they are no longer used for mining,
if anything. 
 
Also, a definition of fee simple land "private lands" vs. patented
mining claims or why the different terms are used if they are the
same thing, would be helpful

http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/rosemont/documents/rosemont-
proposal-overview-20040408.pdf
 
It is important for the public to know these things related to
infrastructure development. 
 

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than
regretting not doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been

like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may

contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly

prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original
communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form
any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments

may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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To: vailaz@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV
Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments
From: beverson@fs.fed.us
Date: Fri, 18 Sep 2009 12:55:49 -0700

For clarification, patented mining claims are private land. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 09/17/2009
11:29 AM To <jwood@epgaz.com>, <chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov>,

<daniel_j_moore@blm.gov>, <emerald5@cox.net>,
<kabrahams@diamondven.com>, <kellett@fs.fed.us>, "marshall@magruder.org"
<marshall@magruder.org>, <nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com>,
<ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us>, <husman@ag.arizona.edu>,
<tbolton@land.az.gov>, <markkonharting@gmail.com>,
<mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil> 

cc <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <biannarino@diamondven.com>,
<cindy_alvarez@blm.gov>, John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>,
<tubaclawyer@aol.com>, <labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com>,
<linda_hughes@blm.gov>, <mweinberg@diamondven.com>, "tciapusci@fs.fed.us"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, <cjohnson@epgaz.com>, <tfurgason@swca.com>,
<cpintor@tep.com>, <ebeck@tep.com>, <ebelts@epgaz.com>,
<gcheniae@cox.net>, <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, <llucero@tep.com>,
<lweinst@epgaz.com>, <law@krsaline.com>, <laitken@tep.com>,
<sbreslin@tep.com> 

Subject Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary
Link Alternative comments

1. What federally listed or propsoed species are modeled for each alternative, if
any?

2. It would be helpful to see all of the property owned by Rosemont
Copper/Augusta Resources or any subsidiaries in the project study area so we
can see if they present any opportunities.

3. I think it is important to point out that much of the land shown as owned by



Rosemont in the links 130-140 is not "privately owned land" but rather
patented mining claims. What affect would this have since the transmission line
project is not proposed on Rosemont's fee simple land?  The company also has
the following unpatented mining claims on BLM land. What impacts would this
project have on the BLM unpatented mining claims?

All of said claims are located in Sections 1, 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 35 and 
36, Township 18 South, Range 15 East; Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 28, 29, 
30, 31, 32 and 33, Township 18 South, Range 16 East; Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, Township
19 South, Range 16 East; and Sections 1 and 2, Township 19 South, Range 15 East; G&SRB&M

5. All of the routes appear to end up in the Helvetia area. What would be done to mitigate impacts to
this historic area?

6. Of neighborhood associations registered with the County, there are two in the direct vicinity of the
project through the mining claims where links 130 and 140 are located-  the Vail Preservation
Society and Hilton Road Community Association. (found using the Pima County GIS Mapping
systerm) What kind of targeted outreach have you made to them?
.

Thanks!

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838

Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 
  

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than
regretting not doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been

like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee 
  

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may

contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly

prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original
communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form
any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments

may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov;
daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com;
labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
ebeck@tep.com; ebelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com;
lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com;
sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
Date: Thu, 17 Sep 2009 11:44:51 -0600

Jamie,

Here are my comments. I would be interesteted to see comments
from the other stakeholders as well. Thanks!

________________________________________________________

Rosemont Electric Project Stakeholder Group Comments: 
  
Elizabeth Webb 
  
Community Volunteer 
  
17 September 2009-09 
  
  
1. Routes: 
  
a. Believe you should have a minimum of 3 reasonable alternatives. Commissioner
Mundell in August 2008 was quoted as saying in controversial cases there have to be
many alternatives presented and referred to an APS case where there were four. 
  
Reasonable meaning routes that could theoretically be used, not alternatives given to
achieve the end result of the client’s preferred alignment. 
            
b. Alternative One-My first choice. The Magruder Option of using the following links:
30-110-120-130-140. Put substation at the node of 110 and 120. 
  
Reasoning: 



  
1. An existing transmission line that is in TEP’s 2007 planning model to be upgraded. 
2. If the substation were to be located at the node of 110 and 120 it could be used for
construction and then later could also be used to replace the existing Greaterville
substation when the Fort Line is upgraded. In the future, the transmission line could
extend from the new substation and to the Fort. 
3. This uses an existing corridor and existing access roads. 
4. When reclamation occurs and the transmission line and Rosemont substation are
removed, it would mean fewer disturbances. 
5.  This route avoids Box Canyon which has significant historical meaning,
including roads built by the Civilian Conservation Corps. 
6. Avoids National Forest Lands. (Public use, vs. State Land which is not widely
available to the public and I am not sure of the allowed recreational use on the Santa
Rita Experimental Range. 
7. Less long term maintenance for FERC requirements as it has more lowland plants
vs. large trees in the Forest. 
8. At first glance, appears to impact the least number of residences. (Comparatively
speaking) as it is in an existing corridor and would replace wood H frames, allowing
for a single footprint.  Less visibility if dull grey galvanized poles are used.   
9. From the maps I have, it appears to affect the least amount of “virgin” private
property as it is in an existing corridor. 
10. TEP already holds a lease on this route and it is pre-payed with the State of
Arizona 
11. Avoids most of the Important Riparian Areas until link 140. From the Greaterville
substation to the Rosemont substation there are several IRA’s to avoid. 
12. If, TEP does construction using environmentally and culturally sound practices,
the long term affect on the SR Experimental Range would be minimized. 
13. Avoids having two transmission lines paralleling each other through the Santa Rita
Experimental Range. 
14. The community should not have to be dependent on Rosemont Copper for
electricity. The viability of decommissioning the southern fort line to use Santa Rita
Rd. through the project is not assured.  Additionally, by using Santa Rita Rd, it would
assure that the area south from the project, to the existing Fort Line would bisect
several Important Riparian Areas. 
15. No impact on the Arizona Trail until link 140. Visual impact then but much less
than other construction alternative. 
16. Less disturbance of virginal visual impact to neighborhoods that have been
excluded from the project study area to the east of the project. 
17. Less impacts on two designated scenic highways. 
18. Regardless of the route, much more study needs to be done involving
neighborhoods to the east of  the project, including field trips to site the Rosemont
substation location. 
  
c. Alternative Two 30-70-100-130-140 It is difficult to think of any others are there
are so many constraints on the rest involving the construction CEC. For study reasons,
as the Santa Rita Experimental Range prefers part of this route, I will say it is my
second choice although I do not believe the SR Experimental Range has considered
that the existing Fort Line is planned for an upgrade anyhow. It would have two
transmission lines running parallel to each other on the SRER and then the existing
line would have to be used for construction creating issues through the CNF from
Greaterville. My second choice now would at least use existing corridors for a portion
of it, avoid environmental justice issues in Sahuarita Heights and still use a portion of
Santa Rita Rd. 
  



d. Alternative Three 20-60-100-130-140 –Same comments from above involving the
Construction CEC issues. This alternative would create visual disturbance in a
“virgin” area. Understanding SRER’s desire to keep all utilities together, Transmission
and Water lines would not be the same. Water lines are typically undergrounded and
Transmission lines are not. Also, again, the SRER would have two parallel
transmission lines on it instead of the one chosen with my first Alternative. (related to
the 46K and the Rosemont Project). It would, however, cross less IRAS than
Alternative Two. The environmental justice issue which involves Sahuarita Heights
with  these cumulative effects is a concern for me. 
  
e. Public Outreach: I suggest the format for these public meetings is changed in the
following ways. 
  
1. Hearing style or information presented on the half hours during the Open Houses. 
2. Include all of the impacted communities in a central public location if you are only
going to have one meeting in Phase 3. 60 miles round trip to a location where there
the attendance was heavily weighed towards an area much further from there is simply
not equitable. 
3. Re-expand the Study Area to include the neighborhoods to the east of the project.
As you can see from the maps, there is a parcel owned by Rosemont Copper that is
directly adjacent to the Hilton Ranch Rd. Community. There is another parcel that is
only separated from the Community by a small portion of State Land. This area would
suffer the most virginal visual impacts that any other community. 
4. Have signs so people who want to attend can find there way from a distance. 
5. Post flyers in locations where people will see them. IE on a stick near the cluster
mailboxes, on community bulletin boards in businesses and clubs. 
5. Add Sandy Whitehouse as a stakeholder to the group. Her community of Corona de
Tucson is the closest one, aside from Sahuarita Heights which does not have a
representative either. 
6. Use aggressive outreach to the Environmental Justice neighborhoods that would be
impacted.  (ie Sahuarita Heights) 
7. Start the Open Houses later so people who work can attend later. 6;00 or 6:30pm.
Perhaps have a day time Open House for those who live in retirement communities. 
Call the meetings Town Halls instead of Open Houses so people will feel more
involved. 
8. The video was a good idea, but in a location where people did not know about it
and there was too much background noise. 
9. The court reporter was a good idea but a sign might be better so all people would
know he was there. Most did not read the paper speaking of him and about 50/50 of
the people I spoke with had been told about him when they arrived. 
8. Use a less fancy newsletter but say something like “Transmission Line Project
Could Impact YOUR community”-Please Attend. And have a map so people can find
it 
9. Contact all of the NGOs in the vicinity of the project and invite them to a meeting
or two where all of them are in attendance. 
  
            f. Here is a list of some NGO’s in my community (non inclusive) 
            Vail Preservation Society 
            Hilton Road Community Association 
            Santa Rita Foothills Community Association 
            Cienega Watershed Partnership 
            Empire Ranch Foundation 
            Rincon Institute 



            Empire Fagan Coalition 
            AZhighway83.com 
            Mountain Empire Alliance 
            Vailaz.com 
            Southeast Business 
Cienega Rotary 
SEBA Southeast- (Business Association) 
            
            g. Some environmental groups-non inclusive 
            Center for Biological Diversity 
            Sky Island Alliance 
            Audubon Society 
            Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection 
Save the Scenic Santa Ritas 
  
I am sure there are also hiking, birding, motorcycling and touring car organizations
online. 
  
The folks down in Sonoita would have more group names for you, I am sure! 
  
            h. Other Homeowners and Neighborhood Associations can be found online at 
http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/ 
  
I am sure there is an agency listing or title company listing of all registered
homeowners associations as they are usually required when a developer makes a
subdivision. 
  
These groups could help spread the word about the project. 
  
  
i. Pole Finish Color: I suggest a pole finish plan for this project where people can
make comment. Dull grey galvanized poles against a sky or distant mountain back
drop are the least visible to the majority of the impacted viewers. 
  
j. Field Trip for the stakeholders group. It is the only true way to understand the
impacts on the ground. 
  
k. Public comments shared with the stakeholders group.       
  
__________________________________________________________ 
              

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838

Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/
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http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


Quote for the Day: 
  

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than
regretting not doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been

like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee 
  

DISCLAIMER:
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communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form
any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments

may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

 

Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
Date: Fri, 11 Sep 2009 14:47:23 -0700
From: jwood@epgaz.com
To: chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; Daniel_J_Moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; vailaz@hotmail.com;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
Cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com;
labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
Cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
EBeck@Tep.com; EBelts@epgaz.com; EBeck@Tep.com;
gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;
LLucero@tep.com; Lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com;
LAitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com

Hi Everyone- 
This is  a friendly reminder to provide any comments by Friday,
September 18 regarding the preliminary links discussed at the
Stakeholder Group meeting on July 22, displayed in Project
Newsletter #2, and at the public open house held on August 27. 
Methods to provide comments are: 
  
·         Comment form included in the mailed newsletter 
·         Comment form on the project web site (www.tep.com) 
·         Written comments via letter either mailed or emailed to my

http://www.tep.com/


attention 
EPG 
Jaime Wood 
                4141 North 32

nd
 Street, Suite 102 

                Phoenix, Arizona 85018 
  
If you have any questions please give me a call (602) 956-4370.
Thank you for your participation in the TEP planning process. 
Jaime Wood 
EPG 
  



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Vail Arizona
Subject: Re: Rosemont Website- Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative

comments
Date: 09/18/2009 06:00 PM

Hi Elizabeth,

Thank you for your suggestions.  The definitions that you ask about would be good
additions to the glossary that we're developing for the EIS, which I believe is either on our
on website now or will be posted at a later date.

Concerning the use of lands after mining, it's variable according to individual operations,
and how the land is developed with mining activities.  I think that you may also be asking
how lands transferred to private ownership through patenting can be used, if they are not
used for mining.  Once the land transfers to private ownership, it can be used for uses
other than mining.  For example, the Rosemont patented land was purchased by the
company from a local developer, whom I assume purchased the land intending to build
houses on it or subdivide it for sale for development, which would have been legal if zoning
permitted it.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com>

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

09/18/2009 01:42 PM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc <jwood@epgaz.com>, <ebeck@tep.com>

Subject Rosemont Website- Forgotten Comments/Questions
Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments

Beverly,
 
Thank you for responding.
 
On the Rosemont documents, which are also in Forest Service
system , on the vicinity map and claims boundary map the
"patented mining claims" are listed separately from the "private
lands".
 
It would help members of the general public who read the website
and are interested in the electric line if clarification is made and an

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:vailaz@hotmail.com


explanation of 
 
1. Patented mining claims  vs. Unpatented mining claims 
 
and
 
2. What happens to them once they are no longer used for mining,
if anything. 
 
Also, a definition of fee simple land "private lands" vs. patented
mining claims or why the different terms are used if they are the
same thing, would be helpful

http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/rosemont/documents/rosemont-
proposal-overview-20040408.pdf
 
It is important for the public to know these things related to
infrastructure development. 
 

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than
regretting not doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been

like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may

contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly

prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original
communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form
any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments

may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.

http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/rosemont/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview-20040408.pdf
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To: vailaz@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV
Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments
From: beverson@fs.fed.us
Date: Fri, 18 Sep 2009 12:55:49 -0700

For clarification, patented mining claims are private land. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 09/17/2009
11:29 AM To <jwood@epgaz.com>, <chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov>,

<daniel_j_moore@blm.gov>, <emerald5@cox.net>,
<kabrahams@diamondven.com>, <kellett@fs.fed.us>, "marshall@magruder.org"
<marshall@magruder.org>, <nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com>,
<ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us>, <husman@ag.arizona.edu>,
<tbolton@land.az.gov>, <markkonharting@gmail.com>,
<mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil> 

cc <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <biannarino@diamondven.com>,
<cindy_alvarez@blm.gov>, John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>,
<tubaclawyer@aol.com>, <labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com>,
<linda_hughes@blm.gov>, <mweinberg@diamondven.com>, "tciapusci@fs.fed.us"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, <cjohnson@epgaz.com>, <tfurgason@swca.com>,
<cpintor@tep.com>, <ebeck@tep.com>, <ebelts@epgaz.com>,
<gcheniae@cox.net>, <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, <llucero@tep.com>,
<lweinst@epgaz.com>, <law@krsaline.com>, <laitken@tep.com>,
<sbreslin@tep.com> 

Subject Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary
Link Alternative comments

1. What federally listed or propsoed species are modeled for each alternative, if
any?

2. It would be helpful to see all of the property owned by Rosemont
Copper/Augusta Resources or any subsidiaries in the project study area so we
can see if they present any opportunities.

3. I think it is important to point out that much of the land shown as owned by



Rosemont in the links 130-140 is not "privately owned land" but rather
patented mining claims. What affect would this have since the transmission line
project is not proposed on Rosemont's fee simple land?  The company also has
the following unpatented mining claims on BLM land. What impacts would this
project have on the BLM unpatented mining claims?

All of said claims are located in Sections 1, 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 35 and 
36, Township 18 South, Range 15 East; Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 28, 29, 
30, 31, 32 and 33, Township 18 South, Range 16 East; Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, Township
19 South, Range 16 East; and Sections 1 and 2, Township 19 South, Range 15 East; G&SRB&M

5. All of the routes appear to end up in the Helvetia area. What would be done to mitigate impacts to
this historic area?

6. Of neighborhood associations registered with the County, there are two in the direct vicinity of the
project through the mining claims where links 130 and 140 are located-  the Vail Preservation
Society and Hilton Road Community Association. (found using the Pima County GIS Mapping
systerm) What kind of targeted outreach have you made to them?
.

Thanks!

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838

Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 
  

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than
regretting not doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been

like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee 
  

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may

contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly

prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original
communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form
any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments

may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: vailaz@hotmail.com
To: jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov;
daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com;
labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
ebeck@tep.com; ebelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com;
lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com;
sbreslin@tep.com
Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
Date: Thu, 17 Sep 2009 11:44:51 -0600

Jamie,

Here are my comments. I would be interesteted to see comments
from the other stakeholders as well. Thanks!

________________________________________________________

Rosemont Electric Project Stakeholder Group Comments: 
  
Elizabeth Webb 
  
Community Volunteer 
  
17 September 2009-09 
  
  
1. Routes: 
  
a. Believe you should have a minimum of 3 reasonable alternatives. Commissioner
Mundell in August 2008 was quoted as saying in controversial cases there have to be
many alternatives presented and referred to an APS case where there were four. 
  
Reasonable meaning routes that could theoretically be used, not alternatives given to
achieve the end result of the client’s preferred alignment. 
            
b. Alternative One-My first choice. The Magruder Option of using the following links:
30-110-120-130-140. Put substation at the node of 110 and 120. 
  
Reasoning: 



  
1. An existing transmission line that is in TEP’s 2007 planning model to be upgraded. 
2. If the substation were to be located at the node of 110 and 120 it could be used for
construction and then later could also be used to replace the existing Greaterville
substation when the Fort Line is upgraded. In the future, the transmission line could
extend from the new substation and to the Fort. 
3. This uses an existing corridor and existing access roads. 
4. When reclamation occurs and the transmission line and Rosemont substation are
removed, it would mean fewer disturbances. 
5.  This route avoids Box Canyon which has significant historical meaning,
including roads built by the Civilian Conservation Corps. 
6. Avoids National Forest Lands. (Public use, vs. State Land which is not widely
available to the public and I am not sure of the allowed recreational use on the Santa
Rita Experimental Range. 
7. Less long term maintenance for FERC requirements as it has more lowland plants
vs. large trees in the Forest. 
8. At first glance, appears to impact the least number of residences. (Comparatively
speaking) as it is in an existing corridor and would replace wood H frames, allowing
for a single footprint.  Less visibility if dull grey galvanized poles are used.   
9. From the maps I have, it appears to affect the least amount of “virgin” private
property as it is in an existing corridor. 
10. TEP already holds a lease on this route and it is pre-payed with the State of
Arizona 
11. Avoids most of the Important Riparian Areas until link 140. From the Greaterville
substation to the Rosemont substation there are several IRA’s to avoid. 
12. If, TEP does construction using environmentally and culturally sound practices,
the long term affect on the SR Experimental Range would be minimized. 
13. Avoids having two transmission lines paralleling each other through the Santa Rita
Experimental Range. 
14. The community should not have to be dependent on Rosemont Copper for
electricity. The viability of decommissioning the southern fort line to use Santa Rita
Rd. through the project is not assured.  Additionally, by using Santa Rita Rd, it would
assure that the area south from the project, to the existing Fort Line would bisect
several Important Riparian Areas. 
15. No impact on the Arizona Trail until link 140. Visual impact then but much less
than other construction alternative. 
16. Less disturbance of virginal visual impact to neighborhoods that have been
excluded from the project study area to the east of the project. 
17. Less impacts on two designated scenic highways. 
18. Regardless of the route, much more study needs to be done involving
neighborhoods to the east of  the project, including field trips to site the Rosemont
substation location. 
  
c. Alternative Two 30-70-100-130-140 It is difficult to think of any others are there
are so many constraints on the rest involving the construction CEC. For study reasons,
as the Santa Rita Experimental Range prefers part of this route, I will say it is my
second choice although I do not believe the SR Experimental Range has considered
that the existing Fort Line is planned for an upgrade anyhow. It would have two
transmission lines running parallel to each other on the SRER and then the existing
line would have to be used for construction creating issues through the CNF from
Greaterville. My second choice now would at least use existing corridors for a portion
of it, avoid environmental justice issues in Sahuarita Heights and still use a portion of
Santa Rita Rd. 
  



d. Alternative Three 20-60-100-130-140 –Same comments from above involving the
Construction CEC issues. This alternative would create visual disturbance in a
“virgin” area. Understanding SRER’s desire to keep all utilities together, Transmission
and Water lines would not be the same. Water lines are typically undergrounded and
Transmission lines are not. Also, again, the SRER would have two parallel
transmission lines on it instead of the one chosen with my first Alternative. (related to
the 46K and the Rosemont Project). It would, however, cross less IRAS than
Alternative Two. The environmental justice issue which involves Sahuarita Heights
with  these cumulative effects is a concern for me. 
  
e. Public Outreach: I suggest the format for these public meetings is changed in the
following ways. 
  
1. Hearing style or information presented on the half hours during the Open Houses. 
2. Include all of the impacted communities in a central public location if you are only
going to have one meeting in Phase 3. 60 miles round trip to a location where there
the attendance was heavily weighed towards an area much further from there is simply
not equitable. 
3. Re-expand the Study Area to include the neighborhoods to the east of the project.
As you can see from the maps, there is a parcel owned by Rosemont Copper that is
directly adjacent to the Hilton Ranch Rd. Community. There is another parcel that is
only separated from the Community by a small portion of State Land. This area would
suffer the most virginal visual impacts that any other community. 
4. Have signs so people who want to attend can find there way from a distance. 
5. Post flyers in locations where people will see them. IE on a stick near the cluster
mailboxes, on community bulletin boards in businesses and clubs. 
5. Add Sandy Whitehouse as a stakeholder to the group. Her community of Corona de
Tucson is the closest one, aside from Sahuarita Heights which does not have a
representative either. 
6. Use aggressive outreach to the Environmental Justice neighborhoods that would be
impacted.  (ie Sahuarita Heights) 
7. Start the Open Houses later so people who work can attend later. 6;00 or 6:30pm.
Perhaps have a day time Open House for those who live in retirement communities. 
Call the meetings Town Halls instead of Open Houses so people will feel more
involved. 
8. The video was a good idea, but in a location where people did not know about it
and there was too much background noise. 
9. The court reporter was a good idea but a sign might be better so all people would
know he was there. Most did not read the paper speaking of him and about 50/50 of
the people I spoke with had been told about him when they arrived. 
8. Use a less fancy newsletter but say something like “Transmission Line Project
Could Impact YOUR community”-Please Attend. And have a map so people can find
it 
9. Contact all of the NGOs in the vicinity of the project and invite them to a meeting
or two where all of them are in attendance. 
  
            f. Here is a list of some NGO’s in my community (non inclusive) 
            Vail Preservation Society 
            Hilton Road Community Association 
            Santa Rita Foothills Community Association 
            Cienega Watershed Partnership 
            Empire Ranch Foundation 
            Rincon Institute 



            Empire Fagan Coalition 
            AZhighway83.com 
            Mountain Empire Alliance 
            Vailaz.com 
            Southeast Business 
Cienega Rotary 
SEBA Southeast- (Business Association) 
            
            g. Some environmental groups-non inclusive 
            Center for Biological Diversity 
            Sky Island Alliance 
            Audubon Society 
            Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection 
Save the Scenic Santa Ritas 
  
I am sure there are also hiking, birding, motorcycling and touring car organizations
online. 
  
The folks down in Sonoita would have more group names for you, I am sure! 
  
            h. Other Homeowners and Neighborhood Associations can be found online at 
http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/ 
  
I am sure there is an agency listing or title company listing of all registered
homeowners associations as they are usually required when a developer makes a
subdivision. 
  
These groups could help spread the word about the project. 
  
  
i. Pole Finish Color: I suggest a pole finish plan for this project where people can
make comment. Dull grey galvanized poles against a sky or distant mountain back
drop are the least visible to the majority of the impacted viewers. 
  
j. Field Trip for the stakeholders group. It is the only true way to understand the
impacts on the ground. 
  
k. Public comments shared with the stakeholders group.       
  
__________________________________________________________ 
              

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838

Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/
http://www.vailpreservationsociety.com/
http://www.hiltonroad.com/
http://www.azhighway83.com/
http://www.empirefagan.org/


Quote for the Day: 
  

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than
regretting not doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been

like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee 
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Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
Date: Fri, 11 Sep 2009 14:47:23 -0700
From: jwood@epgaz.com
To: chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; Daniel_J_Moore@blm.gov;
emerald5@cox.net; vailaz@hotmail.com;
kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us;
marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu;
tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; biannarino@diamondven.com;
Cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; jable@fs.fed.us; tubaclawyer@aol.com;
labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov;
mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us;
Cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com;
EBeck@Tep.com; EBelts@epgaz.com; EBeck@Tep.com;
gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com;
LLucero@tep.com; Lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com;
LAitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com

Hi Everyone- 
This is  a friendly reminder to provide any comments by Friday,
September 18 regarding the preliminary links discussed at the
Stakeholder Group meeting on July 22, displayed in Project
Newsletter #2, and at the public open house held on August 27. 
Methods to provide comments are: 
  
·         Comment form included in the mailed newsletter 
·         Comment form on the project web site (www.tep.com) 
·         Written comments via letter either mailed or emailed to my

http://www.tep.com/


attention 
EPG 
Jaime Wood 
                4141 North 32

nd
 Street, Suite 102 

                Phoenix, Arizona 85018 
  
If you have any questions please give me a call (602) 956-4370.
Thank you for your participation in the TEP planning process. 
Jaime Wood 
EPG 
  



From: Reta Laford
To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL; Melinda D Roth; Robert Cordts; Beverley Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Brian Lindenlaub
Subject: Re: Rosemont
Date: 07/21/2010 12:06 PM

Marjorie - I still expect that you will join the call as scheduled. Even though you may not be able to
discuss mitigation, I would like to continue discussion of your meeting and the content of your email. 

  From: "Blaine, Marjorie E SPL" [Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil]
  Sent: 07/21/2010 11:54 AM MST
  To: Melinda Roth; Reta Laford
  Cc: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>; "Brian Lindenlaub"
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>
  Subject: Rosemont

Mindee and Reta
 
I left messages for you both but will send you a quick email. 
 
I met with our attorneys this morning.  Our chief attorney is a NEPA and a takings expert and our
regulatory attorney is a NEPA and regulatory expert.  They contend that NEPA requires the
USFS to look at offsite alternatives….NEPA does not get into takings.  So while your decision in
the end “might” be limited by takings considerations, NEPA still requires you to look at the full
array of alternatives including the alternative mineral resources proximal to the Rosemont ore
body and other offsite alternatives.  They would be most happy to have this discussion with your
attorneys and wonder if we can schedule this for either August 3, 4, or 5th…a telecon is probably
the best. 
 
To that end, they have advised me that, until this is settled and agreed upon, we cannot
participate in any meetings regarding mitigation, etc. so I will not be in the call today. 
 
Finally, I did a quick look at the revision of Chp 1 and find it to be really problematic as did our
attorney.  I will be giving you comments but your purpose and need are still very unclear and our
comments were not appropriately incorporated.  Again, I’ll provide you our detailed comments next
week as promised.
 
I look forward to your call or email confirming one of those dates for our attorneys and us to
meet.
 
Thank you very much.
 
Marjorie Blaine 
Senior Project Manager/Biologist 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Tucson Project Office, Regulatory Division 
5205 E. Comanche Street 
Tucson, AZ  85707 
(520)584-1684 (phone) 
(520)584-1690 (fax)
Assist us in better serving you!  
You are invited to complete our customer survey, located at the following link: 
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html

mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:rcordts@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html


Note: If the link is not active, copy and paste it into your internet browser. 
 
 



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Jerome Hesse'; beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Rosemont
Date: 06/12/2009 05:44 AM

I like this approach as it is likely, perhaps with just a little expansion, to encompass alternatives as
well as the MPO, and it allows most disciplines to use a common spatial bound or at least have a
common component to their spatial bounds. 
 
Dale
 

From: Jerome Hesse [mailto:jhesse@swca.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2009 4:15 PM
To: Dale Ortman PE; beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: FW: Rosemont
 
Dale/Bev,
 
Your opinion on whether this is good, or would you rather it match the mine footprint?
 
Thanks,
Jerome
 
 

From: Lara Mitchell 
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2009 3:55 PM
To: Jerome Hesse
Subject: Rosemont

Attached is the geology bounds of analysis map for your review. Please let me know if you have any
edits.
-Lara
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:jhesse@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: William B Gillespie; sgriset@swca.com
Subject: Re: Santa Ritas as a TCP
Date: 08/27/2010 10:26 AM

Bev -- 

First step is done:  The Tohono O'odham Nation has provided preliminary evidence
that the entire Santa Ritas are a TCP.  At a meeting with SHPO on Tuesday, SHPO
said even a place name (which TON has provided) would suffice to establish the
connection necessary for a TCP.   

Second step:  It will be the lead agency's responsibility to do the determination of
eligiblity, as part of the NHPA compliance for the proposed action.  The ethnohistory
that Suzanne Griset of SWCA is working on will provide background for that
determination, but it'll take more in-depth interviews to determine eligibility
according to the regs.  Bill and I talked with the Four Southern Tribes Cultural
Resources Working Group about this last Friday, and asked them to be thinking
about whom should be interviewed, and what additional resources should be
analyzed.  I'm hoping that we can request that Suzanne do that work.  I'm guessing
it would need to be done before the FEIS, but wouldn't necessarily have to be done
before the DEIS.  

Third step:  It is possible that the 4 southern tribes will request that we also
nominate the mountain range to the National Register of Historic Places, as part of
mitigation for the mine.  Protection for a property determined eligible is the same as
protection for a property actually listed on the Nat'l Register, but listing provides
more public recognition, which the 4ST may consider desirable in this case. 

Overall, the determination of the Santa Ritas as a TCP is a reasonably foreseeable
action.   

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/26/2010 04:58 PM

To Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Santa Ritas as a TCP

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:sgriset@swca.com


Hi Mary,

Can you tell me what the status of this idea is?  I'm trying to
determine whether or not it is a reasonably foreseeable action.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Tom Furgason
To: Sturgess Jamie; Reta Laford; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Buck Andrews; Lance Newman; RHenderson@M3eng.com; Kathy Arnold; Donna Morey; Ken Houser
Subject: RE: Schedule for Rosemont Financial and Progress Review: August 10,11,12 2009
Date: 07/31/2009 03:43 PM

Mr. Andrews:

SWCA would like to request that you schedule the audit on Monday, August 10th at our office in
Tucson, Arizona.  I will have Charles Coyle and Donna Morey travel to Tucson on that day and bring
all pertinent documentation for your review.  This will likely be more efficient than having you, Tim, and
Jamie travel to Phoenix.  Please let me know what time you would like to begin the audit.
 
I agree with Jamie that this is an opportunity for a constructive mid-process evaluation and this
process will assist in understanding your needs for future budgeting cycles.  We appreciate that
Rosemont Copper Company is held to an internal financial control system and are willing to support
you in meeting your company’s requirements.
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
 
 
 

From: Sturgess Jamie [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 3:33 PM
To: Reta Laford; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Buck Andrews; Lance Newman; RHenderson@M3eng.com; Kathy Arnold
Subject: Schedule for Rosemont Financial and Progress Review: August 10,11,12 2009
 
July 30, 2009

Dear Reta and Tom:

Our EIS Financial and Progress Review Team of two has assembled, and has scheduled August 10,
11, and 12 for meetings with SWCA and the Coronado National Forest.  
Alternative dates could be scheduled for August 12, 13, and 14.

The schedule can be worked out by the team to meet the availability of Forest and SWCA
personnel. 

Buck Andrews (Augusta Controller) will be assisted by Tim Oliver (Regulatory Specialist) of M3
engineers.

Buck will lead the Financial Review.
Tim Oliver will lead the Progress Review.
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A member of the Rosemont Tucson Operations Team will be present at the introductory meeting.

Focus of the Progress and Financial Review Team is to Review/Report on the EIS process, for the
time period of October 1, 2008 through June 30, 2009.  This represents three quarters for the
Forest fiscal year, and relates to the date of the modified MOU of Sept 2008.  

For SWCA, it may be more relevant to review calendar year 2009, and focus on the first half of
2009.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

The project scope for the Progress and Financial Review are listed below:

1. Review the progress of milestone items from the Forest Service/Augusta Memorandum of
Understanding dated September 2008.

(For SWCA these items from the SWCA/Rosemont Contract
Identify completed items from the MOU as evidenced by the project record.
Identify work-in-progress items from the MOU milestones.
Estimate percent completion of each WIP item listed in the MOU.
Discuss approaches to accelerate items that are behind schedule.

The goal of this review is to compile a common understanding of where the project
stands related to milestones completed, underway, or anticipated for completion.

1. Review the budgeted expenditures for each of the milestone items from the MOU
(For SWCA from the SWCA Contract)

Review the expenditures for each milestone item (or for appropriate time
period as relevant)
Compare expenditures to budgeted or allocated funding amount
Discuss approaches to adjust the expenditures, allocations, or level of effort to
meet the budgeted or allocated funding amounts.

The goal of the financial review is to compile a common understanding of where the
project stands related to budgeted tasks and milestones.

1. Report to Rosemont Management on findings related to the CNF.
Schedule by USFS
Budgets USFS

2. Report to Rosemont Management on findings related to SWCA.
Budgets SWCA
Schedule by SWCA



This effort is meant to be a constructive mid-process effort to identify a firm basis for all parties
involved as we enter the budgeting cycle for next year.
The effort also supports Augusta’s internal Financial control system.

The  cooperation of all is appreciated.

Jamie Sturgess



From: Tom Furgason
To: Sturgess Jamie; Reta Laford; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Buck Andrews; Lance Newman; RHenderson@M3eng.com; Kathy Arnold; Donna Morey
Subject: RE: Schedule for Rosemont Financial and Progress Review: August 10,11,12 2009
Date: 07/30/2009 04:10 PM

Jamie,
 
I would like Charles, Melissa, and Donna Morey to attend.  I am coordinating their schedules and hope
to get back you by COB tomorrow.
 
Tom Furgason
 

From: Sturgess Jamie [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 3:33 PM
To: Reta Laford; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Buck Andrews; Lance Newman; RHenderson@M3eng.com; Kathy Arnold
Subject: Schedule for Rosemont Financial and Progress Review: August 10,11,12 2009
 
July 30, 2009

Dear Reta and Tom:

Our EIS Financial and Progress Review Team of two has assembled, and has scheduled August 10,
11, and 12 for meetings with SWCA and the Coronado National Forest.  
Alternative dates could be scheduled for August 12, 13, and 14.

The schedule can be worked out by the team to meet the availability of Forest and SWCA
personnel. 

Buck Andrews (Augusta Controller) will be assisted by Tim Oliver (Regulatory Specialist) of M3
engineers.

Buck will lead the Financial Review.
Tim Oliver will lead the Progress Review.

A member of the Rosemont Tucson Operations Team will be present at the introductory meeting.

Focus of the Progress and Financial Review Team is to Review/Report on the EIS process, for the
time period of October 1, 2008 through June 30, 2009.  This represents three quarters for the
Forest fiscal year, and relates to the date of the modified MOU of Sept 2008.  

For SWCA, it may be more relevant to review calendar year 2009, and focus on the first half of
2009.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

The project scope for the Progress and Financial Review are listed below:
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1. Review the progress of milestone items from the Forest Service/Augusta Memorandum of
Understanding dated September 2008.

(For SWCA these items from the SWCA/Rosemont Contract
Identify completed items from the MOU as evidenced by the project record.
Identify work-in-progress items from the MOU milestones.
Estimate percent completion of each WIP item listed in the MOU.
Discuss approaches to accelerate items that are behind schedule.

The goal of this review is to compile a common understanding of where the project
stands related to milestones completed, underway, or anticipated for completion.

1. Review the budgeted expenditures for each of the milestone items from the MOU
(For SWCA from the SWCA Contract)

Review the expenditures for each milestone item (or for appropriate time
period as relevant)
Compare expenditures to budgeted or allocated funding amount
Discuss approaches to adjust the expenditures, allocations, or level of effort to
meet the budgeted or allocated funding amounts.

The goal of the financial review is to compile a common understanding of where the
project stands related to budgeted tasks and milestones.

1. Report to Rosemont Management on findings related to the CNF.
Schedule by USFS
Budgets USFS

2. Report to Rosemont Management on findings related to SWCA.
Budgets SWCA
Schedule by SWCA

This effort is meant to be a constructive mid-process effort to identify a firm basis for all parties
involved as we enter the budgeting cycle for next year.
The effort also supports Augusta’s internal Financial control system.

The  cooperation of all is appreciated.

Jamie Sturgess



From: Tom Furgason
To: Sturgess Jamie; Reta Laford; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Buck Andrews; Lance Newman; RHenderson@M3eng.com; Kathy Arnold; Donna Morey; Ken Houser
Subject: RE: Schedule for Rosemont Financial and Progress Review: August 10,11,12 2009
Date: 07/31/2009 03:43 PM

Mr. Andrews:

SWCA would like to request that you schedule the audit on Monday, August 10th at our office in
Tucson, Arizona.  I will have Charles Coyle and Donna Morey travel to Tucson on that day and bring
all pertinent documentation for your review.  This will likely be more efficient than having you, Tim, and
Jamie travel to Phoenix.  Please let me know what time you would like to begin the audit.
 
I agree with Jamie that this is an opportunity for a constructive mid-process evaluation and this
process will assist in understanding your needs for future budgeting cycles.  We appreciate that
Rosemont Copper Company is held to an internal financial control system and are willing to support
you in meeting your company’s requirements.
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
 
 
 

From: Sturgess Jamie [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 3:33 PM
To: Reta Laford; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Buck Andrews; Lance Newman; RHenderson@M3eng.com; Kathy Arnold
Subject: Schedule for Rosemont Financial and Progress Review: August 10,11,12 2009
 
July 30, 2009

Dear Reta and Tom:

Our EIS Financial and Progress Review Team of two has assembled, and has scheduled August 10,
11, and 12 for meetings with SWCA and the Coronado National Forest.  
Alternative dates could be scheduled for August 12, 13, and 14.

The schedule can be worked out by the team to meet the availability of Forest and SWCA
personnel. 

Buck Andrews (Augusta Controller) will be assisted by Tim Oliver (Regulatory Specialist) of M3
engineers.

Buck will lead the Financial Review.
Tim Oliver will lead the Progress Review.
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A member of the Rosemont Tucson Operations Team will be present at the introductory meeting.

Focus of the Progress and Financial Review Team is to Review/Report on the EIS process, for the
time period of October 1, 2008 through June 30, 2009.  This represents three quarters for the
Forest fiscal year, and relates to the date of the modified MOU of Sept 2008.  

For SWCA, it may be more relevant to review calendar year 2009, and focus on the first half of
2009.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

The project scope for the Progress and Financial Review are listed below:

1. Review the progress of milestone items from the Forest Service/Augusta Memorandum of
Understanding dated September 2008.

(For SWCA these items from the SWCA/Rosemont Contract
Identify completed items from the MOU as evidenced by the project record.
Identify work-in-progress items from the MOU milestones.
Estimate percent completion of each WIP item listed in the MOU.
Discuss approaches to accelerate items that are behind schedule.

The goal of this review is to compile a common understanding of where the project
stands related to milestones completed, underway, or anticipated for completion.

1. Review the budgeted expenditures for each of the milestone items from the MOU
(For SWCA from the SWCA Contract)

Review the expenditures for each milestone item (or for appropriate time
period as relevant)
Compare expenditures to budgeted or allocated funding amount
Discuss approaches to adjust the expenditures, allocations, or level of effort to
meet the budgeted or allocated funding amounts.

The goal of the financial review is to compile a common understanding of where the
project stands related to budgeted tasks and milestones.

1. Report to Rosemont Management on findings related to the CNF.
Schedule by USFS
Budgets USFS

2. Report to Rosemont Management on findings related to SWCA.
Budgets SWCA
Schedule by SWCA



This effort is meant to be a constructive mid-process effort to identify a firm basis for all parties
involved as we enter the budgeting cycle for next year.
The effort also supports Augusta’s internal Financial control system.

The  cooperation of all is appreciated.

Jamie Sturgess



From: Tom Furgason
To: Sturgess Jamie; Reta Laford; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Buck Andrews; Lance Newman; RHenderson@M3eng.com; Kathy Arnold; Donna Morey
Subject: RE: Schedule for Rosemont Financial and Progress Review: August 10,11,12 2009
Date: 07/30/2009 04:10 PM

Jamie,
 
I would like Charles, Melissa, and Donna Morey to attend.  I am coordinating their schedules and hope
to get back you by COB tomorrow.
 
Tom Furgason
 

From: Sturgess Jamie [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 3:33 PM
To: Reta Laford; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Buck Andrews; Lance Newman; RHenderson@M3eng.com; Kathy Arnold
Subject: Schedule for Rosemont Financial and Progress Review: August 10,11,12 2009
 
July 30, 2009

Dear Reta and Tom:

Our EIS Financial and Progress Review Team of two has assembled, and has scheduled August 10,
11, and 12 for meetings with SWCA and the Coronado National Forest.  
Alternative dates could be scheduled for August 12, 13, and 14.

The schedule can be worked out by the team to meet the availability of Forest and SWCA
personnel. 

Buck Andrews (Augusta Controller) will be assisted by Tim Oliver (Regulatory Specialist) of M3
engineers.

Buck will lead the Financial Review.
Tim Oliver will lead the Progress Review.

A member of the Rosemont Tucson Operations Team will be present at the introductory meeting.

Focus of the Progress and Financial Review Team is to Review/Report on the EIS process, for the
time period of October 1, 2008 through June 30, 2009.  This represents three quarters for the
Forest fiscal year, and relates to the date of the modified MOU of Sept 2008.  

For SWCA, it may be more relevant to review calendar year 2009, and focus on the first half of
2009.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

The project scope for the Progress and Financial Review are listed below:
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1. Review the progress of milestone items from the Forest Service/Augusta Memorandum of
Understanding dated September 2008.

(For SWCA these items from the SWCA/Rosemont Contract
Identify completed items from the MOU as evidenced by the project record.
Identify work-in-progress items from the MOU milestones.
Estimate percent completion of each WIP item listed in the MOU.
Discuss approaches to accelerate items that are behind schedule.

The goal of this review is to compile a common understanding of where the project
stands related to milestones completed, underway, or anticipated for completion.

1. Review the budgeted expenditures for each of the milestone items from the MOU
(For SWCA from the SWCA Contract)

Review the expenditures for each milestone item (or for appropriate time
period as relevant)
Compare expenditures to budgeted or allocated funding amount
Discuss approaches to adjust the expenditures, allocations, or level of effort to
meet the budgeted or allocated funding amounts.

The goal of the financial review is to compile a common understanding of where the
project stands related to budgeted tasks and milestones.

1. Report to Rosemont Management on findings related to the CNF.
Schedule by USFS
Budgets USFS

2. Report to Rosemont Management on findings related to SWCA.
Budgets SWCA
Schedule by SWCA

This effort is meant to be a constructive mid-process effort to identify a firm basis for all parties
involved as we enter the budgeting cycle for next year.
The effort also supports Augusta’s internal Financial control system.

The  cooperation of all is appreciated.

Jamie Sturgess



From: Marc Kaplan
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Andrea W Campbell; Heidi Schewel; Sarah L Davis
Subject: Re: Schuster FOIA
Date: 02/01/2010 09:10 AM

Thank you Bev for keeping me in the loop.

As we discussed late last week when you stopped by, we have not heard from Mr.
Schuster since his original FOIA on December 21, 2009.     On December 29, 2009
Mr. Schuster was notified by letter of our receipt of his request and informed a
portion of his request was not "reasonably described."  I will be composing a letter
today for Andrea's review and FS signature asking Mr. Schuster if he is still
interested and to request once again clarification of what he means by "case file".  

As I understand from Sarah, the Coronado NF and SWCA have arrived at procedures
under FOIA (all information requests): "For members of the public to review the
Record they will need to make a request (5 days in advance) naming specific
documents they wish to see. SWCA will provide copies of these documents to the
SO where they can be reviewed.  Members of the public will not be going to the
SWCA office to review anything." (e-mail from Sarah Davis 1/25/2010 1133 a.m.) 
As I understand FS Chief, Coronado NF Supervisor, and R3 Regional Forester all
consider Rosemont a National issue.  As I understand it, if a media request is
received on the Rosemont subject, Heidi Schewel will be notified ASAP by myself or
Andrea Campbell (or other designated person) so that Heidi can contact the WO
media folks to get instructions as to how the Forest is to respond to the requestor.
Heidi will be provided with a scanned copy of the FOIA.

At this time, there is nothing for SWCA to do in response to this FOIA because the
FOIA is not yet "perfected."

Thank you

Marc

Marc G. Kaplan
Planner Analyst
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8358

"Too often we underestimate the power of a touch, a smile, a kind word, a listening
ear, an honest compliment, or the smallest act of caring, all of which have the
potential to turn a life around."- Leo Buscaglia
From their errors and mistakes the wise and good learn wisdom for the future. ~
Plutarch

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 
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01/29/2010 05:27 PM

To mreichard@swca.com, tfurgason@swca.com, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Marc
Kaplan/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Schuster FOIA

Mel,

Here is the list of reports that Mr. Schuster, with the FOIA, requested copies of (I
promised to send this to you a couple of weeks ago, so that you could pull the
reports he's asked for or similar ones).  As we discussed, there are some of these
reports, such as the Biological Assessment and the Recreation Report, that don't
exist.  We need to offer him others that are related.

Biological Assessment
Archeological Survey Report
Recreational Report
Air Quality Assessment
Endangered Species Evaluation
Water Quality Report
Air Quality Report.”

Please give me a call if you have questions.

Thank you.

Bev
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Cc: Marc Kaplan; Melinda D Roth; Ken Kertell
Subject: RE: Schuster FOIA
Date: 02/07/2010 08:07 PM

Bev,
 
It is probably inappropriate to release the BA in any form until a Line Officer has confirmed they agree
on the "effects determination".  Within the context of a Section 7 Consultation under the Endangered
Species Act, it is my understanding that only Line Officers can assert which species will be affected
and to what extent. It would be premature to let anybody see the draft BAs until Line has sign off on
the effects to T&E species.
 
Regardless, I'll have Melissa look for the latest version of the BA and post it to WebEx.
 
Tom

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Fri 2/5/2010 3:33 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Marc Kaplan; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason
Subject: RE: Schuster FOIA

Melissa, 

I think there are more water reports (not just the APP) that discuss water quality.  I've asked Salek for
a list, and once I have that I'll do a check in the library here to see what reports we have, and what I
need from you. 

Also, there is a draft BA and a revised BA on our website (5.27.09 and 7.14.09 respectively), and our
library has only the first version.  I'm going to need a copy of the revised. 

Thank you, 

Bev 
  
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

02/02/2010 02:58 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Marc
Kaplan" <mkaplan@fs.fed.us>

cc
Subject RE: Schuster FOIA
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This is what I have come up with that could respond to his list. See below. Do you already have these in your

library? I know RCC has been giving the FS multiple copies. Let me know if these need to be brought over. 
  
Biological Assessment : 
20070404 Westland’s BAE for the GeoTech project
Archeological Survey Report 
drafted only- nothing final 
Recreational Report 
section in DEIS
Air Quality Assessment 
20090408 AEC Ambient Air Quality
Endangered Species Evaluation 
200912 SWCA MIS Report, 
20091218 Westland Bat Roost Survey, 
20090311 Agave Survey, 
20090311 LLNB Survey, 
20091218 Waterline PPC Survey, 
20090311 Waterline PPC Survey
Water Quality Report 
200902 TT APP Section 5.3

Thanks! 
  
Melissa 
  
"In every one of us there are two ruling principles, whose guidance we follow wherever
they may lead; the one being an innate desire of pleasure; the other, an acquired
judgement which aspires after excellence." ~ Socrates 
  
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2010 5:27 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason; Melinda D Roth; Marc Kaplan
Subject: Schuster FOIA 
  

Mel, 

Here is the list of reports that Mr. Schuster, with the FOIA, requested copies of (I promised to send this to you a
couple of weeks ago, so that you could pull the reports he's asked for or similar ones).  As we discussed, there are
some of these reports, such as the Biological Assessment and the Recreation Report, that don't exist.  We need to
offer him others that are related. 

Biological Assessment :20070404 Westland’s BAE for the GeoTech project
Archeological Survey Report drafted only- nothing final 
Recreational Report section in DEIS
Air Quality Assessment 20090408 AEC Ambient Air Quality
Endangered Species Evaluation 200912 SWCA MIS Report, 20091218 Westland Bat Roost



Survey, 20090311 Agave Survey, 20090311 LLNB Survey, 20091218 Waterline PPC
Survey, 20090311 Waterline PPC Survey
Water Quality Report 200902 TT APP Section 5.3
Air Quality Report.” 

Please give me a call if you have questions. 

Thank you. 

Bev 
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Scoping Displays and Staffing
Date: 02/14/2008 03:52 PM

Bev,

To follow up on this, although my name is not on this list I intend to be at all of the meetings as a
“floater” moving from area to area as needed.  John MacIvor will also serve in this capacity.

Tom

_____________________________________________
From: Tom Furgason
Sent: Thursday, February 14, 2008 10:47 AM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Scoping Displays and Staffing

Bev,

Attached is a table with a list of the displays/stations that we are proposing for the scoping
meeting.  We'd like to get your approval, additions, or deletions at your earliest convenience
so that we can begin creating the displays.  I have also included a couple of columns for CNF
and SWCA team staff.  I took a guess at how I think that the CNF might staff the scoping
meetings, but there are some blanks for you to fill in.  Please let me know when we can
proceed with creating the displays.

Tom

 << File: Display Staff.doc >>
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth
Cc: rlaford@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Scoping Report #2
Date: 07/31/2009 03:08 PM

Mindee,
 
I just checked the versions on the web and they did not match what I sent to the formatter.  It appears
that all changes with the exception of those two sections were made.  I don’t typically believe in
software glitches, but our formatter is working to figure out what happened we should be able to repost
the reports with those two sections today.  We think that it may have to do with some settings on track
changes. My apologies for the error.
 
Tom
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, July 31, 2009 12:50 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Scoping Report #2
 

I am glancing at the final of reports 1 and 2 in Webex and I notice a critical problem on #2.  On an
earlier rendition of report #2, there were 2 subsection following "Form Letters"  These were
"Attachments" and "Data Entry Process".  I think these sections explained and referred to Figures 3, 4,
and 5 about the sample comment letter. Am I the one missing something here or did these section get
dropped inadvertently? 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Charles Coyle; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Subject: RE: Scoping Report #3 review
Date: 08/26/2009 12:00 PM

Mindee,
 
I’ll be available the week of Labor Day (Sept. 8-11).   However, I’ll be on personal leave the following
week (Sept. 14-18).  Would it be most useful if you submitted your review to SWCA and we could
supply Reta with a revised report?  This may reduce some of Reta’s review time.
 
I agree that SWCA can begin preparing the executive summary of the alternatives.  I’ll take your
information below and prepare an outline of the alternatives document to be submitted to Jeanine.  We
have never really discussed the Coronado’s expectations of the SWCA’s deliverable to the IDT
regarding Alts, but your direction below is a good start.  Thank you.
 
Tom
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2009 10:07 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: Scoping Report #3 review
 

Reta will be out next week and is booked this week, so we will have to schedule a face-to-face review
after Labor Day.  What is your schedule?  In the mean time, I will coordinate a "track changes" review
from the forest to give you some early feedback. 

ps You mentioned yesterday that SWCA is somewhat stalled until alternatives have been formally
accepted.  To move that ahead, I think we need an executive summary of the process, all ideas
 considered, rationale to drop or keep alternatives...  We need an introductory paragraph or 2, a section
describing the alternative generation process, a section listing alternatives dropped from detailed
consideration - along with a brief rationale for each alt or group of like ideas (ie alternate mining
techniques, alternative transportation), and a section listing and briefly describing the alternatives
considered in detail - along with a brief desciption of what drove their development.  We expect SWCA
to produce such a product.  Please share with Bev your estimated timeline. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: RE: scoping report meeting
Date: 05/29/2009 01:46 PM

Perfect.  I’ll be there!
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2009 1:44 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Reta Laford
Subject: scoping report meeting
 

Hi Tom, 

Reta and I are both available to meet with you after the Limehouse demo and our regular Tuesday
FS/SWCA meeting. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us


From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard; mroth@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: SDCP Riparian Data
Date: 07/02/2009 01:16 PM

Thanks for the information.   
I may need help with the link as it doesn't seem to work for me.  Gis data would be the best product.    

Also, I scanned the county website under SDCP and found some maps but they were so general they
were not useful for our purposes.   

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

07/02/2009 12:52 PM

To <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>
cc <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, <mroth@fs.fed.us>,

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject SDCP Riparian Data

Salek, 
  
Per our conversation earlier, you can review Pima County's riparian data (and spring locations) in the
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan database: (http:www.dot.pima.gov/cmo/sdcpmaps/).  Just click on
the SDCP MapGuide Map link and you should be able to access their GIS layers.  The map does
include Important Riparian Area (IRA) Underlying Classifications. 
  
Teresa Ann should be able to obtain the shape files from Pima County without any problem.  I can
provide you with information regarding the classification system if you need.  SWCA can also assist in
preparing some maps of riparian resources based on the SDCP maps if needed.   
  
Hopefully, we won't need to do field work to narrow down alternatives.  Usually, once you need to do
field work it is time to retain an alternative.  Please call me if you have any questions. 
  
  
  
Tom 
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard; mroth@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: SDCP Riparian Data
Date: 07/02/2009 01:21 PM

Try this one: http://www.dot.pima.gov/cmo/sdcpmaps/
 
We can also set up a time for you to come over to SWCA and we can go through the data with you.
 
Tom

From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Thu 7/2/2009 1:16 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard; mroth@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: SDCP Riparian Data

Thanks for the information.   
I may need help with the link as it doesn't seem to work for me.  Gis data would be the best product.    

Also, I scanned the county website under SDCP and found some maps but they were so general they
were not useful for our purposes.   

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

07/02/2009 12:52 PM

To <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>
cc <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, <mroth@fs.fed.us>,

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject SDCP Riparian Data

Salek, 
  
Per our conversation earlier, you can review Pima County's riparian data (and spring locations) in the
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan database: (http:www.dot.pima.gov/cmo/sdcpmaps/).  Just click on
the SDCP MapGuide Map link and you should be able to access their GIS layers.  The map does
include Important Riparian Area (IRA) Underlying Classifications. 
  
Teresa Ann should be able to obtain the shape files from Pima County without any problem.  I can
provide you with information regarding the classification system if you need.  SWCA can also assist in
preparing some maps of riparian resources based on the SDCP maps if needed.   
  
Hopefully, we won't need to do field work to narrow down alternatives.  Usually, once you need to do
field work it is time to retain an alternative.  Please call me if you have any questions. 
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Tom 



From: Jason_Douglas@fws.gov
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; gsoroka@swca.com; Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov; Melinda D Roth;

Richard A Gerhart; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; Sherry_Barrett@fws.gov
Subject: Re: section 10 and such for Rosemont
Date: 03/26/2010 09:18 AM

Larry et al., 

The off-the-cuff answer is that the section 7 consultation will include all T&E species directly and
indirectly affected by the proposed action, including the effects of interdependent and interrelated
actions. This analysis is independent of land ownership. 

Land ownership, however, may be an important component moving forward. To answer this more fully,
I would like learn more about the following topics. 

1. Will the Forest Service retain discretion over the Rosemont mine after the Record of Decision is
signed? 
2. Is Rosemont Patenting NFS lands? 
3. Does the FS anticipate being administratively capable of reinitiating section 7 consultation for the life
of the mine, including reclamation, on NFS, other Federal, State, and private lands? 

These three questions pertain to our interest in determining if the FS will retain discretion over
Rosemont's action over time and thus will remain capable of ensuring ongoing ESA compliance as the
mine operates. This is per the following clause, which appears in the Reinitiation and Closing
Statement portion of every Biological Opinion: "As provided in 50 CFR §402.16, reinitiation of formal
consultation is required where discretionary Federal agency involvement or control over the action has
been maintained (or is authorized by law)..." 

In other words, what is the scope and duration of the FS's discretion over Rosemont? 

As an aside, permitting for golden eagles would occur under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection
Act, as the species is not listed under the ESA. Golden eagles can be addressed as a covered species
under a section 10-related process (i.e. HCP), but that may not be appropriate here. The B&GEPA is
currently under revision due the the recovery of the bald eagle and subsequent removal from the list of
T&E species. 

Jason M. Douglas
Fish and Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Arizona Ecological Services Field Office
201 North Bonita Street, Suite 141
Tucson, Arizona 85745
(520) 670-6150, extension 226 (voice)
(520) 670-6155 (fax)
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arizona/ 

Larry Jones <ljones02@fs.fed.us>

03/26/2010 08:36 AM

To jason_douglas@fws.gov, Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ann Ciapusci

<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Melinda D Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, Deborah
K Sebesta <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, Richard A Gerhart
<rgerhart@fs.fed.us>, gsoroka@swca.com, tfurgason@swca.com

Subject section 10 and such for Rosemont
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Hi Jason and Julia-- 

On the proposed Rosemont Copper Mine project, I am getting into new, unfamiliar terrain.  Basically, I
am overseeing the suite of "biological documents" for the Forest Service and BLM, but I am unsure
how to proceed with affected state, county, and private lands with regards to their requirements.  Case
in point, and why I am contacting you two, is how to deal with Section 10 of the Endangered Species
Act.  All I really know about it is that I read that an Incidental Take Permit (like the Golden Eagle Take
Permit) is required by non-federal agencies.  And I read that often involves an HCP.  Then I got to
wondering if the Interagency/NGO Multiple-Species Conservation Plan (and/or Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan) applies to Rosemont private lands.  For example, Chiricahua Leopard Frogs and
Lesser Long-nosed Bats have been reported from the private lands, so what is needed to comply with
ESA regulations on take?  Maybe this is common knowledge among many biologists, but I am a little
naive in this department, since I've pretty much only dealt with Section 7 of the ESA.   

Right now, SWCA and I are working on a Biologists Specialist Report (a white paper on the affected
environment), wherein we will incorporate Priority Vulnerable Species and other non-federal species of
conservation concern, with regards to the affected environment, so perhaps if we need some more
documentation to be compliant with non-federal jurisdictions, this white paper is the venue. 

[note, this message sent with approval of the Interdisciplinary Team Lead (provided I send a copy to
Bev and Teresa), and needs to be included into the project record.  It is a deliberative note, so let's
keep correspondence within our emailing group, and if we need to go outside this group, we have to do
it through guidance of Teresa as cooperating agency coordinator)]. 

Thanks!  I would call, but I need to have things in black and white for the project record. 

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us 



From: karnold@augustaresource.com
Reply To: karnold@augustaresource.com
To: Beverley A. Everson
Subject: Re: Seed Mix
Date: 07/31/2008 03:47 PM

Thank you
Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Date: Thu, 31 Jul 2008 14:55:17 
To: <karnold@augustaresource.com>
Subject: Fw: Seed Mix

FYI

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 02:54 PM
-----
                                                                           
             Kendall                                                       
             Brown/R3/USDAFS                                               
                                                                        To 
             07/31/2008 02:42          Beverley A                          
             PM                        Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES           
                                                                        cc 
                                                                           
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Re: Fw: Seed Mix(Document link:     
                                       Beverley A Everson)                 
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

Bev,
On your attachment it shows two seed mixes, I believe. Either one is a
great choice.

D. Kendall Brown
Acting Range Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
(520) 237-3702
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

                                                                           
             Beverley A                                                    
             Everson/R3/USDAFS                                             
                                                                        To 
             07/31/2008 02:14          Kendall Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES     
             PM                                                         cc 
                                                                           
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Fw: Seed Mix                        
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

Kendall,

This is the mix that Kathy said they have started using in the drilling
reclamation.  Does it look okay to you, or do you want to change it?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 02:04 PM
-----
                                                                           
             Kathy Arnold                                                  
             <karnold@augustar                                             
             esource.com>                                               To 
                                       'Beverley A Everson'                
             07/25/2008 04:20          <beverson@fs.fed.us>                
             PM                                                         cc 
                                                                           
                                                                   Subject 
             Please respond to         Seed Mix                            
             karnold@augustare                                             
                source.com                                                 
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

Bev –
Attached is the seed mix that we have been using at the exploration drill
sites at Rosemont.  Please let me know if this will be okay for use on the
Forest Service or if there is another mix you would prefer.

Thank you –
Kathy

Katherine Arnold, PE | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@augustaresource.com

(Embedded image moved to file: pic20998.jpg)
Rosemont Copper Company
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the
sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or
privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please
delete all copies and notify us immediately.

 (See attached file: Native Southeastern Arizona Grass Seed Mix 8
Species.doc)



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us;

ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Re: September 16 Rosemont Copper Project Core IDT Meeting
Date: 09/15/2009 02:19 PM

Hello Bev,
I won't be able to attend the meeting and will try to tie in with you early next week
to catch up.  
Thanks.

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

09/11/2009 03:29 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject September 16 Rosemont Copper Project Core IDT

Meeting

Hi Team, 

Thanks to all of you who participated in this week's IDT meeting.  We
worked very hard, and got a lot done. 

Please plan on a full day core team meeting next Wednesday,
September 16, from 9:00 to 4:30.  Plan on a half hour lunch, either
bringing your lunch or ordering out with whoever else is doing that. 

We will continue to review cooperating agency (CA) comments on
alternatives in the meeting on the 16th.  Please read all the CA
letters prior to the meeting, and be prepared to discuss them.
 I've sent all of you links to the letters in WebEx and a link to the
letters posted to our new website.  Team members were also provided
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hard copies of the letters this past Wednesday, and I have other binder
sets of the hard copies for those of you who still need them (let me
know if you'd like one). 

Mary and Bill, it would be helpful if one of you can attend the meeting
next week, for heritage and TCP input.  Please let me know if either of
you can make it. 

Lastly, I want to talk about conduct in team meetings.  In the meeting
this past Wednesday, there were lengthy side conversations and note
passing occurring while Tom Furgason was presenting the issues and
units of measure.  This kind of behavior is distracting and disruptive for
the presenter and other meeting participants, and it's unprofessional. 
Please come to the meetings prepared to focus on the work at hand,
engage in group discussion, and most importantly, maintain respect for
presenters and other meeting attendees. 

Thanks, and see you Wednesday. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: September 16 Rosemont Copper Project Core IDT Meeting
Date: 09/21/2009 02:47 PM

Hello Bev,
I have been very sick and its been a bummer.  I am starting to feel better but am
not near 100% .  I am planning on attending the surface water meeting with Tetra
tec on Tuesday and attending the IDT on Wednesday.   

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

09/21/2009 01:22 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: September 16 Rosemont Copper Project Core IDT

Meeting

I heard from Misty that you've been sick, and hope you are feeling better.  There are
some things that the team needs your help with from last week's meeting, and I will
bring you up to speed on those things when you are well again and back in the
office.

See you then.

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

09/15/2009 02:19 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
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Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: September 16 Rosemont Copper Project Core IDT

Meeting

Hello Bev,
I won't be able to attend the meeting and will try to tie in with you early next week
to catch up.  
Thanks.

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

09/11/2009 03:29 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject September 16 Rosemont Copper Project Core IDT

Meeting

Hi Team, 

Thanks to all of you who participated in this week's IDT meeting.  We worked very
hard, and got a lot done. 

Please plan on a full day core team meeting next Wednesday, September 16, from
9:00 to 4:30.  Plan on a half hour lunch, either bringing your lunch or ordering out
with whoever else is doing that. 

We will continue to review cooperating agency (CA) comments on alternatives in the
meeting on the 16th.  Please read all the CA letters prior to the meeting, and
be prepared to discuss them.  I've sent all of you links to the letters in WebEx

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/906915B2C95D14270725762E0077034B
notes://entr3b/87256A81003FCE51/0/05437AC9F2CDE6F80725762B007D49AA


and a link to the letters posted to our new website.  Team members were also
provided hard copies of the letters this past Wednesday, and I have other binder
sets of the hard copies for those of you who still need them (let me know if you'd
like one). 

Mary and Bill, it would be helpful if one of you can attend the meeting next week,
for heritage and TCP input.  Please let me know if either of you can make it. 

Lastly, I want to talk about conduct in team meetings.  In the meeting this past
Wednesday, there were lengthy side conversations and note passing occurring while
Tom Furgason was presenting the issues and units of measure.  This kind of
behavior is distracting and disruptive for the presenter and other meeting
participants, and it's unprofessional.  Please come to the meetings prepared to focus
on the work at hand, engage in group discussion, and most importantly, maintain
respect for presenters and other meeting attendees. 

Thanks, and see you Wednesday. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Arthur S Elek
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: September 16 Rosemont Copper Project Core IDT Meeting
Date: 09/13/2009 09:19 AM

Hi Bev,
I am committed to the annual Santa Cruz County Fair in Sonoita this week and won't
be available for the meeting.
Thanks 

ART ELEK
Fire Prevention Officer
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales AZ. 85621
Office:  (520) 761-6010
Cell:      (520) 975-7814
Fax:      (520) 281-2396
e-mail    aelek@fs.fed.us
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

09/11/2009 03:29 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject September 16 Rosemont Copper Project Core IDT

Meeting

Hi Team, 

Thanks to all of you who participated in this week's IDT meeting.  We
worked very hard, and got a lot done. 

Please plan on a full day core team meeting next Wednesday,
September 16, from 9:00 to 4:30.  Plan on a half hour lunch, either
bringing your lunch or ordering out with whoever else is doing that. 

We will continue to review cooperating agency (CA) comments on

mailto:CN=Arthur S Elek/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3a/882568C5003C60AE/0/05437AC9F2CDE6F80725762B007D49AA


alternatives in the meeting on the 16th.  Please read all the CA
letters prior to the meeting, and be prepared to discuss them.
 I've sent all of you links to the letters in WebEx and a link to the
letters posted to our new website.  Team members were also provided
hard copies of the letters this past Wednesday, and I have other binder
sets of the hard copies for those of you who still need them (let me
know if you'd like one). 

Mary and Bill, it would be helpful if one of you can attend the meeting
next week, for heritage and TCP input.  Please let me know if either of
you can make it. 

Lastly, I want to talk about conduct in team meetings.  In the meeting
this past Wednesday, there were lengthy side conversations and note
passing occurring while Tom Furgason was presenting the issues and
units of measure.  This kind of behavior is distracting and disruptive for
the presenter and other meeting participants, and it's unprofessional. 
Please come to the meetings prepared to focus on the work at hand,
engage in group discussion, and most importantly, maintain respect for
presenters and other meeting attendees. 

Thanks, and see you Wednesday. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Tami
Emmett; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Re: September 23 Rosemont Copper Project IDT meeting
Date: 09/18/2009 01:52 PM

This is a core team meeting, though as always, extended team is encouraged to
come if available.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

09/18/2009 01:49 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject September 23 Rosemont Copper Project IDT meeting

Please plan on a full day in 4B (bring your parkas) to wrap up
discussion of cooperating agency input on alternatives, and to begin
discussion of effects analysis.  We will start at 9:00 and have a half
hour lunch.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
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Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melinda D Roth
To: CHRISTOPHER GARRETT
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Re: Seth Lockwood's e-mail
Date: 07/27/2010 03:28 PM

Done Chris.   Looks like I was sucessful. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

CHRISTOPHER GARRETT
<lcgarrett77@msn.com>

07/27/2010 03:17 PM

To <mroth@fs.fed.us>, <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc Jonathan Rigg <jrigg@swca.com>

Subject Seth Lockwood's e-mail

Mindee & Bev - 

The livestock & grazing section that I just sent seemed to have been bounced back from Seth's e-mail.
 Could one of you possibly forward it on to him?  Might work better from within the FS. 

Thanks! 

- Chris 

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:lcgarrett77@msn.com
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From: tfurgason@swca.com
Reply To: tfurgason@swca.com
To: Jamie Sturgess
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Dale Ortman; Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Kathy Arnold; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: Site tour request for Horst Schor on Dec 10
Date: 11/19/2009 05:32 PM

Jamie,

It would be fine if you would like to attend the site visit with Horst on December 10.
I have yet to receive the details, but it would probably work best for the FS team to
meet you at, or near the site. I will let you know our schedule as it is developed. 

Tom

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: Sturgess Jamie <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Date: Wed, 18 Nov 2009 20:18:33 -0700
To: Tom Furgason<tfurgason@swca.com>
Cc: Debby Kriegel<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>; Dale Ortman PE<daleortmanpe@live.com>;
Melissa Reichard<mreichard@swca.com>; Beverley A
Everson<beverson@fs.fed.us>; Melinda D Roth<mroth@fs.fed.us>; Kathy
Arnold<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>; Reta Laford<rlaford@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Re: Site tour request for Horst Schor on Dec 10

Tom: If I can make it, I would very much like to attend. As you know, we are very challenged by the
combination of height, elevation, slope length, stormwater management, materials, erosion
resistance, and footprint, to make the best landform topography.  The constraints of footprint,
drainage basin, slope angle, and slope length,  challenge our design criteria.

But we have not surrendered, and I am confident that the recent addition of Horst Borsch, George
Annendale, and others, to the collective team effort, can help us to find the best solution to the
challenges.

Best regards,

Jamie Sturgess

On 11/18/09 12:28 PM, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote:

Kathy,
 
The Coronado would like Rosemont to assist with a tour of the Rosemont Project area on
Thursday, December 10. Horst Schor would like to visit the site on that day to gain a
better understanding of the terrain and the surrounding geography.  Debby and I also
think that it would be useful if a representative from Rosemont accompanied the tour
along with your surface water hydrologist(s) (Tetra Tech?).  It is unclear what exactly
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Horst will be interested in discussing during the site visit, but I’d like Rosemont to be
prepared to discuss issues related to managing hydrology with respect to placement of
the waste and tails.  
 
Horst will also be meeting with the Coronado on the morning of December 11. We are
uncertain if he’ll have any follow-up questions for the Rosemont team, but would there be
any way to have your surface water hydrologists tentatively hold a few hours open at that
time?
 
Please note that this is the second of two surface water/landforming site visits.  The first
will be conducted with Annandale next week.  Feel free to call me or contact Debby
directly (388-8300) if you have any questions.  Thank you for your assistance.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax



From: tfurgason@swca.com
Reply To: tfurgason@swca.com
To: Jamie Sturgess
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Dale Ortman; Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Kathy Arnold; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: Site tour request for Horst Schor on Dec 10
Date: 11/19/2009 05:32 PM

Jamie,

It would be fine if you would like to attend the site visit with Horst on December 10.
I have yet to receive the details, but it would probably work best for the FS team to
meet you at, or near the site. I will let you know our schedule as it is developed. 

Tom

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: Sturgess Jamie <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Date: Wed, 18 Nov 2009 20:18:33 -0700
To: Tom Furgason<tfurgason@swca.com>
Cc: Debby Kriegel<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>; Dale Ortman PE<daleortmanpe@live.com>;
Melissa Reichard<mreichard@swca.com>; Beverley A
Everson<beverson@fs.fed.us>; Melinda D Roth<mroth@fs.fed.us>; Kathy
Arnold<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>; Reta Laford<rlaford@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Re: Site tour request for Horst Schor on Dec 10

Tom: If I can make it, I would very much like to attend. As you know, we are very challenged by the
combination of height, elevation, slope length, stormwater management, materials, erosion
resistance, and footprint, to make the best landform topography.  The constraints of footprint,
drainage basin, slope angle, and slope length,  challenge our design criteria.

But we have not surrendered, and I am confident that the recent addition of Horst Borsch, George
Annendale, and others, to the collective team effort, can help us to find the best solution to the
challenges.

Best regards,

Jamie Sturgess

On 11/18/09 12:28 PM, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> wrote:

Kathy,
 
The Coronado would like Rosemont to assist with a tour of the Rosemont Project area on
Thursday, December 10. Horst Schor would like to visit the site on that day to gain a
better understanding of the terrain and the surrounding geography.  Debby and I also
think that it would be useful if a representative from Rosemont accompanied the tour
along with your surface water hydrologist(s) (Tetra Tech?).  It is unclear what exactly
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Horst will be interested in discussing during the site visit, but I’d like Rosemont to be
prepared to discuss issues related to managing hydrology with respect to placement of
the waste and tails.  
 
Horst will also be meeting with the Coronado on the morning of December 11. We are
uncertain if he’ll have any follow-up questions for the Rosemont team, but would there be
any way to have your surface water hydrologists tentatively hold a few hours open at that
time?
 
Please note that this is the second of two surface water/landforming site visits.  The first
will be conducted with Annandale next week.  Feel free to call me or contact Debby
directly (388-8300) if you have any questions.  Thank you for your assistance.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax



From: Tom Furgason
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: RE: Site visit with George Annandale
Date: 11/18/2009 09:06 AM

That’s great.  I’ll let you know the departure time when we pin it down, but based on your early emails
I don’t think an early departure would be an issue.
 
Tom
 

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2009 6:55 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Site visit with George Annandale
 

I plan to attend.  Thanks.

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

11/17/2009 05:31 PM

To "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Debby Kriegel"
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc "Roger D Congdon" <rcongdon@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>,
"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Charles Coyle"
<ccoyle@swca.com>

Subject Site visit with George Annandale

 
  

Debby and Salek, 
  
We have confirmed a site visit with George Annandale and possibly one other associate (surface water
hydrologist) from Golder Associates for next Tuesday, November 24.  I won’t have a departure time
until George makes his travel arrangements, but I suspect that we’ll have an early start (around 7:30).
 We intend to spend most of the day in the field and if possible, have a brainstorming session at
Hidden Valley Ranch.  Rosemont Staff will NOT be included at this meeting.  Hidden Valley is merely a
convenient location that would allow for a quick return to the site if questions arise in the meeting. 
  
Both of you expressed interest in participating in this site visit.  Please let me know if you want to
attend any portion of this meeting.  We’ll depart from the Hotel Arizona at a prescribed time, but
beyond that, the schedule will be based on what George would like to see. 
  
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
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(520) 325-2033 fax 
 



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Katherine Arnold'
Cc: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley Everson'; 'Terry Chute'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: RE: Site Water Management & Mine Water Supply Technical Review Memoranda
Date: 08/15/2010 06:29 AM

Kathy,
 
I will move forward with arranging a technical review meeting among MWH, Montgomery, CNF, and SWCA for the suggested time frame.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Katherine Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 13, 2010 11:29 AM
To: Dale PE
Cc: Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley Everson; Terry Chute; Tom Furgason; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Re: Site Water Management & Mine Water Supply Technical Review Memoranda
 
Dale - 
I am in receipt of the review memoranda referenced in the Subject line of this email.  Thank you for sending them.

At this point, I believe the Golder review is clear and Rosemont/Tetra Tech will be able to respond to all items raised without further clarification, if this changes I will let you know.

The MWH review is less clear and I believe we need to understand the review characterization and goal of the review.  It is also unclear that the appropriate level of impact is being analyzed and how Rosemont/EL Montgomery can respond to the items raised.  Because of this I would like to request that you schedule a
technical meeting between the MWH reviewers and EL Montgomery so that we can clarify expectations and bring this review to conclusion. Based on current schedules for other modeling at ELM, the last week of August or the first week of September may be easiest to arrange.

Please let me know if this is would be appropriate and if there is anything that I can do to help.  

Regards
Kathy
Katherine Ann Arnold, P.E. | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipients and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.

From: Dale PE <daleortmanpe@live.com>
Date: Mon, 9 Aug 2010 08:51:10 -0700
To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Cc: Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Terry Chute <tjchute@msn.com>, Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, 'Jonathan Rigg' <jrigg@swca.com>, 'Melissa Reichard' <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: Site Water Management & Mine Water Supply Technical Review Memoranda

Kathy,
 
Attached are technical review memoranda for the following:
 
1.      Site Water Management Plan Update – Final Technical Memorandum prepared by Golder Associates

2.      Mine Water Pumping Supply Model – Review of Montgomery response to previous MWH review comments on the mine water supply pumping model.  The attached memo is a draft; however it has been reviewed by the CNF and authorized for release without revision.  The draft version is being forwarded to expedite
the process.  The final version will be forwarded when available.

Please let us know if you want to initiate an issue resolution process similar to that being used for the mine site groundwater model, or how you want to proceed with the review process.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com <mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com> 
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-
mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: RE: Smithsonian Comments on Alternatives_08.31.09
Date: 08/31/2009 05:09 PM

Bev,
 
This is really more a comment letter used to develop issues.  Does the Smithsonian really understand
what was asked of them regarding input on the Alternatives?  I really didn’t see anything that pertains
to any of the alternatives.
 
Tom
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2009 3:51 PM
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;
gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M
Farrell; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Kent C Ellett; Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason;
ccolyle@swca.com; Tom Furgason
Subject: Fw: Smithsonian Comments on Alternatives_08.31.09
 

FYI, in case you are interested.
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=153070>
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From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Deborah K Sebesta; Richard A Gerhart; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson;

tfurgason@swca.com; Kathy Arnold; Jim Tress; Bob Schmalzel; Amanda Best
Subject: RE: snail and orchid meeting
Date: 04/20/2010 02:18 PM

Larry,
 
We’ll go ahead and set that meeting up, shooting for the 4th. With regard to other biologists, I would
suggest that we also invite Mike Martinez (U.S. Fish and Wildlife) and Jeff Sorenson (Arizona Game and
Fish Department), so we’ll plan on inviting them as well.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.
 
From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2010 6:40 AM
To: Brian Lindenlaub
Cc: Deborah K Sebesta; Richard A Gerhart; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson;
tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: snail and orchid meeting
 

Hey Brian-- 

I won't have time to arrange any kind of cooperator meeting for our snail and orchid tech transfer
meeting (I'm essentially gone from now until Monday, May 3), so let's keep it simple--Forest Service
and WestLand (and if you can stir up some orchid folks, that would be dandy).  If SWCA would like to
come, I'll leave that in Tom Furgason's hands.    So, if May 4 works for you, drop me an email
(actually, reply to all is probably in order) and I'll check it when I get back.  Otherwise, May 10 or 13
will work.  Your place sounds fine.  Send directions...never been there.  Thanx! 

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: tjchute@msn.com
Subject: Re: SO has letter.  No response drafted.  Question for Terry on whether to include as mitigation.  Follow-up

needed by Bev with RO on policy - yet. -Re: Fw: Elements Common / Mitigation:  Loose Ends
Date: 08/24/2010 11:02 AM

Terry...(tongue in cheek here)... let's get through the DEIS public release before we
officially start calling this the Coronary National Forest!

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "tjchute@msn.com" <tjchute@msn.com>

"tjchute@msn.com"
<tjchute@msn.com> 

08/23/2010 08:36 PM

To "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A
Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Reta Laford"
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Katherine Arnold"
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>, mreichard@swca.com

Subject Re: SO has letter. No response drafted. Question for
Terry on whether to include as mitigation. Follow-up
needed by Bev with RO on policy - yet. -Re: Fw:
Elements Common / Mitigation: Loose Ends

This came up when we were going over the mitigation that days Rosemont
will provide an easement to the FS for the road that goes across Lopez or
Insight pass. Kathy said they had sent a letter to the Coronary asking for
clarification but had not received a reply. Kathy can probably clarify. My
interest is to make sure the mitigation is accurate and that Rosemont
understands implications re: road standards so we do not include a measure
and then back off of it in the final....Terry 

Sent from my Verizon Wireless Phone

----- Reply message -----
From: "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>
Date: Mon, Aug 23, 2010 7:14 pm
Subject: SO has letter.  No response drafted.  Question for Terry on whether to
include as mitigation.  Follow-up needed by Bev with RO on policy - yet. -Re:
Fw: Elements Common / Mitigation:  Loose Ends

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tjchute@msn.com


To: "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <tjchute@msn.com>
Cc: "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Katherine
Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>, <mreichard@swca.com>

I have the incoming letter.  No reply letter has been drafted.  I'll have 
the front desk scan it tomorrow. 

I wasn't thinking of it as mitigation when it came in.  We can consider it 
as mitigation if we want, or not since I'm sure that there is countless 
other CFR stuff that needs to be followed that we are not restating in the 
DEIS.  (Terry, I defer to you once you look at it.)

The Rosemont letter conveyed the opinion of an MSHA inspector that the 
berms on NFS and private land were not adequate to protect the public. 
Specifically he cites that berms need to be at least mid-axle height of 
the largest self-propelled mobile equipment which usually travels the 
roadway.  For the NFS lands, I am not inclined to pre-decisionally allow 
an increased berm height as the MSHA inspector seems to be seeking.  On 
the private lands, Rosemont says the roadways are under NFS jurisdiction. 
That will need to be checked.

Bev, once you read the scanned letter, please discuss with the RO our 
position to not be pre-decisional in responding to an MSHA inspection 
prior to project authorization.  Also, I will need you to look into the 
question about FS jurisdiction on private land roads.  Thx.

Reta Laford
Deputy Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
Phone:  520-388-8307
------------------------------------

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 
08/23/2010 03:56 PM

To
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, 
tjchute@msn.com
cc

Subject
Fw: Elements Common / Mitigation:  Loose Ends



Reta,

Can you please help me with the second item on Terry's list, below?  I 
don't recall the letter from Rosemont, don't have a copy, and don't know 
who would have responded.  I have searched CDB and was unable to find the 
response letter.  Do you remember who wrote it for you?

FYI, Mindee has a call in to SWCA (Melissa) to see if either the incoming 
June 18 letter or our response is in the record.

Thank you,

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/23/2010 03:52
PM 
-----

"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com> 
08/23/2010 11:05 AM

To
"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 
"Katherine Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Beverley A Everson" 
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan
Rigg" 
<jrigg@swca.com>
cc

Subject
Elements Common / Mitigation:  Loose Ends



I've made most of the edits we agreed to last week to the Elements Common 
section that will go into Chapter 2.  Here are the loose ends that others 
agreed to follow-up on.  Once we get these taken care of, this section 
will be ready for one last look by Rosemont, then it can be inserted into 
Chapter 2.

1.  I need the names of the grazing permits held by Rosemont - I think 
Mindee was going to get these.

2.  We need to track down the Coronado response to Rosemont's June 18 
letter to Reta re: jurisdiction of Gunsite & Lopez roads and MSHA road 
standard requirements.  I sent an email to Bev last week asking her to 
follow up on this.

3.  As per our discussion last week, I combined the sections on Riparian 
and Off-Site Land Mitigation.  Seems that everything here revolves around 
whatever we end up with from the Army Corps of Engineers.  We need to 
decide whether we want this section "buried" in amongst the rest of the 
Elements Common, or if we should make it it's own section in Chapter 2.  I 
am leaning towards the second.  Reta and Tom - your thoughts??

4.  Jonathan is going to research and write a paragraph under the title 
Reclamation Plan that basically talks about the intent of a Reclamation 
Plan, and generally what types of items the Plan will address, with a 
reference back to the Plan itself. 

5.  The remaining work is filling references and checking the wording of a 
couple of measures for accuracy.

Hopefully we can get this wrapped up early this week - with the possible 
exception of #3 which may need to wait for the Corps of Engineers. 

Holler with comments/questions.

Terry Chute



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Specialist Information for Ch.5
Date: 10/13/2009 09:09 AM

I will start gathering up this info. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

10/12/2009 04:59 PM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard"

<mreichard@swca.com>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject Specialist Information for Ch.5

Mindee- 
I am putting together Chapter 5 and I need some help with getting information. I need to know what they will

work on, their degrees with institution and year received and # of years of experience for the following: 
  
  
Reta Laford 
Kent Ellett 
You 
Bev Everson 
Salek Shafiqullah 
Larry Jones 
Debbie Sebesta 
Mary Farrell 
Art Elek 
Walt Keyes 
Kendall Brown 
George McKay 
Tami Emmett 
Alan Belauskas 
Sarah Davis 
Eli Curiel 
Alan Belauskas 
  
And anyone else who will contribute. 

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


  
Thanks! 
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes 



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Debby Kriegel; jrigg@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; Salek Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis;

tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com; William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: specialists meeting to discuss schedule and goals for completion of Chapter 3 for visual resources,

groundwater, dark skies and heritage
Date: 07/15/2010 03:23 PM

This meeting will be next Tuesday...

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Terry Chute
Subject: Re: SRK ACD Review Response-July_2010.docx
Date: 08/25/2010 04:08 PM

Terry, 

Did you get this information, or do you still need it?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>

"Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com> 

08/11/2010 07:32 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Re: SRK ACD Review Response-July_2010.docx

Bev,

 
I can't remember if you are around today or headed out to your South
Dakota adventure.  if you are around, can you please send me the SRK
Alternatives Considered section - I have not seen them.  Thanks...Terry

 

From: Beverley A Everson 
Sent: Tuesday, August 10, 2010 6:25 PM
To: tjchute@msn.com 
Subject: SRK ACD Review Response-July_2010.docx

Terry, here are my comments on SRK's revised Alternatives Considered
but Dismissed.  This is the letter previously sent to Tom on the ACDs,
with new comments in italics.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
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Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: RE: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information
Date: 05/05/2010 03:29 PM
Attachments: Rosemont_Geochem_Review_183101_ckh-rb_20100210_Draft_Issued.pdf

The Forest needs additional time to understand what follow up with Rosemont will be requested.  Bev
will gather up the right folks and get back with Rosemont with a targeted date of May 14th.  We'll keep
you in the info loop on this one. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

05/02/2010 10:38 AM

To "Salek Shafiqullah - USFS " <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Beverley A
Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>, "'Jonathan Rigg'"  <jrigg@swca.com>

Subject RE: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information

All, 
  
To date SWCA has not received a response to the included 16 March email (reiterated in a 29 March email)
 regarding the SRK review of baseline geochemistry information for the Rosemont project.  Please review the
attached Technical Memorandum and let us know how the CNF wants to proceed.  As we are now receiving
predictive evaluations based in part on information contained in the geochemical baseline report (e.g. Pit Lake
Geochemistry & Infiltration Fate & Transport reports) I recommend that it is not relevant to resolve all the issues
raised by SRK in the attached memo, but leave critical geochemical data evaluation to only the data used in
making environmental impact predictions.  Therefore, I recommend that the attached draft Technical
Memorandum be entered into the file as reference material, but not become the focus of a work task to resolve
all issues raised by SRK, and that any issues regarding geochemical data be resolved as part of the review of the

predictive modeling reports and be targeted on the data used for each predictive effort. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
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Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Tom Furgason, SWCA Date: February 10, 2010 


cc: Dale Ortman, P.E. From: Rob Bowell, Eur.Geol, C.Chem MR
S, C.Geol. FGS 


Corolla Hoag, R.G. 


Subject: Preliminary Geochemistry Review – 
Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 


Project #: 183101 


 
The following comments are related to three documents provided by SWCA concerning geochemical test 
work performed on rock and tailings materials at the Augusta Resource Rosemont Copper Project. These 
documents include the:  


 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan (Vector, 2006) 
 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Rosemont Copper (main text, Appendix A, and Appendix 


B) (Tetra Tech, 2007a), and 
 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Rosemont Copper, (Tetra Tech, 2007b). 


 
SWCA requested that SRK review these documents and provide a professional opinion as to whether the test 
assumptions, test procedures, analytical methods used, types of data collected, and results presented in each 
document are reasonable and in conformance with standard industry accepted practice. The review was 
limited to reading the documents provided although references to other documents, such as the APP 
application (Tetra Tech, 2009a) are made. A review of the laboratory analytical reports included in Tetra 
Tech (2007) was not performed. SRK has not undertaken an extensive literature search outside of documents 
provided so cannot comment on the full adequacy of information available in the public domain to 
supplement those documents submitted through SWCA. It was necessary, however, to refer to selected 
public technical reports as discussed and cited below to find information defining Rosemont waste and ore. 
Additionally, it is difficult for the senior author (Bowell) to confirm complete applicability of the test work 
as he has not been to the site and is not being personally familiar with the site conditions.  
 
SRK was not provided with a formal Sampling and Analysis Plan with sampling and test work protocols; 
industry test protocols are referred to in the documents. General comments on the test program (methods 
used) and specific comments about the suitability of the methods are provided below.  


1 Assessment of Investigation Methods and Protocols 


A brief assessment is provided below of the methods used in the geochemical characterization 
investigation. Documentation was not provided to answer all questions; for example the source of the 
tailings test materials and what stage of tailings deposition the samples represent is not adequately 
provided. The assumptions, sampling collection methods, tests, and analytical methods where 
referenced in these reports are in general conformance with industry standard practice. The results 
presented are reasonable given the background data available based on these reports. The scopes of 
the geochemical programs detailed in these documents, however, do have some deficiencies related 
to the characterization the materials present at the mine site and their long-term geochemical 
behavior. 
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A work plan for geochemical characterization should identify test work appropriate to characterize 
the potential discharging facility under the proposed operational method and address the physical and 
chemical characterization per regulatory guidelines. Rosemont Copper Company submitted an 
application for an Aquifer Protection Permit in February 2009 to the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality (ADEQ). The process recommended by ADEQ to characterize ore and waste 
materials is described in Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT (ADEQ, 2005). ADEQ recommends a tiered approach to 
characterize solid materials and potential leachates derived from the solids.  Static test work and 
studies performed under the Tier #1 stage include: 


 Description of mineralogy and lithology (rock, color, angularity, induration, grain-size 
distribution, mineral types and proportions to assess acid rock drainage and metal 
leachability, sulfide percentages, etc.); 


 Leaching Tests 
o Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP by EPA Method 1212), 
o Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (MWMP), and 
o Leachable Sulfates and Soluble Solids tests, 
o Bottle Roll Tests. 


 Acid-Base Accounting (ABA) Analysis 
o Acid generation potential (AGP), 
o Net neutralization potential (NNP), and 
o Net acid generating (NAG) pH. 


 Physical Characteristics 
o Grain size, density, shear strength, moisture content, permeability.       


 
Kinetic test work may be required under a Tier #2 stage to assess the rates of acid-generation, acid-
neutralization, sulfide oxidation, and metal release. Typical tests performed under Tier #2 include: 


 Humidity cells, column tests, barrel leach tests, and test plots; 
 Total metals analysis; 
 Radiochemical analysis; 
 Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP); and  
 Waste Extraction Test (WET). 


 
The approximate number of static tests by rock type planned to characterize waste rock materials and 
the remaining pit wall materials are listed in Table 1 of Vector (2006). To date, only very brief 
lithology descriptions of the tested samples have been prepared and submitted to ADEQ; no 
information is provided on the mineralogy of the samples tested. ABA and NAG pH  have been 
performed on all or nearly all of the tailings and waste rock samples. SPLP, MWMP, and total 
metals analyses have been performed on more than half the waste rock and tailings samples. 
Humidity cell tests have been performed on two of the four tailings samples and on four waste rock 
types (14 samples) that indicated a potential to generate acid. On-site columns were performed on 
three samples of andesite (potentially acid generating) and three mixed composites of uncertain 
potential. Physical testing of tailings materials include sieve and hydrometer testing, specific gravity, 
Atterberg Limits, Standard Proctor, Consolidation testing, Shear strength, Triaxial permeability, 
Capillary moisture retention, and Laboratory torque vane shear testing.   


1.1 Sample Collection Methods and Representativeness 


Summary – The methods used to collect representative geologic materials for geochemical testing 
follow standard industry practices. Waste rock samples collected for the geochemical investigation 
do appear to represent the rock types to be encountered during the mine life in appropriate 
percentages. Representative life-of-mine or early life-of-mine tailings has not yet been completed. 
Documentation was not provided to assess whether the sample materials actually tested are 
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representative of potential sulfide mill ore (subsequent tailings), oxide ore, or waste rock dump 
(WRD) material based on total copper cutoff grades and contained ore and gangue mineralogy. 
 
The goal of the geochemical investigation program was to perform test work that would characterize 
the geochemistry of potential leachates related to mine waste rock materials, heap leach materials, 
tailings, cover and construction materials, and the rock remaining in the pit walls and then assess 
risks related to the leachates. The geochemical sampling program was intended to represent the range 
of geologic materials including lateral and vertical variation that would influence the types and 
percentages of rocks and minerals to be encountered during the life-of-mine. In order to assess 
whether the sampling program sufficiently represents the materials expected in the waste rock and 
tailings storage facilities, it is necessary to understand the site-specific definition of waste rock, how 
the rock materials were classified in the geology model, what percentages of rocks (including 
mineralization, oxidization) are generally expected life-of-mine, and if the proportion of samples 
selected for analysis match the expected proportions of rock materials.  As mentioned above, 
geochemical programs generally follow a two-tiered approach where a selection of Tier I static tests 
are performed on a large number of samples to classify materials as potentially acid generating, of 
uncertain potential, and/or not acid generating.  Tier II test work such as humidity cells are 
performed on selected Tier 1 materials that were identified to be potentially acid generating or of 
uncertain acid generating potential.     
 
How is “Waste Rock” Defined at Rosemont?  – Waste rock is typically defined as rock material 
overlying an ore deposit or within a mine plan that is below the cutoff grade required for economic 
extraction and processing. The waste rock is removed to access the ore materials and requires 
subsequent disposal in an overburden pile or WRD. Cutoff grades may decrease or increase 
throughout the mine life owing to fluctuations in capital and operating costs, processing recovery 
effectiveness and efficiencies, or other reasons. No definition of the cutoff grade or mineralogical 
description of Rosemont waste rock is provided in the reviewed reports. Based on the description of 
measured and indicated resources reported in the 2007 NI 43-101 Technical Report for the Rosemont 
Copper Project, Updated Feasibility Study (M3 Engineering & Technology Corporation), sulfide 
waste at Rosemont was classified as material that falls below a grade of 0.20 percent total copper 
(%TCu). The current technical reports continue to use this sulfide cutoff grade (M3, 2009). Oxide 
waste is reported to be material with a grade below a 0.10 %TCu (M3, 2009, p. 5).      
 
Percentages of Reported Rock Types Representing Waste, Ore, Tailings  – The percentages of rock 
types comprising potential waste materials at Rosemont are tabulated in all of the reports (i.e. Tetra 
Tech, 2007b, Table 3.1; Tetra Tech, 2009 v. 1, Table 7.28). The percentage of tabulated waste 
relative to ore has decreased over time as additional mineralized material has been delineated. 
Greater than half of the waste materials consist of oxidized and unoxidized arkose and other oxidized 
basin-fill overburden formations; andesite and a variety of Paleozoic formations comprise the 
remaining waste rock materials. Much less documentation is available on the rock types expected to 
be present in sulfide ore (and by extension in tailings) and oxide ore. A tabulation is found in Table 2 
of Vector (2006). The copper sulfide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations 
consist primarily of Horquilla Limestone (50%), Colina Limestone (40%), quartz monzonite 
porphyry (QMP) (5%), and the Earp Formation (5%). Chalcopyrite, chalcocite, bornite,  and 
molybdenite are the dominant sulfide minerals. The sulfide ore will be processed through milling, 
flotation, and concentration processes and the residual material will be subsequently disposed of as 
dry-stack tailings. The copper oxide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations consist 
primarily of arkose (50%), QMP (15%), quartz latite porphyry, and andesite (35%). Copper oxide 
mineralization primarily includes copper-bearing limonite, chrysocolla, tenorite, malachite, and 
azurite; oxide ore will be processed by leaching with dilute sulfuric acid on a heap leach facility.  
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Method to Classify Material Types and Select Samples – Although the approximate percentages of 
waste rock and ore materials are tabulated in the reviewed reports1, the process of classifying the 
tested material as “ore” or “waste” was not described in detail in the reports reviewed. The general 
procedures for classifying ore and waste rock are described in more detail in the technical reports 
publically available to potential investors (i.e. WLR Consulting, 2006; M3 Engineering & 
Technology Corporation, 2009). Industry standard mine evaluation and design software was used by 
Rosemont personnel to interpolate the compiled drillhole data within boundaries established by the 
limits of topography, surface geology, and estimated subsurface geologic contacts. Rosemont’s 
three-dimensional geologic and resource block model assigned a rock type, mineralization type (i.e. 
oxide, sulfide), grade, and material type (i.e., waste, leach ore, sulfide mill ore) to each model block 
(50’ x 50’ x 50’) based on the geologic model including the laboratory analyses from surface 
samples, test pits, and diamond drill core. The block model was then used to estimate the percentages 
of various rock types that are potential ore and waste materials within the potential pit area.  The 
model and pit shell was used to identify specific drill core intervals that contain the rock types 
necessary to ensure representative geochemical analyses. Composite samples representing 50-foot 
mine benches at various depths were collected for geochemical analysis from coarse rejects using 
appropriate drilling intervals selected by Rosemont geologists familiar with the site-specific geology 
and mineralogy. 
 
The plan maps shown in Tetra Tech reports2 document the rock types sampled and the depth of the 
bench composite samples; sample depths range between 0 and 1,820 feet below ground surface. The 
sample data are clustered primarily in the center portion of the pit area but do appear to represent the 
major and minor rock types to be encountered within the pit area. The samples also appear to 
represent various bench elevations based the available figures and table. A plan map with labeled 
elevation contours for the proposed pit and the sample depths listed in feet above sea level or a 
profile section with the drillhole sample locations would have been helpful to verify the vertical 
distribution of the samples collected. No copper grades, however, are listed with the sample intervals 
to verify whether the samples are waste, leach ore, or sulfide ore (future tailings).   
 
The Tetra Tech sample location maps appear to provide sufficient lateral and vertical 
representativeness to provide a reasonable indication of the geochemical characteristics of the 
various waste rock types at this stage in the process. Tetra Tech (2007a) summarizes the rock types 
sampled and provides the borehole identification, depth of the sample, and the static test work 
performed. Detailed sample descriptions, however, were not provided that document what specific 
minerals were present in the samples, the proportions of potentially acid generating or acid 
neutralizing minerals that were present, and the oxidation type present.  
 
Only a brief description was found to describe the nature of the ore materials processed to simulate 
the four samples of tailings materials (Tetra Tech, 2009b).  Three tailings samples were evidently 
generated from Horquilla Limestone (May 2006, February 2007, and June 2007) although the rock 
type of the two earliest samples is not confirmed (see Table 1 in Tetra Tech, 2009b).  The last sample 
from July 2008 was generated from mixed rock types (72.9% Horquilla, 21.3% Earp, and 5.8% 
Escabrosa Limestone) that represent sulfide mill tailings in Year 0 to 3. The tailings samples were 
likely generated from coarse rejects from drillhole sample intervals or composites with total copper 
grades that matched the grades and mineralization types expected in the first few years of operation. 
This is an assumption as no sample documentation is provided with the drillhole name and depth 
interval, rock type, oxidation type, and approximate grade. SRK is therefore unable to verify whether 


                                                      
1 The percentage of waste rock types is listed in the all reports including the February 2009 APP application and has 
been updated through time.  The only tabulation listing the relative proportions of various rock types in sulfide mill ore 
(and by extension tailings) appears to be in Vector (2006). 
2Table A.1, Figures 2 and 3 and Table A.1 in Tetra Tech 2007a; Figures 2 and 3 in Tetra Tech 2007b 
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the generated tailings materials are representative of the future processed ore material based on the 
information compiled in the reports.   
 
Presumably, descriptions of the geology, mineralogy, and oxidation type are available in the surface 
sample data and drill logs for the waste, tailings, and other geochemical samples; this information 
was compiled from the drillhole logs in order to select the sample intervals to be tested. The rock 
type, type of copper sulfide/oxide minerals and associated rock-forming, gangue minerals present in 
each sample (and in what proportions), total copper grade, and other relevant characterization 
information should be recorded for each sample analyzed. The three reviewed reports as well as the 
geochemical data compiled in the APP (Tetra Tech 2009a), however, lack this basic information. 
Verification of representativeness is possible based only on the spatial location of the sampled 
intervals within the pit area. No verification was possible during this review for the materials that 
generated the four tailings samples. 
 
Was the Geochemical Sampling Program Representative Given the Stated Proportions of Rock 
Types in the Waste and Tailings? – The documentation for the waste rock sampling program is more 
comprehensive than that for the tailings or other sampling programs. The waste rock samples are 
considerably more numerous than other materials tested. SRK is satisfied that the geochemical 
program did sample and analyze samples representative of the waste rock that will be generated 
during the life-of-mine.  
 
Ore samples are initially drilled and analyzed to define the extent of the ore body; a portion of the 
drill core is kept as a physical record, which reduces the material available for metallurgical, 
geotechnical, or geochemical testing. Material representing mineralized sulfide drill core rejects/core 
of various rock types (or composite mixes) at various grade ranges is limited at this stage of the 
project. The Horquilla Limestone represents 50% of the potential sulfide mill tailings during the life 
of mine, but more than 90% of the tailings material generated and tested to date is this material. This 
may be appropriate based on the dominant sulfide mill tailings expected during the first years of 
operations. Tailings materials generated from rock types in proportions expected during the life-of-
mine (or in the dominant mixes by 5-year increments) have not yet been produced.   
 


1.2 Laboratories, Analytical Methods, and QA/QC Protocols 


The primary and sub-contracted laboratories used during this investigation are certified by the 
Arizona Department of Health Services to perform these types of environmental geochemical 
analyses in Arizona. The methods used for chemical analyses were standard test methods developed 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), ASTM, or by recognized academic experts. In 
addition, the static and kinetic (humidity cell) test work performed is approved by ADEQ for the 
classification of discharges related to mined materials as described in Arizona Mining Guidance 
Manual – BADCT, Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization by ADEQ (2005). 
 
The analytical method detection limits reported by the laboratories were appropriate with two 
exceptions – the Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (EPA Method 1312) test work 
performed in May 2006 by Turner Labs (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table 6.1) and the thallium results 
reported for the 2007 humidity cells test analyses by SVL Analytical (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A-6). 
The method detection limits for all 7 of the leachate parameters analyzed for the May 2006 event 
were above the Arizona Aquifer Water Quality Standards (AWQS). Generally, a method detection 
limit that is below the AWQS (or other water quality relevant standard) is preferred. The method 
detection limit for the 2007 thallium analyses was equal to the 0.002 mg/L AWQS for thallium; the 
majority of the results are reported as <0.002 mg/L. The Turner Labs results for May 2006 and the 
2007 SVL humidity cell thallium results should therefore not be used to assess compliance with 
AWQS.  
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The consulting reports reviewed did not list any duplicate samples that may have been sent for 
analysis to the primary laboratory or to a secondary laboratory. Although not required for test work, 
duplicates are typically a standard protocol with a minimum of at least one duplicate per every 20 
samples. SRK was not provided with companion documents that address protocols for QA/QC or 
field instrument calibration but assume they exist. 


1.3 Leaching Tests – Laboratory and Field Procedures 


Two types of kinetic tests were performed on waste materials – 35-week humidity cells under 
laboratory conditions and 21-week on-site column tests under field conditions. The humidity cells 
tests were conducted on 14 samples using an industry standard method published by American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM). The laboratory tests were performed by a qualified 
laboratory - SVL Analytical, Inc. of Kellogg, Idaho. Humidity cell tests are standard kinetic tests 
applicable to mine and waste materials found in a wide variety of climatic conditions including 
southern Arizona. Humidity cell tests are applicable to test work performed on conventional and dry 
stack tailings.  The purpose of humidity cells is to provide a determination of rates of accelerated 
leaching under controlled laboratory conditions. They are not intended as a demonstration of 
weathering rates but as calibration data for further predictive calculations to determine weathering 
rates. As such they are applicable to any form of tailings disposal as baseline or calibration data for 
numerical predictions. 
 
Tetra Tech (2007) provides only a limited description of the construction of the 6 on-site column 
tests and operational protocols, but SRK accepts the general test approach. Details on the column 
dimensions, the size fractions and volumes of materials loaded into the columns, and protocols for 
manual irrigation and leachate sample collection were not provided. Three tests were performed on 
splits of andesitic waste and on leach ore material tested by the humidity cell tests. The materials 
were selected for additional study from those samples that showed the potential (or uncertain 
potential) to generate acid using standard static tests. The field columns were to be subjected to 
ambient rainfall, sun, and temperature conditions. Owing to abnormally low rainfall conditions 
encountered during the test period, the columns were manually irrigated weekly using one liter of 
distilled water over a period of several hours; no details were provided on this field procedure. SRK 
assumes that field personnel performing the work received training to ensure consistency in 
irrigation methods, application rates, and that field instrument calibration was performed and 
documented.  


2 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan, Vector 
Arizona, June 2006 


The 2006 Vector memorandum is essentially a trip report and general work plan for Phase I of 
geochemical characterization. A general work approach and outline of the sampling and analysis 
plan is presented; a formal sampling and analysis plan is not attached. A detailed work plan for the 
later phases, if prepared, was not provided for review. Specific comments and concerns are provided 
below. The geochemical investigation, however, has already been executed. 
 


1. No mineralogical study is proposed during the program to assess which acid-generating and acid-
consuming minerals are present (and in what proportion) and how sulfide minerals occur in physical 
contact with the gangue minerals. This is an oversight because without it the results can only be 
interpreted as generalities, and will not be site-specific.   
 


2. SPLP and Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (ASTM E2242-02) analyses are proposed for 
approximately 20 percent of the waste rock samples. These methods are industry standard tests. 
Application of the SPLP test, however, will likely give a dilute result that is not really representative 
given the fresh nature and low pyrite content of the waste rock material described. A more 
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aggressive static leach test is recommended, such as analysis of Net Acid Generation (NAG) metals 
and/or MWMP-type extraction. 
 


3. The high buffering nature of the material described will also likely give a positive (alkaline) bias to 
the results, especially with the low predicted sulfur. SRK recommends that NAG tests should be run 
to confirm the predicted acid generation behavior. Given the likely alkaline nature of the material, 
the generation of alkaline rock drainage (potentially still with water quality exceedances) may occur, 
and that salinity in the final pit lake may also be an issue. These questions need to be addressed.  
 


4. Sobek and NAG pH, total metals, and SPLP analysis are proposed for tailings samples created 
during the metallurgical test program. As noted above, application of the SPLP method to tailings is 
unsuitable, and SRK advocates using a more appropriate method for prediction of tailings leachate 
chemistry such as NAG metals and MWMP extraction. 
 


5. A review of the heap leach characterization program was not within SRK scope, but comments are 
provided based on the very brief description provided in the memorandum. The method for selecting 
the test materials based on copper grade and the expected leach ore rock types within the pit is a 
reasonable approach. The proposed program based on this work plan consists of analyzing the 
residues from three column leach tests performed by Mountain States R & D International for Sobek 
and NAG pH, whole rock analysis, and SPLP and MWMP extraction. One humidity cell test is also 
proposed. The proposed program will likely present a better impression of the resulting leachate 
chemistry than will actually occur. The high ore alkalinity will have a high acid consumption factor, 
which will cause the precipitation of gypsum – thus the heap may be a source of high sulfate 
concentrations. 


3 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Tetra Tech, June 2007 


This report is a compilation of geochemical test work completed on 94 waste rock, leach ore, and 
mill ore samples and 2 tailings samples through April 27, 2007.  
 
The report includes a number of compilation tables, illustrations, figures, and two appendices. 
Appendix A contains a compilation of test results. Appendix B provides copies of the analytical 
reports prepared by SVL Analytical, Inc. and Transwest Geochem in 2006 and 2007; no laboratory 
reports were noted for analyses by Turner Lab in 2006. Specific comments are provided below.  
 


1. The number of samples and geologic representativeness appears reasonable for the size and stage of 
the project. 
 


2. The section on mineralogy is poor and is based solely on published works, and thus is not site-
specific and is not directly applicable to the tested samples. 
 


3. The presentation of data is confusing. For example, the bar-chart approach shown in Illustration 5.3 
to represent sulfur speciation is not a standard method. The compiled analytical found in the main 
text and in Appendix A lack basic information such as the laboratory name, lab identifiers to match 
the compiled data to specific laboratory reports, and consistent reporting of analytical units.  
 


4. The data show a strong bias toward neutralizing conditions, but sample-specific mineralogy would 
have helped to confirm if the neutralizing conditions are directly related to carbonate-neutralizing 
potential (NP) or if some of the NP is an artifact of the test itself, as is common. The NAG pH data 
helps and reveals two samples that are clearly acid-generating (not potentially acid-generating, as 
stated in the report). The majority of the waste rock samples are neutralizing, although less strongly 
than predicted by the ABA results. 
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5. Whole rock chemistry indicates that elements mobile in alkaline environments (such as oxyanions, 
e.g. arsenic, antimony, molybdenum, and selenium) are strongly enriched in the deposit (see 
Illustration 5.6, p. 20). As expected, SPLP extraction tests at such high dilution on unweathered 
rocks show low solute leaching. Seven samples were analyzed after both SPLP and MWMP 
extractions were performed. The inclusion of MWMP tests is useful, and the results for selected 
constituents are compared in Illustration 5.8. The MWMP results reveal higher arsenic, selenium, 
and fluoride leaching than do the SPLP tests, although results for many other constituents are quite 
similar. 
 


6. On page 28, Tetra Tech states:  
 


“In general, approximately 73% of the material tested to date can be defined as inert based on the 
ADEQ draft policy titled “Policy for the Evaluation of Mining Rock Materials for the 
Determination of Inertness” (ADEQ, 1998). This policy defines inert materials as having a total 
sulfur concentration of less than 0.3% and an NNP greater than 0 or an NPR greater than 3. 
Those materials that are defined as inert by this definition do not require additional testing. 
However, it should be noted that materials defined as inert can have metals concentrations. 
Based on the data available, zinc and arsenic are present in the rocks and may be of concern 
when placed in the waste rock dump. Metals such as zinc, arsenic, and selenium can be mobile at 
alkaline pH values.” 
 


The reference in the unpublished ADEQ draft policy to what constitutes “inert” material should be 
replaced by the terminology used in guidance published by ADEQ in Appendix B of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT on the characterization of solution, ore, and waste (ADEQ, 2005). 
Appendix B classifies material as “non-acid generating with a low risk for acid drainage to develop” 
if the ratio of neutralization potential and acid production potential is greater than 3. Approximately 
30 percent of the samples (25 of 94) submitted for acid-base accounting (ABA) and sulfur speciation 
analyses (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A.2) have one or more components that exceed the criteria 
developed by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) (2005) to classify the 
material as non-acid generating mine rock material. Note that the ADEQ guidance only briefly 
addresses the potential to carry metals in solution under alkaline rock drainage conditions such as is 
discussed in Tetra Tech statement from page 28. 
 


7. Humidity cell tests are reported to 20 weeks, which are not be a sufficient duration to determine a 
trend or to develop meaningful estimates of leaching rates for some constituents. Copper, 
manganese, arsenic, antimony, selenium, and possibly zinc were above detection and/or elevated in 
humidity cells, indicating potential for solute leaching and probable sulfide oxidation. In comparison 
with Arizona AWQS, the leachates measured antimony and selenium in concentrations exceeding 
their respective limits. Selenium initially exceeded the AWQS of 0.05 mg/L but was below detection 
for the remaining weeks; antimony showed elevated concentrations that exceeded the AWQS of 0.06 
mg/L throughout the duration of the humidity cell tests. The on-site column tests show a possible 
early decrease in sulfate concentrations for some columns, which may indicate that flushing of the 
reactive alkalinity has taken place. It would be useful to see data obtained since the date of the June 
2007 report. 
 


8. The use of SPLP on tailings and only 10 weeks of humidity cell testing is insufficient to draw 
conclusions concerning the leaching behavior of the tailings. Additional data and the summary 
reports on test work and analyses completed after June 2007 are essential to complete a meaningful 
review. 
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4 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Tetra Tech, November 2007 


This report is an addendum to the June 2007 Tetra Tech Report. It summarizes the previous and new 
geochemical characterization data through September 2007. The report focuses primarily on the 
Phase I and Phase II test work performed on waste rock with lesser focus on geochemical 
characterization of tailings, heap leach grade ore, and soil samples. The samples were collected from 
drill core with specific rock types and copper grade, drill core rejects, soil samples, and test pits. The 
coarse rejects from drill core samples were taken to METCON Laboratory of Tucson to be split and 
prepared for analysis by SVL Analytical, Inc. (SVL) of Kellogg, Idaho. SVL is a laboratory certified 
by the Arizona Department of Health Services. Documentation to verify grade (ore/waste 
classification) and mineralogy is absent. 
 


4.1 Waste Rock Characterization 


Two phases of sampling and geochemical analysis have been performed.  Phase I sampling (42 of 
potential waste rock material, 1 composite sample, 4 historic waste rock dump (WRD), and 1 leach-
grade) provided a preliminary indication of rock).  Phase II included 121 samples of potential waste 
rock, 2 leach-grade samples, 4 test pits samples from existing WRDs, and 5 soil samples to 
characterize potential cover and construction borrow materials. Thirty-nine samples were tested by 
SPLP methods; 33 samples were tested using MWMP methods. The leachates from these tests were 
analyzed for a number of constituents – some of which have reference Arizona aquifer water quality 
standards. Humidity cell test were performed on 14 samples of Earp Formation, andesite, arkose, and 
arkose conglomerate based on the conclusions from the ABA tests. 
 


1. On a spatial basis, the waste rock geochem samples appear to be representative of life-of-mine 
materials. No documentation was provided to verify the materials are below the oxide/sulfide cutoff 
grades and are waste materials and what minerals are present such as percentage of silicate minerals, 
pyrite, and carbonate. 
 


2. Illustration 3.1 does not use standard graphing methodology to represent sulfur speciation in the 
ABA results. ABA results, however, do indicate that some waste rock types such as andesite and 
arkose have potential to generate acid in the absence of discharge management. 
 


3. It is very difficult to cross reference the individual samples in the summary tables owing to lack of 
consistent  presentation of sample identification, depth, laboratory identification numbers, and rock 
type. It is not possible without considerable effort to go from tabulated data to graphed data to verify 
conclusions. Verification of trends seen in the humidity cell results, for example, is difficult owing to 
the organizational format presented in data tables and graphs. Table 3.7 provides the rock type 
sampled and a Sample ID (drillhole name with sample number), but no sample footage interval; the 
Sample ID, sample depths, rock type sampled, and test work performed are shown in Appendix A 
Table A.1. The analytical results are tabulated by Sample ID in Appendix A Table A.7 with no 
cross-reference to laboratory job number or to rock type; the analytical results are graphed in 
Appendix A Illustration A.1 (Figures 1a through 15 b) but the Sample ID or rock type is not 
provided. A data compilation and statistical analysis by rock type would have assisted with the 
interpretation of the results based on waste type to be mined.  
 


4. SPLP and MWMP leachate results for waste show that more than half of the results are below 
analytical detection for metals.  There are number of samples, however, that exceeded the reference 
arsenic standard of 0.01 mg/L and isolated AWQS exceedances of other metals.  In some cases the 
method detection limit is at or above the numeric standard so the water quality result with respect to 
the reference standards cannot be assessed.   
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5. There are noticeable differences in results between the humidity cells and the field column tests, 
which is not discussed in the report. Humidity cells tests showed the effluent pH oscillated between 
approximately 7.2 to 8.2 pH; sulfate concentrations decreased from week 0 to week 2 and remained 
below 200 mg/L with minor oscillations throughout the duration of the tests. With increasing time, 
the pH in the field tests decreased approximately 2 pH standard units to between pH 7 and pH 6, and 
sulfate was cyclic with sulfate concentrations ranging from 0 to approximately 500 mg/L (Illustration 
3.7 and 3.8). The field columns appear to have been terminated too early and should have been 
continued until some stabilization of pH and sulfate was observed. The use of a 35-week humidity 
test with only 8 analytical samples over the 35 weeks is probably insufficient to draw any 
conclusions about the tests, especially with respect to metals. Generally, the most significant changes 
would be expected in weeks 0 to 5, and this period is not captured adequately in the metals data 
presented. Although it is true that the majority of reported results are below detection, there are 
several exceedances with respect to AWQSs for various constituents – noticeably antimony, 
selenium (Se), and arsenic (As).  Metal concentrations in leachates are shown in Illustration 3-10, but 
are not shown relative to time so it is not possible to determine changes in metal concentration over 
time. Se and As  show some exceedances with respect to their respective AWQSs in this illustration, 
and copper and manganese are elevated. No compilation or interpretation is provided by rock type or 
by constituent so it is difficult to derive meaningful relationships from the data for this review 
without significant effort.  


 
6. The humidity cell and field test data are not conclusive as to the weathering nature of the rock 


materials, and they cannot be conclusively verified as being non-reactive. The information needs to 
be presented in a clearer fashion in order to support the proposed trends. 


 


4.2 Tailings Characterization 


Four tailings samples were tested using standard industry methods for ABA, SPLP, and whole rock 
analysis; one humidity cell was completed at the time of this report (Tailings-022807). As stated 
previously, no details other basic rock type were provided on the source of the sample material used 
to make the simulated tailings so SRK is not able to verify how representative the samples are.   
 
SPLP results for February and June 2007 tailings samples of Horquilla Limestone indicate the 
leachate is near-neutral and metals are predominantly below detection. The results from May 2006 
are incomplete and not usable owing to the fact that the method detection level was above the 
relevant reference standards. MWMP results were reported for the June 2007 sample and show near-
neutral pH, and metals that are below detection with the exception of molybdenum. Molybdenum 
sulfide is a sulfide ore constituent.  The limited number of MWMP and SPLP tests completed at the 
time of this report is not sufficient to represent all ore types expected during the life of mine. 
 
The combination of sample leachates to represent a five-week period of sampling is not useful. The 
results confirm that the material has low reactivity.  Molybdenum and selenium are potentially 
elevated in the humidity samples. 


5 Summary of Comments and Questions  


SRK comments based on a review of three geochemical test reports prepared to characterize the 
Rosemont waste materials are summarized below.  
 


1. The materials tested are representative of the waste rocks to be encountered during the life of mine. 
A description of the oxidation type, grade, and minerals present in each sample was not provided to 
verify waste classification. 
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2. Mineralogy studies are recommended to assess the physical characteristics of the gangue metals and 
metalloids (for example, what percentage of pyrite is encapsulated in quartz or other silicate minerals 
and is therefore not accessible to be oxidized?).  


3. Insufficient, representative tailings tests have been completed by November 2007 to provide an 
accurate assessment of the tailings leachate. 


4. NAG metals are still recommended to assess the chemical character of tailings leachate to confirm 
potential behavior. 


5. Alkaline or neutral rock drainage with elevated metalloids and sulfate may occur based on the results 
of the 35-week humidity cell tests; this is not adequately addressed in these reports.  The tests need 
to be operated until some stabilization is observed in the field columns. 
 
SRK is aware that two other geochemical reports or summaries exist including Tetra Tech (2009a 
and 2009b), so additional information may be provided in these reports. SRK questions based on a 
review of the three reports are listed below: 


1. Is a description available for the oxidation type, mineralization observed, and total copper grade in 
the tested samples? 


2. Have NAG metals and/or MWMP-type extractions been performed on waste rock and tailings 
materials subsequent to the November 2007 report? 


3. Additional tailings test work was discussed in the Technology Transfer Meeting conducted on 
November 12, 2008 (Williamson, 2008, slide 9). Test work listed as “In Progress” as of November 
2008 included July 2008 samples for ABA, whole rock, SPLP, MWMP, and kinetic tests. Have the 
additional tests been performed on tailings materials and are the results available for review? 
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Profession: 
 
Education: 
 
 
 
 
Registrations/ 
Affiliations 
 
 
 


 
Geochemist 
 
Doctor of Philosophy, University of Southampton, 1988-1991 
Bachelor of Science, Geochemistry/Geology, Class 1 Honours 
Degree, University of Manchester, 1985-1987 
 
Past President, International Association of Applied 
Geochemists (2008 to 2009); President (2005-07); VP (2003-
2004) 
Member, Int. Mine Water Association  
Fellow, Geological Society of London 
Member of the Society of Economic Geology 
Member of the Royal Society of Chemistry  
Visiting Research Associate, Division of Materials and 
Minerals, Cardiff University 1998-present; Aberystwyth 
University 2000-2006 
Chartered Chemist, RSC (1997) 
Chartered Geologist, GSL (2001) 
Chartered Professional European Geologist (2002) 
Accreditation auditor, Cyanide code (2005) 
 


 
Specialization: Application of chemistry and mineralogy in mining projects. This includes metal 


ore, uranium and coal processing; geochemical exploration; evaluation and 
treatment of mine waste and water chemistry. 


 


Expertise: 
 


Eur. Geol. R. J. Bowell Ph.D., C. Chem MRSC,  C. Geol FGS 
Geochemist with 20 years experience. Background in applied geology in tropical 
and deeply weathered terrain’s  and mining consulting in the fields of due 
diligence, financial and technical audits,  process chemistry, environmental 
geochemistry, environmental engineering and mineralogy.  Specializes in the 
application of chemistry and mineralogy to solve engineering problems. 
Experience in gold, copper and uranium mining in North America, Chile, Southern 
and West Africa and in Eastern Europe.   
 


 
Employment Record: 
1995-Present Steffen Robertson and Kirsten (UK), Geochemist, Senior Geochemist (1997); 


Principal Geochemist (1999) 
1994-1995 Freelance Consulting -BHP; Contract lab staff consultancy; Aberystwyth, Open 


University and Southampton Universities. 
1991-1994 Natural History Museum, Senior Research Fellow in Applied Geochemistry. (50% 


of time contracted to BHP Minerals, Africa & Middle East Group). 
1988-1991 PhD Student, University of Southampton; Geologist, Ashanti Goldfields 
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Publications: One hundred & forty two publications in the field of mineralogy, process 
chemistry, and applied geochemistry, ARD, contaminated land and water treatment 
available on request.  Co-author of technical publications on gold mineralogy and 
processing (CRC); water management in the mining industry (UK-EA); and arsenic 
stabilization (MIRO). 
 


 
Languages: English, Spanish (Business) 
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Key Experience:  Due Diligence/Audits 
 
Africa 
 Cluff resources, Ghana, Tazania & Zimbabwe (09/05-01/06) 
 Anglovaal/Avgold/Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, South Africa (gold) (9/98-12/98) 
 African Eagle AIM listing (2004) 
 Involved in 43-101 documents for projects in Namibia, Tanzania, South Africa & Zambia 
 
Europe 
 Minmet/Connary Minerals, UK, Portugal & Brazil (gold) (6/99-9/99) 
 OCK Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (9/00-12/00) 
 KCM Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (10/00-11/00) 
 Base metal results (tin), UK (3/03-1/04) 
 Uranium projects, Ukraine (2/06-5/06) 
 Uranium project, Czech Republic (3/06-6/06) 
 Uranium projects, Russia, Kazakhstan and overseas ARMZ (11/07-ongoing) 
 Uranium projects, Slovakia (2/08-ongoing) 
 
North America 
 Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (6/01-8/01) 
 Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (8/02-9/02) 
 
Other 
 Confidential, global mining group (base metals) (7/04-4/05) 
 Confidential junior mining company (base and precious metals) (5/05-1/06) 
 Confidential, global closure costs (8/06) 
 Confidential assessment of RTB Bor, Serbia (9/06-11/06) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







  Curriculum Vitae 
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Key Experience: Involvement in Feasibility Studies 
 
Provided technical involvement in geochemistry, ore mineralogy, process chemistry and environmental 
assessment to feasibility studies for; 
 


 Lisheen SEDEX lead-zinc deposit, Ireland   (1995-1996) 
 TVX low sulfidation epithermal gold projects, Kamchatka (1996) 
 TVX mesothermal gold-base metal deposit, Olympias, Greece  (1996-1997) 
 TVX porphyry copper deposit, Skouries, Greece  (1997) 
 Al Amar gold deposit, Saudi Arabia  (1995) 
 Al Hajar gold deposit, Saudi Arabia (1995-1996) 
 Copper Flat porphyry copper deposit (1996-1998) 
 Varvarinskoye, massive sulfide deposit, Kazakhstan  (1996-1997)  
 Las Cruces massive sulfide deposit, Spain  (1997-1999) 
 Geita Au-hosted banded iron formation, Tanzania (SRK project manager) (1997-2000) 
 Kukuluma Gold Project, Tanzania (1998) 
 Skorpion non sulfide zinc deposit, Namibia  (1999) 
 Kabanga magmatic associated nickel-cobalt-copper deposit, Tanzania (1999-2001) 
 Ngezi nickel-platinum-palladium deposit, Zimbabwe (1998) 
 Dunrobin  Iron Oxide Copper-Gold deposit, Zambia (1997-1998) 
 Carlin-type disseminated gold deposit, Turquoise Ridge, Getchell, Nevada (SRK project manager) 


(1996-2004) 
 Los Pelambres porphyry copper deposit, Chile  (1998-2003) 
 Panorama copper-cobalt tailings re-treatment, Democratic Congo Republic (1999) 
 Tengke Fungamure copper-cobalt deposit, Democratic Congo Republic (1999) 
 Pascua-Lama epithermal high sulfidation, Chile (1999-2000) 
 Goro lateritic nickel deposit, French Caledonia (2000) 
 Equatorial Tonopah porphyry copper, Tonopah, Nevada (2000-2001) 
 Cerrejon coal deposit, Colombia (2002-2003) 
 Sappes epithermal high sulfidation gold deposit, Greece (2002) 
 Kevitsa project, Finland,  Scandinavian Gold (2003) 
 Sasare Iron Oxide Copper-Gold deposit, Zambia (2003-2006) 
 Nkomati nickel deposit, Barberton, South Africa (2004) 
 Atlanta mesothermal gold deposit, Atlanta, Idaho (2004-2005) 
 Mkushi copper-gold deposit, Zambia (2004-2006) SRK project manager 
 European Goldfields, Olympias project, Greece (2005) 
 Miyabi Banded Iron Formation-gold deposit, Tanzania (2005-2006) 
 European Goldfields, Skouries project, Greece (2005-2006) 
 Voskhod chromite deposit, Kazakhstan (2005-2006) 
 Malmbjerg molybdenum deposit, Greenland (2005- 2008)  SRK project manager 
 Mount Hope molybdenum deposit, Nevada (2005-2008) 
 Chita porphyry copper deposit, Russia  (2005-2008)  
 Trekkopje Uranium deposit (2006-2008)   
 Elkon uranium-gold-molybdenum  Russia (2006-ongoing)   
 Rystkuil uranium, South Africa (2007-2008) 
 Reko Diq copper-gold, Pakistan (2006-ongoing)   
 Fedorova PGM, Russia (2007-2008)  
 Goldfields epithermal gold deposit, Nevada, USA (2008-ongoing) 
 Khiagda U-ISR, Russia (6/08-ongoing, project manager) 
 Zarechnoye U-ISR, Kazakhstan (11/08-ongoing, project manager) 
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Key Experience:  Arsenic projects 
 
Africa 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, Avgold, South Africa (9-11/98, 


with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
 Design and evaluation of arsenic treatment options, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (8/01-10/01) Project 


manager 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Ghanian operations, Ashanti Anglogold (9/08-ongoing). Project 


manager 
 
Europe 
 Chemistry for arsenic removal for groundwater and pit lake water at the Salsigne gold mine, France 


(7/96 – 3/97) Project manager 
 Arsenic treatment, Sappes project, Greece (1999) 
 Assessment of arsenic removal from metallurgical process streams, Olympias gold project, Greece 


(2005) 
 
North America 
 Chemistry for arsenic removal for groundwater and pit lake water at the Getchell mine, Nevada (8/95 – 


3/99 with SRK Reno office), Project manager 
 Stabilization of arsenic from metallurgical waste, Getchell mine, Nevada (1999-2002 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Cameco Uranium Mines, Saskatchewan, Canada (4/99-12/99 with 


SRK Vancouver office) 
 Arsenic specialist, Giant Mine closure workshop, funded by DIAND, Northwest Territories, Canada 


(3/2000 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Arsenic treatment plant evaluation, City of Elko, Nevada (with SRK Elko, 5/02-6/02) 
 Review of arsenic control and treatment, Glamis Gold, Nevada (6/02-11/03 with SRK Elko) 
 Arsenic treatment plant, Atlanta gold project, Idaho (11/03-4/05) 
 Water treatment assessment for arsenic, California (6/07) 
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Key Experience: Hydrogeology, Hydrogeochemistry, Other Acid Mine Drainage and Mine 
Dewatering. 


Africa 
 Environmental geochemistry review, Tsumeb Corporation (8/95-6/96 with SRK Johannesburg) 
 Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
 Environmental geochemistry, ARD, baseline & ongoing monitoring hydrogeochemistry. Geita Gold 


Mine, Tanzania (5/97 to 03/04) 
 Review of geochemistry for closure study, Bulyanhulu gold mine Tanzania (3/98-5/98 with 


Johannesburg office) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment-evaluation, Kriel open cast and power station, South Africa 


(4/97-2/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-12/98 with 


Johannesburg office) 
 ARDML assessment, Rystkuil, South Africa (4/07-8/08) 
 
Asia 
 Hydrogeochemistry of saline groundwaters in the vicinity of the potential gold mine at Mahd ad Dhab, 


Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry for three potential gold mines in Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 ARDML study, Reko Diq Pakistan (12/06-ongoing) 
  
Europe 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
 Geochemistry of mine water as part of a closure plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, hydrogeology and dewatering studies of a potential zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland 


(8/95 –4/97) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and remediation of ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines 


in South Wales (8/95 –6/97) 
 Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97) 
 Review of geochemistry for Wismut Mine, Germany (with SRK Vancouver office, 3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
 ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98) 
 ARD scoping study and water treatment study for Las Cruces project, Spain (11/96-3/97) Project 


Manager) 
 Geochemical characterization, Boulby Potash, UK (8/01-10/01) 
 Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and water treatment assessment for Mynddyd Parys, Wales (4/04-10/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and ecotoxicity of mine waste, Cambourne-Redruth mining district, Cornwall 


(7/04-10/04) 
 ARDML study on tailings disposal, Nalunaq, Greenland (3/06-12/06) 
 ARD assessment, Aguas Teindas base metal mine, Spain (9/06-5/07)  
 ARDML study, Malmbjerg, Greenland (8/05-ongoing) 
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 ARDML study, Fedorovo PGM deposit, Russia (9/07-12/08) 
 


 
Pacific 
 
 Hydrogeochemistry, storage and discharge of hot saline groundwaters at the operating Emperor Mine, 


Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
 
North America 
 ARDML study, Creston Molybdenum deposit, Sonora, Mexico (2008) 
 ARDML study, Goldfields, Nevada (2007-ongoing) 
 ARDML assessment, Mount Hope Mo-porphyry deposit, Nevada (2005-2008) 
 Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel Tailings and Process Plant, Arizona (11/03-8/06) 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
 ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
 Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03 – 8/04 with SRK Elko office) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00 ongoing with SRK Tucson) 
 Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver 
 Hydrogeochemistry of lateritic nickel project, Wind Pass, Oregon (1997 with SRK Reno) 
 Pit Lake Assessment, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Review and geochemistry for Ridgeway Mine, South Carolina (with SRK Denver office, 2/97-6/97) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, main underground mine, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/96 – 9/99, project with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99, project with 


SRK Reno office), Project manager 
 ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99, project with 


SRK Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and 
management of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles 
and tailings material.  Additionally the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public 
enquiries into the mine development. 


 Hydrogeochemistry and water management of flooded pits at the operating Getchell Mine, Nevada (8/95 
– 8/04), Project manager 


 
South America 
 Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-ongoing with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry and remediation study, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-2/01 with SRK Peru) 
 ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-10/03), Project manager 
 Pit lake study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile office), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Other 
 Organise and participate in ARD workshops in the UK (7/95); Czech Republic (9/96); South Africa 


(11/97 & 9/01); Romania (12/00); UK (11/02); Ireland (8/03) 
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining Operations 
 
Africa 
 Assessment of ARDML at Four mouth balled base metal sulfide operations in Namibia (6/09-ongoing) 


Project manager 
 Review of ARDML processes at Obuasi gold mine, Ghana (5/09-ongoing) Project manager 
 Review of water management system, Geita Gold mine, Tanzania (11/08-ongoing) Project manager 
 ARD-metal leaching geochemistry and testwork for Siguri gold mine, Guinea (4/08-ongoing) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for Nkomati nickel project, South Africa (3/02-4/04 with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for South Deeps Mine, South Africa (1/02-6/02 with SRK 


Johannesburg)  
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD open pit and groundwater geochemistry and waste rock 


geochemistry Geita Mine, Tanzania (2/97-12/04), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Ngezi project, Zimbabwe (2/98-11/98 with Johannesburg office), 


Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Kabanga project, Tanzania (6/98-9/98 with Johannesburg office), 


Project manager 
 ARD assessment-evaluation, Nkomati Nickel Mine, South Africa (3/97-11/01) 
 Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg), Project manager 
 Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry and ARD at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-


12/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 
Asia 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork, base and precious metal deposits, Angouran, Iran (11/02-3/03) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for the Sukhaybarat gold mine, Saudi Arabia (1/02-6/02) 
 Waste rock characterization for Mahd ad Dhab, Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and evaluation of ARD remediation options for three potential gold mines in 


Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 
Europe 
 Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
 Testwork for ARD study at the Las Cruces deposit, Spain (3/97 – 2/99), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
 ARD Geochemistry, Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 -8/96 with SRK Vancouver office) 
 
North America 
 ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
 Waste rock management plan and ARD assessment, Turquoise Ridge mine, Getchell, Nevada (10/02-


11/03 with SRK (NA) Inc., Project manager 
 ARD mineralogy Sa Dena Hes project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 ARD mineralogy, Highmont Mo project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
 ARD mineralogy of waste rock and tailings, Pogo project, Alaska (4/99-7/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Waste rock geochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99 with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager 
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining  
    Operations (cont.) 
 
North America (cont.) 
 ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99 with SRK 


Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and management 
of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles and tailings 
material.  Additionally, the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public enquiries 
into the mine development. 


 
South America 
 Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-5/04 with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
 ARD Geochemistry, Pierina project, Peru (7/03-8/03) 
 ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-10/03), Project manager 
 ARD geochemistry, El Abra, Chile (4-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
 ARD geochemistry Chiliquimbie, Chile (6-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
 ARD geochemistry and mine waste stabilization, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-7/00 with SRK Peru) 
 ARD mineralogy and geochemistry for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, Chile-


Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
 Pit lake and waste rock geochemistry study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile 


office), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Pacific 
 Waste rock geochemistry at the operating Emperor Mine, Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
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Key Experience: Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Closed or Abandoned Mining 
Operations 


 
Europe 
 Assessment of ARD and water treatment for the abandoned Parys Mountain complex (07/05-05/06) 
 Evaluation of geochemical risk associated with the WHO site in North Cornwall (07/05-09/05) 
 Risk assessment for Cornish metal mines, UK (06/05-10/05) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Survey of mine wastes in central Wales to determine ranked risk assessment approach to evaluating 


environmental impacts (9/95-4/97) 
 Geochemistry of acid rock drainage, rock pile stability and mine water chemistry as part of a closure 


plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
 Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97)   
 ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98)  
 
North America 
 Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel tailings and process plant, Arizona (11/03-08/05), 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
 ARD geochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00-08/06 with SRK Tucson) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah Copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
 Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03-01/06 with SRK Elko office) 
 Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
 Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
 Mine waste and site geochemistry, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
 
South America 
 ARD mineralogy and geochemistry review for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, 


Chile-Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
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Key Experience:  Water Treatment 
 
Africa 
 Evaluation of water treatment options and ARD mitigation at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96; 


9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Panorama Resources Kakanda Mine, Democratic Congo Republic 


(3/97-4/98 with SRK Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry of salt removal for water treatment and plant design, Rustenburg Base Metal Refinery, 


South Africa (4/97-5/98 with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
 Geochemistry and effluent treatment at tailings facility, Hartley Platinum Mine, Selous, Zimbabwe (9/98-


6/99 with SRK Johannesburg & Harare offices), Project manger 
 Geochemistry and effluent treatment, Fairview mine, Barberton, South Africa (2/99-5/99 with SRK 


Johannesburg office) 
 Assessment and design of passive and active treatment options, Kukuluma pit, Geita Mine, Tanzania 


(12/00-2/01), Project manager 
 Options to treat water in the Kafue and Zambezi water shed: Industrial effluents and mining related 


impacts (9/99-6/01). 
 Process water chemistry and treatment, Trekkopje heap leach project, Namibia (6/07-2/08) 
 Review of desalination project, Ghana (08/08) 
 
Asia 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Pongkor Mine, Indonesia (8/96-2/98) 
 Scoping for effluent treatment at the Goro nickel facility, New Caledonia (6/00-7/00 with SRK Brisbane, 


Denver and Johannesburg offices) 
 
Europe 
 Remediation of 10 ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines in South Wales 


using active (HDS, ion exchange and EDR) and passive techniques (8/95 –6/97) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
 Passive treatment evaluation and design, Garth Tonmawr colliery, Wales (11/95-6/96) 
 ARD mitigation in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/97) 
 Mine water treatment, St Salvy mine, France (4/94-5/00) 
 Reviewer for tailings geochemistry, Tara Mines, Ireland (5/97-9/98, appointed by Department. of 


Energy, Ireland) 
 Water treatment scheme for dewatering of the zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 –4/97) 
 Mine water and process water treatment, kaolin and paper operations, Cornwall, UK (8/02-10/02) 
 Evaluation of sludge stabilization and stability, Wheal Jane Mine water project, Cornwall, UK (11/02) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and water treatment assessment for ARD at Mynddyd Parys, Wales (4/04-10/04) 
 Evaluation of water treatment options, Aguas Tenidas mine, Spain (9/03-7/05) 
 Ceyelli mine water treatment, Turkey (9/04-9/04 with SRK Ankara) 
 Water treatment assessment at the Avoca mine, Ireland (4/04-6/04) 
 Mine water treatment, Kaolinite operation, Ukraine (9/06-5/07) 


 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for old tailings facility, Getchell, Nevada (8/95-2/98 with SRK Reno office) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme scoping study at the Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 8/98, project with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme and hydrochemistry at Big Springs Mine, Nevada (6/96-11/96, project 


with SRK Reno office) 
 Evaluation and design of ARD-HDS treatment plant, Chino mining complex, New Mexico, USA (2/01-


8/02 with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
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 Evaluation of mine water treatment requirements, Holden project, USA (3/03 with SRK Vancouver 
office) 


 Review of BioteQ operating system, Bisbee, Arizona (April 2003) 
 Assessment and design for HDS water treatment plant at San Manuel, Arizona (6/05-2/06) and domestic 


water treatment (2/07) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Forteleza, Brazil (7/96-12/97 with SRK Reno office 
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Key Experience:  Environmental Impact, Mine Closure and Contaminated Land 
 
Africa 
 Geochemical consulting to AECI for inorganic and organic contaminants at several sites in South Africa 


(8/95-2/99, with SRK South African offices) 
 Geochemistry of contaminated land at a smelter, Tsumeb mining complex, Namibia (8/95-6/96) 
 Geochemical consulting for operating and closed cyanide plants, South Africa (4/97-2/98 with SRK 


Johannesburg office)  
 Assessment of mining impact on the environment for a large infrastructure project on the Zambezi River 


Basin (11/97-9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry for Environmental assessment of Power Station, Gokwe, Zimbabwe (9/98-2/99)  
 Geochemistry of Agrochemicals and Pesticide contamination of groundwater around factory, Zimbabwe 


(11/98-3/99 with SRK Harare office) 
 Geochemistry of cyanide contamination of groundwater around cyanide producing factory, Zimbabwe 


(5/99-10/99 with SRK Harare office) 
 Closure cost, preliminary design and assessment, Bulyanhulu mine, Tanzania (7/03-4/04 with SRK 


Johannesburg and SRK Reno) 
 Development of closure plans, Ghanian mining operations, Ashanti Anglogold (9/08-ongoing) 
 
Europe 
 Closure plan for Perama Hills, Greece (January-April 1999) 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Copper Flats, New Mexico (6/96-12/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry of nitrogen contamination, Commercial Potato Farms, Nevada (9/98-6/99 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry for closure of mine complexes at Robinson copper mine, Nevada, USA (5/00-10/04 with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry and project management for closure of mine and process plant complexes at the San 


Manuel Copper Mine, Arizona, USA (5/00-ongoing with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
 Management of pit lakes, open pit closure and waste rock scheduling, Getchell Gold Mine, Nevada 


(9/01-9/04 with SRK Reno) 
 Closure review of Newmont tailings impoundments, Nevada, USA (5/02-4/04 with SRK Elko and Reno 


offices) 
 Supplemental EIS, Marigold Mine, Nevada USA (7/02-4/03 with SRK Elko and Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Atlanta Gold Mine, Idaho (10/03-ongoing with SRK Elko, Vancouver 


and Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Coeur Rochester mine, Nevada (11/04-ongoing with SRK Elko, 


Vancouver and Reno offices) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry and closure design for the Poços Caldas Uranium mine and mill complex, Minas Gerias, 


Brazil. (11/05-6/06 with Geotech, Brazil and SRK Fort Collins) 
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Key Experience:  Heap Leach-Cyanide Closure Projects 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Big Springs Heap Leach, Nevada (6/96-8/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry for scoping of heap leach closure plan, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/97-2/98, with SRK 


Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Toiyabe, Nevada (8/99-8/00 with SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for Aurora pit and heap leach facility closure projects (9/99-6/00 with SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Griffon Peak, Nevada (2/00-9/00 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Assessment and preliminary design of cyanide treatment options, Colmac Mine, Northwest Territories, 


Canada (8/00-2/01 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach closure projects, Robinson mining complex, Nevada (9/00-3/01 with SRK 


Elko & Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Yankee Heaps, Bald Mountain, Nevada (9/00-4/01 


with SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Gold Acre Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (4/01-9/04, with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Robertson Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (10/01-3/03, with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for Closure plans for LBM pad, pit 1/5 pad, pad 2 & 3 heap leach facilities. Bald 


Mountain, Nevada (6/04-9/04 with SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Casino Winrock heap leach, Bald Mountain, Nevada (6/04-9/04 with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for closure plans, Santa Fe, Bullfrog and Wood gulch heap leach facilities, Nevada 


(06/06-04/08 with SRK Reno) 
 Geochemistry of process solutions and fate-transport model, Round mountain Gold mine, Nevada (5/07-


11/08 with SRK Reno) 
 
 
Europe 
 Closure plan for Perama Hills heap leach facility, Greece (January-April 1999) 
 
Africa 
 Closure planning on gold heap leach facilities at Obuasi (Sansu) and  Iduipriem, Ghana (05/08-ongoing) 
 
 
Asia 
 Closure plans and geochemistry for the Sukhaybarat gold mine (including heap leach facility), Saudi 


Arabia (1/02-6/02) 
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Key Experience: Cyanide audits 
 
Europe 
 Review of cyanide characterization, treatment, and prediction methods as a workshop for the Association 


of Mining Analysts, UK (5/00) 
 Technical report, cyanide audit and review of cyanide treatment with reference to the Brae Mara tailings 


facility failure on behalf of Dresdner (5/00-9/00) 
 Cyanide audit as a precursor to accreditation, Cyanide plant, Czech Republic (10/07) 
 
Africa 
 Cyanide audit, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (11/00-3/01) 
 Cyanide spill assessment, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (2/02-6/02) 
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Key Experience:  Baseline Assessment 
 
Soil, ARD and water geochemistry as part of EIA’s for mining projects for: 
 
Europe 


 Aguas Tenidas base metal deposit, Spain (9/04-ongoing) 
 
 
Asia 


 Erdenet copper porphyry, Mongolia, Erdenet (1-3/96) 
 Varvarinskoye, polymetallic sulfide deposit, Kazakhstan, KazMinCo (4/96 – 2/98) 
 Mahd d’ Dhab projects (gold, zinc, polymetallic sulfides, phosphates, magnesite) Saudi Arabia         


(2/00-9/00) 
 Asacha gold-silver deposit, Kamchatka, TVX (1/96 – 11/97) 


 
Africa 


 Panorama copper-cobalt tailings retreatment, Democratic Congo Republic, (3/97-1/98, with SRK 
Johannesburg) 


 Tengke Fungamure copper deposit, Democratic Congo Republic (3/97) 
 Kabanga Nickel project, Tanzania (6/96-10/98) 
 Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (4/98-9/01 with management of environmental monitoring program 


through to 2004) 
 
North America 


 San Flippe nickel laterite, Cuba (2/01-4/01) 
 Atlanta project, Idaho (10/04- ongoing with SRK Elko, Vancouver and Reno offices) 
 Mount Hope, Nevada (10/05- ongoing with SRK Elko and Reno offices) 
  


 
South America 


 La Cruz silver-copper deposit, Bolivia, Billiton (9-11/95) 
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Key Experience:  Uranium projects 
 
Africa 
 Geochemistry for tailings water treatment, Rössing uranium mine, Namibia (11/97-5/98) 
 Process chemistry, metallurgy, heap leach design,  geology, exploration geochemistry, mineralogy, 


assessment of ISL potential and environmental chemistry,  Trekkopje operation, Namibia (10/06-10/08) 
 Process chemistry, mineralogy, geology, exploration geochemistry and environmental chemistry, 


Rystkuil and Beaufort West projects, South Africa (2/07-7/08) 
 Geochemistry assessment, Bakouma project, Central Africa Republic (7/07-12/07) 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, Uranium-calcrete & sedimentary uranium deposits, southern 


Botswana (3/08-ongoing) 
 Review of oxide-uranium project, Zambia (8/08) 
 Review and exploration for a complex uranium-phosphate deposit, Bakouma region, Central African 


Republic (08/08-ongoing) 
 Geological assessment of uranium projects in Argentina for Xenon (8/08-ongoing) 
 Review process chemistry, U-mineralogy and geology, Projects in Niger for Niger Uranium (8/08) 
 Review process chemistry, Uranium calcrete project, Namibia (9/08) 
 Review U- Projects in Niger for Xenon (10/08) 
 Scoping study, Marenica project, Namibia (05/09-ongoing), Project manager 
 
Asia 
 Geochemistry, Well design and process recovery assessment of Uranium- ISL project, Kazakhstan 


(11/06-1/07) 
 Geochemistry for ISL-U project, Inkai, Kazakhstan (3/07-5/07) 
 Evaluation of the Zarechnoye and Akbastau ISR projects, Kazakhstan (11/08-ongoing)  
 
Europe 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy, Stratz and Hem ISL projects, Czech Republic (4/96-10/97) Project 


manager 
 Review of geochemistry for Wismut Mine, Germany (with SRK Vancouver office, 5/96 to 4/98) 
 Evaluation of uranium project, Poland (8/07-ongoing) 
 Evaluation of ISL-U & autoclave-U projects, Ukraine (8/07-12/07) Project manager 
 Evaluation of two autoclave-U facilities, underground and open pit mines (8/07-12/07) 
 Metallurgical assessment of Uranium-Gold-Molybdenum project, Elkon, Russia (6/07-ongoing) 
 Evaluation of Uranium properties, Slovakia (3/08-3/09) Project manager 
 Evaluation of ISR projects at Khiagda in Russia (4/08-ongoing) Project manager 
 Evaluation of a rubble bio-leach, heap leach and VAT leach projects, Transbaikal, Russia (6/08-ongoing) 


Project manager 
 Evaluation of Dalur ISR, Russia (3/09-6/09) 
 
North America 
 Mineralogy, environmental and process chemistry of uranium-nickel-arsenic rich ore & tailings, Cigar 


Lake Mine, Canada (4/99-11/99) 
 Evaluation of process chemistry, Canon City, Colorado (2/06-6/06) 
 Evaluation of vanadium and uranium recovery in tank leach and pressure leach circuits, Confidential 


client, Colorado & Texas (1/06-7/07) 
 Scoping study for hydrogeochemical and hydrogeological studies on a potential ISL operation in 


Wyoming for a Confidential client (5/06-6/06) 
 Scoping study for U-REE project, Mountain Pass, Nevada (8/06) 
 Project evaluation, potential ISR operation, Colorado (2/07) 
 Assessment of Bio-leach and underground mining project, Elliot Lake, Canada (8/08-ongoing) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry and closure design for the Poços Caldas Uranium mine and mill complex, Minas Gerias, 
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Brazil. (11/04-7/06 with Geotech, Brazil and SRK Fort Collins)  
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Key Experience:  Metallurgy & Mineral Processing 
 
Africa 
 Assessment of assay and gold recovery problems from heap leach, Zimbabwe (12/95)  
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for nickel-cobalt-copper-PGE’s Rustenburg, South Africa (4/97-5/98) 
 Mineralogy for base metal extraction from an oxide ore, Skorpion zinc mine, Namibia (6/98-11/98) 
 Metal recovery from base and precious metal slags, residues and flue dust, Tsumeb smelting and 


processing operations, Namibia (5/05-ongoing) Project manager 
 
Asia 
 Metallurgical and mineralogical assessment of copper and gold project as part of pre-feasibility and 


feasibility studies, Kazakhstan (12/95-7/96) Project manager 
 Geochemistry for Kazan solution mining project, Turkey (with SRK Turkey 10/02). 
 
Europe 
 Metallurgical problems, geology and mineralogy of lead-zinc ore body, Mazzron, Spain (4/96) 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for base metal (zinc-lead), Mazzaron, Spain (4/96) 
 Process chemistry and testwork for metal recovery from base metal waste in Bulgaria (9/00-12/00), 


Project manager 
 
North America 
 Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for gold recovery by autoclave and cyanidation processes, Getchell, 


Nevada (2/97-4/99 & 8-10/01), Project manager 
 Process chemistry of gold recovery and cyanidation of sulfide ore, Getchell, Nevada (2-7/01), Project 


manager 
 Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


and assessment of bio-oxidation pre-treatment, Tonopah project, Nevada (4/01-9/01), Project manager 
 Process chemistry, In Situ copper leach project, Arizona (4/01-11/01 with SRK Tucson) 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, complex oxide and sulfide heap leach project, Florida Canyon (5/02-


3/03), Project manager 
 Process chemistry and optimization evaluation, As-rich Au ores, Newmont technical services, Gold 


Quarry, Nevada (4/99-2/01) Project manager 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, Standard mine heap leach facility and control of cyanide solutions. 


Apollo Gold, Nevada (7/02-4/03).  Project manager 
 Process chemistry and heap leach optimisation studies including issues related to ore grind, 


encapsulation, cyanide and lime consumption, alternative reagent and leaching conditions, bio-oxidation 
pre-treatment for Placer Dome PLS on heaps and ores from Bald Mountain, Cortez and Getchell mines 
in Nevada (6/02-2/04 with SRK Elko office), Project manager 


 Process optimization, Penoles operations, Mexico (10/08-ongoing) 
 Assessment of gold recovery, El Chanate, Mexico (1/09-ongoing) 
 
 
South America 
 Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


project, Chile (5/01-6/02) Project manager 
 Process chemistry, copper heap leach, Radimiro, Chile (04/05-06/08). Project manager 
 Gold geometallurgy study, Verte Norte, Colombia (12/08-ongoing). Project manager 
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Key Experience:  Exploration 
 
Africa 
 Geochemical exploration for Trio Gold in Ghana (5/96-8/98), Mali (9/97), Benin and Burkina Faso (3/97 


–9/98), Project manager 
 Geochemical exploration for Nevsun in Ghana (1/97 –5/97) and Mali (3/97), Project manager 
 African Resources-Kilembe (copper-cobalt) and regional gold and diamonds, Uganda (9/96-12/96) 
 Gold-shear zone deposit, Wassa, Ghana (1/97) 
 Gold-shear zone/BIF, Geita Mine, Tanzania (4-6/99) 
 Mineralogy of heavy mineral concentrates for diamond exploration in Angola (8/00-11/00) 
 Exploration mineralogy and geochemistry of iron oxide copper gold deposits, uranium, porphyry copper, 


gold, diamonds and nickel. African Eagle in Mozambique, Tanzania & Zambia (6/03-ongoing) 
 Uranium exploration, Namibia (9/07-ongoing) Confidential client 
 Copper exploration, Namibia (8/07-ongoing) Confidential client 
 
Asia 
 Mineralogical and geochemical work as part of mineral exploration programs for gold shear zone, Mahd 


a Dhab, Saudi Arabia (2/96-4/96) 
 Polymetallic sulfide deposit, Varvarinskoye, Kazakhstan (2/96-6/96) 
 Iron oxide-copper-gold project, Afghanistan (2/97) 
 Mineralogy and geochemical mapping of the Sonjiapo copper porphyry, China (3/97) 
 Mineralogy of Murantau gold deposit, Uzbekistan (4/97) 
 Pongkor low sulfidation precious metal deposit-mineralogy and exploration geochemistry, Indonesia 


(4/97) 
 Tin, gold, alluvial heavy mineral sands, diamonds and gemstones, India (2/98) 
 
North America 
 Carlin gold deposit, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/98) 
 Carlin gold deposit, Rodeo Creek, Nevada (9/98) 
 Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
 Exploration Hydrogeochemistry study for Getchell mine development, Nevada (3/99-9/99), Project 


manager 
 Epithermal low and high sulfidation gold, Florida Canyon and Standard Mines, Nevada (8/02-ongoing), 


Project manager 
 Carlin and epithermal low sulfidation gold, Bald Mountain Mine, Nevada (2/03-ongoing), Project 


manager 
 
South America 
 Mineralogy for diamond and gold prospects in the Cuiaba Basin, Brazil (7/00-4/01) 
 Mineralogy for gold prospects in the Sierra Pelada area, Brazil (7/00-9/00) 
 Mineralogy and geochemistry for copper-gold projects, Chile (5/01-12/01)  
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Key Experience:  Current Research 
 
Europe 
 Metal recovery from mine waste and tailings in collaboration with, Geochemistry Research Group, 


Aberystwyth and the Materials the School of Engineering, Cardiff University, 11/96-ongoing). Funding 
from Welsh universities core funding; Xstrata; Noranda; Equatorial; Orlake Minerals; Fundy Minerals; 
TCL; Minex; Greenwich Resources; National Research Council. 


 Use of LAICPMS for analysis of trace constituents in solid materials, particularly precious metals in 
refractory ores and impurities in metallurgical products ongoing collaboration since 3/96 with, 
Geochemistry Research Group, Aberystwyth and the the School of Engineering, Cardiff University 


 Protocols for Acid Base Accounting and Kinetic testwork (6/98 – 12/04 with Materials Science 
Department, the School of Engineering, Cardiff University) 


 Kinetics of copper and uranium leaching in ISR environments (3/07-ongoing with the School of 
Engineering, Cardiff University and Mintek, SA) 


 
North America 
 Process optimisation and closure of Heap Leach facilities (10/2000-9/04 with Placer Dome (NA) Inc. 


and SRK Elko office) 
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Key Experience:  Research Post-Doctorate Studies 
 
Africa 
 Mineral exploration in deeply weathered tropical terrains, with BHP Minerals (50% of time between: 


10/91-9/95)- West Africa, Zaire, Uganda & Tanzania 
 Geochemistry of sulfide oxidation and gossans, Tsumeb mine, Namibia  
 Metal distribution in mine waste from Tsumeb type deposits (4/92-4/94) 
 LAICPMS chemistry, with University of Cape Town, Department of Geological Sciences (9/91-9/94) 
 Acid Mine Drainage in Zimbabwe, with British Geological Survey and Institute of Mining Research, 


Zimbabwe, funded by ODA (9/93-9/94) 
 Water quality issues in rural water supply management, with Wateraid, UNDP, and University of 


Westminster (9/91-10/93) 
 


 
Europe 
 Geochemistry and mineralogy of the St. Just mining district, Cornwall (9/91-6/94) 
 Stability of arsenic in mine waste, with Imperial College funded through MIRO (2/92-3/94) 
 
Asia 
 Acid Mine Drainage in Malaysia, with British Geological Survey and Geological Survey of Malaysia, 


funded by ODA (9/93-9/94) 
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Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  
  
  
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2010 2:54 PM
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information 
  
Salek & Bev, 
  
Attached is the draft baseline geochemistry Technical Review Memorandum prepared by SRK.  It has numerous
questions regarding the geochemical sampling and testing program in regard to clarity of description, testing
methods, and representative sampling .   The memo text is rather dense but rather than spend time editing the
text I recommend the draft memo be forwarded to Rosemont with a proposal to hold an issue resolution
meeting similar to that done for the mine site groundwater model.  If you would like, I’ll gladly take the lead with

Rosemont of proposing this and forward them a copy of the draft Technical Review Memorandum. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: RE: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information
Date: 05/26/2010 06:16 AM

Mindee,
 
It is now 12 days past the CNF target date of May 14 to respond to the question regarding the SRK
review of the overall geochemical baseline data.
 
Please let us know when the CNF will respond.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 3:29 PM
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS ; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: RE: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information
 

The Forest needs additional time to understand what follow up with Rosemont will be requested.  Bev
will gather up the right folks and get back with Rosemont with a targeted date of May 14th.  We'll keep
you in the info loop on this one. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

05/02/2010 10:38 AM

To "Salek Shafiqullah - USFS " <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "'Beverley A
Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>, "'Jonathan Rigg'"  <jrigg@swca.com>

Subject RE: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information

 

All, 
  
To date SWCA has not received a response to the included 16 March email (reiterated in a 29 March email)
 regarding the SRK review of baseline geochemistry information for the Rosemont project.  Please review the
attached Technical Memorandum and let us know how the CNF wants to proceed.  As we are now receiving
predictive evaluations based in part on information contained in the geochemical baseline report (e.g. Pit Lake
Geochemistry & Infiltration Fate & Transport reports) I recommend that it is not relevant to resolve all the issues
raised by SRK in the attached memo, but leave critical geochemical data evaluation to only the data used in
making environmental impact predictions.  Therefore, I recommend that the attached draft Technical
Memorandum be entered into the file as reference material, but not become the focus of a work task to resolve
all issues raised by SRK, and that any issues regarding geochemical data be resolved as part of the review of the

predictive modeling reports and be targeted on the data used for each predictive effort. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  
  
  
From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2010 2:54 PM
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); 'Beverley A Everson'

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information 
  
Salek & Bev, 
  
Attached is the draft baseline geochemistry Technical Review Memorandum prepared by SRK.  It has numerous
questions regarding the geochemical sampling and testing program in regard to clarity of description, testing
methods, and representative sampling .   The memo text is rather dense but rather than spend time editing the
text I recommend the draft memo be forwarded to Rosemont with a proposal to hold an issue resolution
meeting similar to that done for the mine site groundwater model.  If you would like, I’ll gladly take the lead with

Rosemont of proposing this and forward them a copy of the draft Technical Review Memorandum. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Beverley A Everson'; Melinda D Roth
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Jonathan Rigg'
Subject: RE: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information
Date: 05/02/2010 10:39 AM
Importance: High
Attachments: Rosemont_Geochem_Review_183101_ckh-rb_20100210_Draft_Issued.pdf

All,
 
To date SWCA has not received a response to the included 16 March email (reiterated in a 29
March email)  regarding the SRK review of baseline geochemistry information for the Rosemont
project.  Please review the attached Technical Memorandum and let us know how the CNF wants
to proceed.  As we are now receiving predictive evaluations based in part on information contained
in the geochemical baseline report (e.g. Pit Lake Geochemistry & Infiltration Fate & Transport
reports) I recommend that it is not relevant to resolve all the issues raised by SRK in the attached
memo, but leave critical geochemical data evaluation to only the data used in making
environmental impact predictions.  Therefore, I recommend that the attached draft Technical
Memorandum be entered into the file as reference material, but not become the focus of a work
task to resolve all issues raised by SRK, and that any issues regarding geochemical data be resolved
as part of the review of the predictive modeling reports and be targeted on the data used for each
predictive effort.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2010 2:54 PM
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com



 
 


SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. 
3275 West Ina Road, Suite 240 
Tucson, Arizona 
USA 85741 
 
choag@srk.com 
www.srk.com 
 


Tel:   520.544.3688 
Fax:  520.544.9853 
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Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Tom Furgason, SWCA Date: February 10, 2010 


cc: Dale Ortman, P.E. From: Rob Bowell, Eur.Geol, C.Chem MR
S, C.Geol. FGS 


Corolla Hoag, R.G. 


Subject: Preliminary Geochemistry Review – 
Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 


Project #: 183101 


 
The following comments are related to three documents provided by SWCA concerning geochemical test 
work performed on rock and tailings materials at the Augusta Resource Rosemont Copper Project. These 
documents include the:  


 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan (Vector, 2006) 
 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Rosemont Copper (main text, Appendix A, and Appendix 


B) (Tetra Tech, 2007a), and 
 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Rosemont Copper, (Tetra Tech, 2007b). 


 
SWCA requested that SRK review these documents and provide a professional opinion as to whether the test 
assumptions, test procedures, analytical methods used, types of data collected, and results presented in each 
document are reasonable and in conformance with standard industry accepted practice. The review was 
limited to reading the documents provided although references to other documents, such as the APP 
application (Tetra Tech, 2009a) are made. A review of the laboratory analytical reports included in Tetra 
Tech (2007) was not performed. SRK has not undertaken an extensive literature search outside of documents 
provided so cannot comment on the full adequacy of information available in the public domain to 
supplement those documents submitted through SWCA. It was necessary, however, to refer to selected 
public technical reports as discussed and cited below to find information defining Rosemont waste and ore. 
Additionally, it is difficult for the senior author (Bowell) to confirm complete applicability of the test work 
as he has not been to the site and is not being personally familiar with the site conditions.  
 
SRK was not provided with a formal Sampling and Analysis Plan with sampling and test work protocols; 
industry test protocols are referred to in the documents. General comments on the test program (methods 
used) and specific comments about the suitability of the methods are provided below.  


1 Assessment of Investigation Methods and Protocols 


A brief assessment is provided below of the methods used in the geochemical characterization 
investigation. Documentation was not provided to answer all questions; for example the source of the 
tailings test materials and what stage of tailings deposition the samples represent is not adequately 
provided. The assumptions, sampling collection methods, tests, and analytical methods where 
referenced in these reports are in general conformance with industry standard practice. The results 
presented are reasonable given the background data available based on these reports. The scopes of 
the geochemical programs detailed in these documents, however, do have some deficiencies related 
to the characterization the materials present at the mine site and their long-term geochemical 
behavior. 
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A work plan for geochemical characterization should identify test work appropriate to characterize 
the potential discharging facility under the proposed operational method and address the physical and 
chemical characterization per regulatory guidelines. Rosemont Copper Company submitted an 
application for an Aquifer Protection Permit in February 2009 to the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality (ADEQ). The process recommended by ADEQ to characterize ore and waste 
materials is described in Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT (ADEQ, 2005). ADEQ recommends a tiered approach to 
characterize solid materials and potential leachates derived from the solids.  Static test work and 
studies performed under the Tier #1 stage include: 


 Description of mineralogy and lithology (rock, color, angularity, induration, grain-size 
distribution, mineral types and proportions to assess acid rock drainage and metal 
leachability, sulfide percentages, etc.); 


 Leaching Tests 
o Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP by EPA Method 1212), 
o Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (MWMP), and 
o Leachable Sulfates and Soluble Solids tests, 
o Bottle Roll Tests. 


 Acid-Base Accounting (ABA) Analysis 
o Acid generation potential (AGP), 
o Net neutralization potential (NNP), and 
o Net acid generating (NAG) pH. 


 Physical Characteristics 
o Grain size, density, shear strength, moisture content, permeability.       


 
Kinetic test work may be required under a Tier #2 stage to assess the rates of acid-generation, acid-
neutralization, sulfide oxidation, and metal release. Typical tests performed under Tier #2 include: 


 Humidity cells, column tests, barrel leach tests, and test plots; 
 Total metals analysis; 
 Radiochemical analysis; 
 Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP); and  
 Waste Extraction Test (WET). 


 
The approximate number of static tests by rock type planned to characterize waste rock materials and 
the remaining pit wall materials are listed in Table 1 of Vector (2006). To date, only very brief 
lithology descriptions of the tested samples have been prepared and submitted to ADEQ; no 
information is provided on the mineralogy of the samples tested. ABA and NAG pH  have been 
performed on all or nearly all of the tailings and waste rock samples. SPLP, MWMP, and total 
metals analyses have been performed on more than half the waste rock and tailings samples. 
Humidity cell tests have been performed on two of the four tailings samples and on four waste rock 
types (14 samples) that indicated a potential to generate acid. On-site columns were performed on 
three samples of andesite (potentially acid generating) and three mixed composites of uncertain 
potential. Physical testing of tailings materials include sieve and hydrometer testing, specific gravity, 
Atterberg Limits, Standard Proctor, Consolidation testing, Shear strength, Triaxial permeability, 
Capillary moisture retention, and Laboratory torque vane shear testing.   


1.1 Sample Collection Methods and Representativeness 


Summary – The methods used to collect representative geologic materials for geochemical testing 
follow standard industry practices. Waste rock samples collected for the geochemical investigation 
do appear to represent the rock types to be encountered during the mine life in appropriate 
percentages. Representative life-of-mine or early life-of-mine tailings has not yet been completed. 
Documentation was not provided to assess whether the sample materials actually tested are 
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representative of potential sulfide mill ore (subsequent tailings), oxide ore, or waste rock dump 
(WRD) material based on total copper cutoff grades and contained ore and gangue mineralogy. 
 
The goal of the geochemical investigation program was to perform test work that would characterize 
the geochemistry of potential leachates related to mine waste rock materials, heap leach materials, 
tailings, cover and construction materials, and the rock remaining in the pit walls and then assess 
risks related to the leachates. The geochemical sampling program was intended to represent the range 
of geologic materials including lateral and vertical variation that would influence the types and 
percentages of rocks and minerals to be encountered during the life-of-mine. In order to assess 
whether the sampling program sufficiently represents the materials expected in the waste rock and 
tailings storage facilities, it is necessary to understand the site-specific definition of waste rock, how 
the rock materials were classified in the geology model, what percentages of rocks (including 
mineralization, oxidization) are generally expected life-of-mine, and if the proportion of samples 
selected for analysis match the expected proportions of rock materials.  As mentioned above, 
geochemical programs generally follow a two-tiered approach where a selection of Tier I static tests 
are performed on a large number of samples to classify materials as potentially acid generating, of 
uncertain potential, and/or not acid generating.  Tier II test work such as humidity cells are 
performed on selected Tier 1 materials that were identified to be potentially acid generating or of 
uncertain acid generating potential.     
 
How is “Waste Rock” Defined at Rosemont?  – Waste rock is typically defined as rock material 
overlying an ore deposit or within a mine plan that is below the cutoff grade required for economic 
extraction and processing. The waste rock is removed to access the ore materials and requires 
subsequent disposal in an overburden pile or WRD. Cutoff grades may decrease or increase 
throughout the mine life owing to fluctuations in capital and operating costs, processing recovery 
effectiveness and efficiencies, or other reasons. No definition of the cutoff grade or mineralogical 
description of Rosemont waste rock is provided in the reviewed reports. Based on the description of 
measured and indicated resources reported in the 2007 NI 43-101 Technical Report for the Rosemont 
Copper Project, Updated Feasibility Study (M3 Engineering & Technology Corporation), sulfide 
waste at Rosemont was classified as material that falls below a grade of 0.20 percent total copper 
(%TCu). The current technical reports continue to use this sulfide cutoff grade (M3, 2009). Oxide 
waste is reported to be material with a grade below a 0.10 %TCu (M3, 2009, p. 5).      
 
Percentages of Reported Rock Types Representing Waste, Ore, Tailings  – The percentages of rock 
types comprising potential waste materials at Rosemont are tabulated in all of the reports (i.e. Tetra 
Tech, 2007b, Table 3.1; Tetra Tech, 2009 v. 1, Table 7.28). The percentage of tabulated waste 
relative to ore has decreased over time as additional mineralized material has been delineated. 
Greater than half of the waste materials consist of oxidized and unoxidized arkose and other oxidized 
basin-fill overburden formations; andesite and a variety of Paleozoic formations comprise the 
remaining waste rock materials. Much less documentation is available on the rock types expected to 
be present in sulfide ore (and by extension in tailings) and oxide ore. A tabulation is found in Table 2 
of Vector (2006). The copper sulfide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations 
consist primarily of Horquilla Limestone (50%), Colina Limestone (40%), quartz monzonite 
porphyry (QMP) (5%), and the Earp Formation (5%). Chalcopyrite, chalcocite, bornite,  and 
molybdenite are the dominant sulfide minerals. The sulfide ore will be processed through milling, 
flotation, and concentration processes and the residual material will be subsequently disposed of as 
dry-stack tailings. The copper oxide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations consist 
primarily of arkose (50%), QMP (15%), quartz latite porphyry, and andesite (35%). Copper oxide 
mineralization primarily includes copper-bearing limonite, chrysocolla, tenorite, malachite, and 
azurite; oxide ore will be processed by leaching with dilute sulfuric acid on a heap leach facility.  
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Method to Classify Material Types and Select Samples – Although the approximate percentages of 
waste rock and ore materials are tabulated in the reviewed reports1, the process of classifying the 
tested material as “ore” or “waste” was not described in detail in the reports reviewed. The general 
procedures for classifying ore and waste rock are described in more detail in the technical reports 
publically available to potential investors (i.e. WLR Consulting, 2006; M3 Engineering & 
Technology Corporation, 2009). Industry standard mine evaluation and design software was used by 
Rosemont personnel to interpolate the compiled drillhole data within boundaries established by the 
limits of topography, surface geology, and estimated subsurface geologic contacts. Rosemont’s 
three-dimensional geologic and resource block model assigned a rock type, mineralization type (i.e. 
oxide, sulfide), grade, and material type (i.e., waste, leach ore, sulfide mill ore) to each model block 
(50’ x 50’ x 50’) based on the geologic model including the laboratory analyses from surface 
samples, test pits, and diamond drill core. The block model was then used to estimate the percentages 
of various rock types that are potential ore and waste materials within the potential pit area.  The 
model and pit shell was used to identify specific drill core intervals that contain the rock types 
necessary to ensure representative geochemical analyses. Composite samples representing 50-foot 
mine benches at various depths were collected for geochemical analysis from coarse rejects using 
appropriate drilling intervals selected by Rosemont geologists familiar with the site-specific geology 
and mineralogy. 
 
The plan maps shown in Tetra Tech reports2 document the rock types sampled and the depth of the 
bench composite samples; sample depths range between 0 and 1,820 feet below ground surface. The 
sample data are clustered primarily in the center portion of the pit area but do appear to represent the 
major and minor rock types to be encountered within the pit area. The samples also appear to 
represent various bench elevations based the available figures and table. A plan map with labeled 
elevation contours for the proposed pit and the sample depths listed in feet above sea level or a 
profile section with the drillhole sample locations would have been helpful to verify the vertical 
distribution of the samples collected. No copper grades, however, are listed with the sample intervals 
to verify whether the samples are waste, leach ore, or sulfide ore (future tailings).   
 
The Tetra Tech sample location maps appear to provide sufficient lateral and vertical 
representativeness to provide a reasonable indication of the geochemical characteristics of the 
various waste rock types at this stage in the process. Tetra Tech (2007a) summarizes the rock types 
sampled and provides the borehole identification, depth of the sample, and the static test work 
performed. Detailed sample descriptions, however, were not provided that document what specific 
minerals were present in the samples, the proportions of potentially acid generating or acid 
neutralizing minerals that were present, and the oxidation type present.  
 
Only a brief description was found to describe the nature of the ore materials processed to simulate 
the four samples of tailings materials (Tetra Tech, 2009b).  Three tailings samples were evidently 
generated from Horquilla Limestone (May 2006, February 2007, and June 2007) although the rock 
type of the two earliest samples is not confirmed (see Table 1 in Tetra Tech, 2009b).  The last sample 
from July 2008 was generated from mixed rock types (72.9% Horquilla, 21.3% Earp, and 5.8% 
Escabrosa Limestone) that represent sulfide mill tailings in Year 0 to 3. The tailings samples were 
likely generated from coarse rejects from drillhole sample intervals or composites with total copper 
grades that matched the grades and mineralization types expected in the first few years of operation. 
This is an assumption as no sample documentation is provided with the drillhole name and depth 
interval, rock type, oxidation type, and approximate grade. SRK is therefore unable to verify whether 


                                                      
1 The percentage of waste rock types is listed in the all reports including the February 2009 APP application and has 
been updated through time.  The only tabulation listing the relative proportions of various rock types in sulfide mill ore 
(and by extension tailings) appears to be in Vector (2006). 
2Table A.1, Figures 2 and 3 and Table A.1 in Tetra Tech 2007a; Figures 2 and 3 in Tetra Tech 2007b 
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the generated tailings materials are representative of the future processed ore material based on the 
information compiled in the reports.   
 
Presumably, descriptions of the geology, mineralogy, and oxidation type are available in the surface 
sample data and drill logs for the waste, tailings, and other geochemical samples; this information 
was compiled from the drillhole logs in order to select the sample intervals to be tested. The rock 
type, type of copper sulfide/oxide minerals and associated rock-forming, gangue minerals present in 
each sample (and in what proportions), total copper grade, and other relevant characterization 
information should be recorded for each sample analyzed. The three reviewed reports as well as the 
geochemical data compiled in the APP (Tetra Tech 2009a), however, lack this basic information. 
Verification of representativeness is possible based only on the spatial location of the sampled 
intervals within the pit area. No verification was possible during this review for the materials that 
generated the four tailings samples. 
 
Was the Geochemical Sampling Program Representative Given the Stated Proportions of Rock 
Types in the Waste and Tailings? – The documentation for the waste rock sampling program is more 
comprehensive than that for the tailings or other sampling programs. The waste rock samples are 
considerably more numerous than other materials tested. SRK is satisfied that the geochemical 
program did sample and analyze samples representative of the waste rock that will be generated 
during the life-of-mine.  
 
Ore samples are initially drilled and analyzed to define the extent of the ore body; a portion of the 
drill core is kept as a physical record, which reduces the material available for metallurgical, 
geotechnical, or geochemical testing. Material representing mineralized sulfide drill core rejects/core 
of various rock types (or composite mixes) at various grade ranges is limited at this stage of the 
project. The Horquilla Limestone represents 50% of the potential sulfide mill tailings during the life 
of mine, but more than 90% of the tailings material generated and tested to date is this material. This 
may be appropriate based on the dominant sulfide mill tailings expected during the first years of 
operations. Tailings materials generated from rock types in proportions expected during the life-of-
mine (or in the dominant mixes by 5-year increments) have not yet been produced.   
 


1.2 Laboratories, Analytical Methods, and QA/QC Protocols 


The primary and sub-contracted laboratories used during this investigation are certified by the 
Arizona Department of Health Services to perform these types of environmental geochemical 
analyses in Arizona. The methods used for chemical analyses were standard test methods developed 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), ASTM, or by recognized academic experts. In 
addition, the static and kinetic (humidity cell) test work performed is approved by ADEQ for the 
classification of discharges related to mined materials as described in Arizona Mining Guidance 
Manual – BADCT, Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization by ADEQ (2005). 
 
The analytical method detection limits reported by the laboratories were appropriate with two 
exceptions – the Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (EPA Method 1312) test work 
performed in May 2006 by Turner Labs (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table 6.1) and the thallium results 
reported for the 2007 humidity cells test analyses by SVL Analytical (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A-6). 
The method detection limits for all 7 of the leachate parameters analyzed for the May 2006 event 
were above the Arizona Aquifer Water Quality Standards (AWQS). Generally, a method detection 
limit that is below the AWQS (or other water quality relevant standard) is preferred. The method 
detection limit for the 2007 thallium analyses was equal to the 0.002 mg/L AWQS for thallium; the 
majority of the results are reported as <0.002 mg/L. The Turner Labs results for May 2006 and the 
2007 SVL humidity cell thallium results should therefore not be used to assess compliance with 
AWQS.  
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The consulting reports reviewed did not list any duplicate samples that may have been sent for 
analysis to the primary laboratory or to a secondary laboratory. Although not required for test work, 
duplicates are typically a standard protocol with a minimum of at least one duplicate per every 20 
samples. SRK was not provided with companion documents that address protocols for QA/QC or 
field instrument calibration but assume they exist. 


1.3 Leaching Tests – Laboratory and Field Procedures 


Two types of kinetic tests were performed on waste materials – 35-week humidity cells under 
laboratory conditions and 21-week on-site column tests under field conditions. The humidity cells 
tests were conducted on 14 samples using an industry standard method published by American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM). The laboratory tests were performed by a qualified 
laboratory - SVL Analytical, Inc. of Kellogg, Idaho. Humidity cell tests are standard kinetic tests 
applicable to mine and waste materials found in a wide variety of climatic conditions including 
southern Arizona. Humidity cell tests are applicable to test work performed on conventional and dry 
stack tailings.  The purpose of humidity cells is to provide a determination of rates of accelerated 
leaching under controlled laboratory conditions. They are not intended as a demonstration of 
weathering rates but as calibration data for further predictive calculations to determine weathering 
rates. As such they are applicable to any form of tailings disposal as baseline or calibration data for 
numerical predictions. 
 
Tetra Tech (2007) provides only a limited description of the construction of the 6 on-site column 
tests and operational protocols, but SRK accepts the general test approach. Details on the column 
dimensions, the size fractions and volumes of materials loaded into the columns, and protocols for 
manual irrigation and leachate sample collection were not provided. Three tests were performed on 
splits of andesitic waste and on leach ore material tested by the humidity cell tests. The materials 
were selected for additional study from those samples that showed the potential (or uncertain 
potential) to generate acid using standard static tests. The field columns were to be subjected to 
ambient rainfall, sun, and temperature conditions. Owing to abnormally low rainfall conditions 
encountered during the test period, the columns were manually irrigated weekly using one liter of 
distilled water over a period of several hours; no details were provided on this field procedure. SRK 
assumes that field personnel performing the work received training to ensure consistency in 
irrigation methods, application rates, and that field instrument calibration was performed and 
documented.  


2 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan, Vector 
Arizona, June 2006 


The 2006 Vector memorandum is essentially a trip report and general work plan for Phase I of 
geochemical characterization. A general work approach and outline of the sampling and analysis 
plan is presented; a formal sampling and analysis plan is not attached. A detailed work plan for the 
later phases, if prepared, was not provided for review. Specific comments and concerns are provided 
below. The geochemical investigation, however, has already been executed. 
 


1. No mineralogical study is proposed during the program to assess which acid-generating and acid-
consuming minerals are present (and in what proportion) and how sulfide minerals occur in physical 
contact with the gangue minerals. This is an oversight because without it the results can only be 
interpreted as generalities, and will not be site-specific.   
 


2. SPLP and Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (ASTM E2242-02) analyses are proposed for 
approximately 20 percent of the waste rock samples. These methods are industry standard tests. 
Application of the SPLP test, however, will likely give a dilute result that is not really representative 
given the fresh nature and low pyrite content of the waste rock material described. A more 
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aggressive static leach test is recommended, such as analysis of Net Acid Generation (NAG) metals 
and/or MWMP-type extraction. 
 


3. The high buffering nature of the material described will also likely give a positive (alkaline) bias to 
the results, especially with the low predicted sulfur. SRK recommends that NAG tests should be run 
to confirm the predicted acid generation behavior. Given the likely alkaline nature of the material, 
the generation of alkaline rock drainage (potentially still with water quality exceedances) may occur, 
and that salinity in the final pit lake may also be an issue. These questions need to be addressed.  
 


4. Sobek and NAG pH, total metals, and SPLP analysis are proposed for tailings samples created 
during the metallurgical test program. As noted above, application of the SPLP method to tailings is 
unsuitable, and SRK advocates using a more appropriate method for prediction of tailings leachate 
chemistry such as NAG metals and MWMP extraction. 
 


5. A review of the heap leach characterization program was not within SRK scope, but comments are 
provided based on the very brief description provided in the memorandum. The method for selecting 
the test materials based on copper grade and the expected leach ore rock types within the pit is a 
reasonable approach. The proposed program based on this work plan consists of analyzing the 
residues from three column leach tests performed by Mountain States R & D International for Sobek 
and NAG pH, whole rock analysis, and SPLP and MWMP extraction. One humidity cell test is also 
proposed. The proposed program will likely present a better impression of the resulting leachate 
chemistry than will actually occur. The high ore alkalinity will have a high acid consumption factor, 
which will cause the precipitation of gypsum – thus the heap may be a source of high sulfate 
concentrations. 


3 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Tetra Tech, June 2007 


This report is a compilation of geochemical test work completed on 94 waste rock, leach ore, and 
mill ore samples and 2 tailings samples through April 27, 2007.  
 
The report includes a number of compilation tables, illustrations, figures, and two appendices. 
Appendix A contains a compilation of test results. Appendix B provides copies of the analytical 
reports prepared by SVL Analytical, Inc. and Transwest Geochem in 2006 and 2007; no laboratory 
reports were noted for analyses by Turner Lab in 2006. Specific comments are provided below.  
 


1. The number of samples and geologic representativeness appears reasonable for the size and stage of 
the project. 
 


2. The section on mineralogy is poor and is based solely on published works, and thus is not site-
specific and is not directly applicable to the tested samples. 
 


3. The presentation of data is confusing. For example, the bar-chart approach shown in Illustration 5.3 
to represent sulfur speciation is not a standard method. The compiled analytical found in the main 
text and in Appendix A lack basic information such as the laboratory name, lab identifiers to match 
the compiled data to specific laboratory reports, and consistent reporting of analytical units.  
 


4. The data show a strong bias toward neutralizing conditions, but sample-specific mineralogy would 
have helped to confirm if the neutralizing conditions are directly related to carbonate-neutralizing 
potential (NP) or if some of the NP is an artifact of the test itself, as is common. The NAG pH data 
helps and reveals two samples that are clearly acid-generating (not potentially acid-generating, as 
stated in the report). The majority of the waste rock samples are neutralizing, although less strongly 
than predicted by the ABA results. 
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5. Whole rock chemistry indicates that elements mobile in alkaline environments (such as oxyanions, 
e.g. arsenic, antimony, molybdenum, and selenium) are strongly enriched in the deposit (see 
Illustration 5.6, p. 20). As expected, SPLP extraction tests at such high dilution on unweathered 
rocks show low solute leaching. Seven samples were analyzed after both SPLP and MWMP 
extractions were performed. The inclusion of MWMP tests is useful, and the results for selected 
constituents are compared in Illustration 5.8. The MWMP results reveal higher arsenic, selenium, 
and fluoride leaching than do the SPLP tests, although results for many other constituents are quite 
similar. 
 


6. On page 28, Tetra Tech states:  
 


“In general, approximately 73% of the material tested to date can be defined as inert based on the 
ADEQ draft policy titled “Policy for the Evaluation of Mining Rock Materials for the 
Determination of Inertness” (ADEQ, 1998). This policy defines inert materials as having a total 
sulfur concentration of less than 0.3% and an NNP greater than 0 or an NPR greater than 3. 
Those materials that are defined as inert by this definition do not require additional testing. 
However, it should be noted that materials defined as inert can have metals concentrations. 
Based on the data available, zinc and arsenic are present in the rocks and may be of concern 
when placed in the waste rock dump. Metals such as zinc, arsenic, and selenium can be mobile at 
alkaline pH values.” 
 


The reference in the unpublished ADEQ draft policy to what constitutes “inert” material should be 
replaced by the terminology used in guidance published by ADEQ in Appendix B of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT on the characterization of solution, ore, and waste (ADEQ, 2005). 
Appendix B classifies material as “non-acid generating with a low risk for acid drainage to develop” 
if the ratio of neutralization potential and acid production potential is greater than 3. Approximately 
30 percent of the samples (25 of 94) submitted for acid-base accounting (ABA) and sulfur speciation 
analyses (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A.2) have one or more components that exceed the criteria 
developed by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) (2005) to classify the 
material as non-acid generating mine rock material. Note that the ADEQ guidance only briefly 
addresses the potential to carry metals in solution under alkaline rock drainage conditions such as is 
discussed in Tetra Tech statement from page 28. 
 


7. Humidity cell tests are reported to 20 weeks, which are not be a sufficient duration to determine a 
trend or to develop meaningful estimates of leaching rates for some constituents. Copper, 
manganese, arsenic, antimony, selenium, and possibly zinc were above detection and/or elevated in 
humidity cells, indicating potential for solute leaching and probable sulfide oxidation. In comparison 
with Arizona AWQS, the leachates measured antimony and selenium in concentrations exceeding 
their respective limits. Selenium initially exceeded the AWQS of 0.05 mg/L but was below detection 
for the remaining weeks; antimony showed elevated concentrations that exceeded the AWQS of 0.06 
mg/L throughout the duration of the humidity cell tests. The on-site column tests show a possible 
early decrease in sulfate concentrations for some columns, which may indicate that flushing of the 
reactive alkalinity has taken place. It would be useful to see data obtained since the date of the June 
2007 report. 
 


8. The use of SPLP on tailings and only 10 weeks of humidity cell testing is insufficient to draw 
conclusions concerning the leaching behavior of the tailings. Additional data and the summary 
reports on test work and analyses completed after June 2007 are essential to complete a meaningful 
review. 
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4 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Tetra Tech, November 2007 


This report is an addendum to the June 2007 Tetra Tech Report. It summarizes the previous and new 
geochemical characterization data through September 2007. The report focuses primarily on the 
Phase I and Phase II test work performed on waste rock with lesser focus on geochemical 
characterization of tailings, heap leach grade ore, and soil samples. The samples were collected from 
drill core with specific rock types and copper grade, drill core rejects, soil samples, and test pits. The 
coarse rejects from drill core samples were taken to METCON Laboratory of Tucson to be split and 
prepared for analysis by SVL Analytical, Inc. (SVL) of Kellogg, Idaho. SVL is a laboratory certified 
by the Arizona Department of Health Services. Documentation to verify grade (ore/waste 
classification) and mineralogy is absent. 
 


4.1 Waste Rock Characterization 


Two phases of sampling and geochemical analysis have been performed.  Phase I sampling (42 of 
potential waste rock material, 1 composite sample, 4 historic waste rock dump (WRD), and 1 leach-
grade) provided a preliminary indication of rock).  Phase II included 121 samples of potential waste 
rock, 2 leach-grade samples, 4 test pits samples from existing WRDs, and 5 soil samples to 
characterize potential cover and construction borrow materials. Thirty-nine samples were tested by 
SPLP methods; 33 samples were tested using MWMP methods. The leachates from these tests were 
analyzed for a number of constituents – some of which have reference Arizona aquifer water quality 
standards. Humidity cell test were performed on 14 samples of Earp Formation, andesite, arkose, and 
arkose conglomerate based on the conclusions from the ABA tests. 
 


1. On a spatial basis, the waste rock geochem samples appear to be representative of life-of-mine 
materials. No documentation was provided to verify the materials are below the oxide/sulfide cutoff 
grades and are waste materials and what minerals are present such as percentage of silicate minerals, 
pyrite, and carbonate. 
 


2. Illustration 3.1 does not use standard graphing methodology to represent sulfur speciation in the 
ABA results. ABA results, however, do indicate that some waste rock types such as andesite and 
arkose have potential to generate acid in the absence of discharge management. 
 


3. It is very difficult to cross reference the individual samples in the summary tables owing to lack of 
consistent  presentation of sample identification, depth, laboratory identification numbers, and rock 
type. It is not possible without considerable effort to go from tabulated data to graphed data to verify 
conclusions. Verification of trends seen in the humidity cell results, for example, is difficult owing to 
the organizational format presented in data tables and graphs. Table 3.7 provides the rock type 
sampled and a Sample ID (drillhole name with sample number), but no sample footage interval; the 
Sample ID, sample depths, rock type sampled, and test work performed are shown in Appendix A 
Table A.1. The analytical results are tabulated by Sample ID in Appendix A Table A.7 with no 
cross-reference to laboratory job number or to rock type; the analytical results are graphed in 
Appendix A Illustration A.1 (Figures 1a through 15 b) but the Sample ID or rock type is not 
provided. A data compilation and statistical analysis by rock type would have assisted with the 
interpretation of the results based on waste type to be mined.  
 


4. SPLP and MWMP leachate results for waste show that more than half of the results are below 
analytical detection for metals.  There are number of samples, however, that exceeded the reference 
arsenic standard of 0.01 mg/L and isolated AWQS exceedances of other metals.  In some cases the 
method detection limit is at or above the numeric standard so the water quality result with respect to 
the reference standards cannot be assessed.   
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5. There are noticeable differences in results between the humidity cells and the field column tests, 
which is not discussed in the report. Humidity cells tests showed the effluent pH oscillated between 
approximately 7.2 to 8.2 pH; sulfate concentrations decreased from week 0 to week 2 and remained 
below 200 mg/L with minor oscillations throughout the duration of the tests. With increasing time, 
the pH in the field tests decreased approximately 2 pH standard units to between pH 7 and pH 6, and 
sulfate was cyclic with sulfate concentrations ranging from 0 to approximately 500 mg/L (Illustration 
3.7 and 3.8). The field columns appear to have been terminated too early and should have been 
continued until some stabilization of pH and sulfate was observed. The use of a 35-week humidity 
test with only 8 analytical samples over the 35 weeks is probably insufficient to draw any 
conclusions about the tests, especially with respect to metals. Generally, the most significant changes 
would be expected in weeks 0 to 5, and this period is not captured adequately in the metals data 
presented. Although it is true that the majority of reported results are below detection, there are 
several exceedances with respect to AWQSs for various constituents – noticeably antimony, 
selenium (Se), and arsenic (As).  Metal concentrations in leachates are shown in Illustration 3-10, but 
are not shown relative to time so it is not possible to determine changes in metal concentration over 
time. Se and As  show some exceedances with respect to their respective AWQSs in this illustration, 
and copper and manganese are elevated. No compilation or interpretation is provided by rock type or 
by constituent so it is difficult to derive meaningful relationships from the data for this review 
without significant effort.  


 
6. The humidity cell and field test data are not conclusive as to the weathering nature of the rock 


materials, and they cannot be conclusively verified as being non-reactive. The information needs to 
be presented in a clearer fashion in order to support the proposed trends. 


 


4.2 Tailings Characterization 


Four tailings samples were tested using standard industry methods for ABA, SPLP, and whole rock 
analysis; one humidity cell was completed at the time of this report (Tailings-022807). As stated 
previously, no details other basic rock type were provided on the source of the sample material used 
to make the simulated tailings so SRK is not able to verify how representative the samples are.   
 
SPLP results for February and June 2007 tailings samples of Horquilla Limestone indicate the 
leachate is near-neutral and metals are predominantly below detection. The results from May 2006 
are incomplete and not usable owing to the fact that the method detection level was above the 
relevant reference standards. MWMP results were reported for the June 2007 sample and show near-
neutral pH, and metals that are below detection with the exception of molybdenum. Molybdenum 
sulfide is a sulfide ore constituent.  The limited number of MWMP and SPLP tests completed at the 
time of this report is not sufficient to represent all ore types expected during the life of mine. 
 
The combination of sample leachates to represent a five-week period of sampling is not useful. The 
results confirm that the material has low reactivity.  Molybdenum and selenium are potentially 
elevated in the humidity samples. 


5 Summary of Comments and Questions  


SRK comments based on a review of three geochemical test reports prepared to characterize the 
Rosemont waste materials are summarized below.  
 


1. The materials tested are representative of the waste rocks to be encountered during the life of mine. 
A description of the oxidation type, grade, and minerals present in each sample was not provided to 
verify waste classification. 
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2. Mineralogy studies are recommended to assess the physical characteristics of the gangue metals and 
metalloids (for example, what percentage of pyrite is encapsulated in quartz or other silicate minerals 
and is therefore not accessible to be oxidized?).  


3. Insufficient, representative tailings tests have been completed by November 2007 to provide an 
accurate assessment of the tailings leachate. 


4. NAG metals are still recommended to assess the chemical character of tailings leachate to confirm 
potential behavior. 


5. Alkaline or neutral rock drainage with elevated metalloids and sulfate may occur based on the results 
of the 35-week humidity cell tests; this is not adequately addressed in these reports.  The tests need 
to be operated until some stabilization is observed in the field columns. 
 
SRK is aware that two other geochemical reports or summaries exist including Tetra Tech (2009a 
and 2009b), so additional information may be provided in these reports. SRK questions based on a 
review of the three reports are listed below: 


1. Is a description available for the oxidation type, mineralization observed, and total copper grade in 
the tested samples? 


2. Have NAG metals and/or MWMP-type extractions been performed on waste rock and tailings 
materials subsequent to the November 2007 report? 


3. Additional tailings test work was discussed in the Technology Transfer Meeting conducted on 
November 12, 2008 (Williamson, 2008, slide 9). Test work listed as “In Progress” as of November 
2008 included July 2008 samples for ABA, whole rock, SPLP, MWMP, and kinetic tests. Have the 
additional tests been performed on tailings materials and are the results available for review? 
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Profession: 
 
Education: 
 
 
 
 
Registrations/ 
Affiliations 
 
 
 


 
Geochemist 
 
Doctor of Philosophy, University of Southampton, 1988-1991 
Bachelor of Science, Geochemistry/Geology, Class 1 Honours 
Degree, University of Manchester, 1985-1987 
 
Past President, International Association of Applied 
Geochemists (2008 to 2009); President (2005-07); VP (2003-
2004) 
Member, Int. Mine Water Association  
Fellow, Geological Society of London 
Member of the Society of Economic Geology 
Member of the Royal Society of Chemistry  
Visiting Research Associate, Division of Materials and 
Minerals, Cardiff University 1998-present; Aberystwyth 
University 2000-2006 
Chartered Chemist, RSC (1997) 
Chartered Geologist, GSL (2001) 
Chartered Professional European Geologist (2002) 
Accreditation auditor, Cyanide code (2005) 
 


 
Specialization: Application of chemistry and mineralogy in mining projects. This includes metal 


ore, uranium and coal processing; geochemical exploration; evaluation and 
treatment of mine waste and water chemistry. 


 


Expertise: 
 


Eur. Geol. R. J. Bowell Ph.D., C. Chem MRSC,  C. Geol FGS 
Geochemist with 20 years experience. Background in applied geology in tropical 
and deeply weathered terrain’s  and mining consulting in the fields of due 
diligence, financial and technical audits,  process chemistry, environmental 
geochemistry, environmental engineering and mineralogy.  Specializes in the 
application of chemistry and mineralogy to solve engineering problems. 
Experience in gold, copper and uranium mining in North America, Chile, Southern 
and West Africa and in Eastern Europe.   
 


 
Employment Record: 
1995-Present Steffen Robertson and Kirsten (UK), Geochemist, Senior Geochemist (1997); 


Principal Geochemist (1999) 
1994-1995 Freelance Consulting -BHP; Contract lab staff consultancy; Aberystwyth, Open 


University and Southampton Universities. 
1991-1994 Natural History Museum, Senior Research Fellow in Applied Geochemistry. (50% 


of time contracted to BHP Minerals, Africa & Middle East Group). 
1988-1991 PhD Student, University of Southampton; Geologist, Ashanti Goldfields 
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Publications: One hundred & forty two publications in the field of mineralogy, process 
chemistry, and applied geochemistry, ARD, contaminated land and water treatment 
available on request.  Co-author of technical publications on gold mineralogy and 
processing (CRC); water management in the mining industry (UK-EA); and arsenic 
stabilization (MIRO). 
 


 
Languages: English, Spanish (Business) 
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Key Experience:  Due Diligence/Audits 
 
Africa 
 Cluff resources, Ghana, Tazania & Zimbabwe (09/05-01/06) 
 Anglovaal/Avgold/Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, South Africa (gold) (9/98-12/98) 
 African Eagle AIM listing (2004) 
 Involved in 43-101 documents for projects in Namibia, Tanzania, South Africa & Zambia 
 
Europe 
 Minmet/Connary Minerals, UK, Portugal & Brazil (gold) (6/99-9/99) 
 OCK Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (9/00-12/00) 
 KCM Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (10/00-11/00) 
 Base metal results (tin), UK (3/03-1/04) 
 Uranium projects, Ukraine (2/06-5/06) 
 Uranium project, Czech Republic (3/06-6/06) 
 Uranium projects, Russia, Kazakhstan and overseas ARMZ (11/07-ongoing) 
 Uranium projects, Slovakia (2/08-ongoing) 
 
North America 
 Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (6/01-8/01) 
 Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (8/02-9/02) 
 
Other 
 Confidential, global mining group (base metals) (7/04-4/05) 
 Confidential junior mining company (base and precious metals) (5/05-1/06) 
 Confidential, global closure costs (8/06) 
 Confidential assessment of RTB Bor, Serbia (9/06-11/06) 
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Key Experience: Involvement in Feasibility Studies 
 
Provided technical involvement in geochemistry, ore mineralogy, process chemistry and environmental 
assessment to feasibility studies for; 
 


 Lisheen SEDEX lead-zinc deposit, Ireland   (1995-1996) 
 TVX low sulfidation epithermal gold projects, Kamchatka (1996) 
 TVX mesothermal gold-base metal deposit, Olympias, Greece  (1996-1997) 
 TVX porphyry copper deposit, Skouries, Greece  (1997) 
 Al Amar gold deposit, Saudi Arabia  (1995) 
 Al Hajar gold deposit, Saudi Arabia (1995-1996) 
 Copper Flat porphyry copper deposit (1996-1998) 
 Varvarinskoye, massive sulfide deposit, Kazakhstan  (1996-1997)  
 Las Cruces massive sulfide deposit, Spain  (1997-1999) 
 Geita Au-hosted banded iron formation, Tanzania (SRK project manager) (1997-2000) 
 Kukuluma Gold Project, Tanzania (1998) 
 Skorpion non sulfide zinc deposit, Namibia  (1999) 
 Kabanga magmatic associated nickel-cobalt-copper deposit, Tanzania (1999-2001) 
 Ngezi nickel-platinum-palladium deposit, Zimbabwe (1998) 
 Dunrobin  Iron Oxide Copper-Gold deposit, Zambia (1997-1998) 
 Carlin-type disseminated gold deposit, Turquoise Ridge, Getchell, Nevada (SRK project manager) 


(1996-2004) 
 Los Pelambres porphyry copper deposit, Chile  (1998-2003) 
 Panorama copper-cobalt tailings re-treatment, Democratic Congo Republic (1999) 
 Tengke Fungamure copper-cobalt deposit, Democratic Congo Republic (1999) 
 Pascua-Lama epithermal high sulfidation, Chile (1999-2000) 
 Goro lateritic nickel deposit, French Caledonia (2000) 
 Equatorial Tonopah porphyry copper, Tonopah, Nevada (2000-2001) 
 Cerrejon coal deposit, Colombia (2002-2003) 
 Sappes epithermal high sulfidation gold deposit, Greece (2002) 
 Kevitsa project, Finland,  Scandinavian Gold (2003) 
 Sasare Iron Oxide Copper-Gold deposit, Zambia (2003-2006) 
 Nkomati nickel deposit, Barberton, South Africa (2004) 
 Atlanta mesothermal gold deposit, Atlanta, Idaho (2004-2005) 
 Mkushi copper-gold deposit, Zambia (2004-2006) SRK project manager 
 European Goldfields, Olympias project, Greece (2005) 
 Miyabi Banded Iron Formation-gold deposit, Tanzania (2005-2006) 
 European Goldfields, Skouries project, Greece (2005-2006) 
 Voskhod chromite deposit, Kazakhstan (2005-2006) 
 Malmbjerg molybdenum deposit, Greenland (2005- 2008)  SRK project manager 
 Mount Hope molybdenum deposit, Nevada (2005-2008) 
 Chita porphyry copper deposit, Russia  (2005-2008)  
 Trekkopje Uranium deposit (2006-2008)   
 Elkon uranium-gold-molybdenum  Russia (2006-ongoing)   
 Rystkuil uranium, South Africa (2007-2008) 
 Reko Diq copper-gold, Pakistan (2006-ongoing)   
 Fedorova PGM, Russia (2007-2008)  
 Goldfields epithermal gold deposit, Nevada, USA (2008-ongoing) 
 Khiagda U-ISR, Russia (6/08-ongoing, project manager) 
 Zarechnoye U-ISR, Kazakhstan (11/08-ongoing, project manager) 
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Key Experience:  Arsenic projects 
 
Africa 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, Avgold, South Africa (9-11/98, 


with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
 Design and evaluation of arsenic treatment options, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (8/01-10/01) Project 


manager 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Ghanian operations, Ashanti Anglogold (9/08-ongoing). Project 


manager 
 
Europe 
 Chemistry for arsenic removal for groundwater and pit lake water at the Salsigne gold mine, France 


(7/96 – 3/97) Project manager 
 Arsenic treatment, Sappes project, Greece (1999) 
 Assessment of arsenic removal from metallurgical process streams, Olympias gold project, Greece 


(2005) 
 
North America 
 Chemistry for arsenic removal for groundwater and pit lake water at the Getchell mine, Nevada (8/95 – 


3/99 with SRK Reno office), Project manager 
 Stabilization of arsenic from metallurgical waste, Getchell mine, Nevada (1999-2002 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Cameco Uranium Mines, Saskatchewan, Canada (4/99-12/99 with 


SRK Vancouver office) 
 Arsenic specialist, Giant Mine closure workshop, funded by DIAND, Northwest Territories, Canada 


(3/2000 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Arsenic treatment plant evaluation, City of Elko, Nevada (with SRK Elko, 5/02-6/02) 
 Review of arsenic control and treatment, Glamis Gold, Nevada (6/02-11/03 with SRK Elko) 
 Arsenic treatment plant, Atlanta gold project, Idaho (11/03-4/05) 
 Water treatment assessment for arsenic, California (6/07) 
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Key Experience: Hydrogeology, Hydrogeochemistry, Other Acid Mine Drainage and Mine 
Dewatering. 


Africa 
 Environmental geochemistry review, Tsumeb Corporation (8/95-6/96 with SRK Johannesburg) 
 Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
 Environmental geochemistry, ARD, baseline & ongoing monitoring hydrogeochemistry. Geita Gold 


Mine, Tanzania (5/97 to 03/04) 
 Review of geochemistry for closure study, Bulyanhulu gold mine Tanzania (3/98-5/98 with 


Johannesburg office) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment-evaluation, Kriel open cast and power station, South Africa 


(4/97-2/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-12/98 with 


Johannesburg office) 
 ARDML assessment, Rystkuil, South Africa (4/07-8/08) 
 
Asia 
 Hydrogeochemistry of saline groundwaters in the vicinity of the potential gold mine at Mahd ad Dhab, 


Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry for three potential gold mines in Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 ARDML study, Reko Diq Pakistan (12/06-ongoing) 
  
Europe 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
 Geochemistry of mine water as part of a closure plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, hydrogeology and dewatering studies of a potential zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland 


(8/95 –4/97) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and remediation of ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines 


in South Wales (8/95 –6/97) 
 Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97) 
 Review of geochemistry for Wismut Mine, Germany (with SRK Vancouver office, 3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
 ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98) 
 ARD scoping study and water treatment study for Las Cruces project, Spain (11/96-3/97) Project 


Manager) 
 Geochemical characterization, Boulby Potash, UK (8/01-10/01) 
 Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and water treatment assessment for Mynddyd Parys, Wales (4/04-10/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and ecotoxicity of mine waste, Cambourne-Redruth mining district, Cornwall 


(7/04-10/04) 
 ARDML study on tailings disposal, Nalunaq, Greenland (3/06-12/06) 
 ARD assessment, Aguas Teindas base metal mine, Spain (9/06-5/07)  
 ARDML study, Malmbjerg, Greenland (8/05-ongoing) 
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 ARDML study, Fedorovo PGM deposit, Russia (9/07-12/08) 
 


 
Pacific 
 
 Hydrogeochemistry, storage and discharge of hot saline groundwaters at the operating Emperor Mine, 


Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
 
North America 
 ARDML study, Creston Molybdenum deposit, Sonora, Mexico (2008) 
 ARDML study, Goldfields, Nevada (2007-ongoing) 
 ARDML assessment, Mount Hope Mo-porphyry deposit, Nevada (2005-2008) 
 Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel Tailings and Process Plant, Arizona (11/03-8/06) 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
 ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
 Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03 – 8/04 with SRK Elko office) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00 ongoing with SRK Tucson) 
 Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver 
 Hydrogeochemistry of lateritic nickel project, Wind Pass, Oregon (1997 with SRK Reno) 
 Pit Lake Assessment, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Review and geochemistry for Ridgeway Mine, South Carolina (with SRK Denver office, 2/97-6/97) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, main underground mine, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/96 – 9/99, project with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99, project with 


SRK Reno office), Project manager 
 ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99, project with 


SRK Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and 
management of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles 
and tailings material.  Additionally the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public 
enquiries into the mine development. 


 Hydrogeochemistry and water management of flooded pits at the operating Getchell Mine, Nevada (8/95 
– 8/04), Project manager 


 
South America 
 Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-ongoing with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry and remediation study, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-2/01 with SRK Peru) 
 ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-10/03), Project manager 
 Pit lake study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile office), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Other 
 Organise and participate in ARD workshops in the UK (7/95); Czech Republic (9/96); South Africa 


(11/97 & 9/01); Romania (12/00); UK (11/02); Ireland (8/03) 
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining Operations 
 
Africa 
 Assessment of ARDML at Four mouth balled base metal sulfide operations in Namibia (6/09-ongoing) 


Project manager 
 Review of ARDML processes at Obuasi gold mine, Ghana (5/09-ongoing) Project manager 
 Review of water management system, Geita Gold mine, Tanzania (11/08-ongoing) Project manager 
 ARD-metal leaching geochemistry and testwork for Siguri gold mine, Guinea (4/08-ongoing) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for Nkomati nickel project, South Africa (3/02-4/04 with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for South Deeps Mine, South Africa (1/02-6/02 with SRK 


Johannesburg)  
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD open pit and groundwater geochemistry and waste rock 


geochemistry Geita Mine, Tanzania (2/97-12/04), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Ngezi project, Zimbabwe (2/98-11/98 with Johannesburg office), 


Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Kabanga project, Tanzania (6/98-9/98 with Johannesburg office), 


Project manager 
 ARD assessment-evaluation, Nkomati Nickel Mine, South Africa (3/97-11/01) 
 Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg), Project manager 
 Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry and ARD at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-


12/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 
Asia 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork, base and precious metal deposits, Angouran, Iran (11/02-3/03) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for the Sukhaybarat gold mine, Saudi Arabia (1/02-6/02) 
 Waste rock characterization for Mahd ad Dhab, Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and evaluation of ARD remediation options for three potential gold mines in 


Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 
Europe 
 Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
 Testwork for ARD study at the Las Cruces deposit, Spain (3/97 – 2/99), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
 ARD Geochemistry, Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 -8/96 with SRK Vancouver office) 
 
North America 
 ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
 Waste rock management plan and ARD assessment, Turquoise Ridge mine, Getchell, Nevada (10/02-


11/03 with SRK (NA) Inc., Project manager 
 ARD mineralogy Sa Dena Hes project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 ARD mineralogy, Highmont Mo project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
 ARD mineralogy of waste rock and tailings, Pogo project, Alaska (4/99-7/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Waste rock geochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99 with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager 
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining  
    Operations (cont.) 
 
North America (cont.) 
 ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99 with SRK 


Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and management 
of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles and tailings 
material.  Additionally, the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public enquiries 
into the mine development. 


 
South America 
 Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-5/04 with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
 ARD Geochemistry, Pierina project, Peru (7/03-8/03) 
 ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-10/03), Project manager 
 ARD geochemistry, El Abra, Chile (4-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
 ARD geochemistry Chiliquimbie, Chile (6-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
 ARD geochemistry and mine waste stabilization, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-7/00 with SRK Peru) 
 ARD mineralogy and geochemistry for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, Chile-


Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
 Pit lake and waste rock geochemistry study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile 


office), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Pacific 
 Waste rock geochemistry at the operating Emperor Mine, Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
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Key Experience: Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Closed or Abandoned Mining 
Operations 


 
Europe 
 Assessment of ARD and water treatment for the abandoned Parys Mountain complex (07/05-05/06) 
 Evaluation of geochemical risk associated with the WHO site in North Cornwall (07/05-09/05) 
 Risk assessment for Cornish metal mines, UK (06/05-10/05) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Survey of mine wastes in central Wales to determine ranked risk assessment approach to evaluating 


environmental impacts (9/95-4/97) 
 Geochemistry of acid rock drainage, rock pile stability and mine water chemistry as part of a closure 


plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
 Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97)   
 ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98)  
 
North America 
 Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel tailings and process plant, Arizona (11/03-08/05), 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
 ARD geochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00-08/06 with SRK Tucson) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah Copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
 Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03-01/06 with SRK Elko office) 
 Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
 Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
 Mine waste and site geochemistry, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
 
South America 
 ARD mineralogy and geochemistry review for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, 


Chile-Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
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Key Experience:  Water Treatment 
 
Africa 
 Evaluation of water treatment options and ARD mitigation at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96; 


9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Panorama Resources Kakanda Mine, Democratic Congo Republic 


(3/97-4/98 with SRK Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry of salt removal for water treatment and plant design, Rustenburg Base Metal Refinery, 


South Africa (4/97-5/98 with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
 Geochemistry and effluent treatment at tailings facility, Hartley Platinum Mine, Selous, Zimbabwe (9/98-


6/99 with SRK Johannesburg & Harare offices), Project manger 
 Geochemistry and effluent treatment, Fairview mine, Barberton, South Africa (2/99-5/99 with SRK 


Johannesburg office) 
 Assessment and design of passive and active treatment options, Kukuluma pit, Geita Mine, Tanzania 


(12/00-2/01), Project manager 
 Options to treat water in the Kafue and Zambezi water shed: Industrial effluents and mining related 


impacts (9/99-6/01). 
 Process water chemistry and treatment, Trekkopje heap leach project, Namibia (6/07-2/08) 
 Review of desalination project, Ghana (08/08) 
 
Asia 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Pongkor Mine, Indonesia (8/96-2/98) 
 Scoping for effluent treatment at the Goro nickel facility, New Caledonia (6/00-7/00 with SRK Brisbane, 


Denver and Johannesburg offices) 
 
Europe 
 Remediation of 10 ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines in South Wales 


using active (HDS, ion exchange and EDR) and passive techniques (8/95 –6/97) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
 Passive treatment evaluation and design, Garth Tonmawr colliery, Wales (11/95-6/96) 
 ARD mitigation in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/97) 
 Mine water treatment, St Salvy mine, France (4/94-5/00) 
 Reviewer for tailings geochemistry, Tara Mines, Ireland (5/97-9/98, appointed by Department. of 


Energy, Ireland) 
 Water treatment scheme for dewatering of the zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 –4/97) 
 Mine water and process water treatment, kaolin and paper operations, Cornwall, UK (8/02-10/02) 
 Evaluation of sludge stabilization and stability, Wheal Jane Mine water project, Cornwall, UK (11/02) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and water treatment assessment for ARD at Mynddyd Parys, Wales (4/04-10/04) 
 Evaluation of water treatment options, Aguas Tenidas mine, Spain (9/03-7/05) 
 Ceyelli mine water treatment, Turkey (9/04-9/04 with SRK Ankara) 
 Water treatment assessment at the Avoca mine, Ireland (4/04-6/04) 
 Mine water treatment, Kaolinite operation, Ukraine (9/06-5/07) 


 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for old tailings facility, Getchell, Nevada (8/95-2/98 with SRK Reno office) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme scoping study at the Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 8/98, project with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme and hydrochemistry at Big Springs Mine, Nevada (6/96-11/96, project 


with SRK Reno office) 
 Evaluation and design of ARD-HDS treatment plant, Chino mining complex, New Mexico, USA (2/01-


8/02 with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
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 Evaluation of mine water treatment requirements, Holden project, USA (3/03 with SRK Vancouver 
office) 


 Review of BioteQ operating system, Bisbee, Arizona (April 2003) 
 Assessment and design for HDS water treatment plant at San Manuel, Arizona (6/05-2/06) and domestic 


water treatment (2/07) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Forteleza, Brazil (7/96-12/97 with SRK Reno office 
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Key Experience:  Environmental Impact, Mine Closure and Contaminated Land 
 
Africa 
 Geochemical consulting to AECI for inorganic and organic contaminants at several sites in South Africa 


(8/95-2/99, with SRK South African offices) 
 Geochemistry of contaminated land at a smelter, Tsumeb mining complex, Namibia (8/95-6/96) 
 Geochemical consulting for operating and closed cyanide plants, South Africa (4/97-2/98 with SRK 


Johannesburg office)  
 Assessment of mining impact on the environment for a large infrastructure project on the Zambezi River 


Basin (11/97-9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry for Environmental assessment of Power Station, Gokwe, Zimbabwe (9/98-2/99)  
 Geochemistry of Agrochemicals and Pesticide contamination of groundwater around factory, Zimbabwe 


(11/98-3/99 with SRK Harare office) 
 Geochemistry of cyanide contamination of groundwater around cyanide producing factory, Zimbabwe 


(5/99-10/99 with SRK Harare office) 
 Closure cost, preliminary design and assessment, Bulyanhulu mine, Tanzania (7/03-4/04 with SRK 


Johannesburg and SRK Reno) 
 Development of closure plans, Ghanian mining operations, Ashanti Anglogold (9/08-ongoing) 
 
Europe 
 Closure plan for Perama Hills, Greece (January-April 1999) 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Copper Flats, New Mexico (6/96-12/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry of nitrogen contamination, Commercial Potato Farms, Nevada (9/98-6/99 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry for closure of mine complexes at Robinson copper mine, Nevada, USA (5/00-10/04 with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry and project management for closure of mine and process plant complexes at the San 


Manuel Copper Mine, Arizona, USA (5/00-ongoing with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
 Management of pit lakes, open pit closure and waste rock scheduling, Getchell Gold Mine, Nevada 


(9/01-9/04 with SRK Reno) 
 Closure review of Newmont tailings impoundments, Nevada, USA (5/02-4/04 with SRK Elko and Reno 


offices) 
 Supplemental EIS, Marigold Mine, Nevada USA (7/02-4/03 with SRK Elko and Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Atlanta Gold Mine, Idaho (10/03-ongoing with SRK Elko, Vancouver 


and Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Coeur Rochester mine, Nevada (11/04-ongoing with SRK Elko, 


Vancouver and Reno offices) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry and closure design for the Poços Caldas Uranium mine and mill complex, Minas Gerias, 


Brazil. (11/05-6/06 with Geotech, Brazil and SRK Fort Collins) 
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Key Experience:  Heap Leach-Cyanide Closure Projects 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Big Springs Heap Leach, Nevada (6/96-8/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry for scoping of heap leach closure plan, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/97-2/98, with SRK 


Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Toiyabe, Nevada (8/99-8/00 with SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for Aurora pit and heap leach facility closure projects (9/99-6/00 with SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Griffon Peak, Nevada (2/00-9/00 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Assessment and preliminary design of cyanide treatment options, Colmac Mine, Northwest Territories, 


Canada (8/00-2/01 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach closure projects, Robinson mining complex, Nevada (9/00-3/01 with SRK 


Elko & Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Yankee Heaps, Bald Mountain, Nevada (9/00-4/01 


with SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Gold Acre Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (4/01-9/04, with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Robertson Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (10/01-3/03, with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for Closure plans for LBM pad, pit 1/5 pad, pad 2 & 3 heap leach facilities. Bald 


Mountain, Nevada (6/04-9/04 with SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Casino Winrock heap leach, Bald Mountain, Nevada (6/04-9/04 with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for closure plans, Santa Fe, Bullfrog and Wood gulch heap leach facilities, Nevada 


(06/06-04/08 with SRK Reno) 
 Geochemistry of process solutions and fate-transport model, Round mountain Gold mine, Nevada (5/07-


11/08 with SRK Reno) 
 
 
Europe 
 Closure plan for Perama Hills heap leach facility, Greece (January-April 1999) 
 
Africa 
 Closure planning on gold heap leach facilities at Obuasi (Sansu) and  Iduipriem, Ghana (05/08-ongoing) 
 
 
Asia 
 Closure plans and geochemistry for the Sukhaybarat gold mine (including heap leach facility), Saudi 


Arabia (1/02-6/02) 
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Key Experience: Cyanide audits 
 
Europe 
 Review of cyanide characterization, treatment, and prediction methods as a workshop for the Association 


of Mining Analysts, UK (5/00) 
 Technical report, cyanide audit and review of cyanide treatment with reference to the Brae Mara tailings 


facility failure on behalf of Dresdner (5/00-9/00) 
 Cyanide audit as a precursor to accreditation, Cyanide plant, Czech Republic (10/07) 
 
Africa 
 Cyanide audit, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (11/00-3/01) 
 Cyanide spill assessment, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (2/02-6/02) 
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Key Experience:  Baseline Assessment 
 
Soil, ARD and water geochemistry as part of EIA’s for mining projects for: 
 
Europe 


 Aguas Tenidas base metal deposit, Spain (9/04-ongoing) 
 
 
Asia 


 Erdenet copper porphyry, Mongolia, Erdenet (1-3/96) 
 Varvarinskoye, polymetallic sulfide deposit, Kazakhstan, KazMinCo (4/96 – 2/98) 
 Mahd d’ Dhab projects (gold, zinc, polymetallic sulfides, phosphates, magnesite) Saudi Arabia         


(2/00-9/00) 
 Asacha gold-silver deposit, Kamchatka, TVX (1/96 – 11/97) 


 
Africa 


 Panorama copper-cobalt tailings retreatment, Democratic Congo Republic, (3/97-1/98, with SRK 
Johannesburg) 


 Tengke Fungamure copper deposit, Democratic Congo Republic (3/97) 
 Kabanga Nickel project, Tanzania (6/96-10/98) 
 Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (4/98-9/01 with management of environmental monitoring program 


through to 2004) 
 
North America 


 San Flippe nickel laterite, Cuba (2/01-4/01) 
 Atlanta project, Idaho (10/04- ongoing with SRK Elko, Vancouver and Reno offices) 
 Mount Hope, Nevada (10/05- ongoing with SRK Elko and Reno offices) 
  


 
South America 


 La Cruz silver-copper deposit, Bolivia, Billiton (9-11/95) 
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Key Experience:  Uranium projects 
 
Africa 
 Geochemistry for tailings water treatment, Rössing uranium mine, Namibia (11/97-5/98) 
 Process chemistry, metallurgy, heap leach design,  geology, exploration geochemistry, mineralogy, 


assessment of ISL potential and environmental chemistry,  Trekkopje operation, Namibia (10/06-10/08) 
 Process chemistry, mineralogy, geology, exploration geochemistry and environmental chemistry, 


Rystkuil and Beaufort West projects, South Africa (2/07-7/08) 
 Geochemistry assessment, Bakouma project, Central Africa Republic (7/07-12/07) 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, Uranium-calcrete & sedimentary uranium deposits, southern 


Botswana (3/08-ongoing) 
 Review of oxide-uranium project, Zambia (8/08) 
 Review and exploration for a complex uranium-phosphate deposit, Bakouma region, Central African 


Republic (08/08-ongoing) 
 Geological assessment of uranium projects in Argentina for Xenon (8/08-ongoing) 
 Review process chemistry, U-mineralogy and geology, Projects in Niger for Niger Uranium (8/08) 
 Review process chemistry, Uranium calcrete project, Namibia (9/08) 
 Review U- Projects in Niger for Xenon (10/08) 
 Scoping study, Marenica project, Namibia (05/09-ongoing), Project manager 
 
Asia 
 Geochemistry, Well design and process recovery assessment of Uranium- ISL project, Kazakhstan 


(11/06-1/07) 
 Geochemistry for ISL-U project, Inkai, Kazakhstan (3/07-5/07) 
 Evaluation of the Zarechnoye and Akbastau ISR projects, Kazakhstan (11/08-ongoing)  
 
Europe 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy, Stratz and Hem ISL projects, Czech Republic (4/96-10/97) Project 


manager 
 Review of geochemistry for Wismut Mine, Germany (with SRK Vancouver office, 5/96 to 4/98) 
 Evaluation of uranium project, Poland (8/07-ongoing) 
 Evaluation of ISL-U & autoclave-U projects, Ukraine (8/07-12/07) Project manager 
 Evaluation of two autoclave-U facilities, underground and open pit mines (8/07-12/07) 
 Metallurgical assessment of Uranium-Gold-Molybdenum project, Elkon, Russia (6/07-ongoing) 
 Evaluation of Uranium properties, Slovakia (3/08-3/09) Project manager 
 Evaluation of ISR projects at Khiagda in Russia (4/08-ongoing) Project manager 
 Evaluation of a rubble bio-leach, heap leach and VAT leach projects, Transbaikal, Russia (6/08-ongoing) 


Project manager 
 Evaluation of Dalur ISR, Russia (3/09-6/09) 
 
North America 
 Mineralogy, environmental and process chemistry of uranium-nickel-arsenic rich ore & tailings, Cigar 


Lake Mine, Canada (4/99-11/99) 
 Evaluation of process chemistry, Canon City, Colorado (2/06-6/06) 
 Evaluation of vanadium and uranium recovery in tank leach and pressure leach circuits, Confidential 


client, Colorado & Texas (1/06-7/07) 
 Scoping study for hydrogeochemical and hydrogeological studies on a potential ISL operation in 


Wyoming for a Confidential client (5/06-6/06) 
 Scoping study for U-REE project, Mountain Pass, Nevada (8/06) 
 Project evaluation, potential ISR operation, Colorado (2/07) 
 Assessment of Bio-leach and underground mining project, Elliot Lake, Canada (8/08-ongoing) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry and closure design for the Poços Caldas Uranium mine and mill complex, Minas Gerias, 







  Curriculum Vitae 


R Bowell  October 2007 


 Page 18 


Brazil. (11/04-7/06 with Geotech, Brazil and SRK Fort Collins)  
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Key Experience:  Metallurgy & Mineral Processing 
 
Africa 
 Assessment of assay and gold recovery problems from heap leach, Zimbabwe (12/95)  
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for nickel-cobalt-copper-PGE’s Rustenburg, South Africa (4/97-5/98) 
 Mineralogy for base metal extraction from an oxide ore, Skorpion zinc mine, Namibia (6/98-11/98) 
 Metal recovery from base and precious metal slags, residues and flue dust, Tsumeb smelting and 


processing operations, Namibia (5/05-ongoing) Project manager 
 
Asia 
 Metallurgical and mineralogical assessment of copper and gold project as part of pre-feasibility and 


feasibility studies, Kazakhstan (12/95-7/96) Project manager 
 Geochemistry for Kazan solution mining project, Turkey (with SRK Turkey 10/02). 
 
Europe 
 Metallurgical problems, geology and mineralogy of lead-zinc ore body, Mazzron, Spain (4/96) 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for base metal (zinc-lead), Mazzaron, Spain (4/96) 
 Process chemistry and testwork for metal recovery from base metal waste in Bulgaria (9/00-12/00), 


Project manager 
 
North America 
 Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for gold recovery by autoclave and cyanidation processes, Getchell, 


Nevada (2/97-4/99 & 8-10/01), Project manager 
 Process chemistry of gold recovery and cyanidation of sulfide ore, Getchell, Nevada (2-7/01), Project 


manager 
 Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


and assessment of bio-oxidation pre-treatment, Tonopah project, Nevada (4/01-9/01), Project manager 
 Process chemistry, In Situ copper leach project, Arizona (4/01-11/01 with SRK Tucson) 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, complex oxide and sulfide heap leach project, Florida Canyon (5/02-


3/03), Project manager 
 Process chemistry and optimization evaluation, As-rich Au ores, Newmont technical services, Gold 


Quarry, Nevada (4/99-2/01) Project manager 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, Standard mine heap leach facility and control of cyanide solutions. 


Apollo Gold, Nevada (7/02-4/03).  Project manager 
 Process chemistry and heap leach optimisation studies including issues related to ore grind, 


encapsulation, cyanide and lime consumption, alternative reagent and leaching conditions, bio-oxidation 
pre-treatment for Placer Dome PLS on heaps and ores from Bald Mountain, Cortez and Getchell mines 
in Nevada (6/02-2/04 with SRK Elko office), Project manager 


 Process optimization, Penoles operations, Mexico (10/08-ongoing) 
 Assessment of gold recovery, El Chanate, Mexico (1/09-ongoing) 
 
 
South America 
 Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


project, Chile (5/01-6/02) Project manager 
 Process chemistry, copper heap leach, Radimiro, Chile (04/05-06/08). Project manager 
 Gold geometallurgy study, Verte Norte, Colombia (12/08-ongoing). Project manager 
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Key Experience:  Exploration 
 
Africa 
 Geochemical exploration for Trio Gold in Ghana (5/96-8/98), Mali (9/97), Benin and Burkina Faso (3/97 


–9/98), Project manager 
 Geochemical exploration for Nevsun in Ghana (1/97 –5/97) and Mali (3/97), Project manager 
 African Resources-Kilembe (copper-cobalt) and regional gold and diamonds, Uganda (9/96-12/96) 
 Gold-shear zone deposit, Wassa, Ghana (1/97) 
 Gold-shear zone/BIF, Geita Mine, Tanzania (4-6/99) 
 Mineralogy of heavy mineral concentrates for diamond exploration in Angola (8/00-11/00) 
 Exploration mineralogy and geochemistry of iron oxide copper gold deposits, uranium, porphyry copper, 


gold, diamonds and nickel. African Eagle in Mozambique, Tanzania & Zambia (6/03-ongoing) 
 Uranium exploration, Namibia (9/07-ongoing) Confidential client 
 Copper exploration, Namibia (8/07-ongoing) Confidential client 
 
Asia 
 Mineralogical and geochemical work as part of mineral exploration programs for gold shear zone, Mahd 


a Dhab, Saudi Arabia (2/96-4/96) 
 Polymetallic sulfide deposit, Varvarinskoye, Kazakhstan (2/96-6/96) 
 Iron oxide-copper-gold project, Afghanistan (2/97) 
 Mineralogy and geochemical mapping of the Sonjiapo copper porphyry, China (3/97) 
 Mineralogy of Murantau gold deposit, Uzbekistan (4/97) 
 Pongkor low sulfidation precious metal deposit-mineralogy and exploration geochemistry, Indonesia 


(4/97) 
 Tin, gold, alluvial heavy mineral sands, diamonds and gemstones, India (2/98) 
 
North America 
 Carlin gold deposit, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/98) 
 Carlin gold deposit, Rodeo Creek, Nevada (9/98) 
 Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
 Exploration Hydrogeochemistry study for Getchell mine development, Nevada (3/99-9/99), Project 


manager 
 Epithermal low and high sulfidation gold, Florida Canyon and Standard Mines, Nevada (8/02-ongoing), 


Project manager 
 Carlin and epithermal low sulfidation gold, Bald Mountain Mine, Nevada (2/03-ongoing), Project 


manager 
 
South America 
 Mineralogy for diamond and gold prospects in the Cuiaba Basin, Brazil (7/00-4/01) 
 Mineralogy for gold prospects in the Sierra Pelada area, Brazil (7/00-9/00) 
 Mineralogy and geochemistry for copper-gold projects, Chile (5/01-12/01)  
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Key Experience:  Current Research 
 
Europe 
 Metal recovery from mine waste and tailings in collaboration with, Geochemistry Research Group, 


Aberystwyth and the Materials the School of Engineering, Cardiff University, 11/96-ongoing). Funding 
from Welsh universities core funding; Xstrata; Noranda; Equatorial; Orlake Minerals; Fundy Minerals; 
TCL; Minex; Greenwich Resources; National Research Council. 


 Use of LAICPMS for analysis of trace constituents in solid materials, particularly precious metals in 
refractory ores and impurities in metallurgical products ongoing collaboration since 3/96 with, 
Geochemistry Research Group, Aberystwyth and the the School of Engineering, Cardiff University 


 Protocols for Acid Base Accounting and Kinetic testwork (6/98 – 12/04 with Materials Science 
Department, the School of Engineering, Cardiff University) 


 Kinetics of copper and uranium leaching in ISR environments (3/07-ongoing with the School of 
Engineering, Cardiff University and Mintek, SA) 


 
North America 
 Process optimisation and closure of Heap Leach facilities (10/2000-9/04 with Placer Dome (NA) Inc. 


and SRK Elko office) 
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Key Experience:  Research Post-Doctorate Studies 
 
Africa 
 Mineral exploration in deeply weathered tropical terrains, with BHP Minerals (50% of time between: 


10/91-9/95)- West Africa, Zaire, Uganda & Tanzania 
 Geochemistry of sulfide oxidation and gossans, Tsumeb mine, Namibia  
 Metal distribution in mine waste from Tsumeb type deposits (4/92-4/94) 
 LAICPMS chemistry, with University of Cape Town, Department of Geological Sciences (9/91-9/94) 
 Acid Mine Drainage in Zimbabwe, with British Geological Survey and Institute of Mining Research, 


Zimbabwe, funded by ODA (9/93-9/94) 
 Water quality issues in rural water supply management, with Wateraid, UNDP, and University of 


Westminster (9/91-10/93) 
 


 
Europe 
 Geochemistry and mineralogy of the St. Just mining district, Cornwall (9/91-6/94) 
 Stability of arsenic in mine waste, with Imperial College funded through MIRO (2/92-3/94) 
 
Asia 
 Acid Mine Drainage in Malaysia, with British Geological Survey and Geological Survey of Malaysia, 


funded by ODA (9/93-9/94) 
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Salek & Bev,
 
Attached is the draft baseline geochemistry Technical Review Memorandum prepared by SRK.  It
has numerous questions regarding the geochemical sampling and testing program in regard to
clarity of description, testing methods, and representative sampling .   The memo text is rather
dense but rather than spend time editing the text I recommend the draft memo be forwarded to
Rosemont with a proposal to hold an issue resolution meeting similar to that done for the mine
site groundwater model.  If you would like, I’ll gladly take the lead with Rosemont of proposing this
and forward them a copy of the draft Technical Review Memorandum.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'; Roger D Congdon
Subject: Re: SRK Review of Davidson Canyon & Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater Reports
Date: 05/27/2010 10:21 AM
Attachments: Davidson Canyon_Memo_183101_VU_20100511_FINAL.pdf

Hello Dale, 
I have reviewed the SRK memo and find it acceptable.  Please forward it to Rosemont and I agree with
the strategy out lined below.  Thanks. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

05/13/2010 08:58 AM

To "'Salek Shafiqullah'" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>
cc "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Melinda D Roth'"

<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"'Jonathan Rigg'"  <jrigg@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject SRK Review of Davidson Canyon & Natural Fluctuation in
Groundwater Reports

Salek, 
  
Attached is the SRK Technical Memorandum reviewing TetraTech’s Davidson Canyon report and Montgomery’s
report on natural fluctuations in groundwater levels in the Cienega Basin.  The memo finds TetraTech’s
conclusions regarding the potential effects on springs, seeps, and perennial flow sections of Davidson Canyon and
lower Cienega Creek to be reasonable and recommends only that the conclusions be revisited when the mine
site groundwater model and pit drawdown cone is finalized.  In addition, SRK includes several editorial comments

that may improve understanding of the memo but do not alter the fundamental conclusions. 
  
The review of the summary of natural fluctuations in the groundwater level and comparing it to the predicted pit
drawdown also finds the conclusions reasonable; only recommending that the findings be revisited once the
mine site groundwater model is finalized.   As with the Davidson Canyon report, SRK includes some editorial

comments but these do not alter the fundamental conclusions. 
  
I recommend that the Technical Memorandum be forwarded to Rosemont with a request to respond to the

editorial comments but hold the final revisions until the mine site groundwater model is finalized. 
  
Please review the attached Technical Memorandum and advise us of how you want us to proceed. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
_______________________ 

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Roger D Congdon/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



 
 


SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. 
3275 West Ina Road, Suite 240 
Tucson, Arizona 
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vugorets@srk.com 
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Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. Date: May 11, 2010 


cc: Tom Furgason, SWCA  


File, SRK 


From: Vladimir Ugorets, PhD, SRK 
Michael Sieber, P.E., SRK 
Stephen J. Day, P.Geo., SRK 


Subject: Technical Review of Davidson Canyon 
Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and  


Project #: 183101/1700 


 Assessment of Spring Impacts, Rosemont Copper Project (Tetra Tech, 2010a) and 
Comparison of Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater Level to Provisional Drawdown 
Projections, Rosemont Mine  (Montgomery & Associates, 2010) 


 


A technical review was undertaken and this Technical Memorandum was prepared at the request of 
SWCA and the Coronado National Forest, in accordance with a statement of work from Mr. D. Ortman 
dated March 15, 2010. Provided here are comments related to the review of the following two reports: 


(a)  Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment of Spring Impacts, 
Rosemont Copper Project (Tetra Tech, 2010a), and 


(b)  Comparison of Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater Level to Provisional Drawdown 
Projections, Rosemont Mine (Montgomery &Associates, 2010) 


These comments were prepared by Vladimir Ugorets, Michael Sieber, and Stephen Day of SRK 
Consulting, Inc. (SRK). Review was performed by Larry Cope, also of SRK. 


This memorandum is organized into two sections, per the two reviewed documents listed above.  


1 Davidson Canyon Hydrogeological Conceptual Model and Assessment of 
Spring Impacts 


The report is relatively comprehensive, well presented, and well written. The report describes the most 
likely hydrologic dynamics and key physical processes that are governing groundwater-surface water 
interactions in Davidson Canyon. It includes a discussion of creeks and springs and their interface with 
the groundwater system (Tetra Tech, 2010a). 
 
This document is a good compilation of available groundwater, surface water, local geology, and water 
chemistry data indicating that: 
 


(a) The Rosemont Project will have some effect on Davidson Canyon due to the changes in the 
surface and groundwater flow patterns at the Project site. 
 


(b) The estimated area affected by the Rosemont Project comprises about 16 percent of the 
Davidson Canyon watershed. 
 


(c) In average annual conditions, Tetra Tech (2010a) estimated that most of the stormwater entering 
the flow-through drains will result in infiltration and likely will reduce flows to downstream 
receptors. 
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(d) The areas with the most for potential groundwater-surface water interactions are in 


topographically lower areas of Davidson Canyon (Reach 4), which are the furthest from the 
proposed Rosemont Project. 
 


(e)  Changes to baseline conditions in Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek as a result of open pit 
dewatering operations will not occur unless the cone of depression extends to an aquifer that is 
hydraulically connected to surface water. 


(f) Three springs (Questa, Rosemont, and Davidson) are potentially hydraulically connected with 
the regional bedrock groundwater system and might be impacted by in-pit dewatering, if 
drawdown propagates to their location. Other local (or perched-water) springs would be less 
likely to be affected by mine activities, unless they are proximate to the pit where the pit may 
alter the local flow system that is yielding water to the springs. 


(g) The long term impacts to the water resources in Davidson Canyon and the larger Cienaga Creek 
basin will not exceed the predicted rate of pit inflow (300 to 400 gallons per minute (gpm) 
during mining, and will continuously decrease to 120 gpm after 100 years of pit lake infilling 
(M&A, 2009). This model is currently being revised and the impact on Davidson Canyon 
should be re-examined when the revisions are complete. 


Mine Impacts 


The mining operations that could potentially impact the Davidson Canyon and Cienaga Creek 
watersheds are the open pit dewatering (M&A, 2009 and Tetra Tech, 2010b) and seepage from the Dry 
Stack Tailings Storage Facility (TSF) (AMEC, 2009, Tetra Tech, 2010b), the Waste Rock storage area 
(waste rock), and Heap Leach facility (heap) (Tetra Tech, 2010b). The M&A numerical groundwater 
flow model is currently being revised and the impacts to Davidson Canyon from pit dewatering should 
be re-evaluated once the revisions are complete. Should the Infiltration and Seepage Model (Tetra Tech, 
2010b) that was reviewed by SRK (2010) be revised, the impacts of seepage from the TSF, waste rock, 
and the heap also should be re-evaluated.  


SRK found Tetra Tech’s conceptual model of Davidson Canyon and their conclusions regarding 
possible impacts from the mining operations to be reasonable. The isotopic interpretations they 
presented seem reasonable based on the information provided in the report. However, we feel that it 
should be considered preliminary due to limited available data and uncertainties in the groundwater 
modeling predictions (discussed in SRK (2010)). Our specific comments are: 


(a) Figure 9: Local spring isolated from regional groundwater—groundwater flow lines are 
shown above the water table. 


(b) Figure 15: Schematic cross section of Reach 2 spring development—what data are used for 
the unsaturated zone as shown between the alluvial and bedrock groundwater systems? 


(c) The water quality data described in Section 7.6 need to be added in the spring comparison 
table, shown in Figure 8. 


(d) There is reference to Stiff diagrams prepared by others. It would be helpful to include these 
in this report. 


(e) A number of descriptors used in the report are relative but not quantified. Waters are 
described as “different,” “very similar,” and “dissimilar,” Inclusion of charts showing the 
data or more statistics would illustrate these differences. 


(f) There are references to MC1 and MC2 differences being explained by the degree of rock 
alteration. Trace element characteristics could be included here as indicators. This would be 
a useful overall aspect to be added that could provide more in the geological context. A 
conclusions section should be included in the report. 
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Potential impacts to Davidson Canyon should be re-evaluated on the basis of the predictive simulations 
and sensitivity analyses of the 3-D numerical groundwater model currently being revised by M&A. 


 


2 Comparison of Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater Level to Provisional 
Drawdown Projections, Rosemont Mine   


This section presents the results of our review of the report on short-term and long-term groundwater 
fluctuations as compared to projected drawdown 100 years after closure of the proposed Rosemont mine 
(M&A, 2009). The document provides a thorough compilation of available groundwater level data that 
indicate that: 
 


(a) Calculated short-term (2 to 3 years) groundwater level fluctuations measured in 52 wells range 
from 0.7 to 33 feet, with an averaged value of 7 feet. 
 


(b) Calculated long-term (37 to 55 years) groundwater level fluctuations measured in 14 wells range 
from 0.7 to 69 feet, with an averaged value of about 20 feet. 
 


(c) The projected drawdown at existing non-Rosemont wells east of the mine area, 100 years after 
closure of the proposed Rosemont mine, is generally of similar magnitude to the natural short-
term fluctuation in groundwater levels observed during a 2- to 3-year period and is generally 
less than the long-term natural fluctuation in groundwater levels observed during the long-term 
37- to 55-year period. 
 


(d) The projected drawdown at existing non-Rosemont wells west of the Santa Rita ridge and at 
livestock wells in the immediate mine area, 100 years after closure of the proposed Rosemont 
mine, appears to exceed the natural short-term groundwater fluctuation (2-year period). No data 
are available concerning long-term groundwater fluctuation west of the Santa Rita ridge. 


 
SRK has the following specific comments: 
 


(1) It is not clear why the simulated drawdown of 100 years after closure was chosen for 
comparison with measured natural groundwater fluctuations. In SRK’s opinion, the comparison 
should be made with the time of maximum drawdown (during the early or intermediate stage of 
pit-lake infilling) and at steady state, post-mining conditions, which will be significant after 100 
years of pit lake infilling. The existing groundwater model (M&A, 2009) did not simulate full 
pit lake recovery and did not clearly indicate when maximum drawdown occurs at particular 
locations. 
 


(2) Surface water bodies (such as creeks and springs) that show the propagation of drawdown need 
to be added to Figures 1 and 2. 
 


(3) This comparison analysis should be repeated after existing numerical groundwater model is 
revised based on the transient calibration (recommendation by SRK (2010)) and to incorporate 
the revised model simulations. 
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The Senior Reviewer for Hydrogeology, Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D., is a Principal Hydrogeologist 
with SRK Consulting in Denver, Colorado (résumé attached). Dr. Ugorets has more than 31 years of 
professional experience in hydrogeology, developing and implementing groundwater flow and 
solute-transport models related to mine dewatering, groundwater contamination, and water resource 
development. Dr. Ugorets’s areas of expertise are in design and optimization of extraction-injection 
well fields, development of conceptual and numerical groundwater flow and solute-transport 
models, and dewatering optimization for open-pit, underground and in-situ recovery mines. 
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Profession Principal Hydrogeologist 
 


Education M.S. (Mining Engineering/Hydrogeology) Geology-
Prospecting Institute, Moscow Russia 


Ph.D. (Hydrogeology) Geology-Prospecting 
Institute, Moscow Russia 


 
Registrations/ 
Affiliations 


Senior Scientist in Hydrogeology, USSR/Russia 
National Ground Water Association 
MSHA 
 


 
 
Specialization Mining Hydrogeology, Groundwater Modeling, and Wellfield Optimization. 


 
Expertise Dr. Ugorets has more than 31 years of professional experience in hydrogeology, 


developing and implementing groundwater flow and solute-transport models 
related to mine dewatering, groundwater contamination, and water resource 
development.  Dr. Ugorets’ areas of expertise are in design and optimization of 
extraction-injection wellfields, development of conceptual and numerical 
groundwater flow and solute-transport models, and dewatering optimization for 
open-pit, underground and ISR mines. 


 
Employment Record 
 
2007 – Present  SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc., Principal Hydrogeologist 


Denver, CO 
 


1996 – 2007  Hydrologic Consultants Inc. (HCI), Senior Hydrogeologist 
Lakewood, CO 
 


1991 – 1995  Hydrogeoecological Research and Design Co (HYDEC), Lead Hydrogeologist  
Moscow, Russia 
 


1978 – 1990  Geology-Prospecting Institute (MGRI), Senior Scientist in Hydrogeology 
Moscow, Russia 
 


 
Languages Russian, English 
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Publications  
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 Ugorets V.I. and Howell, R.L. 2008 “3-D Characterization of Groundwater Flow in 


Hard-Rock Uranium Deposits”, presented at 2nd International Symposium – 
Uranium: Resources and Production, VIMS, Moscow, p. 120-121. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Howell, R.L., and Mahoney, J.J. 2006 “Challenges to Hydrogeologic 


Investigations in the Canadian North”, presented at 59th Canadian Geotechnical 
Conference and 7th Joint CGS/IAH-CNC Groundwater Specialty Conference 
(seatoskygeo.ca), October 2006, Vancouver. Sea to Sky Geotechnique,  p. 1608-1612 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., and MacDonald, A. K. 2003 “Design and Optimization of Mine 


Dewatering Based on Ground-Water Flow Modeling,” in Computer Applications in 
the Minerals Industries (Proceedings of Forth International Conference, CAMI, 
Calgary, Alberta, Canada). 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Rusdinar, Y., Parseryo, G.  and Liu, H. 2002  “Identification of 


Dewatering Targets for Graberg Pit Using Hydrogeochemical Fingerprint 
Approach,” presented at 2002 Denver Annual Meeting of The Geological Society of 
America. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Hanna, T. M., Howell, R. L., Ternes, T. and McCarter, J. 1999 “Use of 


Frozen Earth Wall to Reduce Effects of Dewatering on Alluvial Aquifer in Vicinity 
of the Proposed Aquarius Open Pit Mine,” in Sudbury — Mining and the 
Environment II (Sudbury, Ontario, Canada).  D. Goldsack et al., Eds.  Sudbury:  
Laurentian University, Centre in Mining and Mineral Exploration Research. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., Azrag, E. A. and Atkinson, L. C. 1999 “Use of a Finite Element Code to 


Model Complex Mine Water Problems,” Annual Meeting of American Institute of 
Hydrology and Fourth USA/CIS Joint Conference on Environmental Hydrology and 
Hydrogeology (San Francisco), pp. 163-164.  San Francisco: American Institute of 
Hydrology.  


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Azrag, E. A., and Atkinson, L. C. 1998 “Use of a Finite Element Code to 


Model Complex Mine Water Problems,” in Mine Water and Environmental Impacts 
(Proceedings of the International Mine Water Association Symposia, Johannesburg, 
South Africa), Vol. 1, pp. 31-41. Johannesburg:  International Mine Water 
Association. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I.,  Borevsky, B.V., and Borevsky, L. V.  1994 “Regulation of the Movement 


of Different-Density Fluids During Injection of Waste: An Optimization Model with 
Special Reference to the Injection System in the Krasnodar Region,” in Scientific and 
Engineering Aspects of Deep Injection Disposal of Hazardous and Industrial Wastes 
(Proceedings of the International Conference, Berkeley, California), pp.21.  
Berkeley, California: Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1992 “Optimization of Extraction-Injection Wells 


Sitting in Groundwater Management Problems / Flow Through Porous Media: 
Fundamentals and Reservoir Engineering Applications, (Proceedings of the 
International Conference, Moscow, September, 1992), pp. 52-55. 
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Russian Ugorets, V.I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1991 “Optimization Models for Ground-Water 


Withdrawal and Protection from Contamination Problems” (review). Moscow: 
Geoinformark.  


 
 Ugorets, V. I. and Tserkovsky, Y. A., 1991“Optimization Model of 2nd Donetsk Ground-


Water Intake Site as Applied to the Problem of Ground-Water Safe Yield Re-
Evaluation with Ecological Restrictions,” in Proceedings of 6th Conference of Young 
Scientists of Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, 
No. 2520-B91. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A., 1990 “Optimization of Water Abstraction from 


Multi-Layered System with Simultaneous Pumping and Injection of Industrial 
Ground Water,” in Proceedings of 5th Conference of Young Scientists of Moscow 
Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, No. 3011-B90. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1989 “Evaluation of Safe Yield of Malkinskoe 


Ground-Water Basin by Using of Optimization Model,” in Proceedings of 4th 
Conference of Young Scientists of Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript 
deposited in VINITI, No. 4919-B89. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Gavich, I. K. 1988 “Hydrodynamic Calculations of Ground-Water 


Intakes,” in Hydrogeodynamics, pp. 271-279. Moscow: Nedra. 
 


 Ugorets, V. I., Greisukh, L. V., and Filippova et al, G. A. 1988 “Ground-Water Flow 
Model of Ala-Archinskoe Ground-Water Basin,” in Chu Depression and 
Optimization Model of its Development. Izv. Vys. Ucheb. Zav., Geologiya I 
Razvedka, No. 9. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I. 1988 “3D Ground-Water Flow Model of Multi-Layered System Using 


Economic Finite-Difference Schemes,” in Proceedings of 3rd Conference of Young 
Scientists of Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, 
No. 7857-B88. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1987 “Axisymmetric Ground-Water Flow Model 


in Multi-Layered System,” in Proceedings of 2nd Conference of Young Scientists of 
Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, No. 3036-
B87. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., Gavich, I. K. and  Mikhailova, A. V. 1985 “Optimization of Ground-


Water Development by Using Automated System of Management: Water Abstraction 
Under Complex Hydrogeologic Conditions,” in Methods of Ground-Water Protection 
Against Contamination and Depletion. Moscow: Nedra. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I. and Lenchenko, N. N. 1985. “Hydrodynamic Calculation of Ground-Water 


Intakes with Variable Pumping Rates,” Izv. Vys. Ucheb. Zav., Geologiya I 
Razvedka, No. 11. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., Gavich I. K, and Mikhailova, A. V. 1984. “Optimization Models in 


Hydrogeology,” in Mathematical Modeling of Hydrogeological Processes. 
Novosibirsk: Institute of Hydrology.   
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Key Experience:  Mining Hydrogeology 


• Grasberg Copper/Gold Mine, West Papua (Indonesia): Conducted site characterization, design of 
hydrogeologic testing, and review of Grasberg open pit and EESS underground mine dewatering on 
semi-annual and annual basis.  Developed a series of conceptual hydrogeologic models and groundwater 
flow models of the Ertsberg Mining District.  Modeling has included development of regional and 
"window" models, the latter for detailed analysis of pore pressures related to slope stability in open pit 
and dewatering of underground block caves.  Predicted inflow and pore pressures in Grasberg open pit as 
input to slope stability analysis Predicted inflow to underground mines (the existing IOZ and DOZ block 
cave mines and the proposed Kucing Liar, and Grasberg Deep block caves, and Big Gossan mine) from 
karstic limestones under very high (but variable) precipitation.  Estimated the persistence of mill water 
supply during periods of El Niño-induced drought.  Evaluated major groundwater sources in vicinity of 
Grasberg pit and EESS underground mine based on water chemistry fingerprints.  Conducted ARD study 
and predicted quantity and quality of groundwater captured by existing developments and proposed ARD 
capture drifts and missed water in Wanagon basin. Conducted regional hydrogeology study and 
developed regional groundwater flow model of Ertsberg mining district to predict potential migration of 
ARD during post-mining conditions as part of Integrated Control and Capture Plan (ICCP).  Conducted 
training in hydrogeologic data analysis and groundwater flow modeling for PTFI personnel. Developed a 
special numerical algorithm to simulate non-Darcian flow into underground openings from highly 
transmissive geologic structures.   


• Snap Lake Diamond Project, Northwest Territories (Canada): Developed a conceptual 
hydrogeological, numerical groundwater flow, and hydrogeochemical mixing modes.  Work has included 
a) planning and evaluating the results of hydrogeologic drilling, testing, and groundwater sampling from 
existing underground workings, b) developing a conceptual hydrogeologic model of the kimberlite dyke 
partially beneath a lake within open talik and partially below a permafrost, c) predicting inflow to the 
proposed underground mine, d)simulating hydrologic effect of paste backfilling on mine water discharge, 
and e) predicting the water quality of the mine discharge under lake and lake draining scenarios by using 
mixing simulations based on TDS vs. depth profile.  Participated in numerous Technical Group meetings 
to provide hydrogeological input in design and instrumentation of mine test panels for geotechnical 
analysis. All work was completed for pre-production studies of existing mine and business case 
improvement studies for expanded mine. 


• Gahcho Kué  Diamond Project, Northwest Territories (Canada): Conducted hydrogeological 
investigation for desktop and pre-feasibility studies including: a) planning and analyzing results from 
hydrogeologic testing program (packer and airlift recovery tests and from Westbay monitoring wells, b) 
developing a comprehensive conceptual hydrogeologic model including kimberlite pipes, permafrost, 
and open/closed taliks, c) developing a series of numerical groundwater flow and solute transport 
models, d) predicting inflow to multiple open pits, e) estimating impacts to surface-water bodies in the 
vicinity of the pits, f) predicting the water quality of the mine water discharge, g) estimating leakage 
around/under man-made dykes for lake drainage scenario, and f) simulating pit lake infilling and post-
mining hydrogeologic conditions taking into consideration a density effect.  Represented client at 
numerous meetings with permitting agencies. 


• Fort à la Corne and Star Diamond Projects, Saskatchewan (Canada): Conducted hydrogeologic 
investigations for three diamond  projects, including: a) planning and analyzing results of hydrogeologic 
drilling and testing (including 4 pumping tests), b) developing a comprehensive conceptual 
hydrogeologic model, c) developing numerical axisymmetric and 3D groundwater flow models, d) 
predicting inflow to the open pits and designing dewatering systems,  e) predicting pore pressures in pit 
walls as input for the slope-stability analysis, and f) estimating potential environmental impacts to water 
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levels and streamflows during  mining/dewatering and pit lake infilling.  Represented client at meeting 
with permitting agencies. 


• Victor Diamond Project in Ontario (Canada): Developed a series of conceptual hydrogeologic and 
numerical groundwater flow models for desktop, pre-feasibility, feasibility, and pre-production studies.  
Work has included a) planning and analyzing results of hydrogeologic investigations (drilling and 
testing, including 3 long-term pumping tests), b) developing a comprehensive conceptual hydrogeologic 
model of a karstified limestone groundwater system recharged by surface water through overburden, c) 
predicting inflow to the proposed open pit, d) designing an dewatering system with an optimal pumping 
rates and schedule of installation, and e) estimating potential environmental impacts to streamflows, 
ponds, and muskeg during mining/dewatering and pit- lake infilling. Represented client at numerous 
meetings with regulators and at public hearings, and prepared detailed discussions of potential 
environmental impacts. 


• Aquarius Gold Project, Ontario (Canada): Developed conceptual hydrogeologic model of area of the 
proposed Aquarius open pit mine.  Conducted groundwater flow modeling of inflow to proposed open pit 
and designed an optimal dewatering system by using traditional pumping wells. Predicted potential 
effects of dewatering on trout-bearing streams and lake levels within a nearby provincial park and 
designed potential groundwater mitigation measures.  Completed groundwater flow modeling of freeze 
wall system around the proposed pit and developed hydrogeological input for freeze wall design.  


• Skyline Coal Mine, Utah: Conducted groundwater flow modeling to evaluate various alternative 
sources and pathways of groundwater inflow to the underground mine and estimated the effect of mine 
inflow and pumping on surface-water resources.  Predicted long-term dewatering requirements for mine 
expansion, and assessed Probable Hydrologic Consequences to surface resources using numerical 
groundwater flow model.  Represented client at numerous meetings with permitting agencies, water 
boards, and plaintiff groups. 


• Premier Diamond Project, South Africa: Developed axisymmetric groundwater model to predict 
passive inflow to the open pit and pore pressures in pit walls during future mining development. 


• Confidential Mine Dewatering Project, Russia: Analysis of all available hydrogeological data and 
developing recommendations regarding dewatering requirements for different alternative mining 
methods. Developed groundwater flow model to predict a) inflows to open pit and underground mine 
(under different mining methods) and b) associated environmental impacts to the surface-water bodies 
and shallow groundwater system. 


• Confidential Coal Project, Virginia: Developed groundwater flow model to a) predict inflow to 
underground coal mine and b) evaluate possible hydrogeologic effect of underground mining on water 
levels within shallow groundwater systems.  


• Confidential Mine Dewatering of Silver and Gold Deposits in Mexico (states of Durango and 
Nayarit): Conducted a technical audit of existing hydrogeological data and developed plan for an 
effective dewatering system of underground mine workings for the first deposit. Conducted 
hydrogeological investigations to evaluate possible groundwater inflows to proposed underground mine 
at the Scoping Study level for the second deposit.  


• Uranium Deposits in the Athabasca Basin (Central Canada) – two confidential projects: Developed 
a program of field hydrogeological work and performed an analysis for the collected hydrogeological 
data to make assessment of groundwater inflow to proposed underground mine for the first project. 
Comprehensive data analysis and predictions of possible inflows were made based on developed 
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numerical groundwater model. Peer review of the dewatering requirements for an underground mine was 
completed for the second project at the Feasibility Study level, based on additional groundwater flow 
modeling conducted. 


• Uranium ISR Projects in Russia and Kazakhstan – three confidential projects: Completed a 
technical audit of possible uranium recovery by ISR mining. Conducted a comprehensive ISR numerical 
modeling of one of the projects, including simulation of streamlines and reactive mass transport along 
them, to evaluate maximum uranium recovery from four paleochannels. 


• Hard Rock Uranium Deposits in Russia – five confidential projects: Implemented a technical audit 
and hydrogeological study of groundwater inflow to proposed underground mines, quality of mine water 
discharge, possible impact to the surface-water bodies. Two 3-D numerical groundwater flow models 
were developed for two projects at the Pre-Feasibility Study level. 


• Uranium deposit in Niger – a confidential project: Completed an analysis of available 
hydrogeological data and made an expert opinion on the possibilities of using ISR method to mine the 
uranium deposit.  


• Coal deposit in Russia – a confidential project:  Completed hydrogeological study of possible water 
inflow into underground longwall mine workings and impact to a river flow. Predictions and sensitivity 
analysis were conducted based on developed 3-D numerical groundwater flow model, calibrated to all 
available hydrogeological data collected for both pre-mining steady state and trial dewatering transient 
conditions. Recommendations were developed to reduce uncertainties in hydrogeological 
characterization, to bring project to the required Feasibility Study level.  


• Confidential Mine Dewatering Project in Columbia: Technical audit of available hydrogeological 
data, development and implementation of field hydrogeological program, and assessment by 
groundwater modeling of possible groundwater inflow to expanded open pit operation mined in vicinity 
of the river. 


• Polimetallic Ore Deposit in Russia (Kola Peninsula): Analysis of the available hydrogeological data 
and the previously performed studies to substantiate the possible impact of proposed in-pit dewatering to 
a shallow groundwater system and surface water bodies as part of the ESIA.  


• Gold Deposit Project in Pakistan: Analysis of the available hydrogeological data and the previously 
performed studies to substantiate the possible impact of proposed in-pit dewatering and mine water 
supply wellfield to a shallow groundwater system as part of the ESIA. 


Key Experience:  Russia and Former USSR (1978-1995) 


Hydrogeological investigation and numerical modeling of groundwater development for potable, thermal, 
and industrial water supplies and mine dewatering in complex hydrogeologic settings.  Developed and 
implemented numerical algorithms for optimizing groundwater management under hydrogeologic, 
environmental, and economic constraints.  


 Specific project experience includes: 


• Groundwater flow modeling to estimate inflow and design dewatering system for Vorontsovskoy open 
pit gold mine in Ural region of Russia. 
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• Wellfield optimizing based on the groundwater flow models to quantify safe yield at the Priokskii 
(Moscow region), Lesnoe (Tataria), Pozhneyal-Sediuskii (Komi), Avatchinskii (Kamchatka), and Minsk 
(Belarus) water-supply projects. 


• Optimizing pumping from the extraction wells at low salinity groundwater system in Mangyshlak Basin 
(West Kazakhstan) based on numerical 3-D groundwater flow model. Developing an analytical solution 
of a complex aquifer-well-pump-pipeline system and selecting appropriate pumping equipment to 
provide optimal withdrawal. Applying basic principles and methods of automated groundwater 
monitoring systems for water resource management.  


• Developing conceptual, analytical, and numerical methods of wellfield optimization to design cost-
effective water supply systems in complex hydrogeologic settings for Sredne-Kliazminsky site in 
Moscow region. 


• Determining safe yield and optimal pumping rates of water-supply wells in multi-aquifer systems, within 
Malkin groundwater basin in North Caucasus area, and plan protection against contamination and 
depletion. 


• Developing integrated numerical modeling system including groundwater flow, mass transport, and heat 
transport for Slaviansko-Troitsky iodine-bearing groundwater basin in Kuban to maximize safe yield, 
optimize wellfield of extraction and injection wells, and develop most rational method of water 
management. 


• Using groundwater flow models to optimize locations and pumping rates of wells to minimize 
operational and environmental costs at Donetsk (Ukraine) and Ala-Artchinsky (Kirgizstan) water-supply 
projects. 


• Designing and conducting laboratory column tests, experimenting with physical models, and evaluating 
field infiltration ponds to assess feasibility of purifying waste water through sandy deposits for the 
uranium mine in Western Kazakhstan. 


• Developing numerical code (OPTLIB) for simulation of groundwater flow and wellfield optimization 
under multi-disciplinary constraints. This code was used during hydrogeological studies for all projects 
in Russia and Former USSR listed above. 
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Profession Hydrogeologist 


 
Education M.S. in Agricultural Engineering (Groundwater), Colorado State 


University, 1993 
B.S. in Geological Engineering, Colorado School of Mines, 1983 
 


Registrations/ 
Affiliations 


P.E.: Arizona # 44868 , Colorado # 35703 
Member, National Groundwater Association 


  
Certifications 


 
8-Hour MSHA Surface Metal 


 
Specialization Groundwater hydrology, field investigations, and data analyses. 
 
Expertise Mr. Sieber is a professional engineer in Arizona and Colorado.  He has broad 


experience in environmental hydrogeology.  His emphasis has been groundwater 
and surface water characterization where he has been involved in planning and 
conducting fieldwork, data analysis, and report preparation for clients and for 
regulatory review and approval.  He has extensive field experience including 
hydraulic characterization, installation of wells, instrument installation, and surface 
water characterization.  He has designed pumping tests and has analyzed aquifer test 
data.  He also has international work experience in South America and Canada. 


 
Employment Record 
 
1995– Present SRK Consulting, Fort Collins and Denver, CO; Tucson, AZ Hydrogeologist 
1994 - 1995 Advanced Sciences, Inc., Hydrogeologist/Engineer 
1993 - 1994 Martin Marietta Energy Systems, Hazardous Waste Remedial Actions Program, 


Intern 
June – Nov. 1992 Water, Waste & Land, Inc., Engineering Technician (part-time) 
May – Nov. 1990 Goldstake Exploration, Geologist 
June – Dec. 1989 ACZ Laboratories, Inc., Lab Technician 
April – Nov. 1986 Summitville Consolidated Mining Company, Inc., Lead Pit Technician 


 
Languages  English 
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Key Experience:  Field Projects 
• Installation of monitoring and recharge wells at Jerritt Canyon Mine in Nevada 
• Conducted packer and airlift tests, and vibrating pressure transducers in core hole at Mt. Hope in 


Nevada 
• Conducted packer and airlift test, and installed and grouted vibrating transducers into a core hole for 


Vale Inco near Thompson Manitoba, Canada 
• Conducted airlift test and performed geothech core logging 
• Prefeasibility hydrogeologic study in a permafrost region, including packer tests and installation of 


thermistors into core holes at Newmont’s Hope Bay project in Nunavut, Canada 
• Supervised surface water sampling required for operational permit  at Alaska Gold Corporation 
• Site investigation and construction QA/QC for wick installation for dewatering uranium mill tailings for 


Moab Reclamation Trust in Moab, Utah  
• Site investigation of historic radium and uranium tailings for DIAND at Port Radium, Northwest 


Territories, Canada 
 
Key Experience:  Groundwater Hydrology Characterization 
 
Asarco, Leadville, Colorado Groundwater Flow Characterization 
• Conducted an investigation of the operation of two drainage tunnels of historic underground mine 


workings and the interaction of ground and surface water flow in the Leadville area. 
•  Prepared report describing the operation of the drainage tunnels and the affect on the historical and 


recent trends of groundwater levels and surface water flow. 
• Designed remedial actions for residential soils and prepared closure reports for completed properties.  


Provided QA/QC for the remediation construction. 
 
Goldfields Gold Mine, Bolivar State, Venezuela 
• The site drill core was reviewed to identify zones for packer tests in core holes. 
• Developed a MODFLOW model of the proposed mine site to design the mine pit dewatering system. 
•  Prepared the hydrology section of the pre-feasibility report for the mine. 
•  Prepared standard procedures for single well and long-term pumping test. 


 
DeBeers Victor Project, Ontario, Canada 
• Contributed to the hydrogeological pre-feasibility and feasibility study for a diamond mine. 
• Completed drilling and installation of a large diameter well and piezometers for long-term pumping 


tests. 
• Completed airlift tests while drilling and conducted two long-term pumping tests. 
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Key Experience:  Groundwater Remediation Projects 


 
Hewlett Packard Industrial Facility, Loveland, Colorado 
• Routine monitoring of pump and treat system, including system inspection and surface and groundwater 


sampling. 
•  Prepared monthly, quarterly, and annual reports. 


 
Key Experience:  Mining Hydrology 


 
BHP San Manuel Plant Site, San Manuel, Arizona BHP Copper, Inc. 
• Developed infiltration models to estimate infiltration through the tailings storage facility to evaluate the 


reclamation covers. 
• Developed 2-D saturated unsaturated flow model with SEEP/W software to estimate the long-term 


drainage time and rates from the tailing impoundments. 
• Lead hydrogeologist on the routine monitoring, sampling, and reporting required by the Arizona 


Aquifer Permit (APP). 
 


BHP San Manuel Mine Site, San Manuel, Arizona BHP Copper, Inc. 
• Assisted with developing a numerical groundwater flow model to predict formation of open pit lake loss 


of containment pit lake and underground workings 
• Lead hydrogeologist on the routine monitoring, sampling, and reporting required by the Arizona 


Aquifer Permit (APP). 
• Lead hydrologist for APP for closed landfill, completed infiltration modeling of the cover, and installed 


three methane monitoring wells. 
• Re-calibrated the numerical groundwater flow model using an additional five years groundwater 


recovery data of the underground workings. 
 
Tailings Impoundment Seepage Study, Argentina 


Simulated seepage through the tailings impoundment dam with SEEP/W, a two-dimensional finite 
element code.  The seepage through the bottom of the tailings impoundment was simulated with 
FEFLOW, a three-dimensional finite element code. 


 
Aggregate Industries Gravel Pits, Longmont, Colorado:  Permit and Reclamation 
• Developed a numerical groundwater flow model using FEFLOW to simulate two existing gravel pits. 
• The model was calibrated to existing conditions and then used to predict the impact of the proposed 


gravel pits to the groundwater system. 
• The model was also used to estimate groundwater inflows to the reclaimed gravel pits. 


 
Rio Grand Resources Uranium Tailings Seepage Study, Hobson, Texas 
• A numerical groundwater flow and mass transport model was developed with MODFLOW and MT3D96 


code to simulate the preferred remediation plan. 
• An Alternate Concentration Limit (ACL) petition was prepared for the facility using the long-term 


results of the numerical simulations. 
 
 
 







SRK Consulting  Resume 


 


Mike Sieber, P.E. 
Hydrogeologist 


 


 SRK-Tuc_Reume_MSieber_August2009.docx July 2009 


Conoco Conquista Uranium Mine and Mill Site, Falls City, Texas 
• Designed installation of compliance monitoring wells, developed a statement of work, and obtained bids 


for drilling and analytical work.  
•  Maintained database and prepared data transmittal report. 


 
 
Key Experience:  Environmental 
 
Loring Air Force Base, Caribou, Maine RI/FS investigation 
• Conducted over-sight of field activities that included various types of drilling and sampling. 
• Work also included data analysis, report preparation, and document review. 
• Prepared and assisted with quarterly water level measurements of approximately 300 monitoring wells. 


 
Robins Air Force Base, Warner Robins, Georgia: Site Investigation of landfill,  
• Assisted with preparation of work plan and standard operating procedures forthe site investigation of an 


old landfill. 
• Utilized Geoprobe™ push technology for collecting soil and groundwater samples. 
• Sample analysis was completed with an on-site portable gas chromatograph-mass spectrophotometer. 


 
Massachusetts Military Reservation Cape Cod, Massachusetts 
• Managed fieldwork work on two sites to characterize soils and groundwater, data review and analysis, 


and document preparation for regulatory agencies. 
• The site investigation consisted of Geoprobe™ borings and screened auger borings to collect 


groundwater field screening samples, installing monitoring wells, and collecting groundwater samples. 
• Collected soil samples with split spoons using hollow stem augers and Geoprobe™ equipment. 
• Served as the construction over-sight engineer during the installation an air sparging/soil vapor 


extraction system consisting of 21 air sparge wells and 20 soil vapor extraction wells. 
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Profession Professional Geoscientist 


Education M.Sc, Geochemistry, University of British Columbia 1988. 
B.Sc., Geology, University of British Columbia 1985. 


Registrations/
Affiliations 


Professional Geoscientist (BC) No. 18,467. 
Professional Geologist (Northwest Territories and Nunavut) No 
L1283. 
Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of B.C. 
Fellow of the Geological Association of Canada. 
Fellow, The Association of Applied Geochemists. 


 
Specialisation Stephen Day is Principal Geochemist at SRK's Vancouver office. He is an 


experienced specialist in the development of waste management plans to address 
acid rock drainage and leaching of mine wastes in general. He has particular 
expertise in the development of prediction methods for mine planning and modeling 
of leachate chemistry. His project experience includes development of innovative 
approaches to management of potentially acid generating wastes at new mines, 
assessment of existing waste disposal facilities at operating and abandoned mines to 
determine options for reduction or elimination of contaminated drainage, and 
environmental audits of mines. 


 
Certification Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). 


Hazardous Wastes Operations and Emergency Response (OSHA 29 CFR 1910)  
40-hour course. 


 
Employment Record 
1998 – Present  SRK Consulting (Canada) Inc., Principal Geochemist 


 
1992 – 1998 Dames & Moore, Senior Geochemist/Manager, Geosciences 


 
1989 – 1992 Norecol Environmental Consultants Ltd., Geochemist 


 
1987 – 1989 British Columbia Geological Survey, Geochemist 
 
Publications Fifteen technical papers on metal leaching and acid rock drainage studies, stream 


sediment sampling, formation of placer deposits, mineral exploration in glacial 
terrains. 
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Key Experience: New Mine Approvals and Permitting 
 
PolyMet Mining Corp., Northmet Project, Minnesota (1999-2001, 2004-current) 
• Development and implementation of geochemical test program, and water quality predictions for 


proposed open pit PGM, nickel and copper mine at the facilities of an existing iron mine. 
 
Taseko Mines, Properity Project (2006-current) 
• Geochemical assessment of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit copper-gold mine. 
 
Niblack Mining, Niblack Project (2006) 
• Review of geochemical aspects for permitting of underground exploration development. 
 
Teck Cominco, Morelos Project (2006-2008) 
• Geochemical assessment of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit gold mine. 
 
Miramar, Doris North Project (2006-current). 
• Geochemical characterization of quarry rock 
 
AES Wapiti Coal Project, Hillsborough Resources (2006) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and coal for proposed drag line coal mine. 
 
Horizon Project, Hillsborough Resources (2006) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and coal processing products for proposed underground and 


open pit coal project. 
 
Barrick Gold, Donlin Creek Project (2006-current) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit gold mine. 


 
Westhawk Development Corp., Coal Creek Project (2006). 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and proposed small coal mine. 
 
Crowflight Minerals, Bucko Mine (2005) 
• Geochemical characterization of rock and tailings for proposed underground nickel mine. 


 
Doublestar Resources, Catface Project 
• Geochemical characterization of rock and tailings for proposed open pit copper mine. 
 
Novagold Corporation, Galore Creek Project (2004-current) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold mine 
 


Pebble Partnership, Pebble Project (2004-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization. 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold-molybdenum mine 
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bcMetals Corporation, Red Chris Project (2003-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold mine 
 


Brule Project, Western Canadian Coal (2004-2006) 
• Geochemical characterization, water chemistry predictions and input to waste management planning for 


a coal mine 
 
Dillon Mine, Western Canadian Coal (2004) 
• Geochemical characterization, water chemistry predictions and input to waste management planning for 


small coal mine 
 
Doublestar Resources Limited, Sustut Copper Project (2001-2003) 
• Assessment of geochemical issues for proposed copper mine 
• General permitting assistance under the BC Environmental Assessment Process 
 


 
Barrick Gold Corp, Pascua Project, Chile/Argentina (1999-2001) 
• Assessment of waste rock and tailings geochemistry and prediction of drainage quality 
 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources, True North Project (2000-2002) 
• Review of expansion proposals for the Fort Knox Mine 
 


BHP Billiton Diamonds, Ekati Diamond MineTM, Northwest Territories (2001-Current) 
• Characterization of waste rock and prediction of water quality for the Sable, Pigeon and Beartooth Pipes 
• Compilation of Waste Rock Management Plans 
 


Crystal Graphite Corporation, Black Crystal Graphite Project, British Columbia (2001-2002) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for a proposed graphite mine 
 


Teck Corp, Pogo Project, Alaska (1996-2004) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed underground 


gold mine 
 


Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, Northwest Territories (1999-2001) 
• Review of geochemical aspects of Diavik Diamond Mines 
 


Coeur d’Alene Mines, San Bartolome Project, Bolivia (2001-2002) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for a proposed silver mine 
 


Manalta Coal, Telkwa Coal Project, B.C. (1991-2000) 
• Development of waste management plan to address acid drainage potential 
 


Sutton Resources, Bulyanhulu Project, Tanzania (1997-1998) 
• Waste management planning and prediction of impacts for proposed underground gold mine 
 


Teck Corp, Marte Lobo Project, Chile (1997) 
• Assessment of potential impacts to groundwater due to waste rock leaching at proposed open pit gold 


mine 
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Pine Valley Coal, Willow Creek Coal Project, B.C. (1996-1997) 
• Baseline evaluation of acid generation potential and water quality for proposed coal mine 
 


Teck Corp, Petaquilla Project, Panama (1996-1997) 
• Prediction of potential impacts due to leaching of waste rock at proposed open pit copper mine 
 


Cominco, Kudz-Ze-Kaya project, YT (1996) 
• Retained to address acid generation issues in waste management plan for proposed zinc-copper-lead 


mine 
 


Termopacifico, Colombia (1994) 
• Assessment of existing waste management for small coal mines as part of proposed thermal power plant 
 
Manhattan Minerals, Moris Mine, Mexico (1993) 
• Developed closure plan for proposed heap leach gold mine.  Also addressed acid generation issues 
 
TVI, Canatuan Project, Philippines (1993) 
• Development of waste management plan for proposed gold mine 
 


El Condor, Kemess South Project, B.C. (1992) 
• Evaluated natural weathering of rock and soil in support of waste management plan for proposed copper 


mine 
 


Brewery Creek (1991) 
• Soil and vegetation geochemistry study 
 


Galore Creek Project (1991) 
• Conducted initial assessment of acid generation at proposed large porphyry copper mine 
 


Snip Mine (1991) 
• Developed cyanide degradation model for tailings pond 
 


Berg Project (1990) 
• Investigated acid generation in waste rock and proposed waste handling approach for porphyry copper 


mine 
 


Taiwan Limestone Project (1990) 
• Conducted environmental assessment of proposed limestone quarry 
 


Geddes Resources, Windy Craggy Project, B.C. (1989-1991) 
• Investigated acid generation in waste rock, tailings, and underground workings and developed waste 


management plan for proposed massive sulphide copper mine 
 


Cinola Project (1989-1990) 
• Development of waste rock and tailings management plan for proposed epithermal gold mine 
 


Cheni Gold Mines (1989) 
• Developed waste rock handling plan for potentially acid generating rock at gold vein mine 
 


Silver Butte Mine (1989) 
• Interpreted acid generation data for waste rock and underground development for proposed massive 


sulphide base metal mine 
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Confidential Client 
• Due diligence audit for a proposed porphyry copper mine  
• Prediction of impacts due to rock and tailings leaching and recommendation of waste management 


strategies 
 


Key Experience:  Operating Mines  
 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation and Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company, 
Greens Creek Mine 
• Team leader for environmental audit of an underground silver mine. 


 
Elk Valley Coal Corporation (2007-current) 
• Development of a geochemical model for leaching of selenium to the Elk River  and Cardinal River from 


six large open pit coal mines. 
 
Imperial Metals, Mount Polley Mine (2004-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization and water quality predictions for mine expansion. 
• Water quality predictions for closure of copper heap leach. 
 
Inmet, Troilus Mine (2005) 
• Development of an approach for waste rock segregation at open pit copper gold mine. 
 
BHP Billiton, Mina Tintaya (2005-2006) 
• Evaluation of selenium sources in waste rock and downstream attenuation and transport. 
• Geochemical characterization for closure planning. 
 
TeckCominco, Elkview Coal Mine (2003) 
• Detailed assessment of occurrence and release of selenium from mine facilities, and recommendations 


for management approaches 
 
Teck Cominco Alaska, Red Dog Mine, Alaska (1997-Current) 
• Development of innovative methods for characterization of the geochemical behaviour of waste rock 
• Ongoing geochemical advice and interpretation 
 


Thompson Creek Mining, Endako Mine (1999-2000) 
• Assessment of waste rock geochemistry 
 


Huckleberry Mines Limited (1996-current) 
• Ongoing advice to operating open pit copper and molybdenum on waste management and prediction of 


long term water quality impacts 
 


TeckCominco, Luscar Ltd., Fording Coal, Elk Valley Coal Mines, British Columbia (1999-2002) 
• Technical review of university research on the occurrence and release of selenium from waste rock 
 


Hudson Bay Mining and Smelting (1998) 
• Environmental audit of more than ten massive sulphide copper and zinc mines, mills and associated 


smelter 
 


Confidential, Colombia (1997) 
• Assessment of existing environmental liabilities and scoping of environmental impact assessment for an 


operating coal mine as part of due diligence review 
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Cominco Trail Operations, B.C. (1993) 
• Developed slag pile leachate model for proposed slag disposal site 
 


Gold Mine Yellowknife, NWT (1993) 
• Environmental assessment of operating gold mine as part of due diligence 
 


Macrae Mining, New Zealand (1993) 
• Presented arguments on acid generation thresholds in tailings.  Evaluated reports on arsenic leaching 


from waste rock and tailings 
 


Equity Silver Mines (1991) 
• Developed water quality model for an acid generating open pit to address disposal of water treatment 


sludge in pit 
 
Tanco Mining company (1991) 
• Environmental audit of tantalum mine and mill 
 
Endako Mines (1990) 
• Evaluated acid generation potential of waste rock and tailings at molybdenum mine 
 
Key Experience:  Mine Closure Planning 
 
Barrick Gold, Nickel Plate Mine (2005) 
• Geochemical characterization for closure planning of waste rock, mine workings and tailings from open 


pit gold mine. 
 
Teck Cominco, Pine Point Mine (2006) 
• Evaluation of monitoring requirements for tailings discharge. 
 
Teck Cominco Alaska, Red Dog Mine (2003-Current) 
• Water quality predictions for mine closure planning 
 
Deloitte & Touche, Faro Mine (2002-Current) 
• Design and implementation of geochemical studies for closure planning 
 


BHP Billiton, Island Copper Mine (2001-2005) 
• Geochemical studies for closure planning 
• Chemical load modelling 
 
Hudson Bay Mining and Smelting, Flin Flon Operations (2005) 
• Input to estimation of closure costs. 
 
Teck Cominco, HB Mine (2005) 
• Review of geochemical issues for tailings. 
 
Viceroy Resources, Brewery Creek Mine (2002-2004) 
• Evaluation of water quality aspects related to closure. 
• Assessment of selenium leaching. 
 
Inmet, Samatosum Mine (2003) 
• Environmental audit of former open pit copper-silver mine. 
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BHP Billiton, Confidential Internal Reviews (2002) 
• Reviewed geochemical aspects of closure plans for two mines 
 


BHP Billiton, Robinson Mine, Nevada (2001-2002) 
• Geological and geochemical characterization of waste rock as part of closure planning for a large open 


pit copper mine 
• Operation of a field laboratory for determination of leachable metal concentrations 
 


British Columbia Ministry of Water Land and Air Protection, Britannia Mine, British Columbia 
(2001-Current) 
• Evaluation of the effects of the use of mine workings for storage of contaminated mine water prior to 


treatment 
 


Highland Valley Copper, Highmont Mine, BC (2000-2001) 
• Geochemical assessment of tailings for closure planning 
 


Dupont Canada, Baker Mine, B.C. (1999-Current) 
• Evaluation of long term drainage quality for an inactive underground gold and silver mine 
• Closure Planning 
 


TeckCominco Ltd., Sa Dena Hes Mine, Yukon Territory (1999-Current) 
• Assessment of geochemical characteristics of underground lead-zinc mines, waste rock and tailings, and 


downstream loading and impact assessment 
 


Environment Canada, Mount Washington Mine, B.C. (1999-2000) 
• Assessment of geochemistry as part of closure planning for a inactive open-pit copper mine 
 


Holden Mine, Washington State (1998-Current) 
• Support for Feasibility Study for closure of underground mine, waste rock and tailings 
• Development of a site geochemical model to support selection of closure measures for a disused 


underground copper and zinc mine 
 


Westmin Resources, Premier Gold Mine, B.C. (1998-2002) 
• Prediction of long term geochemical behaviour of waste rock and tailings at an open pit gold mine 
 


Homestake, Snip Mine, B.C. (1998) 
• Prediction of post-closure impacts due to leaching of mine wastes at underground gold mine 
 


Confidential Client (1996) 
• Evaluated leaching of mercury from a former mercury mine as part of decommissioning 
 
COMIBOL, Bolivia (1996-1997) 
• Assessment of environmental issues for operating and closed mines as part of due diligence review 
 
Weldwood Canada, Various Properties, B.C. (1996) 
• Environmental evaluation of large area of former coal mining to assess remediation measures and 


potential costs 
 


Stronsay, B.C. and Sa Dena Hes, Y.T. projects (1993) 
• Initial assessment of potential environment liabilities 
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Kinross Gold, QR Gold Mine, B.C (1993, 1998-2000) 
• Predictions of post-closure impacts due to long term leaching of waste rock and pit walls at open pit gold 


mine 
 


Cominco, Sullivan Mine, B.C. (1992-1998) 
• Evaluation of metal leaching from oxidized waste rock and tailings as part of closure planning. 


Geochemical interpretation of regional groundwater chemistry downgradient of tailings facility.  
Modelling of dry cover materials for acid generating tailings 


 


Cominco, Pinchi Lake Mine (1994-1995) 
• Evaluation of mercury distribution and leaching from mine wastes as part of closure planning 
 
Survey of Abandoned Mines (1991) 
• Compiled data relating to acid generation potential at more than 1000 abandoned mines in British 


Columbia.  Assessed five coal and metal mine sites 
 
Key Experience:  Government Projects 
 
Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of British Columbia (2006-2007) 
• Delivered a short course acid rock drainage assessment (five venues 
 
MEND Program (2005-2006) 
• Lead author for a report on the effect of low temperatures on geochemical processes. 
 
U.S. Trade and Development Agency, Dominican Republic (2002) 
• Delivered part of a short course to federal government personnel on acid rock drainage assessment and 


remediation 
 
State of Alaska (2001) 
• Workshop on mine site geochemical assessment 
 
Canadian International Development Agency, Peru (2000-2001) 
• Preparation of guidelines for inspection of mines 
 
MEND Program (2000-2001) 
• Managed and co-authored preparation of report titled Acidic Rock Drainage and Technology Gap 


Analysis 
 


MEND Program (1996-2000) 
• Co-author of technology manual on acid rock drainage prediction, control and treatment 
 


MEND Program (1998) 
• Reviewed and assisted with selection section of Procedures for Assessing the Subaqueous Stability of 


Oxidized Waste Rock 
 


MEND Program (1997) 
• Co-authored Blending and Layering Waste Rock to Delay, Mitigate or Prevent Acid Generation 
 


MEND Program (1996) 
• Co-authored Guide for predicting water geochemistry from waste rock piles 
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Japan International Cooperation Agency, Brazil (1995-1996) 
• Part of a multi-disciplinary team led by Mitsubishi that evaluated remediation of coal mines in the State 


of Santa Catarina 
 


Indian and Northern Affairs (1994) 
• Prepared a long range research plan for acid rock drainage 
 


Mine Environment Neutral Drainage Program, Cinola Project, B.C. (1994) 
• Assessed long term potential for acid generation in waste rock and evaluated limestone addition to 


prevent acid release from waste rock 
 
QA/QC for Acid Generation Studies (1990) 
• Prepared manual for BC Acid Mine Drainage Task Force 
 


Review of Acid Generation Determination Methods (1990) 
• Assessed methods and recommended new approaches to testing for Energy, Mines and Resources 


Canada 
 


Acid Rock Drainage Technical Guide (1989) 
• Co-authored state-of-the-art manual covering prediction and monitoring of acid mine drainage 
 
Key Experience:  Contaminated Sites and Other Projects  
 
Ministry of Health 
• Directed sampling of 240 wells to assess potential pesticide contamination 
 


Fullerton Lumber 
• Assessed soil contamination and potential approaches to on-site processing and soil remediation 
 


Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
• Assessed soil, sediment and water contamination at a marine repair station.  Developed and costed 


remediation options 
 


Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
• Assessed contaminated woodfill on Crown lands.  Developed and costed remediation options 
 


Western Steel 
• Interpretation of arsenic sludge chemistry. 
 


Grand Metropolitan 
• Assessment and management of several hydrocarbon underground storage tanks 
 


Transport Canada 
• Senior review of project to assess liabilities associated with underground fuel storage tanks at 28 remote 


beacon sites 
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Profession Senior Hydrogeologist 
 


Education M.S. Hydrogeology, Colorado State University, 
1989 
B.A. Earth Sciences, University of Colorado, 1978 
 


Certifications OSHA Hazardous Waste Site Investigation Health 
and Safety Training Course 
 
MSHA Certification – Open Pit and Underground 


 
Specialization Mr. Cope is a senior hydrogeologist with 25 years experience consulting to the 


mining industry in the areas of mine water management, hydrogeologic 
characterization, contaminant evaluation, baseline studies, groundwater and soils 
restoration, and environmental data management.  Mr. Cope’s technical experience 
has involved: 
• Groundwater resource impacts analysis, open pit and underground mine inflow 


and water management evaluations, investigations of groundwater/surface water 
interactions, and basin hydrologic budgets. 


• Design, installation, and performance testing of high capacity water supply 
wells. 


• Aquifer hydraulic testing and analysis: variable and constant head, constant 
discharge, specific discharge tracer, and various packer techniques. 


• Groundwater monitoring systems design, monitoring systems performance 
assessment, and evaluation of hydrogeologic data. Innovative groundwater 
sampling methods using specific discharge and micropurging techniques. 


• Database development and management, data capture, validation, and quality 
control analyses. 


• Statistical data analysis, probabilistic analysis (Monte Carlo simulation, 
distribution fitting), RCRA statistical evaluations. 


• Numerical and analytical modeling of groundwater flow and contaminant fate 
and transport. 


• Preparation of CERCLA, RCRA, and NEPA deliverables. 
 
Employment Record 
1998 – Present SRK Consulting Inc., Senior Hydrogeologist 
1997 – 1998 CGRS Inc., Senior Hydrogeologist 
1988 – 1997 Golder Associates Inc., Project Hydrogeologist to Hydrogeology Group Leader  
1986 – 1988 Colorado State University, Graduate Research Assistant 
1984 – 1985 Dames & Moore, Staff through Project Hydrogeologist 
1983 – 1984 U.S.G.S., Water Resource Division, Assistant Hydrologist 
1980 – 1983 Wahler Associates, Staff Hydrogeologist 
 
Languages Fluent Spanish / Working French 
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Key Experience:  
 
Mine Water Management and Characterization 
 
• Molycorp Questa Mine, New Mexico:  Project Manager and Technical Lead for the Characterization of 


underground mine inflows and significant surface water flow related to block cave subsidence.  The 
work differentiated surface recharge through the subsidence zone from other groundwater sources.   A 
water control monitoring system was designed and installed, and is currently operational.  Continuous 
flow measurements combined with quarterly water quality sampling provide data for source 
identification and water and chemical mass balance analyses.   Current efforts are focused on the 
evaluation and optimization of the mine water management system with the objective of maximizing 
temporary storage of inflow through the active block from large precipitation events.  The work includes 
modifications to underground storage and conveyance facilities and a tracer study to quantify travel time 
and pathways of infiltration to the mine from the overlying open pit. 


 
• Stillwater Mining Co, Montana:  Manager and lead hydrogeologist for a pressure injection testing to 


program to locate structure-controlled zones of high groundwater pressure above the underground 
Stillwater Mine in Montana. Designed the test program to enable monitoring formation pressures and 
transient drainage conditions at the drill collar without using complex down hole straddle packer 
equipment. 


 
• Echo Bay Lamefoot Projects, Washington:  Evaluation of groundwater inflow quantity and quality in 


underground workings. Developed a conceptual hydrogeologic model based on the characteristics related 
to rock structure and lithology. A significant component of the model was a detailed understanding of the 
interaction between the alluvial and deep bedrock groundwater flow systems.  Applied a water balance 
approach to estimate inflow and acid generating potential during future mine development.  


 
• Eagle Mine, Colorado:  Hydrogeology team leader to evaluate impacts from a mine and mill facility 


and on the local groundwater system and the adjacent Eagle River.  Supervised drilling and installation 
of multiple nested piezometers, and conducted long-term pumping tests.  Installed digital data acquisition 
system to remotely monitor water level in the rapidly flooding closed mine.   


 
• Cuajone Mine, Southern Peru Copper, Peru:   Team leader and technical lead for a hydrogeologic 


evaluation for suitability of a proposed large valley-fill leach operation.  The work entailed 
hydrogeologic and surface water characterizations, impacts assessments, and design of mitigation 
measures in a fractured volcanic rock setting.   The work focused on defining zones of fracture-enhanced 
groundwater flow, the relationship of a regionally significant river to the groundwater flow system, and 
the ability to contain and recover leach solutions from the fractured system.  A phased approach was 
used to first conduct a fatal flaw evaluation, the results of which served to focus a detailed 
characterization.  The characterization field program involved 10,000 feet of well installation, oriented 
angled core drilling, packer testing, long-term aquifer testing, seismic geophysical survey, spring and 
seep evaluation, and river flow gauging.   The results were applied to a basin-scale three dimensional 
multi-layer groundwater flow and transport model.  The defensibility of the model is critical to the client 
obtaining permit approval for the operation.  


 
• San Manuel Mine Site, Pinal County, Arizona:  Hydrogeology team lead and principal investigator for 


the assessment of the impacts of an existing open pit on the surrounding groundwater flow system.  
Directed deep monitoring well installation (600 to 1500 feet) and performed in-situ hydraulic testing 
(e.g., packer testing, aquifer test). Specified, procured and successfully installed a 1,500 foot deep 
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grouted transducer column including 12 vibrating wire transducers and data logging equipment. The 
aquifer test program included low flow (less than 2 gpm) drawdown tests in undisturbed bedrock 
formations over extended periods of time. Performed data interpretation and analysis in support of the 
predictive groundwater flow model and Aquifer Protection Permit Application. 


 
• Franklin/Zeus Joint Venture, Colorado:  Project manager and technical lead for the permitting of 


proposed gold mining and milling operations at the Franklin and Mogul mines in Clear Creek and 
Boulder counties. Conducted an underground evaluation to predict future mine water discharge volume 
and quality.  Co-authored Environmental Protection Plan, Plan of Operation, and Stormwater 
Management Plan as part of mining permit application. 


 
• Pueblo Viejo Mine, Dominican Republic:  Evaluation of the groundwater flow system in a complex 


terrain of a tight silicified volcanics sturctually juxtaposed to highly karstic limestone.  Formulated a 
regional conceptual model that addressed impacts from the open pit mine and extensive tailings facilities 
that overly this complex system. 


 
• Phelps Dodge Ambatovy-Analamay Project, Madagascar:  Baseline environmental assessments of 


surface and groundwater hydrology in remote tropical terrain for a large proposed nickel-cobalt mine and 
mill.  Scope included baseline data collection, assessment of environmental risks within the framework 
of World Bank Environmental Standards, analysis of potential groundwater and surface water impacts, 
and mitigation of the impacts.  Also collected data to support site selection and feasibility studies for 
tailings facility.  Though the work was severely challenged by complicated logistics and rugged jungle 
conditions, the project produced rigorous high quality data that met permitting and design needs. 


 
• Hecla Grouse Creek Operations, Idaho:  Developed a water balance that incorporated tailings and 


waste rock facilities, mill makeup water requirements, water expressed during consolidation of newly 
deposited tails, and runoff contributions from disturbed and undisturbed small watersheds surrounding 
the site.  Site climate data were calculated using statistical adjustments from a number of stations in 
central Idaho and west-central Montana.  Statistical distributions for precipitation, evaporation, runoff, 
spring melt-out duration and timing, mill tonnage, and makeup water volumes were incorporated into the 
analysis to simulate natural and operational variability.  The calibrated spreadsheet was subsequently 
used by mill operators as a solution management tool.   


 
• San Juan Ridge Mine, California:  Developed multi-layer finite element groundwater models to predict 


mine water inflow to a proposed underground gold mine. Models simulated both local mine inflow and 
regional impacts to private water supply wells. Subsequent operation of the mine showed that the inflow 
predicted by the model was within 10 percent of actual inflow. 


 
• Various Mines, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Arizona:  Conducted water balance analyses for 


mining heap leach projects located in arid and humid environments.  Performed both deterministic and 
probabilistic water balance analyses that included components of the natural hydrologic cycle and 
various operational solution application, storage, and extraction processes.  The water balance models 
were calibrated on a monthly basis to actual measured climatic precipitation and process flow data and 
were used by clients as an ongoing operational decision tool. 


 
Mine Contamination, Reclamation 
 
• General Atomics,  Rio Grande Resources,  Panna Maria, Texas:  Project manager to review and 


amend an Alternate Concentration Limit Application submitted as part of the groundwater compliance 
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strategy at the site.  Work included development of a multilayer three-dimensional, variably saturated 
flow and transport model to support an update to the site human health risk assessment.  Also developed 
the environmental monitoring data management system currently being used at the site.  


 
• Confidential Client, Copper Operation, USA:  Project manager for a remedial investigation under an 


AOC to characterize impacts from historic smelter and tailings operations on the soils and surface water 
surrounding the site.   


 
• Conoco, Conquista Uranium Mill, Texas:  Lead hydrogeologist to characterize the groundwater flow 


system in the vicinity of a closed uranium mill tailings facility.  Investigations were conducted to 
quantify site impacts and to establish background water chemistry potentially influenced by an adjacent 
upgradient uranium mine and mill operation.   


 
• Tailings Characterization, PricewaterhouseCoopers, Atlas Minerals Uranium Mill Site, Utah:  


Technical groundwater lead for investigation to support the dewatering program at the Atlas Mill 
uranium tailings impoundment. The project consisted of hydrogeologic, geotechnical and geochemical 
characterization of the tailings to enable the selection of a dewater method, and assess the changes that 
might occur in the tailings porewaters as a result of dewatering.  


 
• Leadville Superfund Site, Colorado:  Principal investigator for supplemental Feasibility Study 


groundwater investigations to refine impacts analyses for the Apache Tailings Impoundment.  
Responsible for performance assessment of groundwater and surface water monitoring network, 
refinement of the conceptual groundwater/surface water model, installation of nested monitoring wells, 
aquifer hydraulic testing and groundwater sampling.  


 
• Eagle Mine, Colorado:  Hydrogeology team lead for an environmental assessment and evaluation of 


extent of heavy metals contamination associated with a low pH tailings facility and mine workings.   
 
• Wishbone Hill Open Pit Mine, Alaska:  Groundwater baseline and impact studies for proposed 


Idemitsu Wishbone Hill open pit coal mine in Alaska.  Responsible for the collection and analysis of 
field test data for characterization of the site hydrogeology.  The characterization culminated in 
predictive pit inflow analyses using various numerical and analytical solutions. 


 
• Gallegos Dimensional Stone Quarry, Colorado:  Environmental Impacts Assessment of acid rock 


drainage from quarry operation near Telluride.  Assessed conditions through soil and surface water 
sampling.  Proposed cost-effective modifications of operational practices to minimize impacts to 
environmentally sensitive surface waters in area.  Also recommended permitting strategies for 
incorporation into storm water permit and technical revisions to an existing mining permit. 


 
• Blackhawk Mill Site, Colorado:  Performed environmental site assessment of a historic mining 


property adjacent to a CERCLA superfund site.  Defined areas of hazardous and non-hazardous mine and 
mill wastes as a pre-remedial design activity.  Evaluated remedial alternatives, recommended the 
preferred alternative, and developed cost estimate to complete the cleanup. 


 
• Cotter Corporation, Wyoming:  Detailed investigation to determine feasibility of in-situ leaching of a 


uranium property near Pumpkin Buttes.  Responsible for installation of wells and long-term pumping 
tests. 
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Groundwater Resource Evaluation and Development 
 
• Montana Explorada, Guatemala:  Developed water supply for a new gold mine/mill operation through 


an assessment of the resource potential, identification of candidate well locations, and the installation, 
and testing of a successful large bore 1,000 foot deep production well. 


 
• Nevada Power Company, Nevada:  Design, installation and performance testing of a 1,000-foot deep, 


1,500 gpm water supply well.   
 
• Pinnacle West Capital, Nevada:  Groundwater resource evaluation and the design, installation, and 


production testing of 2,000-foot deep high-capacity water supply well. 
 
• Colorado Springs Landfill, Colorado:  Evaluation of an alluvial groundwater resource with respect to 


potential impacts from a proposed expansion of a solid waste landfill.  Development of basin and sub-
basin water budgets, verification of the water budgets using numerical methods, and semi-analytical 
computer modeling of potential contaminant release scenarios.  Also conducted a study of the 
hydrogeologic suitability of existing and proposed solid waste landfill sites across El Paso County, 
Colorado.  Developed a ranking procedure to compare the sites across diverse hydrogeologic regimes. 


 
 
Mine Permitting 
 
• Wishbone Hill Open Pit Mine, Alaska:  Groundwater baseline and impact studies for proposed 


Idemitsu Wishbone Hill open pit coal mine in Alaska.  Responsible for the collection and analysis of 
field test data for characterization of the site hydrogeology.  The characterization culminated in 
predictive pit inflow analyses using various numerical and analytical solutions. 


 
• Confidential Client, Central America:  Baseline line measurement of flow and sampling for water 


quality at a precious metal mining prospect.   
 
• Echo Bay K2 and Key Projects, Washington:  Assessment of potential impacts to groundwater and 


surface water from Key Project open pit gold mine. Designed groundwater monitoring well network.  
Also planned and directed field investigations at the proposed K2 Project to evaluate baseline 
potentiometric and water quality conditions. 


 
 
Solid and Hazardous Waste 
 
• Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site, Colorado:  Program Manager and technical lead for 


multidisciplinary projects at the DOE facility related to groundwater sampling, aquifer testing and 
analysis, and evaluation of innovative technologies and field methods.  Multiple simultaneous 
investigations involved up to twenty professional technical staff. 


 
The evaluations focused on determining the feasibility and applicability of the Rocky Flats site to 
alternative groundwater sampling methods, state-of-the-art field water quality measurement 
instrumentation, aeseptic methods for drilling and well installation, and improving well design. Principal 
author and lead investigator for 1994 Site Wide Well Evaluation Report, Summary of Historic Water 
Quality Field Parameter Data, and Evaluation of Geochemical Analytical Suites. 
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Evaluation of water quality data and database management of more than 250,000 environmental records 
for the 1997 Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report.  
Responsibilities included extraction and conditioning of the data for analysis, quality control analyses 
based on P.A.R.C.C. parameters, analyses to document exceedences of site-specific action levels, trend 
analysis, and preparation of data analysis sections of the report.  Developed data management procedures 
to automate the input, analysis, and reporting of the data.  


 
 
Unsaturated Zone Studies 
 
• Nevada Nuclear Waste, Isolation Program (USGS), Yucca Mountain, Nevada:  Responsible for 


construction, calibration, and emplacement of down-hole instrumentation to measure moisture content of 
tuffaceous rocks at the proposed high level nuclear waste repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada.    
Supervised the set-up and operation of a vadose zone instrument calibration laboratory for the Nevada 
Nuclear Waste Isolation Program. Developed moisture-characteristic curves, unsaturated hydraulic 
conductivity, and matric potentials in tuffaceous rocks.   
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(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
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(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
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PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Roger D Congdon';

'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Stone, Claudia'
Subject: RE: SRK Review of Davidson Canyon & Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater Reports
Date: 05/27/2010 11:13 AM
Attachments: Davidson Canyon_Memo_183101_VU_20100511_FINAL.pdf

Kathy,
 
Attached is the SRK review of TetraTech’s Davidson Canyon report.  As you can see from the emails
below it has been reviewed by the CNF and I have been requested to forward it on to you for
Rosemont’s response.  Both the CNF and I believe any questions regarding this document may be
resolved in coordination with the ongoing review of the mine site groundwater model, pit lake
geochemistry, and infiltration fate & transport reports.
 
Please let us know how Rosemont wants to proceed.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2010 10:22 AM
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'; Roger D
Congdon
Subject: Re: SRK Review of Davidson Canyon & Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater Reports
 

Hello Dale, 
I have reviewed the SRK memo and find it acceptable.  Please forward it to Rosemont and I agree with
the strategy out lined below.  Thanks. 
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Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. Date: May 11, 2010 


cc: Tom Furgason, SWCA  


File, SRK 


From: Vladimir Ugorets, PhD, SRK 
Michael Sieber, P.E., SRK 
Stephen J. Day, P.Geo., SRK 


Subject: Technical Review of Davidson Canyon 
Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and  


Project #: 183101/1700 


 Assessment of Spring Impacts, Rosemont Copper Project (Tetra Tech, 2010a) and 
Comparison of Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater Level to Provisional Drawdown 
Projections, Rosemont Mine  (Montgomery & Associates, 2010) 


 


A technical review was undertaken and this Technical Memorandum was prepared at the request of 
SWCA and the Coronado National Forest, in accordance with a statement of work from Mr. D. Ortman 
dated March 15, 2010. Provided here are comments related to the review of the following two reports: 


(a)  Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment of Spring Impacts, 
Rosemont Copper Project (Tetra Tech, 2010a), and 


(b)  Comparison of Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater Level to Provisional Drawdown 
Projections, Rosemont Mine (Montgomery &Associates, 2010) 


These comments were prepared by Vladimir Ugorets, Michael Sieber, and Stephen Day of SRK 
Consulting, Inc. (SRK). Review was performed by Larry Cope, also of SRK. 


This memorandum is organized into two sections, per the two reviewed documents listed above.  


1 Davidson Canyon Hydrogeological Conceptual Model and Assessment of 
Spring Impacts 


The report is relatively comprehensive, well presented, and well written. The report describes the most 
likely hydrologic dynamics and key physical processes that are governing groundwater-surface water 
interactions in Davidson Canyon. It includes a discussion of creeks and springs and their interface with 
the groundwater system (Tetra Tech, 2010a). 
 
This document is a good compilation of available groundwater, surface water, local geology, and water 
chemistry data indicating that: 
 


(a) The Rosemont Project will have some effect on Davidson Canyon due to the changes in the 
surface and groundwater flow patterns at the Project site. 
 


(b) The estimated area affected by the Rosemont Project comprises about 16 percent of the 
Davidson Canyon watershed. 
 


(c) In average annual conditions, Tetra Tech (2010a) estimated that most of the stormwater entering 
the flow-through drains will result in infiltration and likely will reduce flows to downstream 
receptors. 
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(d) The areas with the most for potential groundwater-surface water interactions are in 


topographically lower areas of Davidson Canyon (Reach 4), which are the furthest from the 
proposed Rosemont Project. 
 


(e)  Changes to baseline conditions in Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek as a result of open pit 
dewatering operations will not occur unless the cone of depression extends to an aquifer that is 
hydraulically connected to surface water. 


(f) Three springs (Questa, Rosemont, and Davidson) are potentially hydraulically connected with 
the regional bedrock groundwater system and might be impacted by in-pit dewatering, if 
drawdown propagates to their location. Other local (or perched-water) springs would be less 
likely to be affected by mine activities, unless they are proximate to the pit where the pit may 
alter the local flow system that is yielding water to the springs. 


(g) The long term impacts to the water resources in Davidson Canyon and the larger Cienaga Creek 
basin will not exceed the predicted rate of pit inflow (300 to 400 gallons per minute (gpm) 
during mining, and will continuously decrease to 120 gpm after 100 years of pit lake infilling 
(M&A, 2009). This model is currently being revised and the impact on Davidson Canyon 
should be re-examined when the revisions are complete. 


Mine Impacts 


The mining operations that could potentially impact the Davidson Canyon and Cienaga Creek 
watersheds are the open pit dewatering (M&A, 2009 and Tetra Tech, 2010b) and seepage from the Dry 
Stack Tailings Storage Facility (TSF) (AMEC, 2009, Tetra Tech, 2010b), the Waste Rock storage area 
(waste rock), and Heap Leach facility (heap) (Tetra Tech, 2010b). The M&A numerical groundwater 
flow model is currently being revised and the impacts to Davidson Canyon from pit dewatering should 
be re-evaluated once the revisions are complete. Should the Infiltration and Seepage Model (Tetra Tech, 
2010b) that was reviewed by SRK (2010) be revised, the impacts of seepage from the TSF, waste rock, 
and the heap also should be re-evaluated.  


SRK found Tetra Tech’s conceptual model of Davidson Canyon and their conclusions regarding 
possible impacts from the mining operations to be reasonable. The isotopic interpretations they 
presented seem reasonable based on the information provided in the report. However, we feel that it 
should be considered preliminary due to limited available data and uncertainties in the groundwater 
modeling predictions (discussed in SRK (2010)). Our specific comments are: 


(a) Figure 9: Local spring isolated from regional groundwater—groundwater flow lines are 
shown above the water table. 


(b) Figure 15: Schematic cross section of Reach 2 spring development—what data are used for 
the unsaturated zone as shown between the alluvial and bedrock groundwater systems? 


(c) The water quality data described in Section 7.6 need to be added in the spring comparison 
table, shown in Figure 8. 


(d) There is reference to Stiff diagrams prepared by others. It would be helpful to include these 
in this report. 


(e) A number of descriptors used in the report are relative but not quantified. Waters are 
described as “different,” “very similar,” and “dissimilar,” Inclusion of charts showing the 
data or more statistics would illustrate these differences. 


(f) There are references to MC1 and MC2 differences being explained by the degree of rock 
alteration. Trace element characteristics could be included here as indicators. This would be 
a useful overall aspect to be added that could provide more in the geological context. A 
conclusions section should be included in the report. 
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Potential impacts to Davidson Canyon should be re-evaluated on the basis of the predictive simulations 
and sensitivity analyses of the 3-D numerical groundwater model currently being revised by M&A. 


 


2 Comparison of Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater Level to Provisional 
Drawdown Projections, Rosemont Mine   


This section presents the results of our review of the report on short-term and long-term groundwater 
fluctuations as compared to projected drawdown 100 years after closure of the proposed Rosemont mine 
(M&A, 2009). The document provides a thorough compilation of available groundwater level data that 
indicate that: 
 


(a) Calculated short-term (2 to 3 years) groundwater level fluctuations measured in 52 wells range 
from 0.7 to 33 feet, with an averaged value of 7 feet. 
 


(b) Calculated long-term (37 to 55 years) groundwater level fluctuations measured in 14 wells range 
from 0.7 to 69 feet, with an averaged value of about 20 feet. 
 


(c) The projected drawdown at existing non-Rosemont wells east of the mine area, 100 years after 
closure of the proposed Rosemont mine, is generally of similar magnitude to the natural short-
term fluctuation in groundwater levels observed during a 2- to 3-year period and is generally 
less than the long-term natural fluctuation in groundwater levels observed during the long-term 
37- to 55-year period. 
 


(d) The projected drawdown at existing non-Rosemont wells west of the Santa Rita ridge and at 
livestock wells in the immediate mine area, 100 years after closure of the proposed Rosemont 
mine, appears to exceed the natural short-term groundwater fluctuation (2-year period). No data 
are available concerning long-term groundwater fluctuation west of the Santa Rita ridge. 


 
SRK has the following specific comments: 
 


(1) It is not clear why the simulated drawdown of 100 years after closure was chosen for 
comparison with measured natural groundwater fluctuations. In SRK’s opinion, the comparison 
should be made with the time of maximum drawdown (during the early or intermediate stage of 
pit-lake infilling) and at steady state, post-mining conditions, which will be significant after 100 
years of pit lake infilling. The existing groundwater model (M&A, 2009) did not simulate full 
pit lake recovery and did not clearly indicate when maximum drawdown occurs at particular 
locations. 
 


(2) Surface water bodies (such as creeks and springs) that show the propagation of drawdown need 
to be added to Figures 1 and 2. 
 


(3) This comparison analysis should be repeated after existing numerical groundwater model is 
revised based on the transient calibration (recommendation by SRK (2010)) and to incorporate 
the revised model simulations. 
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4 QUALIFICATIONS OF KEY TECHNICAL REVIEWER 


The Senior Reviewer for Hydrogeology, Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D., is a Principal Hydrogeologist 
with SRK Consulting in Denver, Colorado (résumé attached). Dr. Ugorets has more than 31 years of 
professional experience in hydrogeology, developing and implementing groundwater flow and 
solute-transport models related to mine dewatering, groundwater contamination, and water resource 
development. Dr. Ugorets’s areas of expertise are in design and optimization of extraction-injection 
well fields, development of conceptual and numerical groundwater flow and solute-transport 
models, and dewatering optimization for open-pit, underground and in-situ recovery mines. 
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Profession Principal Hydrogeologist 
 


Education M.S. (Mining Engineering/Hydrogeology) Geology-
Prospecting Institute, Moscow Russia 


Ph.D. (Hydrogeology) Geology-Prospecting 
Institute, Moscow Russia 


 
Registrations/ 
Affiliations 


Senior Scientist in Hydrogeology, USSR/Russia 
National Ground Water Association 
MSHA 
 


 
 
Specialization Mining Hydrogeology, Groundwater Modeling, and Wellfield Optimization. 


 
Expertise Dr. Ugorets has more than 31 years of professional experience in hydrogeology, 


developing and implementing groundwater flow and solute-transport models 
related to mine dewatering, groundwater contamination, and water resource 
development.  Dr. Ugorets’ areas of expertise are in design and optimization of 
extraction-injection wellfields, development of conceptual and numerical 
groundwater flow and solute-transport models, and dewatering optimization for 
open-pit, underground and ISR mines. 


 
Employment Record 
 
2007 – Present  SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc., Principal Hydrogeologist 


Denver, CO 
 


1996 – 2007  Hydrologic Consultants Inc. (HCI), Senior Hydrogeologist 
Lakewood, CO 
 


1991 – 1995  Hydrogeoecological Research and Design Co (HYDEC), Lead Hydrogeologist  
Moscow, Russia 
 


1978 – 1990  Geology-Prospecting Institute (MGRI), Senior Scientist in Hydrogeology 
Moscow, Russia 
 


 
Languages Russian, English 
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Publications  
English  
 Ugorets V.I. and Howell, R.L. 2008 “3-D Characterization of Groundwater Flow in 


Hard-Rock Uranium Deposits”, presented at 2nd International Symposium – 
Uranium: Resources and Production, VIMS, Moscow, p. 120-121. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Howell, R.L., and Mahoney, J.J. 2006 “Challenges to Hydrogeologic 


Investigations in the Canadian North”, presented at 59th Canadian Geotechnical 
Conference and 7th Joint CGS/IAH-CNC Groundwater Specialty Conference 
(seatoskygeo.ca), October 2006, Vancouver. Sea to Sky Geotechnique,  p. 1608-1612 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., and MacDonald, A. K. 2003 “Design and Optimization of Mine 


Dewatering Based on Ground-Water Flow Modeling,” in Computer Applications in 
the Minerals Industries (Proceedings of Forth International Conference, CAMI, 
Calgary, Alberta, Canada). 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Rusdinar, Y., Parseryo, G.  and Liu, H. 2002  “Identification of 


Dewatering Targets for Graberg Pit Using Hydrogeochemical Fingerprint 
Approach,” presented at 2002 Denver Annual Meeting of The Geological Society of 
America. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Hanna, T. M., Howell, R. L., Ternes, T. and McCarter, J. 1999 “Use of 


Frozen Earth Wall to Reduce Effects of Dewatering on Alluvial Aquifer in Vicinity 
of the Proposed Aquarius Open Pit Mine,” in Sudbury — Mining and the 
Environment II (Sudbury, Ontario, Canada).  D. Goldsack et al., Eds.  Sudbury:  
Laurentian University, Centre in Mining and Mineral Exploration Research. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., Azrag, E. A. and Atkinson, L. C. 1999 “Use of a Finite Element Code to 


Model Complex Mine Water Problems,” Annual Meeting of American Institute of 
Hydrology and Fourth USA/CIS Joint Conference on Environmental Hydrology and 
Hydrogeology (San Francisco), pp. 163-164.  San Francisco: American Institute of 
Hydrology.  


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Azrag, E. A., and Atkinson, L. C. 1998 “Use of a Finite Element Code to 


Model Complex Mine Water Problems,” in Mine Water and Environmental Impacts 
(Proceedings of the International Mine Water Association Symposia, Johannesburg, 
South Africa), Vol. 1, pp. 31-41. Johannesburg:  International Mine Water 
Association. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I.,  Borevsky, B.V., and Borevsky, L. V.  1994 “Regulation of the Movement 


of Different-Density Fluids During Injection of Waste: An Optimization Model with 
Special Reference to the Injection System in the Krasnodar Region,” in Scientific and 
Engineering Aspects of Deep Injection Disposal of Hazardous and Industrial Wastes 
(Proceedings of the International Conference, Berkeley, California), pp.21.  
Berkeley, California: Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1992 “Optimization of Extraction-Injection Wells 


Sitting in Groundwater Management Problems / Flow Through Porous Media: 
Fundamentals and Reservoir Engineering Applications, (Proceedings of the 
International Conference, Moscow, September, 1992), pp. 52-55. 
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Russian Ugorets, V.I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1991 “Optimization Models for Ground-Water 


Withdrawal and Protection from Contamination Problems” (review). Moscow: 
Geoinformark.  


 
 Ugorets, V. I. and Tserkovsky, Y. A., 1991“Optimization Model of 2nd Donetsk Ground-


Water Intake Site as Applied to the Problem of Ground-Water Safe Yield Re-
Evaluation with Ecological Restrictions,” in Proceedings of 6th Conference of Young 
Scientists of Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, 
No. 2520-B91. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A., 1990 “Optimization of Water Abstraction from 


Multi-Layered System with Simultaneous Pumping and Injection of Industrial 
Ground Water,” in Proceedings of 5th Conference of Young Scientists of Moscow 
Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, No. 3011-B90. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1989 “Evaluation of Safe Yield of Malkinskoe 


Ground-Water Basin by Using of Optimization Model,” in Proceedings of 4th 
Conference of Young Scientists of Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript 
deposited in VINITI, No. 4919-B89. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Gavich, I. K. 1988 “Hydrodynamic Calculations of Ground-Water 


Intakes,” in Hydrogeodynamics, pp. 271-279. Moscow: Nedra. 
 


 Ugorets, V. I., Greisukh, L. V., and Filippova et al, G. A. 1988 “Ground-Water Flow 
Model of Ala-Archinskoe Ground-Water Basin,” in Chu Depression and 
Optimization Model of its Development. Izv. Vys. Ucheb. Zav., Geologiya I 
Razvedka, No. 9. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I. 1988 “3D Ground-Water Flow Model of Multi-Layered System Using 


Economic Finite-Difference Schemes,” in Proceedings of 3rd Conference of Young 
Scientists of Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, 
No. 7857-B88. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1987 “Axisymmetric Ground-Water Flow Model 


in Multi-Layered System,” in Proceedings of 2nd Conference of Young Scientists of 
Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, No. 3036-
B87. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., Gavich, I. K. and  Mikhailova, A. V. 1985 “Optimization of Ground-


Water Development by Using Automated System of Management: Water Abstraction 
Under Complex Hydrogeologic Conditions,” in Methods of Ground-Water Protection 
Against Contamination and Depletion. Moscow: Nedra. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I. and Lenchenko, N. N. 1985. “Hydrodynamic Calculation of Ground-Water 


Intakes with Variable Pumping Rates,” Izv. Vys. Ucheb. Zav., Geologiya I 
Razvedka, No. 11. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., Gavich I. K, and Mikhailova, A. V. 1984. “Optimization Models in 


Hydrogeology,” in Mathematical Modeling of Hydrogeological Processes. 
Novosibirsk: Institute of Hydrology.   


 







SRK Consulting  Resume 


 


Vladimir I. Ugorets 
Principal Hydrogeologist 


 


 SRKUS_Ugorets_Resume_December 2009.docx December 2009 


Key Experience:  Mining Hydrogeology 


• Grasberg Copper/Gold Mine, West Papua (Indonesia): Conducted site characterization, design of 
hydrogeologic testing, and review of Grasberg open pit and EESS underground mine dewatering on 
semi-annual and annual basis.  Developed a series of conceptual hydrogeologic models and groundwater 
flow models of the Ertsberg Mining District.  Modeling has included development of regional and 
"window" models, the latter for detailed analysis of pore pressures related to slope stability in open pit 
and dewatering of underground block caves.  Predicted inflow and pore pressures in Grasberg open pit as 
input to slope stability analysis Predicted inflow to underground mines (the existing IOZ and DOZ block 
cave mines and the proposed Kucing Liar, and Grasberg Deep block caves, and Big Gossan mine) from 
karstic limestones under very high (but variable) precipitation.  Estimated the persistence of mill water 
supply during periods of El Niño-induced drought.  Evaluated major groundwater sources in vicinity of 
Grasberg pit and EESS underground mine based on water chemistry fingerprints.  Conducted ARD study 
and predicted quantity and quality of groundwater captured by existing developments and proposed ARD 
capture drifts and missed water in Wanagon basin. Conducted regional hydrogeology study and 
developed regional groundwater flow model of Ertsberg mining district to predict potential migration of 
ARD during post-mining conditions as part of Integrated Control and Capture Plan (ICCP).  Conducted 
training in hydrogeologic data analysis and groundwater flow modeling for PTFI personnel. Developed a 
special numerical algorithm to simulate non-Darcian flow into underground openings from highly 
transmissive geologic structures.   


• Snap Lake Diamond Project, Northwest Territories (Canada): Developed a conceptual 
hydrogeological, numerical groundwater flow, and hydrogeochemical mixing modes.  Work has included 
a) planning and evaluating the results of hydrogeologic drilling, testing, and groundwater sampling from 
existing underground workings, b) developing a conceptual hydrogeologic model of the kimberlite dyke 
partially beneath a lake within open talik and partially below a permafrost, c) predicting inflow to the 
proposed underground mine, d)simulating hydrologic effect of paste backfilling on mine water discharge, 
and e) predicting the water quality of the mine discharge under lake and lake draining scenarios by using 
mixing simulations based on TDS vs. depth profile.  Participated in numerous Technical Group meetings 
to provide hydrogeological input in design and instrumentation of mine test panels for geotechnical 
analysis. All work was completed for pre-production studies of existing mine and business case 
improvement studies for expanded mine. 


• Gahcho Kué  Diamond Project, Northwest Territories (Canada): Conducted hydrogeological 
investigation for desktop and pre-feasibility studies including: a) planning and analyzing results from 
hydrogeologic testing program (packer and airlift recovery tests and from Westbay monitoring wells, b) 
developing a comprehensive conceptual hydrogeologic model including kimberlite pipes, permafrost, 
and open/closed taliks, c) developing a series of numerical groundwater flow and solute transport 
models, d) predicting inflow to multiple open pits, e) estimating impacts to surface-water bodies in the 
vicinity of the pits, f) predicting the water quality of the mine water discharge, g) estimating leakage 
around/under man-made dykes for lake drainage scenario, and f) simulating pit lake infilling and post-
mining hydrogeologic conditions taking into consideration a density effect.  Represented client at 
numerous meetings with permitting agencies. 


• Fort à la Corne and Star Diamond Projects, Saskatchewan (Canada): Conducted hydrogeologic 
investigations for three diamond  projects, including: a) planning and analyzing results of hydrogeologic 
drilling and testing (including 4 pumping tests), b) developing a comprehensive conceptual 
hydrogeologic model, c) developing numerical axisymmetric and 3D groundwater flow models, d) 
predicting inflow to the open pits and designing dewatering systems,  e) predicting pore pressures in pit 
walls as input for the slope-stability analysis, and f) estimating potential environmental impacts to water 
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levels and streamflows during  mining/dewatering and pit lake infilling.  Represented client at meeting 
with permitting agencies. 


• Victor Diamond Project in Ontario (Canada): Developed a series of conceptual hydrogeologic and 
numerical groundwater flow models for desktop, pre-feasibility, feasibility, and pre-production studies.  
Work has included a) planning and analyzing results of hydrogeologic investigations (drilling and 
testing, including 3 long-term pumping tests), b) developing a comprehensive conceptual hydrogeologic 
model of a karstified limestone groundwater system recharged by surface water through overburden, c) 
predicting inflow to the proposed open pit, d) designing an dewatering system with an optimal pumping 
rates and schedule of installation, and e) estimating potential environmental impacts to streamflows, 
ponds, and muskeg during mining/dewatering and pit- lake infilling. Represented client at numerous 
meetings with regulators and at public hearings, and prepared detailed discussions of potential 
environmental impacts. 


• Aquarius Gold Project, Ontario (Canada): Developed conceptual hydrogeologic model of area of the 
proposed Aquarius open pit mine.  Conducted groundwater flow modeling of inflow to proposed open pit 
and designed an optimal dewatering system by using traditional pumping wells. Predicted potential 
effects of dewatering on trout-bearing streams and lake levels within a nearby provincial park and 
designed potential groundwater mitigation measures.  Completed groundwater flow modeling of freeze 
wall system around the proposed pit and developed hydrogeological input for freeze wall design.  


• Skyline Coal Mine, Utah: Conducted groundwater flow modeling to evaluate various alternative 
sources and pathways of groundwater inflow to the underground mine and estimated the effect of mine 
inflow and pumping on surface-water resources.  Predicted long-term dewatering requirements for mine 
expansion, and assessed Probable Hydrologic Consequences to surface resources using numerical 
groundwater flow model.  Represented client at numerous meetings with permitting agencies, water 
boards, and plaintiff groups. 


• Premier Diamond Project, South Africa: Developed axisymmetric groundwater model to predict 
passive inflow to the open pit and pore pressures in pit walls during future mining development. 


• Confidential Mine Dewatering Project, Russia: Analysis of all available hydrogeological data and 
developing recommendations regarding dewatering requirements for different alternative mining 
methods. Developed groundwater flow model to predict a) inflows to open pit and underground mine 
(under different mining methods) and b) associated environmental impacts to the surface-water bodies 
and shallow groundwater system. 


• Confidential Coal Project, Virginia: Developed groundwater flow model to a) predict inflow to 
underground coal mine and b) evaluate possible hydrogeologic effect of underground mining on water 
levels within shallow groundwater systems.  


• Confidential Mine Dewatering of Silver and Gold Deposits in Mexico (states of Durango and 
Nayarit): Conducted a technical audit of existing hydrogeological data and developed plan for an 
effective dewatering system of underground mine workings for the first deposit. Conducted 
hydrogeological investigations to evaluate possible groundwater inflows to proposed underground mine 
at the Scoping Study level for the second deposit.  


• Uranium Deposits in the Athabasca Basin (Central Canada) – two confidential projects: Developed 
a program of field hydrogeological work and performed an analysis for the collected hydrogeological 
data to make assessment of groundwater inflow to proposed underground mine for the first project. 
Comprehensive data analysis and predictions of possible inflows were made based on developed 







SRK Consulting  Resume 


 


Vladimir I. Ugorets 
Principal Hydrogeologist 


 


 SRKUS_Ugorets_Resume_December 2009.docx December 2009 


numerical groundwater model. Peer review of the dewatering requirements for an underground mine was 
completed for the second project at the Feasibility Study level, based on additional groundwater flow 
modeling conducted. 


• Uranium ISR Projects in Russia and Kazakhstan – three confidential projects: Completed a 
technical audit of possible uranium recovery by ISR mining. Conducted a comprehensive ISR numerical 
modeling of one of the projects, including simulation of streamlines and reactive mass transport along 
them, to evaluate maximum uranium recovery from four paleochannels. 


• Hard Rock Uranium Deposits in Russia – five confidential projects: Implemented a technical audit 
and hydrogeological study of groundwater inflow to proposed underground mines, quality of mine water 
discharge, possible impact to the surface-water bodies. Two 3-D numerical groundwater flow models 
were developed for two projects at the Pre-Feasibility Study level. 


• Uranium deposit in Niger – a confidential project: Completed an analysis of available 
hydrogeological data and made an expert opinion on the possibilities of using ISR method to mine the 
uranium deposit.  


• Coal deposit in Russia – a confidential project:  Completed hydrogeological study of possible water 
inflow into underground longwall mine workings and impact to a river flow. Predictions and sensitivity 
analysis were conducted based on developed 3-D numerical groundwater flow model, calibrated to all 
available hydrogeological data collected for both pre-mining steady state and trial dewatering transient 
conditions. Recommendations were developed to reduce uncertainties in hydrogeological 
characterization, to bring project to the required Feasibility Study level.  


• Confidential Mine Dewatering Project in Columbia: Technical audit of available hydrogeological 
data, development and implementation of field hydrogeological program, and assessment by 
groundwater modeling of possible groundwater inflow to expanded open pit operation mined in vicinity 
of the river. 


• Polimetallic Ore Deposit in Russia (Kola Peninsula): Analysis of the available hydrogeological data 
and the previously performed studies to substantiate the possible impact of proposed in-pit dewatering to 
a shallow groundwater system and surface water bodies as part of the ESIA.  


• Gold Deposit Project in Pakistan: Analysis of the available hydrogeological data and the previously 
performed studies to substantiate the possible impact of proposed in-pit dewatering and mine water 
supply wellfield to a shallow groundwater system as part of the ESIA. 


Key Experience:  Russia and Former USSR (1978-1995) 


Hydrogeological investigation and numerical modeling of groundwater development for potable, thermal, 
and industrial water supplies and mine dewatering in complex hydrogeologic settings.  Developed and 
implemented numerical algorithms for optimizing groundwater management under hydrogeologic, 
environmental, and economic constraints.  


 Specific project experience includes: 


• Groundwater flow modeling to estimate inflow and design dewatering system for Vorontsovskoy open 
pit gold mine in Ural region of Russia. 
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• Wellfield optimizing based on the groundwater flow models to quantify safe yield at the Priokskii 
(Moscow region), Lesnoe (Tataria), Pozhneyal-Sediuskii (Komi), Avatchinskii (Kamchatka), and Minsk 
(Belarus) water-supply projects. 


• Optimizing pumping from the extraction wells at low salinity groundwater system in Mangyshlak Basin 
(West Kazakhstan) based on numerical 3-D groundwater flow model. Developing an analytical solution 
of a complex aquifer-well-pump-pipeline system and selecting appropriate pumping equipment to 
provide optimal withdrawal. Applying basic principles and methods of automated groundwater 
monitoring systems for water resource management.  


• Developing conceptual, analytical, and numerical methods of wellfield optimization to design cost-
effective water supply systems in complex hydrogeologic settings for Sredne-Kliazminsky site in 
Moscow region. 


• Determining safe yield and optimal pumping rates of water-supply wells in multi-aquifer systems, within 
Malkin groundwater basin in North Caucasus area, and plan protection against contamination and 
depletion. 


• Developing integrated numerical modeling system including groundwater flow, mass transport, and heat 
transport for Slaviansko-Troitsky iodine-bearing groundwater basin in Kuban to maximize safe yield, 
optimize wellfield of extraction and injection wells, and develop most rational method of water 
management. 


• Using groundwater flow models to optimize locations and pumping rates of wells to minimize 
operational and environmental costs at Donetsk (Ukraine) and Ala-Artchinsky (Kirgizstan) water-supply 
projects. 


• Designing and conducting laboratory column tests, experimenting with physical models, and evaluating 
field infiltration ponds to assess feasibility of purifying waste water through sandy deposits for the 
uranium mine in Western Kazakhstan. 


• Developing numerical code (OPTLIB) for simulation of groundwater flow and wellfield optimization 
under multi-disciplinary constraints. This code was used during hydrogeological studies for all projects 
in Russia and Former USSR listed above. 
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Profession Hydrogeologist 


 
Education M.S. in Agricultural Engineering (Groundwater), Colorado State 


University, 1993 
B.S. in Geological Engineering, Colorado School of Mines, 1983 
 


Registrations/ 
Affiliations 


P.E.: Arizona # 44868 , Colorado # 35703 
Member, National Groundwater Association 


  
Certifications 


 
8-Hour MSHA Surface Metal 


 
Specialization Groundwater hydrology, field investigations, and data analyses. 
 
Expertise Mr. Sieber is a professional engineer in Arizona and Colorado.  He has broad 


experience in environmental hydrogeology.  His emphasis has been groundwater 
and surface water characterization where he has been involved in planning and 
conducting fieldwork, data analysis, and report preparation for clients and for 
regulatory review and approval.  He has extensive field experience including 
hydraulic characterization, installation of wells, instrument installation, and surface 
water characterization.  He has designed pumping tests and has analyzed aquifer test 
data.  He also has international work experience in South America and Canada. 


 
Employment Record 
 
1995– Present SRK Consulting, Fort Collins and Denver, CO; Tucson, AZ Hydrogeologist 
1994 - 1995 Advanced Sciences, Inc., Hydrogeologist/Engineer 
1993 - 1994 Martin Marietta Energy Systems, Hazardous Waste Remedial Actions Program, 


Intern 
June – Nov. 1992 Water, Waste & Land, Inc., Engineering Technician (part-time) 
May – Nov. 1990 Goldstake Exploration, Geologist 
June – Dec. 1989 ACZ Laboratories, Inc., Lab Technician 
April – Nov. 1986 Summitville Consolidated Mining Company, Inc., Lead Pit Technician 


 
Languages  English 
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Key Experience:  Field Projects 
• Installation of monitoring and recharge wells at Jerritt Canyon Mine in Nevada 
• Conducted packer and airlift tests, and vibrating pressure transducers in core hole at Mt. Hope in 


Nevada 
• Conducted packer and airlift test, and installed and grouted vibrating transducers into a core hole for 


Vale Inco near Thompson Manitoba, Canada 
• Conducted airlift test and performed geothech core logging 
• Prefeasibility hydrogeologic study in a permafrost region, including packer tests and installation of 


thermistors into core holes at Newmont’s Hope Bay project in Nunavut, Canada 
• Supervised surface water sampling required for operational permit  at Alaska Gold Corporation 
• Site investigation and construction QA/QC for wick installation for dewatering uranium mill tailings for 


Moab Reclamation Trust in Moab, Utah  
• Site investigation of historic radium and uranium tailings for DIAND at Port Radium, Northwest 


Territories, Canada 
 
Key Experience:  Groundwater Hydrology Characterization 
 
Asarco, Leadville, Colorado Groundwater Flow Characterization 
• Conducted an investigation of the operation of two drainage tunnels of historic underground mine 


workings and the interaction of ground and surface water flow in the Leadville area. 
•  Prepared report describing the operation of the drainage tunnels and the affect on the historical and 


recent trends of groundwater levels and surface water flow. 
• Designed remedial actions for residential soils and prepared closure reports for completed properties.  


Provided QA/QC for the remediation construction. 
 
Goldfields Gold Mine, Bolivar State, Venezuela 
• The site drill core was reviewed to identify zones for packer tests in core holes. 
• Developed a MODFLOW model of the proposed mine site to design the mine pit dewatering system. 
•  Prepared the hydrology section of the pre-feasibility report for the mine. 
•  Prepared standard procedures for single well and long-term pumping test. 


 
DeBeers Victor Project, Ontario, Canada 
• Contributed to the hydrogeological pre-feasibility and feasibility study for a diamond mine. 
• Completed drilling and installation of a large diameter well and piezometers for long-term pumping 


tests. 
• Completed airlift tests while drilling and conducted two long-term pumping tests. 
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Key Experience:  Groundwater Remediation Projects 


 
Hewlett Packard Industrial Facility, Loveland, Colorado 
• Routine monitoring of pump and treat system, including system inspection and surface and groundwater 


sampling. 
•  Prepared monthly, quarterly, and annual reports. 


 
Key Experience:  Mining Hydrology 


 
BHP San Manuel Plant Site, San Manuel, Arizona BHP Copper, Inc. 
• Developed infiltration models to estimate infiltration through the tailings storage facility to evaluate the 


reclamation covers. 
• Developed 2-D saturated unsaturated flow model with SEEP/W software to estimate the long-term 


drainage time and rates from the tailing impoundments. 
• Lead hydrogeologist on the routine monitoring, sampling, and reporting required by the Arizona 


Aquifer Permit (APP). 
 


BHP San Manuel Mine Site, San Manuel, Arizona BHP Copper, Inc. 
• Assisted with developing a numerical groundwater flow model to predict formation of open pit lake loss 


of containment pit lake and underground workings 
• Lead hydrogeologist on the routine monitoring, sampling, and reporting required by the Arizona 


Aquifer Permit (APP). 
• Lead hydrologist for APP for closed landfill, completed infiltration modeling of the cover, and installed 


three methane monitoring wells. 
• Re-calibrated the numerical groundwater flow model using an additional five years groundwater 


recovery data of the underground workings. 
 
Tailings Impoundment Seepage Study, Argentina 


Simulated seepage through the tailings impoundment dam with SEEP/W, a two-dimensional finite 
element code.  The seepage through the bottom of the tailings impoundment was simulated with 
FEFLOW, a three-dimensional finite element code. 


 
Aggregate Industries Gravel Pits, Longmont, Colorado:  Permit and Reclamation 
• Developed a numerical groundwater flow model using FEFLOW to simulate two existing gravel pits. 
• The model was calibrated to existing conditions and then used to predict the impact of the proposed 


gravel pits to the groundwater system. 
• The model was also used to estimate groundwater inflows to the reclaimed gravel pits. 


 
Rio Grand Resources Uranium Tailings Seepage Study, Hobson, Texas 
• A numerical groundwater flow and mass transport model was developed with MODFLOW and MT3D96 


code to simulate the preferred remediation plan. 
• An Alternate Concentration Limit (ACL) petition was prepared for the facility using the long-term 


results of the numerical simulations. 
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Conoco Conquista Uranium Mine and Mill Site, Falls City, Texas 
• Designed installation of compliance monitoring wells, developed a statement of work, and obtained bids 


for drilling and analytical work.  
•  Maintained database and prepared data transmittal report. 


 
 
Key Experience:  Environmental 
 
Loring Air Force Base, Caribou, Maine RI/FS investigation 
• Conducted over-sight of field activities that included various types of drilling and sampling. 
• Work also included data analysis, report preparation, and document review. 
• Prepared and assisted with quarterly water level measurements of approximately 300 monitoring wells. 


 
Robins Air Force Base, Warner Robins, Georgia: Site Investigation of landfill,  
• Assisted with preparation of work plan and standard operating procedures forthe site investigation of an 


old landfill. 
• Utilized Geoprobe™ push technology for collecting soil and groundwater samples. 
• Sample analysis was completed with an on-site portable gas chromatograph-mass spectrophotometer. 


 
Massachusetts Military Reservation Cape Cod, Massachusetts 
• Managed fieldwork work on two sites to characterize soils and groundwater, data review and analysis, 


and document preparation for regulatory agencies. 
• The site investigation consisted of Geoprobe™ borings and screened auger borings to collect 


groundwater field screening samples, installing monitoring wells, and collecting groundwater samples. 
• Collected soil samples with split spoons using hollow stem augers and Geoprobe™ equipment. 
• Served as the construction over-sight engineer during the installation an air sparging/soil vapor 


extraction system consisting of 21 air sparge wells and 20 soil vapor extraction wells. 
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Profession Professional Geoscientist 


Education M.Sc, Geochemistry, University of British Columbia 1988. 
B.Sc., Geology, University of British Columbia 1985. 


Registrations/
Affiliations 


Professional Geoscientist (BC) No. 18,467. 
Professional Geologist (Northwest Territories and Nunavut) No 
L1283. 
Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of B.C. 
Fellow of the Geological Association of Canada. 
Fellow, The Association of Applied Geochemists. 


 
Specialisation Stephen Day is Principal Geochemist at SRK's Vancouver office. He is an 


experienced specialist in the development of waste management plans to address 
acid rock drainage and leaching of mine wastes in general. He has particular 
expertise in the development of prediction methods for mine planning and modeling 
of leachate chemistry. His project experience includes development of innovative 
approaches to management of potentially acid generating wastes at new mines, 
assessment of existing waste disposal facilities at operating and abandoned mines to 
determine options for reduction or elimination of contaminated drainage, and 
environmental audits of mines. 


 
Certification Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). 


Hazardous Wastes Operations and Emergency Response (OSHA 29 CFR 1910)  
40-hour course. 


 
Employment Record 
1998 – Present  SRK Consulting (Canada) Inc., Principal Geochemist 


 
1992 – 1998 Dames & Moore, Senior Geochemist/Manager, Geosciences 


 
1989 – 1992 Norecol Environmental Consultants Ltd., Geochemist 


 
1987 – 1989 British Columbia Geological Survey, Geochemist 
 
Publications Fifteen technical papers on metal leaching and acid rock drainage studies, stream 


sediment sampling, formation of placer deposits, mineral exploration in glacial 
terrains. 
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Key Experience: New Mine Approvals and Permitting 
 
PolyMet Mining Corp., Northmet Project, Minnesota (1999-2001, 2004-current) 
• Development and implementation of geochemical test program, and water quality predictions for 


proposed open pit PGM, nickel and copper mine at the facilities of an existing iron mine. 
 
Taseko Mines, Properity Project (2006-current) 
• Geochemical assessment of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit copper-gold mine. 
 
Niblack Mining, Niblack Project (2006) 
• Review of geochemical aspects for permitting of underground exploration development. 
 
Teck Cominco, Morelos Project (2006-2008) 
• Geochemical assessment of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit gold mine. 
 
Miramar, Doris North Project (2006-current). 
• Geochemical characterization of quarry rock 
 
AES Wapiti Coal Project, Hillsborough Resources (2006) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and coal for proposed drag line coal mine. 
 
Horizon Project, Hillsborough Resources (2006) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and coal processing products for proposed underground and 


open pit coal project. 
 
Barrick Gold, Donlin Creek Project (2006-current) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit gold mine. 


 
Westhawk Development Corp., Coal Creek Project (2006). 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and proposed small coal mine. 
 
Crowflight Minerals, Bucko Mine (2005) 
• Geochemical characterization of rock and tailings for proposed underground nickel mine. 


 
Doublestar Resources, Catface Project 
• Geochemical characterization of rock and tailings for proposed open pit copper mine. 
 
Novagold Corporation, Galore Creek Project (2004-current) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold mine 
 


Pebble Partnership, Pebble Project (2004-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization. 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold-molybdenum mine 
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bcMetals Corporation, Red Chris Project (2003-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold mine 
 


Brule Project, Western Canadian Coal (2004-2006) 
• Geochemical characterization, water chemistry predictions and input to waste management planning for 


a coal mine 
 
Dillon Mine, Western Canadian Coal (2004) 
• Geochemical characterization, water chemistry predictions and input to waste management planning for 


small coal mine 
 
Doublestar Resources Limited, Sustut Copper Project (2001-2003) 
• Assessment of geochemical issues for proposed copper mine 
• General permitting assistance under the BC Environmental Assessment Process 
 


 
Barrick Gold Corp, Pascua Project, Chile/Argentina (1999-2001) 
• Assessment of waste rock and tailings geochemistry and prediction of drainage quality 
 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources, True North Project (2000-2002) 
• Review of expansion proposals for the Fort Knox Mine 
 


BHP Billiton Diamonds, Ekati Diamond MineTM, Northwest Territories (2001-Current) 
• Characterization of waste rock and prediction of water quality for the Sable, Pigeon and Beartooth Pipes 
• Compilation of Waste Rock Management Plans 
 


Crystal Graphite Corporation, Black Crystal Graphite Project, British Columbia (2001-2002) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for a proposed graphite mine 
 


Teck Corp, Pogo Project, Alaska (1996-2004) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed underground 


gold mine 
 


Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, Northwest Territories (1999-2001) 
• Review of geochemical aspects of Diavik Diamond Mines 
 


Coeur d’Alene Mines, San Bartolome Project, Bolivia (2001-2002) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for a proposed silver mine 
 


Manalta Coal, Telkwa Coal Project, B.C. (1991-2000) 
• Development of waste management plan to address acid drainage potential 
 


Sutton Resources, Bulyanhulu Project, Tanzania (1997-1998) 
• Waste management planning and prediction of impacts for proposed underground gold mine 
 


Teck Corp, Marte Lobo Project, Chile (1997) 
• Assessment of potential impacts to groundwater due to waste rock leaching at proposed open pit gold 


mine 
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Pine Valley Coal, Willow Creek Coal Project, B.C. (1996-1997) 
• Baseline evaluation of acid generation potential and water quality for proposed coal mine 
 


Teck Corp, Petaquilla Project, Panama (1996-1997) 
• Prediction of potential impacts due to leaching of waste rock at proposed open pit copper mine 
 


Cominco, Kudz-Ze-Kaya project, YT (1996) 
• Retained to address acid generation issues in waste management plan for proposed zinc-copper-lead 


mine 
 


Termopacifico, Colombia (1994) 
• Assessment of existing waste management for small coal mines as part of proposed thermal power plant 
 
Manhattan Minerals, Moris Mine, Mexico (1993) 
• Developed closure plan for proposed heap leach gold mine.  Also addressed acid generation issues 
 
TVI, Canatuan Project, Philippines (1993) 
• Development of waste management plan for proposed gold mine 
 


El Condor, Kemess South Project, B.C. (1992) 
• Evaluated natural weathering of rock and soil in support of waste management plan for proposed copper 


mine 
 


Brewery Creek (1991) 
• Soil and vegetation geochemistry study 
 


Galore Creek Project (1991) 
• Conducted initial assessment of acid generation at proposed large porphyry copper mine 
 


Snip Mine (1991) 
• Developed cyanide degradation model for tailings pond 
 


Berg Project (1990) 
• Investigated acid generation in waste rock and proposed waste handling approach for porphyry copper 


mine 
 


Taiwan Limestone Project (1990) 
• Conducted environmental assessment of proposed limestone quarry 
 


Geddes Resources, Windy Craggy Project, B.C. (1989-1991) 
• Investigated acid generation in waste rock, tailings, and underground workings and developed waste 


management plan for proposed massive sulphide copper mine 
 


Cinola Project (1989-1990) 
• Development of waste rock and tailings management plan for proposed epithermal gold mine 
 


Cheni Gold Mines (1989) 
• Developed waste rock handling plan for potentially acid generating rock at gold vein mine 
 


Silver Butte Mine (1989) 
• Interpreted acid generation data for waste rock and underground development for proposed massive 


sulphide base metal mine 
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Confidential Client 
• Due diligence audit for a proposed porphyry copper mine  
• Prediction of impacts due to rock and tailings leaching and recommendation of waste management 


strategies 
 


Key Experience:  Operating Mines  
 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation and Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company, 
Greens Creek Mine 
• Team leader for environmental audit of an underground silver mine. 


 
Elk Valley Coal Corporation (2007-current) 
• Development of a geochemical model for leaching of selenium to the Elk River  and Cardinal River from 


six large open pit coal mines. 
 
Imperial Metals, Mount Polley Mine (2004-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization and water quality predictions for mine expansion. 
• Water quality predictions for closure of copper heap leach. 
 
Inmet, Troilus Mine (2005) 
• Development of an approach for waste rock segregation at open pit copper gold mine. 
 
BHP Billiton, Mina Tintaya (2005-2006) 
• Evaluation of selenium sources in waste rock and downstream attenuation and transport. 
• Geochemical characterization for closure planning. 
 
TeckCominco, Elkview Coal Mine (2003) 
• Detailed assessment of occurrence and release of selenium from mine facilities, and recommendations 


for management approaches 
 
Teck Cominco Alaska, Red Dog Mine, Alaska (1997-Current) 
• Development of innovative methods for characterization of the geochemical behaviour of waste rock 
• Ongoing geochemical advice and interpretation 
 


Thompson Creek Mining, Endako Mine (1999-2000) 
• Assessment of waste rock geochemistry 
 


Huckleberry Mines Limited (1996-current) 
• Ongoing advice to operating open pit copper and molybdenum on waste management and prediction of 


long term water quality impacts 
 


TeckCominco, Luscar Ltd., Fording Coal, Elk Valley Coal Mines, British Columbia (1999-2002) 
• Technical review of university research on the occurrence and release of selenium from waste rock 
 


Hudson Bay Mining and Smelting (1998) 
• Environmental audit of more than ten massive sulphide copper and zinc mines, mills and associated 


smelter 
 


Confidential, Colombia (1997) 
• Assessment of existing environmental liabilities and scoping of environmental impact assessment for an 


operating coal mine as part of due diligence review 
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Cominco Trail Operations, B.C. (1993) 
• Developed slag pile leachate model for proposed slag disposal site 
 


Gold Mine Yellowknife, NWT (1993) 
• Environmental assessment of operating gold mine as part of due diligence 
 


Macrae Mining, New Zealand (1993) 
• Presented arguments on acid generation thresholds in tailings.  Evaluated reports on arsenic leaching 


from waste rock and tailings 
 


Equity Silver Mines (1991) 
• Developed water quality model for an acid generating open pit to address disposal of water treatment 


sludge in pit 
 
Tanco Mining company (1991) 
• Environmental audit of tantalum mine and mill 
 
Endako Mines (1990) 
• Evaluated acid generation potential of waste rock and tailings at molybdenum mine 
 
Key Experience:  Mine Closure Planning 
 
Barrick Gold, Nickel Plate Mine (2005) 
• Geochemical characterization for closure planning of waste rock, mine workings and tailings from open 


pit gold mine. 
 
Teck Cominco, Pine Point Mine (2006) 
• Evaluation of monitoring requirements for tailings discharge. 
 
Teck Cominco Alaska, Red Dog Mine (2003-Current) 
• Water quality predictions for mine closure planning 
 
Deloitte & Touche, Faro Mine (2002-Current) 
• Design and implementation of geochemical studies for closure planning 
 


BHP Billiton, Island Copper Mine (2001-2005) 
• Geochemical studies for closure planning 
• Chemical load modelling 
 
Hudson Bay Mining and Smelting, Flin Flon Operations (2005) 
• Input to estimation of closure costs. 
 
Teck Cominco, HB Mine (2005) 
• Review of geochemical issues for tailings. 
 
Viceroy Resources, Brewery Creek Mine (2002-2004) 
• Evaluation of water quality aspects related to closure. 
• Assessment of selenium leaching. 
 
Inmet, Samatosum Mine (2003) 
• Environmental audit of former open pit copper-silver mine. 







SRK Consulting  Resume 


 


Stephen J. Day 
Principal Geochemist 


 


 SRKCan_Day_Resume_Sept2008.doc September 2008 


BHP Billiton, Confidential Internal Reviews (2002) 
• Reviewed geochemical aspects of closure plans for two mines 
 


BHP Billiton, Robinson Mine, Nevada (2001-2002) 
• Geological and geochemical characterization of waste rock as part of closure planning for a large open 


pit copper mine 
• Operation of a field laboratory for determination of leachable metal concentrations 
 


British Columbia Ministry of Water Land and Air Protection, Britannia Mine, British Columbia 
(2001-Current) 
• Evaluation of the effects of the use of mine workings for storage of contaminated mine water prior to 


treatment 
 


Highland Valley Copper, Highmont Mine, BC (2000-2001) 
• Geochemical assessment of tailings for closure planning 
 


Dupont Canada, Baker Mine, B.C. (1999-Current) 
• Evaluation of long term drainage quality for an inactive underground gold and silver mine 
• Closure Planning 
 


TeckCominco Ltd., Sa Dena Hes Mine, Yukon Territory (1999-Current) 
• Assessment of geochemical characteristics of underground lead-zinc mines, waste rock and tailings, and 


downstream loading and impact assessment 
 


Environment Canada, Mount Washington Mine, B.C. (1999-2000) 
• Assessment of geochemistry as part of closure planning for a inactive open-pit copper mine 
 


Holden Mine, Washington State (1998-Current) 
• Support for Feasibility Study for closure of underground mine, waste rock and tailings 
• Development of a site geochemical model to support selection of closure measures for a disused 


underground copper and zinc mine 
 


Westmin Resources, Premier Gold Mine, B.C. (1998-2002) 
• Prediction of long term geochemical behaviour of waste rock and tailings at an open pit gold mine 
 


Homestake, Snip Mine, B.C. (1998) 
• Prediction of post-closure impacts due to leaching of mine wastes at underground gold mine 
 


Confidential Client (1996) 
• Evaluated leaching of mercury from a former mercury mine as part of decommissioning 
 
COMIBOL, Bolivia (1996-1997) 
• Assessment of environmental issues for operating and closed mines as part of due diligence review 
 
Weldwood Canada, Various Properties, B.C. (1996) 
• Environmental evaluation of large area of former coal mining to assess remediation measures and 


potential costs 
 


Stronsay, B.C. and Sa Dena Hes, Y.T. projects (1993) 
• Initial assessment of potential environment liabilities 
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Kinross Gold, QR Gold Mine, B.C (1993, 1998-2000) 
• Predictions of post-closure impacts due to long term leaching of waste rock and pit walls at open pit gold 


mine 
 


Cominco, Sullivan Mine, B.C. (1992-1998) 
• Evaluation of metal leaching from oxidized waste rock and tailings as part of closure planning. 


Geochemical interpretation of regional groundwater chemistry downgradient of tailings facility.  
Modelling of dry cover materials for acid generating tailings 


 


Cominco, Pinchi Lake Mine (1994-1995) 
• Evaluation of mercury distribution and leaching from mine wastes as part of closure planning 
 
Survey of Abandoned Mines (1991) 
• Compiled data relating to acid generation potential at more than 1000 abandoned mines in British 


Columbia.  Assessed five coal and metal mine sites 
 
Key Experience:  Government Projects 
 
Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of British Columbia (2006-2007) 
• Delivered a short course acid rock drainage assessment (five venues 
 
MEND Program (2005-2006) 
• Lead author for a report on the effect of low temperatures on geochemical processes. 
 
U.S. Trade and Development Agency, Dominican Republic (2002) 
• Delivered part of a short course to federal government personnel on acid rock drainage assessment and 


remediation 
 
State of Alaska (2001) 
• Workshop on mine site geochemical assessment 
 
Canadian International Development Agency, Peru (2000-2001) 
• Preparation of guidelines for inspection of mines 
 
MEND Program (2000-2001) 
• Managed and co-authored preparation of report titled Acidic Rock Drainage and Technology Gap 


Analysis 
 


MEND Program (1996-2000) 
• Co-author of technology manual on acid rock drainage prediction, control and treatment 
 


MEND Program (1998) 
• Reviewed and assisted with selection section of Procedures for Assessing the Subaqueous Stability of 


Oxidized Waste Rock 
 


MEND Program (1997) 
• Co-authored Blending and Layering Waste Rock to Delay, Mitigate or Prevent Acid Generation 
 


MEND Program (1996) 
• Co-authored Guide for predicting water geochemistry from waste rock piles 
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Japan International Cooperation Agency, Brazil (1995-1996) 
• Part of a multi-disciplinary team led by Mitsubishi that evaluated remediation of coal mines in the State 


of Santa Catarina 
 


Indian and Northern Affairs (1994) 
• Prepared a long range research plan for acid rock drainage 
 


Mine Environment Neutral Drainage Program, Cinola Project, B.C. (1994) 
• Assessed long term potential for acid generation in waste rock and evaluated limestone addition to 


prevent acid release from waste rock 
 
QA/QC for Acid Generation Studies (1990) 
• Prepared manual for BC Acid Mine Drainage Task Force 
 


Review of Acid Generation Determination Methods (1990) 
• Assessed methods and recommended new approaches to testing for Energy, Mines and Resources 


Canada 
 


Acid Rock Drainage Technical Guide (1989) 
• Co-authored state-of-the-art manual covering prediction and monitoring of acid mine drainage 
 
Key Experience:  Contaminated Sites and Other Projects  
 
Ministry of Health 
• Directed sampling of 240 wells to assess potential pesticide contamination 
 


Fullerton Lumber 
• Assessed soil contamination and potential approaches to on-site processing and soil remediation 
 


Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
• Assessed soil, sediment and water contamination at a marine repair station.  Developed and costed 


remediation options 
 


Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
• Assessed contaminated woodfill on Crown lands.  Developed and costed remediation options 
 


Western Steel 
• Interpretation of arsenic sludge chemistry. 
 


Grand Metropolitan 
• Assessment and management of several hydrocarbon underground storage tanks 
 


Transport Canada 
• Senior review of project to assess liabilities associated with underground fuel storage tanks at 28 remote 


beacon sites 
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Profession Senior Hydrogeologist 
 


Education M.S. Hydrogeology, Colorado State University, 
1989 
B.A. Earth Sciences, University of Colorado, 1978 
 


Certifications OSHA Hazardous Waste Site Investigation Health 
and Safety Training Course 
 
MSHA Certification – Open Pit and Underground 


 
Specialization Mr. Cope is a senior hydrogeologist with 25 years experience consulting to the 


mining industry in the areas of mine water management, hydrogeologic 
characterization, contaminant evaluation, baseline studies, groundwater and soils 
restoration, and environmental data management.  Mr. Cope’s technical experience 
has involved: 
• Groundwater resource impacts analysis, open pit and underground mine inflow 


and water management evaluations, investigations of groundwater/surface water 
interactions, and basin hydrologic budgets. 


• Design, installation, and performance testing of high capacity water supply 
wells. 


• Aquifer hydraulic testing and analysis: variable and constant head, constant 
discharge, specific discharge tracer, and various packer techniques. 


• Groundwater monitoring systems design, monitoring systems performance 
assessment, and evaluation of hydrogeologic data. Innovative groundwater 
sampling methods using specific discharge and micropurging techniques. 


• Database development and management, data capture, validation, and quality 
control analyses. 


• Statistical data analysis, probabilistic analysis (Monte Carlo simulation, 
distribution fitting), RCRA statistical evaluations. 


• Numerical and analytical modeling of groundwater flow and contaminant fate 
and transport. 


• Preparation of CERCLA, RCRA, and NEPA deliverables. 
 
Employment Record 
1998 – Present SRK Consulting Inc., Senior Hydrogeologist 
1997 – 1998 CGRS Inc., Senior Hydrogeologist 
1988 – 1997 Golder Associates Inc., Project Hydrogeologist to Hydrogeology Group Leader  
1986 – 1988 Colorado State University, Graduate Research Assistant 
1984 – 1985 Dames & Moore, Staff through Project Hydrogeologist 
1983 – 1984 U.S.G.S., Water Resource Division, Assistant Hydrologist 
1980 – 1983 Wahler Associates, Staff Hydrogeologist 
 
Languages Fluent Spanish / Working French 
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Key Experience:  
 
Mine Water Management and Characterization 
 
• Molycorp Questa Mine, New Mexico:  Project Manager and Technical Lead for the Characterization of 


underground mine inflows and significant surface water flow related to block cave subsidence.  The 
work differentiated surface recharge through the subsidence zone from other groundwater sources.   A 
water control monitoring system was designed and installed, and is currently operational.  Continuous 
flow measurements combined with quarterly water quality sampling provide data for source 
identification and water and chemical mass balance analyses.   Current efforts are focused on the 
evaluation and optimization of the mine water management system with the objective of maximizing 
temporary storage of inflow through the active block from large precipitation events.  The work includes 
modifications to underground storage and conveyance facilities and a tracer study to quantify travel time 
and pathways of infiltration to the mine from the overlying open pit. 


 
• Stillwater Mining Co, Montana:  Manager and lead hydrogeologist for a pressure injection testing to 


program to locate structure-controlled zones of high groundwater pressure above the underground 
Stillwater Mine in Montana. Designed the test program to enable monitoring formation pressures and 
transient drainage conditions at the drill collar without using complex down hole straddle packer 
equipment. 


 
• Echo Bay Lamefoot Projects, Washington:  Evaluation of groundwater inflow quantity and quality in 


underground workings. Developed a conceptual hydrogeologic model based on the characteristics related 
to rock structure and lithology. A significant component of the model was a detailed understanding of the 
interaction between the alluvial and deep bedrock groundwater flow systems.  Applied a water balance 
approach to estimate inflow and acid generating potential during future mine development.  


 
• Eagle Mine, Colorado:  Hydrogeology team leader to evaluate impacts from a mine and mill facility 


and on the local groundwater system and the adjacent Eagle River.  Supervised drilling and installation 
of multiple nested piezometers, and conducted long-term pumping tests.  Installed digital data acquisition 
system to remotely monitor water level in the rapidly flooding closed mine.   


 
• Cuajone Mine, Southern Peru Copper, Peru:   Team leader and technical lead for a hydrogeologic 


evaluation for suitability of a proposed large valley-fill leach operation.  The work entailed 
hydrogeologic and surface water characterizations, impacts assessments, and design of mitigation 
measures in a fractured volcanic rock setting.   The work focused on defining zones of fracture-enhanced 
groundwater flow, the relationship of a regionally significant river to the groundwater flow system, and 
the ability to contain and recover leach solutions from the fractured system.  A phased approach was 
used to first conduct a fatal flaw evaluation, the results of which served to focus a detailed 
characterization.  The characterization field program involved 10,000 feet of well installation, oriented 
angled core drilling, packer testing, long-term aquifer testing, seismic geophysical survey, spring and 
seep evaluation, and river flow gauging.   The results were applied to a basin-scale three dimensional 
multi-layer groundwater flow and transport model.  The defensibility of the model is critical to the client 
obtaining permit approval for the operation.  


 
• San Manuel Mine Site, Pinal County, Arizona:  Hydrogeology team lead and principal investigator for 


the assessment of the impacts of an existing open pit on the surrounding groundwater flow system.  
Directed deep monitoring well installation (600 to 1500 feet) and performed in-situ hydraulic testing 
(e.g., packer testing, aquifer test). Specified, procured and successfully installed a 1,500 foot deep 
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grouted transducer column including 12 vibrating wire transducers and data logging equipment. The 
aquifer test program included low flow (less than 2 gpm) drawdown tests in undisturbed bedrock 
formations over extended periods of time. Performed data interpretation and analysis in support of the 
predictive groundwater flow model and Aquifer Protection Permit Application. 


 
• Franklin/Zeus Joint Venture, Colorado:  Project manager and technical lead for the permitting of 


proposed gold mining and milling operations at the Franklin and Mogul mines in Clear Creek and 
Boulder counties. Conducted an underground evaluation to predict future mine water discharge volume 
and quality.  Co-authored Environmental Protection Plan, Plan of Operation, and Stormwater 
Management Plan as part of mining permit application. 


 
• Pueblo Viejo Mine, Dominican Republic:  Evaluation of the groundwater flow system in a complex 


terrain of a tight silicified volcanics sturctually juxtaposed to highly karstic limestone.  Formulated a 
regional conceptual model that addressed impacts from the open pit mine and extensive tailings facilities 
that overly this complex system. 


 
• Phelps Dodge Ambatovy-Analamay Project, Madagascar:  Baseline environmental assessments of 


surface and groundwater hydrology in remote tropical terrain for a large proposed nickel-cobalt mine and 
mill.  Scope included baseline data collection, assessment of environmental risks within the framework 
of World Bank Environmental Standards, analysis of potential groundwater and surface water impacts, 
and mitigation of the impacts.  Also collected data to support site selection and feasibility studies for 
tailings facility.  Though the work was severely challenged by complicated logistics and rugged jungle 
conditions, the project produced rigorous high quality data that met permitting and design needs. 


 
• Hecla Grouse Creek Operations, Idaho:  Developed a water balance that incorporated tailings and 


waste rock facilities, mill makeup water requirements, water expressed during consolidation of newly 
deposited tails, and runoff contributions from disturbed and undisturbed small watersheds surrounding 
the site.  Site climate data were calculated using statistical adjustments from a number of stations in 
central Idaho and west-central Montana.  Statistical distributions for precipitation, evaporation, runoff, 
spring melt-out duration and timing, mill tonnage, and makeup water volumes were incorporated into the 
analysis to simulate natural and operational variability.  The calibrated spreadsheet was subsequently 
used by mill operators as a solution management tool.   


 
• San Juan Ridge Mine, California:  Developed multi-layer finite element groundwater models to predict 


mine water inflow to a proposed underground gold mine. Models simulated both local mine inflow and 
regional impacts to private water supply wells. Subsequent operation of the mine showed that the inflow 
predicted by the model was within 10 percent of actual inflow. 


 
• Various Mines, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Arizona:  Conducted water balance analyses for 


mining heap leach projects located in arid and humid environments.  Performed both deterministic and 
probabilistic water balance analyses that included components of the natural hydrologic cycle and 
various operational solution application, storage, and extraction processes.  The water balance models 
were calibrated on a monthly basis to actual measured climatic precipitation and process flow data and 
were used by clients as an ongoing operational decision tool. 


 
Mine Contamination, Reclamation 
 
• General Atomics,  Rio Grande Resources,  Panna Maria, Texas:  Project manager to review and 


amend an Alternate Concentration Limit Application submitted as part of the groundwater compliance 
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strategy at the site.  Work included development of a multilayer three-dimensional, variably saturated 
flow and transport model to support an update to the site human health risk assessment.  Also developed 
the environmental monitoring data management system currently being used at the site.  


 
• Confidential Client, Copper Operation, USA:  Project manager for a remedial investigation under an 


AOC to characterize impacts from historic smelter and tailings operations on the soils and surface water 
surrounding the site.   


 
• Conoco, Conquista Uranium Mill, Texas:  Lead hydrogeologist to characterize the groundwater flow 


system in the vicinity of a closed uranium mill tailings facility.  Investigations were conducted to 
quantify site impacts and to establish background water chemistry potentially influenced by an adjacent 
upgradient uranium mine and mill operation.   


 
• Tailings Characterization, PricewaterhouseCoopers, Atlas Minerals Uranium Mill Site, Utah:  


Technical groundwater lead for investigation to support the dewatering program at the Atlas Mill 
uranium tailings impoundment. The project consisted of hydrogeologic, geotechnical and geochemical 
characterization of the tailings to enable the selection of a dewater method, and assess the changes that 
might occur in the tailings porewaters as a result of dewatering.  


 
• Leadville Superfund Site, Colorado:  Principal investigator for supplemental Feasibility Study 


groundwater investigations to refine impacts analyses for the Apache Tailings Impoundment.  
Responsible for performance assessment of groundwater and surface water monitoring network, 
refinement of the conceptual groundwater/surface water model, installation of nested monitoring wells, 
aquifer hydraulic testing and groundwater sampling.  


 
• Eagle Mine, Colorado:  Hydrogeology team lead for an environmental assessment and evaluation of 


extent of heavy metals contamination associated with a low pH tailings facility and mine workings.   
 
• Wishbone Hill Open Pit Mine, Alaska:  Groundwater baseline and impact studies for proposed 


Idemitsu Wishbone Hill open pit coal mine in Alaska.  Responsible for the collection and analysis of 
field test data for characterization of the site hydrogeology.  The characterization culminated in 
predictive pit inflow analyses using various numerical and analytical solutions. 


 
• Gallegos Dimensional Stone Quarry, Colorado:  Environmental Impacts Assessment of acid rock 


drainage from quarry operation near Telluride.  Assessed conditions through soil and surface water 
sampling.  Proposed cost-effective modifications of operational practices to minimize impacts to 
environmentally sensitive surface waters in area.  Also recommended permitting strategies for 
incorporation into storm water permit and technical revisions to an existing mining permit. 


 
• Blackhawk Mill Site, Colorado:  Performed environmental site assessment of a historic mining 


property adjacent to a CERCLA superfund site.  Defined areas of hazardous and non-hazardous mine and 
mill wastes as a pre-remedial design activity.  Evaluated remedial alternatives, recommended the 
preferred alternative, and developed cost estimate to complete the cleanup. 


 
• Cotter Corporation, Wyoming:  Detailed investigation to determine feasibility of in-situ leaching of a 


uranium property near Pumpkin Buttes.  Responsible for installation of wells and long-term pumping 
tests. 
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Groundwater Resource Evaluation and Development 
 
• Montana Explorada, Guatemala:  Developed water supply for a new gold mine/mill operation through 


an assessment of the resource potential, identification of candidate well locations, and the installation, 
and testing of a successful large bore 1,000 foot deep production well. 


 
• Nevada Power Company, Nevada:  Design, installation and performance testing of a 1,000-foot deep, 


1,500 gpm water supply well.   
 
• Pinnacle West Capital, Nevada:  Groundwater resource evaluation and the design, installation, and 


production testing of 2,000-foot deep high-capacity water supply well. 
 
• Colorado Springs Landfill, Colorado:  Evaluation of an alluvial groundwater resource with respect to 


potential impacts from a proposed expansion of a solid waste landfill.  Development of basin and sub-
basin water budgets, verification of the water budgets using numerical methods, and semi-analytical 
computer modeling of potential contaminant release scenarios.  Also conducted a study of the 
hydrogeologic suitability of existing and proposed solid waste landfill sites across El Paso County, 
Colorado.  Developed a ranking procedure to compare the sites across diverse hydrogeologic regimes. 


 
 
Mine Permitting 
 
• Wishbone Hill Open Pit Mine, Alaska:  Groundwater baseline and impact studies for proposed 


Idemitsu Wishbone Hill open pit coal mine in Alaska.  Responsible for the collection and analysis of 
field test data for characterization of the site hydrogeology.  The characterization culminated in 
predictive pit inflow analyses using various numerical and analytical solutions. 


 
• Confidential Client, Central America:  Baseline line measurement of flow and sampling for water 


quality at a precious metal mining prospect.   
 
• Echo Bay K2 and Key Projects, Washington:  Assessment of potential impacts to groundwater and 


surface water from Key Project open pit gold mine. Designed groundwater monitoring well network.  
Also planned and directed field investigations at the proposed K2 Project to evaluate baseline 
potentiometric and water quality conditions. 


 
 
Solid and Hazardous Waste 
 
• Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site, Colorado:  Program Manager and technical lead for 


multidisciplinary projects at the DOE facility related to groundwater sampling, aquifer testing and 
analysis, and evaluation of innovative technologies and field methods.  Multiple simultaneous 
investigations involved up to twenty professional technical staff. 


 
The evaluations focused on determining the feasibility and applicability of the Rocky Flats site to 
alternative groundwater sampling methods, state-of-the-art field water quality measurement 
instrumentation, aeseptic methods for drilling and well installation, and improving well design. Principal 
author and lead investigator for 1994 Site Wide Well Evaluation Report, Summary of Historic Water 
Quality Field Parameter Data, and Evaluation of Geochemical Analytical Suites. 


 







SRK Consulting  Resume 


 


Lawrence E. Cope 
Senior Hydrogeologist 


 


 SRKUS_Cope_Resume_November2008.doc November,  2008 


Evaluation of water quality data and database management of more than 250,000 environmental records 
for the 1997 Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report.  
Responsibilities included extraction and conditioning of the data for analysis, quality control analyses 
based on P.A.R.C.C. parameters, analyses to document exceedences of site-specific action levels, trend 
analysis, and preparation of data analysis sections of the report.  Developed data management procedures 
to automate the input, analysis, and reporting of the data.  


 
 
Unsaturated Zone Studies 
 
• Nevada Nuclear Waste, Isolation Program (USGS), Yucca Mountain, Nevada:  Responsible for 


construction, calibration, and emplacement of down-hole instrumentation to measure moisture content of 
tuffaceous rocks at the proposed high level nuclear waste repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada.    
Supervised the set-up and operation of a vadose zone instrument calibration laboratory for the Nevada 
Nuclear Waste Isolation Program. Developed moisture-characteristic curves, unsaturated hydraulic 
conductivity, and matric potentials in tuffaceous rocks.   


 
 











Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

05/13/2010 08:58 AM

To "'Salek Shafiqullah'" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>
cc "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Melinda D Roth'"

<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "'Tom Furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
"'Jonathan Rigg'"  <jrigg@swca.com>, "'Melissa Reichard'"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject SRK Review of Davidson Canyon & Natural Fluctuation in
Groundwater Reports

 

Salek, 
  
Attached is the SRK Technical Memorandum reviewing TetraTech’s Davidson Canyon report and Montgomery’s
report on natural fluctuations in groundwater levels in the Cienega Basin.  The memo finds TetraTech’s
conclusions regarding the potential effects on springs, seeps, and perennial flow sections of Davidson Canyon and
lower Cienega Creek to be reasonable and recommends only that the conclusions be revisited when the mine
site groundwater model and pit drawdown cone is finalized.  In addition, SRK includes several editorial comments

that may improve understanding of the memo but do not alter the fundamental conclusions. 
  
The review of the summary of natural fluctuations in the groundwater level and comparing it to the predicted pit
drawdown also finds the conclusions reasonable; only recommending that the findings be revisited once the
mine site groundwater model is finalized.   As with the Davidson Canyon report, SRK includes some editorial

comments but these do not alter the fundamental conclusions. 
  
I recommend that the Technical Memorandum be forwarded to Rosemont with a request to respond to the

editorial comments but hold the final revisions until the mine site groundwater model is finalized. 
  
Please review the attached Technical Memorandum and advise us of how you want us to proceed. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


Oracle, AZ  85623 
 



From: Hoag, Cori
To: Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Charles Coyle; Dale Ortman PE; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for Rosemont Copper
Date: 09/24/2009 04:08 PM

All,
Dr. Rob Bowell is in the U.S. until Sept. 30 and may be available for a few
minutes via telephone to discuss any concerns you have, answer any general
geochemistry questions, or explain something in more detail.  I’d have to organize
this in advance as he is on a tight schedule.
Regards, Cori 
 
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc.
3275 W. Ina Rd. Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
Work: (520) 544-3688 
Fax: (520) 544-9853
Mobile: (520) 400-4135

 
From: Tom Furgason [mailto:tfurgason@swca.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2009 3:42 PM
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Charles Coyle; Dale Ortman PE; Hoag, Cori; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for Rosemont Copper
 
Bev,
 
Attached is SRK’s review of the Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan
(Vector, 2006) and Baseline Geochemical Characterization – Rosemont Copper (main text,
Appendix A, and Appendix B) (Tetra Tech, 2007) submitted by Rosemont.  Would it be possible
for the CNF have its review of this document completed by the end of next week (Oct. 2) so that
we may respond to SRK in a timely manner such that they can respond to any comments from
your staff?  Specifically, we need your specialists to comment on SRK’s work in presenting their
professional opinion, not on what additional information, if any, may be required from Rosemont. 
At the end of our comment period we will request SRK to edit their memo or accept it as
final. Should there be comments for SRK to consider, we anticipate their response to take one
week.  Then, based on the memo we may elect to pursue additional input from SRK and/or
information from Rosemont.  Feel free to contact Dale or me if you have any questions. 
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
 

From: Hoag, Cori [mailto:choag@srk.com] 

mailto:choag@srk.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2009 11:54 AM
To: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Bowell, Rob; Stone, Claudia
Subject: SRK review of geochemical test work prepared for Rosemont Copper
 
Charles and Tom,
Please find attached the review by SRK Consulting of two reports prepared by Vector (2006) and
Tetra Tech (2007) on the geochemical test work performed for Rosemont Copper.  Please let me
know if you have any questions.
 
Regards, Cori
 
 
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc.
3275 W. Ina Rd. Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
Work: (520) 544-3688 
Fax: (520) 544-9853
Mobile: (520) 400-4135

 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Gordon Cheniae
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub'; 'Debby Kriegel'; jrigg@swca.com; 'Jamie Sturgess';

karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; 'Robert Cordts'; 'Reta Laford';
tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com

Subject: RE: Status Meeting Friday, July 23
Date: 07/22/2010 09:50 AM

We don't need a full hour for the visual presentation. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

"Gordon Cheniae" <gcheniae@cox.net>

07/22/2010 09:29 AM

To "'Melinda D Roth'" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "'Jamie Sturgess'"
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "'Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub'"
<Brian_Lindenlaub_blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>,
<mary@strongpointpr.com>, <mreichard@swca.com>,
<tfurgason@swca.com>, <jrigg@swca.com>, <tjchute@msn.com>,
"'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Reta Laford'"
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "'Robert Cordts'" <rcordts@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
Subject RE: Status Meeting Friday, July 23

Mindy,  has the meeting been changed from noon to 1pm for a reason. 
  
glc 
  
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 8:48 AM
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub;
mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com;
tjchute@msn.com; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Robert Cordts
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Status Meeting Friday, July 23 
  

We will be meeting in room 6V6 at the Forest Service office beginning at 1:00.  The call in number is
(520) 388-8437. 

Topics/agenda include:

Visual presentation
financial update
DEIS progress and status report
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Schedule
Tech report status and delivery schedule
Coordination activities
Public participation planning
Other?

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX) 



From: Gordon Cheniae
To: 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Jamie Sturgess'; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; 'Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub';

mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com;
'Beverley A Everson'; 'Reta Laford'; 'Robert Cordts'

Cc: 'Debby Kriegel'
Subject: RE: Status Meeting Friday, July 23
Date: 07/22/2010 09:29 AM

Mindy,  has the meeting been changed from noon to 1pm for a reason.
 
glc
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 8:48 AM
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub;
mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com;
tjchute@msn.com; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Robert Cordts
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Status Meeting Friday, July 23
 

We will be meeting in room 6V6 at the Forest Service office beginning at 1:00.  The call in number is
(520) 388-8437. 

Topics/agenda include:

Visual presentation
financial update
DEIS progress and status report
Schedule
Tech report status and delivery schedule
Coordination activities
Public participation planning
Other?

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Gordon Cheniae
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub'; 'Debby Kriegel'; jrigg@swca.com; 'Jamie Sturgess';

karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; 'Robert Cordts'; 'Reta Laford';
tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com

Subject: RE: Status Meeting Friday, July 23
Date: 07/22/2010 09:50 AM

We don't need a full hour for the visual presentation. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

"Gordon Cheniae" <gcheniae@cox.net>

07/22/2010 09:29 AM

To "'Melinda D Roth'" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "'Jamie Sturgess'"
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "'Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub'"
<Brian_Lindenlaub_blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>,
<mary@strongpointpr.com>, <mreichard@swca.com>,
<tfurgason@swca.com>, <jrigg@swca.com>, <tjchute@msn.com>,
"'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "'Reta Laford'"
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "'Robert Cordts'" <rcordts@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
Subject RE: Status Meeting Friday, July 23

Mindy,  has the meeting been changed from noon to 1pm for a reason. 
  
glc 
  
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 8:48 AM
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub;
mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com;
tjchute@msn.com; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Robert Cordts
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Status Meeting Friday, July 23 
  

We will be meeting in room 6V6 at the Forest Service office beginning at 1:00.  The call in number is
(520) 388-8437. 

Topics/agenda include:

Visual presentation
financial update
DEIS progress and status report
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Schedule
Tech report status and delivery schedule
Coordination activities
Public participation planning
Other?

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX) 



From: Gordon Cheniae
To: 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Jamie Sturgess'; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; 'Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub';

mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com;
'Beverley A Everson'; 'Reta Laford'; 'Robert Cordts'

Cc: 'Debby Kriegel'
Subject: RE: Status Meeting Friday, July 23
Date: 07/22/2010 09:29 AM

Mindy,  has the meeting been changed from noon to 1pm for a reason.
 
glc
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 8:48 AM
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub;
mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com;
tjchute@msn.com; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Robert Cordts
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Status Meeting Friday, July 23
 

We will be meeting in room 6V6 at the Forest Service office beginning at 1:00.  The call in number is
(520) 388-8437. 

Topics/agenda include:

Visual presentation
financial update
DEIS progress and status report
Schedule
Tech report status and delivery schedule
Coordination activities
Public participation planning
Other?

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: DeAnne Rietz
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Dale Ortman PE; Jonathan Rigg; CHRISTOPHER GARRETT; mroth@fs.fed.gov; Tom

Furgason; tjchute@msn.com; Roger D Congdon
Subject: Re: Status of Rosemont surface water sections
Date: 08/17/2010 01:16 PM
Attachments: Rosemont SW-Status.pdf

Hello DeAnne and Chris, 
Got the document and thanks for putting it together.  Good start.  I did a cursory review and there are
some things I have concerns about.  Let me finish the review and I will be responding soon.  Thanks. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"DeAnne Rietz" <drietz@swca.com>

08/16/2010 03:39 PM

To "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>
cc <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <tjchute@msn.com>, <mroth@fs.fed.gov>,

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "CHRISTOPHER GARRETT"
<lcgarrett77@msn.com>, "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>

Subject Status of Rosemont surface water sections

Hello Selek, 
  
As discussed and requested in last Tuesday’s meeting, attached is our memo outlining the status of the surface
water section.  For this memo we looked at (1) what significant  surface water issues were identified during
scoping, (2) what resource indicators we are using to assess those issues, (3) what technical documents were
provided and any associated third-party reviews, and (4) what deficiencies exist that are critical to the impacts

assessment.   
  
I am still working on the springs GIS layers and will be in touch with you on that shortly. 
Thank you for your time, 
DeAnne 
  
DeAnne Rietz, MS 
Hydrologist 
  
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
3033 N. Central Ave, Suite 145 

Phoenix, AZ 85012 
drietz@swca.com 
Tel 602.274.3831, ext. 1141 
Fax 602.274.3958 
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MEMORANDUM 
 


To: Salek Shafiqullah, Coronado National Forest 


From: DeAnne Rietz and Chris Garrett, SWCA Environmental Consultants 


Date: August 16, 2010 


Re: Status of Rosemont DEIS Surface Water Sections 


The purpose of this memo is to provide a brief status update of progress on the Rosemont surface water 
sections (quantity and quality), specifically with respect to available and missing information. 


WHAT ISSUES WERE BROUGHT UP IN SCOPING? 


Three significant issues were identified in the issue statements concerning surface water quality and 
quantity (emphasis added). 


Issue 3D: Construction and operation of the pit, waste rock, and tailings facilities may result in changes 
in surface water discharge to Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek. The availability of water for stock 
water tanks may be reduced.  


Issue 3E: Construction and operation of tailings, waste rock, and leach facilities may result in sediment 
or other pollutants reaching surface water and degrading water quality, leading to a loss of beneficial 
uses. Sediment (see soil issue above) may enter streams, increase turbidity, and violate water quality 
standards.  


Issue 4: This issue relates to the potential impacts on riparian habitat resulting from the alteration of 
surface and subsurface hydrology from the pit and other operations. Potential impacts may include loss of 
riparian habitat and fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors.  


WHAT RESOURCE INDICATORS WERE SELECTED TO ASSESS THESE ISSUES? 


Issue 3D 


• Hydrologic modeling of storm flows resulting from design precipitation events (peak flow and 
total flow volume) 


• Stock tanks directly impacted by mine activities 


• Stock tanks indirectly impacted due to reduction of ephemeral flows 
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Issue 3E 


• Qualitative assessment of potential for Acid Rock Drainage (ARD) impacts to surface water 


• Modeling of expected changes in sediment yield from watershed (average annual sediment 
delivery and peak sediment concentration) 


• Qualitative assessment for contaminants other than sediment to enter natural drainage ways  


• Qualitative assessment of the requirements for discharge control under Clean Water Act permits 
(Section 402/AZPDES) 


Issue 4 


• Acreage of Waters of the U.S. directly impacted by mine activities 


• Acreage of important riparian areas directly impacted by mine activities 


• Springs directly impacted by mine activities 


• Qualitative assessment whether decreases in water quantity will indirectly affect downstream 
riparian resource 


WHAT TECHNICAL REPORTS RELATED TO SURFACE WATER ARE AVAILABLE 
AND WHAT IS THEIR REVIEW STATUS?  


Site Water Management Plan – April 1, 2007 – Tetra Tech 


• Contains overall water management plan, including details of planned diversions. 


• Contains modeling of design flows using HEC-1, and sediment yield using RUSLE and 
SEDCAD. Sediment yield is analyzed under baseline and proposed action conditions, but no 
other alternatives. 


• Two additional Technical Memoranda were produced to support the approach: 
o Design Storm and Precipitation Data/Design Criteria (Technical Memorandum) – April 


7, 2009 – Tetra Tech 
o Hydrology Method Justification (Technical Memorandum) – January 27, 2010 – Tetra 


Tech 


• Pima County later reviewed these last two technical memoranda and provided detailed criticism 
in March 2010. 


• Apparently in response, several additional documents were produced: 
o Site Water Management Plan Update Volumes 1-5 Rosemont Copper Project – April 


2010 – Tetra Tech 
o A series of five March 5, 2010 Technical Memoranda detailing revised stormwater flow 


analyses for each alternative. These memoranda assess peak discharge and average 
annual runoff. 


o A series of two April 2010 Technical Memoranda detailing revised sediment yield 
analyses for each alternative. These memoranda assess peak sediment concentration and 
average annual sediment delivery at a single compliance point in Barrel Canyon. 
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Maguire & Pierce Letter to the Coronado November 20, 2007 


• Contains water rights data associated with Rosemont Copper Company purchase and from an 
Arizona Department of Water Resources database search 


Rosemont Project Preliminary Springs Assessment – December 3, 2007 
WestLand Resources 


• This is a summary of work performed by Errol L. Montgomery & Associates 


• Contains water quality analysis of springs in Rosemont project area 


• Contains spring flow measurements 


• Contains cadastral locations of the springs and a map 


Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment of Spring 
Impacts – April 2010 – Tetra Tech 


• Presents a hydrogeologic model for the groundwater/surface water connection with Davidson 
Canyon riparian areas, and draws on the Montgomery & Associates groundwater flow modeling 
to help assess changes. 


• Independent peer-review was conducted by SRK in May 2010. 


• A revised, final Davidson Canyon report was produced in July 2010 apparently in response to 
these criticisms. 


Technical Memorandum Rosemont Surface Water QUALITY Baseline Analysis – 
April 13, 2010 – TetraTech 


• Contains water quality data collected during 2 on-site storm events 


• Compares water quality results to surface water quality standards 


Clean Water Act Section 404(b) Alternatives Analysis – April 2010 – Westland 
Resources 


• This report summarizes the impacts to potentially jurisdictional waters and important riparian 
areas by each alternative, as part of the 404 permitting process. 


• A series of jurisdictional delineations (not listed here) were also produced to support this 
document. 


WHICH DATA SOURCES WERE USED FOR THE SURFACE WATER IMPACTS 
ASSESSMENT? 


Hydrologic modeling of storm flows 


• Peak discharge and average annual runoff under baseline and each alternative were taken directly 
from the March 5, 2010 Technical Memoranda 


Stock tanks directly impacted by mine activities 


• A stock tank inventory was created from scratch by SWCA, drawing on USGS and ADWR data 
sets 
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• GIS was used to overlay alternative boundaries and determine whether each tank was directly 
impacted by alternative footprints 


Stock tanks indirectly impacted by reductions in ephemeral flows 


• GIS was also used to identify which stock tanks were downstream of surface disturbance, and 
would likely experience less ephemeral flow 


Qualitative assessment of potential for Acid Rock Drainage (ARD) impacts to 
surface water 


• The qualitative assessment for the potential of ARD was taken from the July 2007 Mine Plan of 
Operations by Westland Resources; where only a narrative explanation was given in the Plan, and 
from the TetraTech April 2010 baseline water quality analysis. 


Modeling of expected changes in sediment yield  


• Baseline conditions and alternative sediment yield were obtained from the two April 2010 
Technical Memoranda from Tetra Tech.  


• These memos depart from the original RUSLE and SEDCAD methodology, and instead use the 
PSIAC method for calculating sediment yield. 


Qualitative assessment for contaminants other than sediment to enter natural 
drainage ways  


• The qualitative assessment for the potential of other contaminants to enter natural drainage ways 
was based on the various diversions and flow patterns described in the June 2007 Site Water 
Management Plan by Tetra Tech. 


Qualitative assessment of the requirements for discharge control under Clean 
Water Act permits (Section 402/AZPDES) 


• The qualitative assessment as to whether requirements for discharge control would be met were 
taken solely from the July 2007 Mine Plan of Operations by Westland Resources. 


Acreage of Waters of the U.S. directly impacted by mine activities 


• Acreage of Water of the U.S. directly impacted under each alternative was taken from the April 
2010 404(b) Alternatives Analysis by Westland Resources.  


Acreage of important riparian areas directly impacted by mine activities 


• Acreage of important riparian areas directly impacted under each alternative was taken from the 
April 2010 404(b) Alternatives Analysis by Westland Resources.  


Springs directly impacted by mine activities 


• A spring inventory was created from scratch by SWCA, drawing on ADWR data sets, the 
November 2007 Maguire/Pearce water rights memo, USGS data, and the December 2007 Spring 
Assessment. 


• GIS was used to overlay alternative boundaries and determine whether each spring was directly 
impacted by alternative footprints 







Memorandum 4 
August 16, 2010 


Qualitative assessment whether decreases in water quantity will indirectly affect 
downstream riparian resources 


• The qualitative assessment whether decreases in water quantity will indirectly affect downstream 
riparian resources was taken solely from conclusions presented in the July 2010 Davidson 
Canyon report by Tetra Tech. 


WHAT DEFICIENCIES EXIST AND ARE THESE CRITICAL TO THE IMPACTS 
ASSESSMENT? 


Hydrologic modeling of storm flows 


• Possibly no deficiencies, but needs further research by SWCA. The conclusions about this 
resource indicator are drawn solely from the Tetra Tech March 2010 Technical Memoranda. The 
first estimates of storm flows were presented in the June 2007 Site Water Management Plan, with 
subsequent descriptions provided in the April 2009 and January 2010 Technical Memoranda. 
These estimates were peer-reviewed by Pima County (March 2010) and the Tetra Tech March 
2010 memoranda presumably were updated in response to those Pima County criticisms—
although timing is questionable. 


• The Pima County criticisms should be reviewed and compared to the March 2010 Tetra Tech 
Technical Memoranda to determine if revised approach is responsive. 


Stock tanks directly impacted by mine activities  


Stock tanks indirectly impacted by reductions in ephemeral flows 
• No deficiencies. Stock tank inventory is believed to be reasonably complete and GIS 


analysis is unambiguous. 


Qualitative assessment of potential for Acid Rock Drainage (ARD) impacts to 
surface water 


• Possibly no deficiencies, but needs further research by SWCA. The conclusions that ARD is not 
an issue due to natural buffering come solely from the July 2007 Mine Plan of Operations by 
Westland Resources. It seems unlikely that additional questions haven’t been raised or additional 
research conducted on this issue over the last three years. 


• Need to research all available reports and identify any peer-review of this topic and any follow-up 
work. 


Modeling of expected changes in sediment yield  


• Possibly no deficiencies, but needs further research by SWCA. The conclusions about this 
resource indicator are drawn solely from two Tetra Tech April 2010 Technical Memoranda. The 
first estimates of sediment yield were presented in the June 2007 Site Water Management Plan. 
The underlying streamflow assumptions leading to the sediment yield analysis were peer-
reviewed by Pima County (March 2010) and the Tetra Tech April 2010 memoranda presumably 
were updated in response to those criticisms. 


• The Pima County criticisms should be reviewed and compared to the April 2010 Tetra Tech 
Technical Memoranda to determine if revised approach is responsive. 


• In addition, the modeling only assesses sediment yield at one compliance point in the watershed 
(Barrel Canyon gage), and does not assess at all potential changes in geomorphology or sediment 
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concentrations elsewhere (upstream) in the system. However, based on the issue statements, this 
lack of further modeling does not appear to be critical to the impacts assessment, since the stated 
concern was sediment yield to downstream waters, presumably those beyond Barrel Canyon.  


• While the modeling appears to be responsive to the issue statement, suggest that the decision lies 
with Coronado resource specialist as to whether the existing modeling is sufficient to respond to 
more detailed concerns raised in scoping. 


Qualitative assessment for contaminants other than sediment to enter natural 
drainage ways  


• No deficiencies. Stormwater contacting all mine processes is segregated and recycled, with little 
to no potential for entering natural drainage ways.  
 


Qualitative assessment of the requirements for discharge control under Clean 
Water Act permits (Section 402/AZPDES) 


• No deficiencies. Qualitative assessment relies on fact that discharge control is mandated by law, 
with limits and actions specifically defined by AZPDES permitting conditions. 


Acreage of Waters of the U.S. directly impacted by mine activities 


• Deficiency: Waters of the U.S. delineation has not been approved by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. Underlying assumption is that the submitted delineation will stand as is. 


• This deficiency is not critical to impact analysis, as relative impacts between alternatives are 
likely to stand even if delineation is revised by the Corps. In addition, approval of delineation by 
Corps is not expected in any timely fashion. 


Acreage of important riparian areas directly impacted by mine activities 


• No deficiencies. Important riparian areas are designated by Pima County, and GIS analysis is 
unambiguous.  


Springs directly impacted by mine activities 


• Deficiency: spring inventory is incomplete, and needs to be revised with additional Forest Service 
GIS data.  


• SWCA to obtain necessary data and revise. 


Qualitative assessment whether decreases in water quantity will indirectly affect 
downstream riparian resources 


• Possibly no deficiencies, but needs additional research by SWCA. The conclusions about this 
resource indicator are drawn solely from the Tetra Tech July 2010 Davidson Canyon report. The 
first incarnation of this report was peer-reviewed by SRK (May 2010), and the July 2010 version 
presumably was updated in response to those criticisms. 


• The SRK criticisms should be reviewed and compared to the updated Tetra Tech report to 
determine if revised approach is responsive. 


 







From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Terry Chute
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Status of Surface Water Chapter 3 Review
Date: 08/05/2010 05:47 PM

Hello Terry, 
The Surface Water section is NOT OK.  I am working on its review as well as many other reviews.  No
shortage of reports to review.  Lets discuss an arrangement.  Note:  I did get some things off my desk
which should help with getting this review done and I will postpone other reviews.  Thanks. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>

08/03/2010 12:20 PM

To "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>
cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"

<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject Status of Surface Water Chapter 3 Review

Salek, 
  
I just wrapped up a check-in meeting with SWCA, Bev and Mindee.  We need to know the
status of the Surface Water Chapter 3 review.  According to the info I have in front of me,
the Affected Environment was submitted to you on July 12th; and the Environmental
Consequences  on 7/23 and 24.  SWCA needs your comments on these sections.  If we do
not hear from you with comments or other arrangements to get your feedback in the next
couple days - let's say by Thursday 8/5 at noon - we'll assume that you are OK with the
sections as written and move forward. 
  
It is my understanding that the missing information and major holes in Chapter 2 Water
Resources section was in the Groundwater section.  If there are major problems with data
or modeling results that are missing or not yet completed for Surface Water, please let me
know. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Terry Chute 

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Terry Chute; Beverley A Everson
Cc: daleortmanpe@live.com
Subject: RE: Status of Surface Water Chapter 3 Review
Date: 08/05/2010 04:13 PM

Thanks Terry.
 

From: Terry Chute [mailto:tjchute@msn.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 05, 2010 3:53 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Fw: Status of Surface Water Chapter 3 Review
 
FYI - Salek got with me today and said he was working on this but would not be done by
noon.  I asked him to let the people that are expecting his comments know when they
could expect them. I have no idea if that happened or not.  So hopefully we'll have some
review and comment from him by early next week at the latest.  Bev - I'm not sure what
your schedule is.  If you are around Friday or next week, can you please follow up with
Salek to see if he finished this task up?  If not let me know and I will call in from home. 
Thanks...Terry
 
 
From: Terry Chute
Sent: Tuesday, August 03, 2010 1:20 PM
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Beverley A Everson ; Melinda D Roth ; Tom Furgason
Subject: Status of Surface Water Chapter 3 Review
 
Salek,
 
I just wrapped up a check-in meeting with SWCA, Bev and Mindee.  We need to know the
status of the Surface Water Chapter 3 review.  According to the info I have in front of me,
the Affected Environment was submitted to you on July 12th; and the Environmental
Consequences  on 7/23 and 24.  SWCA needs your comments on these sections.  If we do
not hear from you with comments or other arrangements to get your feedback in the next
couple days - let's say by Thursday 8/5 at noon - we'll assume that you are OK with the
sections as written and move forward.
 
It is my understanding that the missing information and major holes in Chapter 2 Water
Resources section was in the Groundwater section.  If there are major problems with data
or modeling results that are missing or not yet completed for Surface Water, please let me
know.
 
Thanks,
 
Terry Chute
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Joggerst, Jamie
Cc: Krizek, David; Roger D Congdon; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: RE: stormwater discharge tech update
Date: 09/09/2009 10:07 AM

Keep in mind we're looking at  the 22nd at this point.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Joggerst, Jamie" <Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>

"Joggerst, Jamie"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com> 

09/09/2009 08:32 AM

To Roger D Congdon <rcongdon@fs.fed.us>

cc Beverley A Everson
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, Salek
Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: stormwater discharge tech update

Yes. 3 hours should be plenty of time.

 

Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer  
Phone: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724 | Cell:  520-820-7775 
jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com 

 

Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or
inside information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended
recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify
the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system. 

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com
mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
http://www.tetratech.com/


 

 

From: Roger D Congdon [mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 09, 2009 6:59 AM
To: Joggerst, Jamie
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Krizek, David; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: RE: stormwater discharge tech update

I will probably have to leave by 4:00 PM. Can we cover the material in
three hours? 

Roger D. Congdon, PhD
Hydrogeologist
USDA Forest Service
333 Broadway Blvd SE
Albuquerque, NM 87102
(505)842-3835
FAX: (505)842-3152 

"Joggerst, Jamie"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com> 

09/03/2009 04:27 PM 
To Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us> 
cc Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, Roger D Congdon
<rcongdon@fs.fed.us> 

Subject RE: stormwater discharge tech update

Can we push back the time to 1:00 on Thursday Sept 17th? 
  
Also, will the stormwater folks from SWCA and SRK also be able to attend? 
  
  

Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer  
Phone: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724 | Cell:  520-820-7775 
jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com 

Tetra Tech 



3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com 

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or
inside information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended
recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify
the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system. 

From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2009 2:42 PM
To: Joggerst, Jamie
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Krizek, David; Roger D Congdon
Subject: RE: stormwater discharge tech update

The 17th is wide open on my calendar.   

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"Joggerst, Jamie"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com> 

09/02/2009 01:07 PM 
To Roger D Congdon <rcongdon@fs.fed.us>, Beverley A Everson

<beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com> 
Subject RE: stormwater discharge tech update

Roger, 
 
Those times on the 15th or 17th also work for us. 
 
Thanks 

Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer  
Phone: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724 | Cell:  520-820-7775 
jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com 

http://www.tetratech.com/


Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com 

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or
inside information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended
recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify
the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system. 

From: Roger D Congdon [mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2009 6:47 AM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Joggerst, Jamie; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Re: stormwater discharge tech update

The 15th or the 17th would be best for me. If the meeting is for 11:00
or 12:00, then I most likely won't have to spend the night. But, I'm
flexible with regards to that. 

Roger D. Congdon, PhD
Hydrogeologist
USDA Forest Service
333 Broadway Blvd SE
Albuquerque, NM 87102
(505)842-3835
FAX: (505)842-3152 

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

09/01/2009 06:29 PM 
To Roger D Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek

Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com 

Subject stormwater discharge tech update

Jamie Joggerst has asked for a meeting with the two of you to update you on
stormwater discharge design work that Tetra Tech has been doing.  She would like

http://www.tetratech.com/


to meet during the week of September 14, any day but the 16th.  Please let me
know of your availability.  I believe this would be a half day meeting.   

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: subcontractor charts
Date: 01/07/2009 02:10 PM
Attachments: consultant_review_jan2009.doc

Per your reqeust. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

01/06/2009 08:23 AM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject subcontractor charts

Good morning Sal,

I was wondering if you could send me the charts that accompanied
your letters of recommendation for the SWCA subcontractors?  I need
to edit them to add a column to address whether or not each specialist
has the experience to meet the grade qualifications (mostly GS-12).  If
you would like to go over the grade quals yourself to see if you agree
with my assessments, that's okay by me.  Let me know.

I'm working from home this morning and will be in the office this
afternoon.  I'm also in tomorrow and Thursday, though I'll be in a
meeting in the morning tomorrow and in another one Thursday from
about 11:00 to 1:00.  I'll probably work from home on Friday.  I'm
always available by cell, 444.4605.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

		Skill 

		Name

		Minimum Actual Years Experience

		Years Experience Requested

		Are Qualifications Met

		Professional License /in AZ



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Geologist

		Toby Leeson

		18

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		RG/Yes



		 

		Cary Foulk

		24

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		RG/No



		 

		Rebecca Miller

		24

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		RG/Yes



		 

		John Mahoney

		33

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		No



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Geochemist

		John Mahoney

		33

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		No



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Geotechnical Engineer

		Tim Hawthorne

		40

		 GS-12, 10 years

		Yes 

		PE Civil/Yes



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Mining Engineer

		Clint Strachan

		29

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		PE Civil/Yes



		 

		Stephen Taylor

		18

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		No



		 

		Ron Schlicher

		20

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		PE Civil/No



		

		Tatyana Alexieva

		18

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		No/No



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Hydrogeologist

		Harold Gill

		32

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		RG/Yes



		 

		Tody Leeson

		18

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		RG/Yes



		 

		John Mahoney

		30

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		No



		 

		Cary Foulk

		24

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		RG/No



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Hydrologist

		Carmen Bernedo

		13

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		PE Civil/Yes



		 

		Charlie Tang

		34

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		PE Civil/No



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Soils Scientist

		Ed Redente

		34

		GS-12, 5 years

		Yes

		No



		 

		Harold Gill

		32

		GS-12, 5 years

		Yes

		RG/Yes



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Air Quality Specialist

		Walter Begay

		7

		GS-12, 5 years

		Yes

		No





		Skill 

		Name

		Minimum Actual Years Experience

		Years Experience Requested

		Are Qualifications Met

		Professional License /in AZ



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Geologist

		Cori Hoag

		27

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		RG/Yes



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Geochemist

		Steve Day

		21

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		RG/No



		 

		Rob Bowell

		17

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		No



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Hydrogeologist

		Roger Howell

		23

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		RG/No



		 

		Vladimir Ugorets

		30

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		No



		 

		Larry Cope

		28

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		No



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Hydrologist

		Dawn Garcia

		23

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		RG/Yes





		Skill 

		Name

		Minimum Actual Years Experience

		Years Experience Requested

		Are Qualifications Met

		Professional License /in AZ



		Geological Engineer

		Dale Ortman

		33

		GS-12, 10 years

		Yes

		PE Geological/  Yes







From: Beverley A Everson
To: Deseret Romero
Subject: RE: Supervisors to consider possible national security risk of Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com R
Date: 08/15/2008 05:30 PM

I received the CD.  Thank you so much.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Deseret Romero" <deseret.romero@pima.gov>

"Deseret Romero"
<deseret.romero@pima.gov> 

08/12/2008 09:43 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Supervisors to consider possible national
security risk of Rosemont mine
www.tucsoncitizen.com R

Good morning,

I apologize; I was out of the office yesterday but did see your
correspondence with Nicole and will be sending you a CD. 

 
Thank you,
Deseret Romero
County Administrator's Office
130 West Congress, 10th Floor
Tucson, Arizona  85701
Phone: 740-8450
 

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2008 1:01 PM
To: Deseret Romero
Subject: RE: Supervisors to consider possible national security
risk of
Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com R

Hi Deseret,

It still won't open.  It may be our firewall that is keeping me
from
being
able to access it.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:deseret.romero@pima.gov


Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 

             "Deseret Romero"

             <deseret.romero@p

             ima.gov>
To 
                                       "Beverley A Everson"

             08/08/2008 09:49          <beverson@fs.fed.us>

             AM
cc 
 

 
Subject 
                                       RE: Supervisors to
consider

                                       possible national
security risk
of  
                                       Rosemont mine
www.tucsoncitizen.com 
                                       R

 

 

 

 

 

 

Good Morning,

Attached is the link to the contents that I believe you were
looking
for.  One document is over 200 pages and the other is only two,
but to
make sure are able to access, I've tested the link and it seems
to work
for me.  Please let me know if you have any problems.

http://www.pima.gov/cob/e-agenda/07012008/AD%202E%20orig%20mat-
&%20Comme
nts%20on%20Rosemont%20Mine.pdf

Thank you,
Deseret Romero
County Administrator's Office
130 West Congress, 10th Floor
Tucson, Arizona  85701
Phone: 740-8450



-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2008 5:58 PM
To: Deseret Romero
Subject: Fw: Supervisors to consider possible national security
risk of
Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com R

Hi Deseret,

I want to add the attachment you tried to send to the
administrative
record
for the project, but there is no content other than the title. 
Can you
please give me the content?  Fax or hard copy will work if you
can't
submit
it via email.  Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/07/2008
05:56 PM
-----

             Reta

             Laford/R3/USDAFS

To
             06/30/2008 01:50          Beverley A

             PM                        Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject
                                       Fw: Supervisors to
consider

                                       possible national
security risk
of
                                       Rosemont mine
www.tucsoncitizen.com
                                       R



Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------
------
----- Forwarded by Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS on 06/30/2008 01:49 PM
-----

             "Deseret Romero"

             <deseret.romero@p

             ima.gov>
To
                                       "Jamie Sturgess"

             06/30/2008 10:42         
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,

             AM                        "Reta Laford"
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>

cc
                                       "Nicole Fyffe"

                                       <Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov>

Subject
                                       RE: Supervisors to
consider

                                       possible national
security risk
of
                                       Rosemont mine
www.tucsoncitizen.com
                                       R

Good Morning,

Attached is the link for the full report.  Please let me know if
you
have
any questions or problems.

http://www.pima.gov/cob/e-agenda/07012008/AD%202E%20orig%20mat-
&%20Comme
nts%20on%20Rosemont%20Mine.pdf



Deseret Romero
520-740-8450

From: Nicole Fyffe
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2008 10:33 AM
To: 'Jamie Sturgess'; Reta Laford
Cc: Deseret Romero
Subject: RE: Supervisors to consider possible national security
risk of
Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com (r)

Jaime and Reta, Deseret will send you link to report to the
Board that
we
completed Friday. I will be out of the office untill about 4pm
today.

-Nicole

From: Jamie Sturgess [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 28, 2008 7:22 AM
To: Nicole Fyffe; Reta Laford
Subject: FW: Supervisors to consider possible national security
risk of
Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com (r)
June 29, 2008

Nicole Fyffe
Assistant to Pima County Administrator

Dear Nicole:

Please send me copies of any and all Pima County correspondence,
letters,
emails, or studies that relate to the comments attributed to Mr.
Huckleberry that the Rosemont Mine presents a threat to national
security
due to interference with military defense flights.

We are unaware of any such implications, and are quite
interested to
determine the source of Mr. Huckleberry's concerns and
allegations.

If there are no supporting sources of documentation, please
advise.

Best regards,

Jamie Sturgess



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Nicole Fyffe
Subject: RE: Supervisors to consider possible national security risk of Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com R
Date: 08/09/2008 02:31 PM

The CD will work.  Thanks very much, Nicole.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Nicole Fyffe" <Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov>

"Nicole Fyffe"
<Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov> 

08/08/2008 09:54 AM

To "Deseret Romero" <deseret.romero@pima.gov>,
"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: Supervisors to consider possible national
security risk of Rosemont mine
www.tucsoncitizen.com R

Hi Beverly. Please note that the scoping comments that we took
to the
Board for approval are slightly different than what we sent to
you in
hard copy as our actual comments. We asked the Board when they
approved
the comments to approve us including additional info before we
actually
sent to you, and so we did. So if you're intent is to link to
our final
comments to you, then this link won't work b/c it is just to the
draft
comments. We could send you a CD of final comments if you are
looking
for them electronically? Thanks Beverly.

-Nicole 

-----Original Message-----
From: Deseret Romero 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2008 9:49 AM
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Subject: RE: Supervisors to consider possible national security
risk of
Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com R

Good Morning,

Attached is the link to the contents that I believe you were
looking
for.  One document is over 200 pages and the other is only two,
but to

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov


make sure are able to access, I've tested the link and it seems
to work
for me.  Please let me know if you have any problems.  

http://www.pima.gov/cob/e-agenda/07012008/AD%202E%20orig%20mat-
&%20Comme
nts%20on%20Rosemont%20Mine.pdf

 
Thank you,
Deseret Romero
County Administrator's Office
130 West Congress, 10th Floor
Tucson, Arizona  85701
Phone: 740-8450
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2008 5:58 PM
To: Deseret Romero
Subject: Fw: Supervisors to consider possible national security
risk of
Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com R

Hi Deseret,

I want to add the attachment you tried to send to the
administrative
record
for the project, but there is no content other than the title. 
Can you
please give me the content?  Fax or hard copy will work if you
can't
submit
it via email.  Thank you.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/07/2008
05:56 PM
-----
 

             Reta

             Laford/R3/USDAFS

 
To 
             06/30/2008 01:50          Beverley A

             PM                        Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

 
cc 
 

 
Subject 
                                       Fw: Supervisors to
consider

                                       possible national
security risk
of  



                                       Rosemont mine
www.tucsoncitizen.com 
                                       R

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------
------
----- Forwarded by Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS on 06/30/2008 01:49 PM
-----
 

             "Deseret Romero"

             <deseret.romero@p

             ima.gov>
To 
                                       "Jamie Sturgess"

             06/30/2008 10:42         
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,

             AM                        "Reta Laford"
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>

 
cc 
                                       "Nicole Fyffe"

                                       <Nicole.Fyffe@pima.gov>

 
Subject 
                                       RE: Supervisors to
consider

                                       possible national
security risk
of  
                                       Rosemont mine
www.tucsoncitizen.com 
                                       R

 

 

 

 

 



 

Good Morning,

Attached is the link for the full report.  Please let me know if
you
have
any questions or problems.

http://www.pima.gov/cob/e-agenda/07012008/AD%202E%20orig%20mat-
&%20Comme
nts%20on%20Rosemont%20Mine.pdf

Deseret Romero
520-740-8450

From: Nicole Fyffe
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2008 10:33 AM
To: 'Jamie Sturgess'; Reta Laford
Cc: Deseret Romero
Subject: RE: Supervisors to consider possible national security
risk of
Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com (r)

Jaime and Reta, Deseret will send you link to report to the
Board that
we
completed Friday. I will be out of the office untill about 4pm
today.

-Nicole

From: Jamie Sturgess [mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 28, 2008 7:22 AM
To: Nicole Fyffe; Reta Laford
Subject: FW: Supervisors to consider possible national security
risk of
Rosemont mine www.tucsoncitizen.com (r)
June 29, 2008

Nicole Fyffe
Assistant to Pima County Administrator

Dear Nicole:

Please send me copies of any and all Pima County correspondence,
letters,
emails, or studies that relate to the comments attributed to Mr.
Huckleberry that the Rosemont Mine presents a threat to national
security
due to interference with military defense flights.

We are unaware of any such implications, and are quite
interested to
determine the source of Mr. Huckleberry's concerns and
allegations.

If there are no supporting sources of documentation, please
advise.

Best regards,

Jamie Sturgess



From: Joggerst, Jamie
To: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE; Krizek, David; Salek Shafiqullah; Chee, Ronson
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Tom Furgason - SWCA
Subject: RE: Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting
Date: 09/11/2009 11:11 AM

All,
 
I just wanted to confirm that we have come to a final date and time for this meeting.
 
Tuesday September 22, 2009 at 1:00.
 
Please let me know if this time/date is acceptable and where we will be meeting.
 
Thanks! Have a good weekend.
 
Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer 
Phone: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724 | Cell:  520-820-7775 
jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com
 
Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any
distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.

 
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2009 6:14 PM
To: Dale Ortman PE; Krizek, David; Joggerst, Jamie; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: 'Kathy Arnold'; Tom Furgason - SWCA 
Subject: Re: Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting

Please see Dale's message below.  Would the 22nd or 25th work as an alternative meeting date for
everyone? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

09/04/2009 04:48 PM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc "'Kathy Arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Tom Furgason -

SWCA " <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting

mailto:Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:Ronson.Chee@tetratech.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
http://www.tetratech.com/


Bev, 
  
I have queried MWH regarding the proposed surface water control tech transfer presentation and their specialist,

Charlie Tang, is not available the week of September 14th , also I am not available that week either.  Both Charlie
Tang and myself are available on Tuesday (September 22) or Friday (September 25) with Friday being the
preferred day.  Please let me know if either of these days works for you, Rosemont, and TetraTech.  If these days
are workable we’ll need to schedule the meeting to fit Charlie’s schedule as he will be flying to and from

Sacramento on that day. 
  
Cheers, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Joggerst, Jamie; Krizek, David; Kathy Arnold; Chee, Ronson; Tom Furgason - SWCA; Roger D

Congdon
Subject: RE: Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting
Date: 09/11/2009 11:33 AM

Hello Bev, 
The date and time works for me and Roger (per Rogers last email). 
Thanks. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"Joggerst, Jamie"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>

09/11/2009 11:11 AM

To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Dale Ortman PE
<daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Krizek, David"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, Salek Shafiqullah
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Chee, Ronson"
<Ronson.Chee@tetratech.com>

cc 'Kathy Arnold' <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Tom Furgason -
SWCA " <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting

All, 
  
I just wanted to confirm that we have come to a final date and time for this meeting. 
  
Tuesday September 22, 2009 at 1:00. 
  
Please let me know if this time/date is acceptable and where we will be meeting. 
  
Thanks! Have a good weekend. 
 

Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer 
Phone: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724 | Cell:  520-820-7775 
jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com

Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any
distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Krizek, David; Joggerst, Jamie; 'Kathy Arnold'; Tom Furgason - SWCA; Roger D Congdon
Subject: Re: Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting
Date: 09/08/2009 10:15 AM

Hello Bev,
Of the three days proposed to date, the days which are good for me include:
Sept 17, and Sept 22
Thanks.

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

09/04/2009 06:13 PM

To "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Krizek,
David" <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "Joggerst,
Jamie" <Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>, Salek
Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Kathy Arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,
"Tom Furgason - SWCA " <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Re: Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting

Please see Dale's message below.  Would the 22nd or 25th work as an
alternative meeting date for everyone? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> 

09/04/2009 04:48 PM 
To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc "'Kathy Arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Tom Furgason -

SWCA " <tfurgason@swca.com> 
Subject Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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mailto:CN=Roger D Congdon/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/DFE19E176653D97E072578420002932B


Bev, 
  
I have queried MWH regarding the proposed surface water control tech transfer

presentation and their specialist, Charlie Tang, is not available the week of September 14
th

 ,
also I am not available that week either.  Both Charlie Tang and myself are available on
Tuesday (September 22) or Friday (September 25) with Friday being the preferred day. 
Please let me know if either of these days works for you, Rosemont, and TetraTech.  If
these days are workable we’ll need to schedule the meeting to fit Charlie’s schedule as he
will be flying to and from Sacramento on that day. 
  
Cheers, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Joggerst, Jamie
To: Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Krizek, David; Kathy Arnold; Roger D Congdon; Tom Furgason - SWCA
Subject: RE: Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting
Date: 09/08/2009 03:08 PM

Tetra Tech is available any of the days, Sept 17, or 22 or 25.
 
Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer 
Phone: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724 | Cell:  520-820-7775 
jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com
 
Tetra Tech 
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any
distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.

 
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2009 12:34 PM
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Krizek, David; Joggerst, Jamie; 'Kathy Arnold'; Roger D Congdon; Tom Furgason -
SWCA 
Subject: Re: Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting

I can juggle my schedule and be available on the 22nd. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

09/08/2009 10:15 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Krizek, David"

<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "Joggerst, Jamie"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>, "'Kathy Arnold'"
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Tom Furgason - SWCA "
<tfurgason@swca.com>, Roger D Congdon/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Surface Water Control Tech Transfer MeetingLink

Hello Bev, 
Of the three days proposed to date, the days which are good for me include: 
Sept 17, and Sept 22 
Thanks. 

mailto:Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
http://www.tetratech.com/
notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/FC49771BDEDD56F707257628000692BD


Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

09/04/2009 06:13 PM

To "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Krizek, David"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "Joggerst, Jamie"
<Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com>, Salek Shafiqullah
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

cc "'Kathy Arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Tom Furgason -
SWCA " <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Re: Surface Water Control Tech Transfer MeetingLink

Please see Dale's message below.  Would the 22nd or 25th work as an alternative meeting date for
everyone? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>

09/04/2009 04:48 PM

To "'Beverley A Everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc "'Kathy Arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Tom Furgason - SWCA "

<tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting

Bev, 
 
I have queried MWH regarding the proposed surface water control tech transfer presentation and their specialist,

Charlie Tang, is not available the week of September 14th , also I am not available that week either.  Both Charlie
Tang and myself are available on Tuesday (September 22) or Friday (September 25) with Friday being the
preferred day.  Please let me know if either of these days works for you, Rosemont, and TetraTech.  If these days
are workable we’ll need to schedule the meeting to fit Charlie’s schedule as he will be flying to and from

Sacramento on that day. 
 

notes://entr3b/87256A81003FCE51/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/789F25D586A6B601872576270082C8B3


Cheers, 
 
Dale 
 
_______________________ 
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
 
daleortmanpe@live.com 
 
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Debby Kriegel
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth; Robert Lefevre; Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett;

Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: SWCA Scope of Work - FS Comments
Date: 06/25/2010 11:31 AM

Good job Debby,
I also added some comments to the bottom of the document.

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS 

06/25/2010 09:50 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject SWCA Scope of Work - FS Comments

I have reviewed SWCA's February 12, 2010 scope of work, and edited
the document Bev started.  For Visual Resources, Revegetation,
Landforming, and Recreation, I simply made comments on what needs
to be changed in the new scope of work.

The document is located in
J:\fsfiles\fstmp\Rosemont_SOW_for_SWCA_June_2010.  

Others (Heritage, Air, Reclamation, Plants and Animals, Lands, Water,
Night skies, Roads, etc.) may still need to add or revise their
comments.
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverly Everson; Melissa Reichard; rosemonteis; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Sycamore/Barrel Map and Vicinity Map changes
Date: 10/08/2009 10:03 AM

You all have been fabulous!!!   I can't thank you enough. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com> 
Sent by: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com>

10/08/2009 08:46 AM

To Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ann Ciapusci
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Beverly
Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Melissa Reichard
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject Sycamore/Barrel Map and Vicinity Map changes

Ladies-

Our GIS lady was able to work late last night and make the changes to the vicinity
map and create a map for Sycamore. This link will get you to Sycamore and the
Vicinity map is in the same folder.

Thanks!

Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=155255>
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ljones02@fs.fed.us



From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: 'dsebesta@fs.fed.us'
Cc: 'beverson@fs.fed.us'; 'jsturgess@augustaresource.com'; Jim Tress; 'karnold@rosemontcopper.com'
Subject: Re: Talussnails
Date: 09/17/2008 06:50 AM

Sounds good, Debbie. I'll check and let the group know.

From: Deborah K Sebesta 
To: Brian Lindenlaub 
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson' ; 'Jamie Sturgess' ; Jim Tress; 'Kathy Arnold' 
Sent: Wed Sep 17 06:24:33 2008
Subject: RE: Talussnails 

Brian,
You might check with FWS to see if they have a meeting room available earlier in the
day.  If not, then 2:30 is okay with me.
 
Debbie Sebesta, District Biologist
Coronado National Forest
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales, AZ  85624
Voice:  520-761-6009
Cell:  520-260-7702
Fax:  520-281-2396
E-mail:  dsebesta@fs.fed.us
 
-----Brian Lindenlaub <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com> wrote: -----

To: 'Beverley A Everson' <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Deborah K Sebesta
<dsebesta@fs.fed.us>
From: Brian Lindenlaub <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>
Date: 09/16/2008 01:34PM
cc: 'Jamie Sturgess' <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, Jim Tress
<jtress@westlandresources.com>, 'Kathy Arnold' <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Subject: RE: Talussnails

Bev/Debbie,

The 29th works for us as well.  We could arrange a meeting at our offices after 2:30, when the
big conference room becomes available.  Again, we believe it would be worthwhile to meet with
the biologists from your team (CNF and SWCA) as well as the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  Let
me know if these details work for you and I will finalize the schedule and submit the
invitations.

Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 9:32 AM
To: Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; 'Jamie Sturgess'; Jim Tress; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: Re: Talussnails

The 29th works for me.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
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            Deborah K
            Sebesta/R3/USDAFS
                                                                       To
            09/15/2008 09:06          Brian Lindenlaub
            AM                        <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>
                                                                       cc
                                      Beverley A Everson
                                      <beverson@fs.fed.us>, 'Jamie
                                      Sturgess'
                                      <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
                                      Jim Tress
                                      <jtress@westlandresources.com>,
                                      'Kathy Arnold'
                                      <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
                                                                  Subject
                                      Re: Talussnails(Document link:
                                      Beverley A Everson)

Brian,
I am available on September 29.  Does that day work for you?

Debbie Sebesta, District Biologist
Coronado National Forest
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales, AZ  85624
Voice:  520-761-6009
Cell:  520-260-7702
Fax:  520-281-2396
E-mail:  dsebesta@fs.fed.us

            Brian Lindenlaub
            <blindenlaub@west
            landresources.com                                          To
            >                         Beverley A Everson
                                      <beverson@fs.fed.us>, 'Deborah K
            09/09/2008 11:00          Sebesta' <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>
            AM                                                         cc
                                      'Jamie Sturgess'
                                      <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
                                      'Kathy Arnold'
                                      <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, Jim
                                      Tress
                                      <jtress@westlandresources.com>
                                                                  Subject
                                      Talussnails

Bev/Debbie,

As you know, we have been evaluating the potential for occurrence and
distribution of Sonorella at the Rosemont site for several weeks now.  I
understand that our technical presentations to the Forest have been moved
back to November, but I believe it would be quite worthwhile to meet with
you and your biology team to share what we've found so far.  Likewise, I
believe it may prove helpful to incorporate some field time with your
biologists.

We would also very much like to include Mike Martinez with the Fish and
Wildlife Service in these discussions, as we have seen his name on some of
the email exchanges.  We have been able to locate some of the literature
that I believe he's been looking for and this would prove an ideal time for
some information sharing.

I look forward to hearing back from you.

Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson, AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this



e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged
information. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender
immediately by return e-mail, delete this e-mail and destroy any copies. Any
dissemination or use of this information by a person other than the intended
recipient is unauthorized and may be illegal.



From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: Jamie Sturgess; Jim Tress; Kathy Arnold
Subject: RE: Talussnails
Date: 09/16/2008 02:11 PM

Bev/Debbie,

The 29th works for us as well.  We could arrange a meeting at our offices after 2:30, when the big 
conference room becomes available.  Again, we believe it would be worthwhile to meet with the 
biologists from your team (CNF and SWCA) as well as the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  Let me know 
if these details work for you and I will finalize the schedule and submit the invitations.

Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 9:32 AM
To: Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; 'Jamie Sturgess'; Jim Tress; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: Re: Talussnails

The 29th works for me.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

             Deborah K
             Sebesta/R3/USDAFS
                                                                        To
             09/15/2008 09:06          Brian Lindenlaub
             AM                        <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>
                                                                        cc
                                       Beverley A Everson
                                       <beverson@fs.fed.us>, 'Jamie
                                       Sturgess'
                                       <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
                                       Jim Tress
                                       <jtress@westlandresources.com>,
                                       'Kathy Arnold'
                                       <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
                                                                   Subject
                                       Re: Talussnails(Document link:
                                       Beverley A Everson)

Brian,
I am available on September 29.  Does that day work for you?

Debbie Sebesta, District Biologist
Coronado National Forest
Nogales Ranger District
303 Old Tucson Road
Nogales, AZ  85624
Voice:  520-761-6009
Cell:  520-260-7702
Fax:  520-281-2396
E-mail:  dsebesta@fs.fed.us

             Brian Lindenlaub
             <blindenlaub@west
             landresources.com                                          To
             >                         Beverley A Everson
                                       <beverson@fs.fed.us>, 'Deborah K
             09/09/2008 11:00          Sebesta' <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>
             AM                                                         cc
                                       'Jamie Sturgess'
                                       <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>,
                                       'Kathy Arnold'
                                       <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, Jim
                                       Tress
                                       <jtress@westlandresources.com>
                                                                   Subject
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mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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mailto:jtress@westlandresources.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com


                                       Talussnails

Bev/Debbie,

As you know, we have been evaluating the potential for occurrence and
distribution of Sonorella at the Rosemont site for several weeks now.  I
understand that our technical presentations to the Forest have been moved
back to November, but I believe it would be quite worthwhile to meet with
you and your biology team to share what we've found so far.  Likewise, I
believe it may prove helpful to incorporate some field time with your
biologists.

We would also very much like to include Mike Martinez with the Fish and
Wildlife Service in these discussions, as we have seen his name on some of
the email exchanges.  We have been able to locate some of the literature
that I believe he's been looking for and this would prove an ideal time for
some information sharing.

I look forward to hearing back from you.

Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson, AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth
Subject: RE: Task: Summary and classification of "Alternatives not considered for detailed analysis"
Date: 10/02/2009 09:38 AM

Hello Tom, 
Another comment:  Could you place text on each document related to a draft watermark, draft
deliberative etc. Thanks. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Trent Reeder
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: RE: team addresses and Dale's office number
Date: 07/07/2009 12:49 PM

I think that you have all the labels on Option 1 that you need, unless Debby has
something to add.  I'm still concerned about volumes, though...the proportion should
be 2/3 waste rock to 1/3 tailings, shich doesn't seem to be the case in looking at the
diagrams.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Trent Reeder" <treeder@swca.com>

"Trent Reeder"
<treeder@swca.com> 

07/07/2009 08:15 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Debby
Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: team addresses and Dale's office number

Here are the updated 3D maps with labels.  Which items need labels on
the Option 1 plan map?  Thanks.

 
Trent

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, July 06, 2009 7:25 PM
To: Trent Reeder; Debby Kriegel
Subject: RE: team addresses and Dale's office number

Please label these, and correct the pit on the third diagram.  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:treeder@swca.com
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us


Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Trent Reeder" <treeder@swca.com> 

07/06/2009 05:46 PM 
To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc

Subject RE: team addresses and Dale's office number

Hi Bev, 
  
I am still waiting on Dale to return my calls, so here are alternative combinations one
and two. 
  
If you would like to see additional items or change anything on these early maps,
please let me know.  Thanks! 
  
Trent Reeder 
GIS Specialist 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
treeder@swca.com 
130 Rock Point Dr.  Suite A 
Durango, Colorado 81303 
Work (970) 385-8566 
Fax (970) 385-1938 
www.swca.com 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, July 06, 2009 5:17 PM
To: Trent Reeder; Debby Kriegel
Subject: team addresses and Dale's office number

Trent, 

Please just send me the files that need to be distributed to the team, and I'll forward
them.  It looks like this will be the easiest way to distribute. 

Dale's two phone numbers are: 

mailto:treeder@swca.com
http://www.swca.com/


(520) 896-2404 - Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 

Bev 
 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: RE: Technical scopes of work
Date: 09/04/2009 04:13 PM

Bev, et al-

This document was the 10th attachment to Comment submission 6881. It was labeled as an

attachment for the 14th comment within that submission. It was coded as water resources. It is in
our database, the record and in Philip’s online database.
 
Let me know if you need anything else.
Thanks!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2009 1:09 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Fw: Technical scopes of work
 

Mel, can you please tell me if the attached document is in the record?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/26/2009 01:07 PM -----
Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

08/26/2009 10:02 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc  

Subject Re: Fw: Technical scopes of workLink
 
  

Hello Bev, 
Yes, I think that is the document.  I am not sure if it is missing, I just couldn't find it.   

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/36F62E64B4FCF1570725761D0005B178


08/24/2009 06:02 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc  

Subject Fw: Technical scopes of work

 
  

Sal, is this what you think is missing from the project record? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/24/2009 06:02 PM -----
"Julia Fonseca" <Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov>

11/05/2008 03:27 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
cc "Jennifer Becker" <Jennifer.Becker@rfcd.pima.gov>

Subject Technical scopes of work

 
  

Hi, Jennifer Becker mentioned that you may not have realized that we
included detailed  scopes of work for additional technical studies that
we requested as part of the County's scoping comments. These were
prepared by Pima County and transmitted to the Forest Service in July as
part of the NEPA scoping process.  Of course, I know this is a small
part of the thousands of comments the Forest Service received.

I attach the technical study scopes of work here for your convenience.
There were two, one to address some of the groundwater impacts of the
proposed water developments in the Tucson Basin, and another for the
surface water impacts in the Davidson watershed.  Had you seen these
previously?  

Julia Fonseca, Environmental Planning Manager
Pima County Office of Conservation Science
3500 W. River Road
Tucson, AZ 85741
877-6000
FAX 877-6006
Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov

http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/

http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/


From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Technical scopes of work
Date: 09/09/2009 09:07 AM

Melissa,
Great job.  I was having a difficult time finding this in the scoping comments. 
Thanks for the detective work and organizing this project in such a way that
anything and everything can be found.  Awesome.  

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

09/08/2009 02:18 PM

To "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

cc "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: Technical scopes of work

Thank you! 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

09/04/2009 04:13 PM 
To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"

<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us> 
cc

Subject RE: Technical scopes of work

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/FDA400155FEF9127072578420002932A


Bev, et al- 

This document was the 10
th

 attachment to Comment submission 6881. It was labeled as an

attachment for the 14
th

 comment within that submission. It was coded as water resources.
It is in our database, the record and in Philip’s online database. 
  
Let me know if you need anything else. 
Thanks! 
  
Melissa 
  
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2009 1:09 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Fw: Technical scopes of work 
  

Mel, can you please tell me if the attached document is in the record?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/26/2009 01:07 PM ----- 

Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS 

08/26/2009 10:02 AM 
To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc   

Subject Re: Fw: Technical scopes of workLink

  

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/36F62E64B4FCF1570725761D0005B178


  
 

Hello Bev, 
Yes, I think that is the document.  I am not sure if it is missing, I just couldn't find
it.   

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/24/2009 06:02 PM 
To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc   

Subject Fw: Technical scopes of work

  

  
 

Sal, is this what you think is missing from the project record? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/24/2009 06:02 PM ----- 

"Julia Fonseca"
<Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov> 



11/05/2008 03:27 PM 
To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,

sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us 
cc "Jennifer Becker" <Jennifer.Becker@rfcd.pima.gov> 

Subject Technical scopes of work

  

  
 

Hi, Jennifer Becker mentioned that you may not have realized
that we
included detailed  scopes of work for additional technical
studies that
we requested as part of the County's scoping comments. These
were
prepared by Pima County and transmitted to the Forest Service
in July as
part of the NEPA scoping process.  Of course, I know this is a
small
part of the thousands of comments the Forest Service received.

I attach the technical study scopes of work here for your
convenience.
There were two, one to address some of the groundwater impacts
of the
proposed water developments in the Tucson Basin, and another
for the
surface water impacts in the Davidson watershed.  Had you seen
these
previously?  

Julia Fonseca, Environmental Planning Manager
Pima County Office of Conservation Science
3500 W. River Road
Tucson, AZ 85741
877-6000
FAX 877-6006
Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov

http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/

http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: RE: Technical scopes of work
Date: 08/27/2009 05:28 PM

Without delving into paper files, I would say that it is. Although it doesn’t look familiar to me, it
looks like it is one of many attachments to the one of many Pima County scoping comments. In
which case, it would be in the record. Definitely! I think my next day in the office might not be until
Tuesday. I will check records then.
Thanks!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2009 1:09 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Fw: Technical scopes of work
 

Mel, can you please tell me if the attached document is in the record?  Thanks. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/26/2009 01:07 PM -----
Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS

08/26/2009 10:02 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc  

Subject Re: Fw: Technical scopes of workLink
 
  

Hello Bev, 
Yes, I think that is the document.  I am not sure if it is missing, I just couldn't find it.   

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

08/24/2009 06:02 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc  

Subject Fw: Technical scopes of work

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/36F62E64B4FCF1570725761D0005B178


 
  

Sal, is this what you think is missing from the project record? 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/24/2009 06:02 PM -----
"Julia Fonseca" <Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov>

11/05/2008 03:27 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
cc "Jennifer Becker" <Jennifer.Becker@rfcd.pima.gov>

Subject Technical scopes of work

 
  

Hi, Jennifer Becker mentioned that you may not have realized that we
included detailed  scopes of work for additional technical studies that
we requested as part of the County's scoping comments. These were
prepared by Pima County and transmitted to the Forest Service in July as
part of the NEPA scoping process.  Of course, I know this is a small
part of the thousands of comments the Forest Service received.

I attach the technical study scopes of work here for your convenience.
There were two, one to address some of the groundwater impacts of the
proposed water developments in the Tucson Basin, and another for the
surface water impacts in the Davidson watershed.  Had you seen these
previously?  

Julia Fonseca, Environmental Planning Manager
Pima County Office of Conservation Science
3500 W. River Road
Tucson, AZ 85741
877-6000
FAX 877-6006
Julia.Fonseca@rfcd.pima.gov

http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/

http://www.pima.gov/cmo/sdcp/


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Krizek, David
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Barrios, Francisco; Carrasco, Joel; Lara Mitchell; Jonathan Rigg; Beverley A Everson; Tom

Furgason; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: RE: Tetra Tech ftp site for SWCA file sharing
Date: 07/14/2010 02:17 PM
Attachments: Barrel_alt_chap2.pdf

David-
 
This is the map of Barrel Only that was generated using the files that you designated in the email
below as being correct. I am sure that this is not correct. At this time we may just have to go with
an older footprint to show to the Cooperating Agencies. I’m sure you are aware of the ramifications
from the release of any incorrect information, including to the Cooperators.
 
Bev has already expressed some concern about having not received the maps for her presentation
yet. If there is any way that your team could send us the truly correct files, that would be incredibly
beneficial for everyone. Lara will be able to get together the needed figure if you can get her the
up-to-date files by 3:30 pm at the latest.
 
I appreciate any help you can give!
 

Melissa
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it
is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable
law. If you are not the intended recipient or an authorized representative of the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any review, dissemination or copying of this email and its attachments, if any, or the information contained
herein is prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by return email and
delete this email from your system. Thank you.

 
 
 
 

From: Krizek, David [mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 11:32 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Barrios, Francisco; Carrasco, Joel; Lara Mitchell; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: RE: Tetra Tech ftp site for SWCA file sharing
 
Melissa,
 
I have just updated the excel spreadsheet (see file dated today) with some updated
"dates". I also noticed that there were some inconsistencies between the four
directories. I did a bit of rearranging so that the spreadsheet now matches the
directories for each alternative.
 
All current files are loaded.
 
Please use the final "reclamation" surfaces where available and not the stacking

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:Francisco.Barrios@tetratech.com
mailto:Joel.Carrasco@tetratech.com
mailto:lmitchell@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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surfaces since the footprints do change between the two, especially for the Barrel
Only Alternative. We had the final shape for Barrel Only done a few weeks ago but we
were just verifying the internal sequencing. An exception is Scholefield. A shaped
version of the Scholefield Alternative does not exist. However, whatever shaping is
ultimately done to Scholefield Option, if needed, would remain within the stacking
footprint.  
 
FYI. Francisco did update the Scholefield Alternative yesterday (added grading and
cover to extended heap leach pad). We are now going back to the two leach pad
design.
 
We also have been modifying fence lines, wells, etc. Whatever is there is now good.
 
We will be meeting with Marcie on Friday to make sure we get all other remaining
information that is needed/expected, etc.
 
Still trying to gather all of the requested files.
 
 
What road or roads besides the primary access and the west access roads
(Barrel Only) do you need for today?
 
 
Do you have the GIS files for the utility corridors to the north/northwest and to
the south? Can you please send those to me or load on the ftp site in the
appropriate .
 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely,
 
 
 

David Krizek | Principal
Main: 520-297-7723 | Mobile: 520-260-3490 | Fax: 520-297-7724

Tetra Tech

3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or
inside information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended
recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify
the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your

 
 

http://www.tetratech.com/


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Krizek, David
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Barrios, Francisco; Carrasco, Joel; Lara Mitchell; Jonathan Rigg; Beverley A Everson; Tom

Furgason; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: RE: Tetra Tech ftp site for SWCA file sharing
Date: 07/14/2010 02:44 PM
Attachments: Barrel_alt_chap2.pdf

David-
 
I checked with Lara and she missed the file called “Reclamation Landform” and pulled the waste
rock and tailings files as she did for the other alternatives. I enclosed the figure with the Landform
layer instead for your verification. This figure will not have designations of the specific placements
as the rest, so it looks like a solid grey. I apologize for the misunderstanding.
 
Thanks again!
Mel
 

From: Krizek, David [mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 2:29 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Barrios, Francisco; Carrasco, Joel; Lara Mitchell; Jonathan Rigg; Beverley A Everson;
Tom Furgason; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: RE: Tetra Tech ftp site for SWCA file sharing
 
 
Melissa,
 
I believe you are using the footprint based on the stacking plans. As indicated, you
need to use the footprint based on the reclamation surface.
 
We do not have the stacking plans for the final "draft" Barrel Only Alternative. I will
attempt to obtain.
 
Sincerely,
 
 

David Krizek | Principal
Main: 520-297-7723 | Mobile: 520-260-3490 | Fax: 520-297-7724

Tetra Tech

3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or
inside information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended
recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify
the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your

 
 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:Francisco.Barrios@tetratech.com
mailto:Joel.Carrasco@tetratech.com
mailto:lmitchell@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
http://www.tetratech.com/
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Figure x. Barrel alternative.
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From: Melissa Reichard [mailto:mreichard@swca.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 2:16 PM
To: Krizek, David
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Barrios, Francisco; Carrasco, Joel; Lara Mitchell; Jonathan Rigg; Beverley A Everson;
Tom Furgason; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: RE: Tetra Tech ftp site for SWCA file sharing

David-
 
This is the map of Barrel Only that was generated using the files that you designated in the email
below as being correct. I am sure that this is not correct. At this time we may just have to go with
an older footprint to show to the Cooperating Agencies. I’m sure you are aware of the ramifications
from the release of any incorrect information, including to the Cooperators.
 
Bev has already expressed some concern about having not received the maps for her presentation
yet. If there is any way that your team could send us the truly correct files, that would be incredibly
beneficial for everyone. Lara will be able to get together the needed figure if you can get her the
up-to-date files by 3:30 pm at the latest.
 
I appreciate any help you can give!
 

Melissa
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it
is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable
law. If you are not the intended recipient or an authorized representative of the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any review, dissemination or copying of this email and its attachments, if any, or the information contained
herein is prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by return email and
delete this email from your system. Thank you.

 
 
 
 

From: Krizek, David [mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 11:32 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Barrios, Francisco; Carrasco, Joel; Lara Mitchell; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: RE: Tetra Tech ftp site for SWCA file sharing
 
Melissa,
 
I have just updated the excel spreadsheet (see file dated today) with some updated
"dates". I also noticed that there were some inconsistencies between the four
directories. I did a bit of rearranging so that the spreadsheet now matches the
directories for each alternative.
 
All current files are loaded.
 
Please use the final "reclamation" surfaces where available and not the stacking



surfaces since the footprints do change between the two, especially for the Barrel
Only Alternative. We had the final shape for Barrel Only done a few weeks ago but we
were just verifying the internal sequencing. An exception is Scholefield. A shaped
version of the Scholefield Alternative does not exist. However, whatever shaping is
ultimately done to Scholefield Option, if needed, would remain within the stacking
footprint.  
 
FYI. Francisco did update the Scholefield Alternative yesterday (added grading and
cover to extended heap leach pad). We are now going back to the two leach pad
design.
 
We also have been modifying fence lines, wells, etc. Whatever is there is now good.
 
We will be meeting with Marcie on Friday to make sure we get all other remaining
information that is needed/expected, etc.
 
Still trying to gather all of the requested files.
 
 
What road or roads besides the primary access and the west access roads
(Barrel Only) do you need for today?
 
 
Do you have the GIS files for the utility corridors to the north/northwest and to
the south? Can you please send those to me or load on the ftp site in the
appropriate .
 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely,
 
 
 

David Krizek | Principal
Main: 520-297-7723 | Mobile: 520-260-3490 | Fax: 520-297-7724

Tetra Tech

3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or
inside information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended
recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify
the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your

 
 

http://www.tetratech.com/


From: Tom Furgason
To: Terry Chute
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Time this week to regroup on Chapter 2
Date: 08/30/2010 02:40 PM

Terry,
 
Lunch tomorrow would be fine with me.
 
Tom
 

From: Terry Chute [mailto:tjchute@msn.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2010 2:07 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Time this week to regroup on Chapter 2
 
Tom,
 
Do you have time this week to spend an hour or so catching up on where we are with
Chapter 2?  I'll be at the 10-12 meeting with you and Reta, and 1 pm status meeting on
Tuesday; 9-12 IDT meeting at the FS on Wednesday; and need to leave for the airport by
about 11 am on Thursday.  So...Tuesday over lunch or after the Status Meeting; Wednesday
afternoon, or Thursday morning would work for me. 
 
Thanks,
 
Terry Chute

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Tom Furgason
To: Kimberly Caringer
Cc: John Able; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: RE: Tom, Action requested for the Institute - stakeholder list and existing comment data
Date: 09/30/2008 05:03 PM

Hi Kim,

I'll send you the complete list of those individuals that provided
comments on the proposal and a list of individuals that attended the
scoping meetings and hearings.  

We have yet to combine these two lists with the mailing list that we
used for notifying the public about the scoping meetings.

I'll forward a much filtered list to John Able at the Forest Service
that he, Bev, and Reta will want to add names.  I'm not certain what
their turnaround time will be.  Feel free to call me if you have any
questions.

Tom Furgason
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520) 325-9194 Office
(520) 820-5178

-----Original Message-----
From: Kimberly Caringer [mailto:caringer@ecr.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2008 3:19 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Tom, Action requested for the Institute - stakeholder list
and existing comment data

Hi Tom,

Would you be able to send me this list by tomorrow? It would be good to
have for our Institute internal meeting on communications tomorrow.

Thanks!

Kimberly Caringer
Program Assistant
U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution
130 S Scott Ave
Tucson, AZ 85701
Direct: (520) 901-8534   Fax: (520) 901-8535
Email: caringer@ecr.gov Website: www.ecr.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: Reta Laford [mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2008 7:23 AM
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Larry Fisher; Kimberly Caringer; cf;
Philip.Murphy@infoHarvest.com; John Able; Reta Laford; Beverley A
Everson
Subject: Tom, Action requested for the Institute - stakeholder list and
existing comment data

Tom - The US Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution will be
leading a working group for the Rosemont Copper Project.

1) Stakeholder List:
Please contact Kim Caringer of the Institute caringer@ecr.gov
(520-901-8534).  She needs a stakeholder list based on public meeting
attendees and commenters.  May need to identify stakeholders' name,
affiliation, and contact info.  May also be helpful to flag those who
have
demonstrated a desire in being further involved or could represent
different interests.  cc John and me what you send to Kim so that John
can
coordinate an internal review to identify other potential stakeholders.
2) Existing Comment Data:
Philip Murphy, who we talked with on the phone, is anxious to work with
you
on accessing the comments in your access database.  Please contact him
Philip.Murphy@infoHarvest.com and work with him directly through this
effort.

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone:  520-388-8307 (office),  505-452-7557 (cell)
Fax:       520-388-8305
Email:   rlaford@fs.fed.us
----------------------------------------------------------------------

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:caringer@ecr.gov
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: Tomorrow's status meeting - Debby's schedule
Date: 11/30/2009 02:27 PM

I have to be at a meeting elsewhere downtown at 9:00.  I probably can't be at this
meeting at 9:30, but maybe by 10.  Where is your meeting?  

▼ "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

11/30/2009 11:36 AM

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A
Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>,
"Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>

Subject Tomorrow's status meeting

Debby, Bev, and Mindee,

 
I think it would be very productive if Debby attended our weekly status
meeting tomorrow at 9:30 to discuss her expectations for logistical
support required for Horst’s visit.  Debby left a message for me asking
about reserving a vehicle for the visit and schedule for events.  Up to
now, I have left these tasks largely up to Debby, but it makes sense for
us to formalize Debby’s expectations of SWCA for working with Horst. 
We’d be happy to provide a vehicle, maps, etc. for the visit.

 
Debby has also asked if I was planning on giving a presentation.  I’m
wide open as how you would like for me to proceed.  I can give a
presentation or Bev can as the IDT lead, but we should all be getting on
the same page asap. 

 

 
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Jeff Connell; Ken Houser; Reta Laford
Subject: Re: Tony Davis (AZ Daily Star)
Date: 10/21/2009 08:45 AM
Attachments: 10202009_schedule_article.docx

I like your planned response below.  Read Tuesday's Daily Star article (attached) and stick to that  for
schedule questions. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

10/20/2009 04:03 PM

To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Ken Houser"
<Khouser@swca.com>, "Jeff Connell" <jconnell@swca.com>

Subject Tony Davis (AZ Daily Star)

Mindee and Bev, 
  
Tony Davis left a message for me yesterday.  He would like to know: 
  
1) How many SWCA staff are working on the project (about 20-24), and   
2) How long it will take to finish the EIS (my answer would be that we work at the direction of the FS
and Tony needs to get that information from you). 
  
While SWCA does not have a policy about speaking to the press, I generally like to return all calls.
How would you like me to handle this?   
  
Tom Furgason 
Program Director 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 325-9194 ext.  110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
  

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jconnell@swca.com
mailto:Khouser@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us

TUCSON REGION

US delays report on Rosemont mine plan

Agency cites complex issues; firm frustrated by slow pace

By Tony Davis

ARIZONA DAILY STAR

Tucson, Arizona | Published: 10.20.2009
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The U.S. Forest Service won't meet its November deadline for releasing an environmental document about the proposed Rosemont Mine, and officials said on Monday that they don't know when the report will be released.

The delay, based on the project's complex issues, comes after months of emotionally charged controversy over the $900 million mine proposed for the Santa Rita Mountains about 30 miles southeast of Tucson. The proposal has generated a raft of critical statements written by officials from various agencies reviewing alternatives for the mine. If approved, it would become the third- or fourth-largest copper mine in the United States. The document's release has been delayed once previously from the original March 2009 release date.

Any delay has to be at least a mild setback for the Rosemont Copper Co. It has pointed to the federal government's schedule for the Rosemont project in literature being used to raise capital to build it. However, service officials said on Monday they don't know if the July 2010 scheduled date for making a decision on the project will be delayed.

Rosemont Vice President Jamie Sturgess said he doesn't know if this delay will affect the company's financing efforts. Few observers were surprised by the delay, given the increased buildup of issues about the project.

"I'm frustrated by the slow process, but it doesn't mean I'm troubled by it," said Sturgess, the company's vice president for sustainable development. "There are no shortcuts to complex issues. We've got additional technical studies we've been asked to provide, and there's a pretty comprehensive list of information the service is grappling with. It's to everyone's benefit to have the study be thorough and comprehensive."

The delay is positive because it will produce a more-detailed review and because it will cost Rosemont more time and money, said Gayle Hartmann, president of Save the Scenic Santa Ritas, an activist group opposing Rosemont.

"We didn't think they could possibly get it together. This is a very complicated (environmental impact statement), and the county had asked for a lot of information that hadn't been supplied," said Hartmann.

The fiercest criticism among reviewing agencies has by far come from Pima County Administrator Chuck Huckel-berry, who has, among other things, called for a review of the validity of Rosemont Copper's mining claims on the project.

Huckelberry also has suggested replacing the proposed Rosemont open pit mine with an underground mine that would end up tunneling the mine wastes through the mountains and shipping them by rail across a swath of land south of Tucson to the existing Twin Buttes mining complex near Green Valley. He has attacked Rosemont's public mailings on the mine. He has raised concerns that the open pit could capture runoff that otherwise would flow to neighboring canyons such as the now-relatively pristine Davidson Canyon.

In a letter to the Forest Service in July, Huckelberry accused its officials of short-circuiting deliberations on the Rosemont project in a rush to judgment. The various studies being conducted for the project aren't being done in time to help officials develop a full analysis of alternatives for the mining project, the administrator wrote the service at the end of August. The heart of the Rosemont controversy is the idea that public lands are being used as a dumping ground for mine wastes, he wrote.

On Monday, service officials said they're taking a hard look at ideas raised by the public and agencies, and haven't ruled out any of them, including Huckelberry's rail line idea.

Coronado National Forest Supervisor Jeanine Derby denied, however, that the environmental document is being delayed indefinitely, because that suggests the service doesn't have a schedule for the environmental review. Derby said that isn't true.

"This is a very complex project. It's requiring data collection, surveys and such longer in coming than we anticipated," said Mindy Roth, a special assistant to Derby on Rosemont. "As we work through the analysis process, sometimes those data needs are not identified upfront. We identify them as we're going along, and sometimes these things can't be anticipated a year, or a year and a half, in advance as you're putting the initial schedules together."

The service has put together a team of 15 to 20 scientists and others from various disciplines to study the Rosemont plan.

"This is a new type of project for many of the Forest Service employees involved," Roth said. "We have a lot of learning about the mining industry and techniques to do, to be able to do a complete and adequate evaluation of the proposal and other alternatives."

The Tohono O'Odham Nation, the Arizona Game and Fish Department, the town of Sahuarita and the Arizona Department of Water Resources have also raised questions or concerns about the Rosemont proposal to remove 220 million pounds of copper a year for the next 20 years from a site west of Arizona 83 in the Santa Ritas.

The tribe wrote that various alternatives under study for storing waste rock and tailings at the site are unacceptable, given the area's significant cultural resources. The Tohono O'Odham believe the various artifacts should be protected as part of a Santa Rita Mountains Traditional Cultural Place.

Game and Fish expressed concern the Forest Service appears likely to dismiss some alternative proposals because they are "cost prohibitive," but said any issues must also be evaluated based on the costs to the public.

For instance, the idea of shipping wastes off public lands appears technically feasible but costs too much in the eyes of some, but the savings obtained by the company by placing wastes on public lands are directly transferred to the American public in environmental costs, Game and Fish said.

Sturgess described the idea of shipping mine wastes to Twin Buttes as "the kind of alternative best described as fantasy. We don't have any interest in the Twin Buttes property. We don't own it." As for the underground mine idea, "we believe that the most economically feasible way to develop the 50 million tons of ore we've got is through a modern open pit."

Contact reporter Tony Davis at 806-7746 or tdavis@azstarnet.com.
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Transmittal of Documents on Water Rights and CAP Briefing Notes
Date: 06/15/2010 08:54 AM

No. The only thing that Tom gives me for the record is the Status meeting summary.
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, June 14, 2010 5:59 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Fw: Transmittal of Documents on Water Rights and CAP Briefing Notes
 

Mel, 

For the record.  For my information, is this something that Tom would have already given you to put
into the record? 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/14/2010 05:57 PM -----
Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

06/14/2010 05:28 PM

To Beverley Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>, Jamie Sturgess

<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>
Subject Transmittal of Documents on Water Rights and CAP Briefing Notes

 

Bev - 
Attached are the documents Rosemont promised on the Water Rights and decisions made by ADWR.  Also
attached is a briefing paper on CAP that we thought you might find useful.

Regards,
Kathy
Katherine Ann Arnold,  P.E. | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com  

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipients and may contain
confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
file:////c/karnold@rosemontcopper.com


intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.



From: Mary M Farrell
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: Tribal Tours
Date: 04/21/2009 04:44 PM

works for us, see you then.

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

04/21/2009 04:28 PM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Re: Tribal Tours

How about 10:00 Friday morning?  Bill and Mary, please let Tom and I know if this
time won't work for you.  Otherwise, Tom, we'll see you then.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

04/21/2009 03:52 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Tribal Tours

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/872568540050AF40/0/D7458C7F017731AE8525759F007DB0FD


Bev,

 
Suzanne, Jerome, and I are available any time this Friday at our office. Please let me
know when we can expect you.

 
Tom

 
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520) 325-9194 Office
(520) 820-5178 Cell

 

 



From: Tom Furgason
To: Mary M Farrell; Beverley A Everson
Cc: William B Gillespie; Jerome Hesse; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Tribal Tours
Date: 04/21/2009 05:16 PM

Thanks Mary.  We’ll see you Friday.

Tom
 

From: Mary M Farrell [mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2009 4:44 PM
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; William B Gillespie
Subject: Re: Tribal Tours
 

works for us, see you then. 

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax) 

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

04/21/2009 04:28 PM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc  
Subject Re: Tribal  ToursLink
 
  

How about 10:00 Friday morning?  Bill and Mary, please let Tom and I know if this time won't work for
you.  Otherwise, Tom, we'll see you then. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us
mailto:jhesse@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
notes://entr3b/872568540050AF40/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/D7458C7F017731AE8525759F007DB0FD


04/21/2009 03:52 PM
cc  

Subject Tribal  Tours

 
  

Bev, 
  
Suzanne, Jerome, and I are available any time this Friday at our office. Please let me know when we
can expect you. 
  
Tom 
  
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
(520) 325-9194 Office 
(520) 820-5178 Cell 
  
 



From: William B Gillespie
To: Suzanne Griset
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Charles Coyle; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Tribes as Cooperating Agencies
Date: 07/16/2009 10:33 AM

Suzanne, 

As far as I know, the TO are the only tribe that asked to be a cooperating agencies, and was then
invited to be.  Perhaps Bev can confirm by checking the list of cooperators (which I've seen, but don't
have a copy of that I know).  How does that affect discussion in EIS?  Speaking with no authority, I
would guess that it would have very little effect on the NRHP/NAGPRA discussion, beyond perhaps a
remark that they are also a cooperating agency for EIS preparation.  Again, Bev can probably give a
more informed answer. 

Bill 

William Gillespie, Archaeologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson AZ 85701
Phone 520-388-8392 
FAX 520-388-8305

"Suzanne Griset" <sgriset@swca.com>

07/16/2009 09:40 AM

To <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, <wgillespie@fs.fed.us>, <beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Charles Coyle"

<ccoyle@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject Tribes as Cooperating Agencies

I know that the TO are a cooperating agency – are any of the other tribes?   
  
And, how does that status relate to the preparation of the EIS, specifically, when I talk about tribal
consultation and the process, is that only referring to Sec 106/NAGPRA consultations, or to them as a
cooperating agency as well? 
  
  
  
Suzanne Griset, Ph.D. 
Principal Investigator/Project Manager 
SWCA, Inc.  Sound Science, Creative Solutions.® 
343 W. Franklin St. 
Tucson, AZ  85701 
(420- 325-9194   (520) 325-2033 fax  (520) 444-5725 cell 
www.swca.com 
  
  

mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
http://www.swca.com/


From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: Tuesday meeting please submit agenda items
Date: 11/30/2009 05:11 PM

My ideas:
Coop Agency alt development
Chapter2 outline
R2 review comment form
EIS schedule
12/4 status meeting topics
IDT/Coop Agency catalog of activities status
Horst visit logistics - invite Debby

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

11/30/2009 12:06 PM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>,
mreichard@swca.com, ccoyle@swca.com,
tciapusci@swca.com, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Tuesday meeting please submit agenda items

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3a/072578420001A141/0/1D5C75B6D60606ED0725784200029420


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle; tciapusci@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford
Subject: RE: Tuesday meeting please submit agenda items
Date: 11/30/2009 12:29 PM

1)       Debrief on Annandale’s site visit
2)       Coronado’s expectations for SWCA’s participation in meetings with Horst
3)       SWCA’s participation in Coop Agency Alternative Development
4)       Work requests to SWCA from specialists

 
Thanks.
 

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 12:06 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle; tciapusci@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; Reta Laford
Subject: Tuesday meeting please submit agenda items
 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tciapusci@swca.com
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From: tfurgason@swca.com
Reply To: tfurgason@swca.com
To: Beverley A Everson; John Able; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford; mreichard@swca.com; jmacivor@swca.com;

ccoyle@swca.com; Dale Ortman
Subject: Re: Tuesday meeting
Date: 04/20/2009 02:22 PM

Bev,

Yes, the SWCA conference line is open. Participants need to call 866-866-2244,
participant code 9550668#.

We'll send our agenda items for your consideration in a later email.

Tom

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: Beverley A Everson 
Date: Mon, 20 Apr 2009 13:19:20 -0700
To: John Able<jable@fs.fed.us>; Teresa Ann Ciapusci<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>; Reta
Laford<rlaford@fs.fed.us>; <tfurgason@swca.com>; <mreichard@swca.com>;
<jmacivor@swca.com>; <ccoyle@swca.com>; <daleortmanpe@live.com>
Subject: Tuesday meeting

Let's plan on a conference call at 9:30 for tomorrow.  Can we use SWCA's conference line?

Also, please give me your agenda items.

Thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Sarah L Davis
Cc: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Re: Tuesday Rosemont Meeting ??
Date: 02/01/2010 02:58 PM
Attachments: 20100202_SWCA_FS_Oversight_Agenda.docx

Thanks for letting us know, Sarah.  For the rest of us, attached is an agenda.     

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

▼ Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS

Sarah L
Davis/R3/USDAFS 

02/01/2010 02:36 PM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
tfurgason@swca.com

cc

Subject Tuesday Rosemont Meeting ??

I will not be able to attend the Tuesday 9:30 meeting if you have one. 
I'm going to Safety Training in Sonoita.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
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February 2, 2010

SWCA/FS Coordination Meeting Agenda

Rosemont Copper Project



Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701, 9:30am.



Attendees: Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, SWCA; Mindee Roth, FS.



Agenda/Topics:

· Administrative Record Questions



· DEIS Review Comments



· Role of Detailer assigned to the project



· Mitigation Table finalization



· Outstanding reports and information



· Horst Contract, Visual Analysis Scope of Work



· February 4, 2010 Status Meeting



· Public Participation Plan



· Overall Project Schedule











From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Unpatented Claim Block
Date: 09/30/2009 04:21 PM

We have it.  I’ll follow up with her.
 
Tom
 

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2009 4:17 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Unpatented Claim Block
 
Bev is looking for this item – do I need to find and send to her? Or do you have it?
 
Katherine Arnold, PE  | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com
 

Rosemont Copper Company  
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com
 
PLEASE NOTE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately.
 

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
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Conf. Call #         1-877-937-7556 
  
  
Participants will include staff from the Bureau of Land Management, Coronado National Forest, and SWCA, also
in attendance will be senior staff from both Rosemont’s geohydrologic consultants, Montgomery & Associates
and TetraTech,  and the Forest Service’s technical sub-consultant, SRK Consulting.  The primary objective of the
meeting is to present the groundwater modeling performed by Rosemont, the review and issue resolution
process undertaken by the Forest Service and SRK Consulting, afford the BLM the opportunity to discuss both

with the relevant parties, and resolve the BLM’s questions regarding the information in the preliminary DEIS. 
  
An agenda will be distributed prior to the meeting.  Please come prepared to achieve the objectives. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dale 
  
_______________________ 
  
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
  
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
  
daleortmanpe@live.com 
  
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
  

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: John Able; Beverley A Everson; Kendra L Bourgart; Reta Laford; tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: URGENT: Strategy Team Meeting Requested 9 a.m. Friday to discuss Draft Institute News Release
Date: 10/02/2008 08:03 PM

I'll be on the call.  Thank you for the invitation.
 
Tom

From: johnable23@gmail.com on behalf of John Able
Sent: Thu 10/2/2008 6:56 PM
To: Beverley A Everson; Kendra L Bourgart; Reta Laford; tciapusci@fs.fed.us
Cc: Tom Furgason
Subject: URGENT: Strategy Team Meeting Requested 9 a.m. Friday to discuss Draft Institute News
Release

Sorry for the short notice, but could we please convene a short Strategy Team
meeting to discuss the draft Institute news release below at 9:00 a.m. Friday in
Reta's office.  Tom, you are invited to participate by phone (388-8307).  (If others
need to phone in, let me know prior to 9:00 a.m. and I will make other confcall
arrangements.)  We plan to keep the meeting to less than a half hour.

I hope to meet with Libby Washburn later in the day Friday, so I'd appreciate
hearing your general views.  We will not word smith their document, but we can
offer cogent comments about the scope and objectives, and we can point out what
we see as possible red flags.

Thanks.  Hope to see or hear you all at 9 a.m.

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Libby Rodke Washburn <washburn@udall.gov>
Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2008 at 3:46 PM
Subject: Draft release
To: John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>

Hi John – here is the draft release.  Please provide any comments by Monday
morning.  We are still on target for contacting the delegation Monday and sending
the release out Tuesday a.m.

 

News Release                                                                          October 7,
2008

 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE         
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                                            Libby Washburn, Director of Communication 520.901.8500 (for general
information about the U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution and the
Morris K. Udall Foundation)       

Larry Fisher, Senior Program Manager 520.901.8500 (for specific information on the
U.S. Institute's role in the public participation process)

Carie Fox, Fox Mediation 503 231 6557 (for specific information about the public
participation process)

 

U.S. INSTITUTE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CONFLICT RESOLUTION

TO ASSIST IN CONVENING OF A NEW PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS

FOR THE PROPOSED ROSEMONT MINE IN THE SANTA RITA MOUNTAINS

 

The U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution (U.S. Institute) will convene
and facilitate a series of public meetings and working groups to analyze public
comments that have been received by the U.S. Forest Service in response to the
proposed Rosemont Mine in the Santa Rita Mountains approximately 30 miles
southeast of Tucson, Arizona.  Recently, the U.S. Forest Service, several citizens'
groups, and the Council on Environmental Quality contacted the U.S. Institute about
facilitating public dialogues regarding the proposal of the Rosemont Copper
Company, a subsidiary of the Augusta Resource Corporation, to develop a copper
mine adjacent to public land.

 

The U.S. Institute is a federal program established in 1998 by the U.S. Congress to
assist parties in resolving environmental, natural resource and public land conflicts. 
Since its creation, the U.S. Institute has been involved in hundreds of environmental
disputes around the country.  In this matter, the U.S. Institute will work with the
public and representatives of interested stakeholder groups to design an
independent, transparent process for more effective public participation in the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, a law that requires federal
decision-makers to consider how federal actions may impact the human
environment.  The goal is to assist the U.S. Forest Service in considering and
addressing concerns expressed in the public comments it has received regarding the
mine proposal.

 

The U.S. Institute has contracted the services of a third-party neutral, Carie Fox of
Fox Mediation in Portland, Oregon, to facilitate this process.  Fox will work with Larry
Fisher, Senior Program Manager for the Public Lands Sector at the U.S. Institute, to
convene and document the working group's deliberations and analysis.  Fox will
serve as the lead facilitator and will be the primary contact for the working group.
Fisher will provide project management support. 

 



Fox will confer with stakeholders to identify membership and develop ground rules
for a working group. The first task for the working group will be to analyze the
thousands of comments the Forest Service has received about the proposed mine. 
"Comment analysis is not for the faint of heart" admitted Fox, "the working group
will be pioneers, which makes it even more challenging. But defining the issues
could have big benefits for the transparency and relevance of the Forest Service's
eventual decision, because the issues will be the foundation for the agency's
analysis. The next task for the working group will be to help with alternatives
development, and that won't be quite so grueling" Fox added.  Those who have
information that would assist Fox in the convening of the working group, or who
would like to participate, should contact her at rosemont@foxmediation.com.

 

The U.S. Institute is a program of the Tucson-based Morris K. Udall Foundation, an
independent agency of the executive branch overseen by a board of trustees
appointed by the President. The Morris K. Udall Foundation was established in 1992
by Congress to honor the late Morris K. Udall's thirty years of service in the House of
Representatives. For more information about the Udall Foundation, visit
www.udall.gov

 

The U.S. Institute serves as an impartial, non-partisan institution providing
professional expertise, services and resources to all parties involved in environmental
disputes.  For more information about the U.S. Institute, visit www.ecr.gov.

 

# # #

 

 

Libby Rodke Washburn

Director of Communications & External Relations

Morris K. Udall Foundation

130 South Scott Avenue

Tucson, AZ 85701-1922

520.901.8506 (direct line)

520.670.5530 (fax)

 

mailto:rosemont@foxmediation.com
http://www.udall.gov/
http://www.ecr.gov/


-- 
John A. Able
Office of Forest Communications
Coronado National Forest
Mobile:  520-405-4256



From: Kendall Brown
To: Kent C Ellett
Cc: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes
Subject: Re: Using the term Grazing Lease in Rosemont documents
Date: 10/02/2009 03:18 PM

Thanks Kent.
This is actually a very important point since the terms "lease" and "permit" have big
differences legal rights (or lack there of). Also, the permittee of record for those
allotments is Rosemont Copper Company.

Thanks.

D. Kendall Brown
Range Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
(520) 237-3702
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

▼ Kent C Ellett/R3/USDAFS

Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS 

10/02/2009 02:29 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

cc

Subject Using the term Grazing Lease in Rosemont documents

An erroneous term that keeps appearing in Rosemont documents is
"Grazing Lease".   State and private may issue grazing leases but the
Forest Service doesn't.  The Forest Service issues Term Grazing Permits
to permit the activity of livestock grazing on Forest System Lands. 
We've brought this up several times but it still continues to appear. 

In today's meeting we reviewed an internal document (Draft,
Deliberative - Not For Public Distribution) which included Table 1.
Potential Mitigation Developed during the Identification of Alternatives
for the Rosemont Copper Project.

Under the Issue of Grazing it states as a Proposed Mitigation, "Develop
ranch livestock water system to include one sustainable source per
individual pasture of Rosemont Copper's lease".   
 I would recommend changing it to something like:  "Develop ranch
livestock water to include at least one sustainable source of water per
individual pasture on each grazing allotment for which Augusta
Resource (Arizona) Corp. is issued a Term Grazing Permit".   Assuming
the name of the permittee is still Augusta Resource (Arizona) Corp and
hasn't changed recently.  

mailto:CN=Kendall Brown/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Kent C Ellett/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


This may be a picky technical term but needs to be correct.
Thanks,

Kent C. Ellett
District Ranger, Nogales RD
520-761-6002 (w), 520-975-0902 (cell)



From: Kendall Brown
To: Kent C Ellett
Cc: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes
Subject: Re: Using the term Grazing Lease in Rosemont documents
Date: 10/02/2009 03:18 PM

Thanks Kent.
This is actually a very important point since the terms "lease" and "permit" have big
differences legal rights (or lack there of). Also, the permittee of record for those
allotments is Rosemont Copper Company.

Thanks.

D. Kendall Brown
Range Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
(520) 237-3702
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

▼ Kent C Ellett/R3/USDAFS

Kent C
Ellett/R3/USDAFS 

10/02/2009 02:29 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

cc

Subject Using the term Grazing Lease in Rosemont documents

An erroneous term that keeps appearing in Rosemont documents is
"Grazing Lease".   State and private may issue grazing leases but the
Forest Service doesn't.  The Forest Service issues Term Grazing Permits
to permit the activity of livestock grazing on Forest System Lands. 
We've brought this up several times but it still continues to appear. 

In today's meeting we reviewed an internal document (Draft,
Deliberative - Not For Public Distribution) which included Table 1.
Potential Mitigation Developed during the Identification of Alternatives
for the Rosemont Copper Project.

Under the Issue of Grazing it states as a Proposed Mitigation, "Develop
ranch livestock water system to include one sustainable source per
individual pasture of Rosemont Copper's lease".   
 I would recommend changing it to something like:  "Develop ranch
livestock water to include at least one sustainable source of water per
individual pasture on each grazing allotment for which Augusta
Resource (Arizona) Corp. is issued a Term Grazing Permit".   Assuming
the name of the permittee is still Augusta Resource (Arizona) Corp and
hasn't changed recently.  
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This may be a picky technical term but needs to be correct.
Thanks,

Kent C. Ellett
District Ranger, Nogales RD
520-761-6002 (w), 520-975-0902 (cell)



From: Tom Furgason
To: Kendall Brown; Kent C Ellett
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Walter Keyes
Subject: RE: Using the term Grazing Lease in Rosemont documents
Date: 10/02/2009 03:20 PM

Yes, thank you Kent.  I have forwarded this information to our specialist working on the Grazing portion
of the EIS.  Have a good weekend.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
 
 

From: Kendall Brown [mailto:kbrown03@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, October 02, 2009 3:18 PM
To: Kent C Ellett
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Walter Keyes
Subject: Re: Using the term Grazing Lease in Rosemont documents
 

Thanks Kent. 
This is actually a very important point since the terms "lease" and "permit" have big differences legal
rights (or lack there of). Also, the permittee of record for those allotments is Rosemont Copper
Company. 

Thanks. 

D. Kendall Brown
Range Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
(520) 237-3702
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

Kent C Ellett/R3/USDAFS

10/02/2009 02:29 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

cc  
Subject Using the term Grazing Lease in Rosemont documents

 
  

An erroneous term that keeps appearing in Rosemont documents is "Grazing Lease".   State and
private may issue grazing leases but the Forest Service doesn't.  The Forest Service issues Term

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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Grazing Permits to permit the activity of livestock grazing on Forest System Lands.  We've brought this
up several times but it still continues to appear. 

In today's meeting we reviewed an internal document (Draft, Deliberative - Not For Public Distribution)
which included Table 1. Potential Mitigation Developed during the Identification of Alternatives for the
Rosemont Copper Project. 

Under the Issue of Grazing it states as a Proposed Mitigation, "Develop ranch livestock water system
to include one sustainable source per individual pasture of Rosemont Copper's lease".   
 I would recommend changing it to something like:  "Develop ranch livestock water to include at least
one sustainable source of water per individual pasture on each grazing allotment for which Augusta
Resource (Arizona) Corp. is issued a Term Grazing Permit".   Assuming the name of the permittee is
still Augusta Resource (Arizona) Corp and hasn't changed recently.   

This may be a picky technical term but needs to be correct. 
Thanks,

Kent C. Ellett
District Ranger, Nogales RD
520-761-6002 (w), 520-975-0902 (cell)



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Marcie Bidwell; Jonathan Rigg; Kathy Arnold; Krizek, David
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson; Trent Reeder; Tom Furgason; tjchute@msn.com
Subject: RE: Visual Data Meeting at Tetra Tech Friday at 8:00
Date: 07/15/2010 12:33 PM

Marcie-
 
In previous emails I have asked David Krizek to provide me and Lara (for the use of EIS figures)
complete packages for each alternative including any and all shape files associated that are final-
itemized list already provided. At this point we have received too much piece-meal for Lara to be
certain which files still apply to what. So, I ask that while you are there, TetraTech burn you the
packages of files as requested. I can provide an external hard drive for you if that is helpful.
 
It will be nice to see you!
Thanks!
Mel
 

From: Marcie Bidwell 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 11:22 AM
To: Jonathan Rigg; Kathy Arnold; Krizek, David
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson; Trent Reeder; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard;
tjchute@msn.com
Subject: Re: Visual Data Meeting at Tetra Tech Friday at 8:00
 
Hello All, 

Trent and I are very much looking forward to this meeting. Please let me know if you have
any specific goals or agenda. We will send our objectives this afternoon. 

Thank you, 

Marcie

Sent from my BlackBerry Smartphone provided by Alltel

From: "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>
Date: Tue, 13 Jul 2010 13:24:49 -0700
To: Kathy Arnold<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>; Krizek,
David<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>
Cc: Debby Kriegel<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>; Beverley A Everson<beverson@fs.fed.us>; Marcie
Bidwell<mbidwell@swca.com>; Trent Reeder<treeder@swca.com>; Tom
Furgason<tfurgason@swca.com>; Melissa Reichard<mreichard@swca.com>;
<tjchute@msn.com>
Subject: Visual Data Meeting at Tetra Tech Friday at 8:00
 
Kathy and David,
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Marcie Bidwell, Trent Reeder, and Debby Kriegel have confirmed their availability to meet at Tetra
Tech on Friday at 8:00 a.m. The purpose of the meeting will be to resolve the apparent
discrepancies between the data requested and the date provided to date.  They will go over their
running list of data needs for the Visual Resource analysis and confirm that the data currently
being used is the most up to date.  Please inform the appropriate staff at Tetra Tech of this
meeting.  If you have any questions, give me a ring.  
 
Many thanks!
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: voicemail request
Date: 08/28/2009 07:20 AM

The 3D mock-ups show only the rough final surfaces, not phases. 

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/26/2009 06:22 PM

To Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mreichard@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject voicemail request

Hi T. A.,

I understand from your voicemail today that you are looking for two
items, a Barrell Canyon phased tailings map and a letter to the IDT
from Rosemont Copper Company regarding alternatives development.  

You have copies of the alternative maps with the powerpoint
presentations that were given in the last two cooperating agency
meetings, and these included all the alternatives.  If the phasing is
demonstrated in the modified MPO alternative, you have that map. 
Otherwise, the phasing is not shown on a map or diagram, unless it's
presented in some of the 3D KOP similuations (Debby, can you tell us if
it is?)

There is no letter from the company to the IDT regarding alternatives,
though the company has provided detailed information on the
alternatives to the IDT in meetings within the past few months. 
Melissa should have copies of this information included with the
meeting notes in the record.

I will be back in the office tomorrow at noon if we need to discuss this
request further.  Please give me a call if you need more information.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Re: Webb FOIA request
Date: 03/08/2010 05:57 AM

Tom,

Thanks for your thoroughness on this issue.  I would appreciate it if you would send
over both the DVD and the list.  Can you tell me what the costs are in copying the
other reports?  $2,000 to $6,000 sounds high, so there must be more to it than I
think.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

03/05/2010 04:24 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Kathy
Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

Subject Webb FOIA request

Bev,

 
Elizabeth Webb asked me about the status of her FOIA.  I told her I could not
respond. She acknowledged that she understood, but was just looking for hard
copies of what was on the Coronado’s web site.  She stated that alternatively, she
would be satisfied with DVD copies.  Kathy also let me know that you had
requested documents from Rosemont to fulfill this request.  She dropped by the
office today and delivered a couple of disks for us to pass along to you.  

 
I know that I’m meddling a bit, but I’m concerned that Kathy does not have all of
the documents that Elizabeth requested.  In reading Elizabeth’s request, there may
be some documents that Dale or SWCA has prepared that Kathy would not
normally have access to.   Melissa printed out an index and confirmed that this is
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likely the case.  How would you like us to proceed? 

 
I propose that SWCA send you the list that we feel would satisfy the request.  Once
you confirmed the list was appropriate, then we could burn DVD’s for you to
transmit to Elizabeth.  SWCA has a task for “Other FS Requests” that we can charge
this too.  It shouldn’t be a problem unless we need to print paper copies.  If that is
the case, then I’d recommend that SWCA prepare a cost estimate for you to send
to Elizabeth to see if she is willing to pay (al allowed under FOIA).  We very roughly
estimate the cost to be $2,000 to $6,000.

 
Please let us know how you would like us to proceed.  It would be great to get this
checked off of the list.

 
Tom  



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: Webb FOIA request
Date: 03/08/2010 11:47 AM

How about just more electronic copies rather than switching over to hard?

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

03/08/2010 09:42 AM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,
"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject RE: Webb FOIA request

Bev,

 
I agree that $2,000-$6,000 sounds high.  However, copies are 10 cents for black and
white and a dollar for color.  On top of that, the task requires administrative time
that can add up quickly.  We could cut some costs by sending the reports to
FedEx/Kinkos, but report production really adds up fast.  

 
Tom

 
From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, March 08, 2010 5:57 AM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Re: Webb FOIA request

 

Tom, 
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Thanks for your thoroughness on this issue.  I would appreciate it if you
would send over both the DVD and the list.  Can you tell me what the
costs are in copying the other reports?  $2,000 to $6,000 sounds high,
so there must be more to it than I think. 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

03/05/2010 04:24 PM 

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Kathy Arnold"

<karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 
Subject Webb FOIA request

 

Bev, 
  
Elizabeth Webb asked me about the status of her FOIA.  I told her I could not respond. She
acknowledged that she understood, but was just looking for hard copies of what was on
the Coronado’s web site.  She stated that alternatively, she would be satisfied with DVD
copies.  Kathy also let me know that you had requested documents from Rosemont to fulfill
this request.  She dropped by the office today and delivered a couple of disks for us to pass
along to you.   
  
I know that I’m meddling a bit, but I’m concerned that Kathy does not have all of the



documents that Elizabeth requested.  In reading Elizabeth’s request, there may be some
documents that Dale or SWCA has prepared that Kathy would not normally have access
to.   Melissa printed out an index and confirmed that this is likely the case.  How would you
like us to proceed? 
  
I propose that SWCA send you the list that we feel would satisfy the request.  Once you
confirmed the list was appropriate, then we could burn DVD’s for you to transmit to
Elizabeth.  SWCA has a task for “Other FS Requests” that we can charge this too.  It
shouldn’t be a problem unless we need to print paper copies.  If that is the case, then I’d
recommend that SWCA prepare a cost estimate for you to send to Elizabeth to see if she is
willing to pay (al allowed under FOIA).  We very roughly estimate the cost to be $2,000 to
$6,000. 
  
Please let us know how you would like us to proceed.  It would be great to get this checked
off of the list. 
  
Tom   



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; mreichard@swca.com; Richard A Gerhart
Subject: Re: where are public comments? and other questions
Date: 10/21/2009 10:59 AM

Unfortunately, in WebEx, one has to copy and file a document, make changes, then
refile to WebEx.  Suggest supplementing the doc title with your name and date for
posting back to WebEx.  I typed up a statement to sign for certifying having read
pertinent public comment.  I'll share that with you and others soon.  I'll leave it up
to Melissa to steer you to public comments.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

▼ Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS 

10/21/2009 10:45 AM

To mreichard@swca.com, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Deborah K Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject where are public comments? and other questions

pardon my ignorance while i try to get up to speed on rosemont stuff...

one of Bev's "homework" (I'll guarantee I won't be doing this at
home!) assignments is to "review all public comments of the Rosemont
Project that are applicable to my resource area"...in my and Debbie's
case, that is Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants and their habitats...so
pardon my ignorance, how do I locate said comments?  I did a search
through WebEx and I just get confused.  And shall I just prepare a
statement that I reviewed them and they jive adequately (or not) with
some form of issues document produced by SWCA?

one of Mindee's assignments is to review reports on the tech report
tracking excel file...i did find that one, but it says "read only" and we
would have to save as a copy...is that what you want--different files for
each resource area?

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Deborah K Sebesta/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Richard A Gerhart/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Melinda D Roth; Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; Richard A Gerhart
Subject: RE: where are public comments? and other questions
Date: 10/21/2009 11:03 AM

This is where they are:
Group Documents / Team Working / NEPA Process / Scoping / Comment Database Reports

 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2009 11:00 AM
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; Melissa Reichard; Richard A Gerhart
Subject: Re: where are public comments? and other questions
 

Unfortunately, in WebEx, one has to copy and file a document, make changes, then refile to WebEx.
 Suggest supplementing the doc title with your name and date for posting back to WebEx.  I typed up a
statement to sign for certifying having read pertinent public comment.  I'll share that with you and
others soon.  I'll leave it up to Melissa to steer you to public comments. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS

10/21/2009 10:45 AM

To mreichard@swca.com, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Deborah K Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Richard A
Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject where are public comments? and other questions

 

pardon my ignorance while i try to get up to speed on rosemont stuff... 

one of Bev's "homework" (I'll guarantee I won't be doing this at home!) assignments is to "review all
public comments of the Rosemont Project that are applicable to my resource area"...in my and Debbie's
case, that is Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants and their habitats...so pardon my ignorance, how do I
locate said comments?  I did a search through WebEx and I just get confused.  And shall I just prepare
a statement that I reviewed them and they jive adequately (or not) with some form of issues document
produced by SWCA? 

one of Mindee's assignments is to review reports on the tech report tracking excel file...i did find that
one, but it says "read only" and we would have to save as a copy...is that what you want--different files
for each resource area? 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:rgerhart@fs.fed.us
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/docs/docapp.aspx?_command=list&fid=-1
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/docs/docapp.aspx?_command=list&fid=15936
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/docs/docapp.aspx?_command=list&fid=24636
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/docs/docapp.aspx?_command=list&fid=21087


Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us



From: Walter Keyes
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; mshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Will you be attending the 5/19 Rosemont ID Team Meeting?
Date: 05/16/2010 02:54 PM

Bev,

Thx for the breathing space.  I'll forego the Reclamation meeting, but I WILL be at
the meeting on the 19th.  I have already arranged to not be at my son's
Kindergarten graduation.  I'll just give him a big smelling-of-Rosemont hug when I
get home that day!

Walt.
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
..........................................................................
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

05/13/2010 01:09 PM

To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc mshafiqullah@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Will you be attending the 5/19 Rosemont ID

Team Meeting?

Walt,

Your attendance at the reclamation would be good, but it is not essential.  There will
be enough expertise among the rest of those that will be there to cover what's
needed.

Thanks for bringing your concerns with your workload forward.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
notes://entr3b/872572820044BF24/0/71BA5F3842E3E350072577220067AA35


Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS

05/13/2010 11:54 AM

To Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mshafiqullah@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Will you be attending the 5/19 Rosemont ID

Team Meeting?

Understood.  We all need to talk about plan B.  

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

▼ Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS

Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS

05/13/2010 11:23 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc mshafiqullah@fs.fed.us

Subject Re: Will you be attending the 5/19 Rosemont ID

Team Meeting?

Mindy,

I intend on attending this Rosemont meeting.  This nukes my attendance at my
son's Kindergarten graduation, scheduled at noon that day (and which is
unchangable).

My oversubscription to various projects (Recovery Act, running contracts, public
safety [roads is my job after all], and Rosemont--not to mention unused leave and
uncontacted family) is only going to get worse once September arrives.  The "push"
for the listed items will last through the end of the calendar year.  Is it time to find
some other FS (or contracted) engineer who can fill my shoes?  

I was unable to attend yesterday's meeting.  Thought I'd be there at least by 1 pm,
but that was not possible.  I returned home about 7 pm after starting on the clock
at 5:30 am yesterday, tending to a running contract which unacceptably closed
Control Road to all traffic.  There is nobody else here who would attend to this
matter--they were all busy with Recovery Act work.

notes://entr3b/872568590056BE15/0/03634B9DBDBE709007257722006331D6
notes://entr3b/872568540050FE6F/0/4D7A3A335F7E40F307257722005CFBFF


I'm at wits-end attempting to keep the wheels on the various carts.  I see NO lower
priority items.  I've been dropping high priority items for other high priority items,
which occasionally results in re-work, which compounds the existing problem.  

Walt.
...................................................................
Walt Keyes -- Roads Engineer
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701
520-388-8416 voice / 260-9567 cell / 388-8334 fax / wkeyes@fs.fed.us
..........................................................................
▼ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS 

05/13/2010 10:13 AM

To dkriegel@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, wkeyes@fs.fed.us,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us

cc dsebesta@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
abelauskas@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, kbrown03@fs.fed.us, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, jrigg@swca.com,
mreichard@swca.com, jdmacivor@frontiernet.net

Subject Will you be attending the 5/19 Rosemont ID Team
Meeting?

SWCA intends to have its ID Team attend this meeting, especially if Forest Service
counterparts are attending.  The meeting will focus on pinning down the "design" of
alternatives and clarifying any questions we may still have about each alternative.
We are hoping to set aside some time for Forest Service and SWCA resource
counterparts to compare notes and discuss plans to complete quality EIS products in
the timeframes currently established.  We will get out an agenda ASAP.  The
meeting is at the Fire Center beginning at 10:00 and is planned for all day. 
Please let me know today, if possible, whether or not you will be
attending so SWCA can get the right people there as well. Many of their
specialists are out of town and will need to make travel plans ASAP.  Thanks. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)



From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: RE: Yes-Re: Availability Monday, Oct 26th
Date: 10/21/2009 09:50 AM

I’ll be there.  Thanks for setting this up.
 
Tom
 

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2009 8:48 AM
To: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Subject: Fw: Yes-Re: Availability Monday, Oct 26th
 

Let's plan to meet with Reta at 1100 on Monday to talk about the project schedule. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 10/21/2009 08:46 AM -----
Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS

10/21/2009 07:47 AM

To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc  

Subject Yes-Re: Availability Monday, Oct 26thLink
 
  

I will make time to meet with you as requested. 

    ----- Original Message ----- 
    From: Melinda D Roth 
    Sent: 10/20/2009 02:10 PM MST 
    To: Reta Laford 
    Subject: Availability Monday, Oct 26th 
I would like to discuss the Tues Meeting with RCC.  Do you have an hour on Monday? 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
notes://entr3b/872568540050FE6F/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/21FF8C086DDECB6C07257655007437AC


From: Tom Furgason
To: Terry & Jane; Reta Laford; beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE:
Date: 07/13/2010 09:50 AM

Terry,
 
Your return on the 19th looks to be good timing in terms of the projects.  For SWCA's needs, it seems
that having you visit every other week through August would be beneficial to getting through Chapter 2
and 3 by the end of August.  After that time, I think that we can probably scale your visits back to once
a month.
 
I suggest that you, Bev, Mindee, and I meet early in your next visit and review the NEPA schedule so
we can all agree on the most strategic times for your travel.
 
Tom 

From: Terry & Jane [mailto:tjchute@msn.com]
Sent: Mon 7/12/2010 12:29 PM
To: Tom Furgason; 'Reta Laford'; beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: 

Reta, Tom & Bev,
 
I have flight reservations for Monday, July 19th to arrive in Tucson around 11 am, returning to Helena
Saturday morning, July 24th.  It looks like there are several meetings that week.
 
I’d like to try to make flight reservations farther into the future.  You can help me by looking at the
calendar for the next couple months and telling me the weeks that you think are most important for me
to be on site.  Making reservations farther in advance will save money, and I can always change for a
fee if necessary.  Let me know what you think…..Terry Chute
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Marcie Bidwell'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Subject: Reclamation Tech Transfer Meeting - Final Agenda
Date: 05/10/2010 08:27 AM
Attachments: 20100510_ortman_everson-arnold_may17-techtranmeetagenda_memo.pdf

Bev & Kathy,
 
Attached is a memorandum with the final agenda for the Reclamation Technology Transfer

Meeting scheduled for May 17th.  Please note that I need the names of the people who will be
presenting the various sections on behalf of their respective organizations.  SWCA will be finalizing
the schedule and venue for the meeting this week and let you know the details by the latter part of
the week.  This is to be a full-day working meeting so please restrict attendance to only those staff
with direct responsibility for the Reclamation Plan.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To:  Bev Everson (CNF); Kathy Arnold (Rosemont) 


Copy to: 
Jonathan Rigg, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Marcie Bidwell (SWCA), 
Mindee Roth (CNF) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date:  10 May 2010   


Subject: 
17 May 2010 Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting 
Final Purpose & Agenda 


 
Bev & Kathy, 
 
This memorandum presents the final agenda for the Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting 
scheduled for May 17th.  Additions include the following: 


• Presentation on revegetation case histories at existing mining operations, and 
• Discussion of the potential to create a “landform” mitigation for an alternative. 


 
We will be finalizing the schedule and venue this week, but please reserve the full day for the 
meeting.  Also, I need both Rosemont and the CNF to provide me with the persons who are to be 
in attendance and those who will be presenting for their respective organizations.  Please provide 
the presenters no later than Wednesday May 12th. 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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PURPOSE 
 
Provide the CNF with All Information Needed to Meet NEPA and USFS Requirements for 
a Reclamation Plan 
 
 
AGENDA 
 


1. Introduction – PRESENTED BY SWCA 
a. Attendee sign-in 
b. Safety orientation 
c. Purpose of meeting 
d. Agenda 


 
2. Define USFS Reclamation Plan Requirements in Regulation and Policy – PRESENTED 


BY CNF 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Facility specific reclamation design 
c. Bonding 
d. Reclamation Success Criteria and Bond Release 


 
3. Present Current Rosemont Reclamation Plan – PRESENTED BY ROSEMONT 


a. Summarize Reclamation Plan documents submitted to CNF 
i. Itemize documents necessary to current Reclamation Plan 
ii. Itemize obsolete documents, if any 


b. Summarize the Reclamation Plan and what documentation defines each part of the 
plan 


i. Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Concurrent and post-mine reclamation activities 
iii. Facility-specific reclamation design and activities 
iv. Reclamation success criteria 


 
4. Revegetation Case Histories – PRESENTED BY ROSEMONT 
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5. Open Discussion of how existing Reclamation Plan documents meet or do not meet the 


CNF requirements – FACILITATED BY SWCA 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Resource areas affected by Reclamation Plan 
c. Reclamation Plan relationship to Significant Issues 
d. Facility-specific reclamation plans 


i. Design to meet Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Specific activities & materials needed 
iii.  Quantities 
iv. Success criteria 


e. Other reclamation related information necessary to evaluate potential impact to 
Resource Areas for Significant Issues 


 
6. Open Discussion of potential for a “landform” mitigation – FACILITATED BY SWCA 


 
7. Determine Action Items - FACILITATED BY SWCA 


a. Spreadsheet of specific action items needed to finalize the Reclamation Plan 
i. Itemize all information needed from Rosemont 
ii. Itemize all actions by CNF 
iii. Itemize all actions by SWCA 


b. Schedule all Action Items 
c. Review all Action Items & Schedule 


 
8. Adjourn Session 


 







From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Marcie Bidwell'
Subject: Reclamation Tech Transfer Meeting
Date: 05/11/2010 09:35 AM
Attachments: MAP TO TIFC.docx

20100510_ortman_everson-arnold_may17-techtranmeetagenda_memo.pdf

Bev, Mindee, & Kathy,
 
Please transmit this information to all attendees.
 

The arrangements for the May 17th Tech Transfer Meeting are set as follows:
 
Date: 17 May 2010
 
Time: 9:00 AM – 4:00 PM
 
Location: Tucson Interagency Fire Center (see attached map)
 
Attendees:
                CNF: Bev Everson, Debby Kriegel, Salek Shafiqullah, Chuck Blair, Bob Lefebvre, Heidi
Schewel, & Mindee Roth
                Rosemont: Kathy Arnold, Fermin Samorano, David Krizek (TetraTech)
                SWCA: Dale Ortman, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard, Marcie Bidwell, & Tom Furgason (if
available)
 
Agenda: See attached PDF file
 
Lunch will be provided.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com

Tucson Interagency Fire Center

2646 E. Commerce Center Place

Tucson, AZ  85706
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[image: C:\Documents and Settings\ssterett\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\Content.IE5\SZ0HUR89\MCj04242060000[1].wmf]                                          Driving Directions

From the North – Take I-10 E to Kino Parkway exit.  There will also be signs to the airport.  After taking exit you will want to turn left (South) on to Benson Highway.  Follow road and it turns into Tucson Blvd.  Continue to travel South to Drexel Rd.  Just past Drexel will be a left hand turn.  There is a sign for “Intuit”.  Turn and follow the road and the center will be on the right.



From the East – Take I-10 W to Valencia Rd.  Travel West to Tucson Blvd and turn right (North).  Travel past Bilby road and take the next right – just before the stoplight at Drexel road.  There will be a sign for “Intuit”.  The fire center will be on the right side of the road.  

If you have questions, contact dispatch at 520-202-2710 or Cheryl Dickson 520-202-2704
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To:  Bev Everson (CNF); Kathy Arnold (Rosemont) 


Copy to: 
Jonathan Rigg, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Marcie Bidwell (SWCA), 
Mindee Roth (CNF) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date:  10 May 2010   


Subject: 
17 May 2010 Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting 
Final Purpose & Agenda 


 
Bev & Kathy, 
 
This memorandum presents the final agenda for the Reclamation Technology Transfer Meeting 
scheduled for May 17th.  Additions include the following: 


• Presentation on revegetation case histories at existing mining operations, and 
• Discussion of the potential to create a “landform” mitigation for an alternative. 


 
We will be finalizing the schedule and venue this week, but please reserve the full day for the 
meeting.  Also, I need both Rosemont and the CNF to provide me with the persons who are to be 
in attendance and those who will be presenting for their respective organizations.  Please provide 
the presenters no later than Wednesday May 12th. 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com





Rosemont EIS Project Memorandum Page 2 
 
 


Document for Deliberative Purposes Only 
Not for Public Distribution Page 2 
 


 
PURPOSE 
 
Provide the CNF with All Information Needed to Meet NEPA and USFS Requirements for 
a Reclamation Plan 
 
 
AGENDA 
 


1. Introduction – PRESENTED BY SWCA 
a. Attendee sign-in 
b. Safety orientation 
c. Purpose of meeting 
d. Agenda 


 
2. Define USFS Reclamation Plan Requirements in Regulation and Policy – PRESENTED 


BY CNF 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Facility specific reclamation design 
c. Bonding 
d. Reclamation Success Criteria and Bond Release 


 
3. Present Current Rosemont Reclamation Plan – PRESENTED BY ROSEMONT 


a. Summarize Reclamation Plan documents submitted to CNF 
i. Itemize documents necessary to current Reclamation Plan 
ii. Itemize obsolete documents, if any 


b. Summarize the Reclamation Plan and what documentation defines each part of the 
plan 


i. Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Concurrent and post-mine reclamation activities 
iii. Facility-specific reclamation design and activities 
iv. Reclamation success criteria 


 
4. Revegetation Case Histories – PRESENTED BY ROSEMONT 
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5. Open Discussion of how existing Reclamation Plan documents meet or do not meet the 


CNF requirements – FACILITATED BY SWCA 
a. Post-Mine Land Use 
b. Resource areas affected by Reclamation Plan 
c. Reclamation Plan relationship to Significant Issues 
d. Facility-specific reclamation plans 


i. Design to meet Post-Mine Land Use 
ii. Specific activities & materials needed 
iii.  Quantities 
iv. Success criteria 


e. Other reclamation related information necessary to evaluate potential impact to 
Resource Areas for Significant Issues 


 
6. Open Discussion of potential for a “landform” mitigation – FACILITATED BY SWCA 


 
7. Determine Action Items - FACILITATED BY SWCA 


a. Spreadsheet of specific action items needed to finalize the Reclamation Plan 
i. Itemize all information needed from Rosemont 
ii. Itemize all actions by CNF 
iii. Itemize all actions by SWCA 


b. Schedule all Action Items 
c. Review all Action Items & Schedule 


 
8. Adjourn Session 


 







Oracle, AZ  85623
 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: mreichard@swca.com
Cc: Sarah L Davis; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Record Answers
Date: 01/27/2010 04:08 PM

Date for letter to Lee Allison of AGS is 7/29/09. 

I will have to consult Roxane next week to find the answer to the mailing list
question from March 08 "Dear Friends" letter.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Beverley Everson; Sarah Davis; Mindee Roth
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Record document cover sheet- handwritten
Date: 12/01/2009 09:04 PM

Here is the coversheet that I would like submitted with things to go in the record. I
understand that you will be discussing this in the morning's IDT meeting and I have
uploaded a form that can be electronically filled out as well. Let me know if you have
any questions.

Thanks!

Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=160058>
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From: Hoag, Cori
To: Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); rcongdon@fs.fed.us
Cc: Bowell, Rob; Dale Ortman PE; Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: Record of conversation, geochem review conference call
Date: 10/13/2009 04:14 PM

Beverley,
Per your request this morning, SRK will modify the draft technical memorandum Preliminary
Geochemistry Review – Proposed Rosemont Copper Project dated September 16, 2009 to
incorporate the following:

·         Remove references to personal knowledge of Rosemont and/or Tetra Tech personnel,
·         Prepare section with simple bullet list of outstanding questions to be answered by

Rosemont and/or Tetra Tech based on completeness of geochemical work reviewed to
date.  

I will have a draft for your review next week.
 
Regards, Cori
 
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc.
3275 W. Ina Rd. Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
Work: (520) 544-3688 
Fax: (520) 544-9853
Mobile: (520) 400-4135
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Charles Coyle
Cc: John Able; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Release of scans to Philip
Date: 02/24/2009 04:06 PM

John and I just had a conversation about what and when to release electronic files to Philip. First,
he gave permission for SWCA to scan comments with the clam clip still on the document, providing
text is not obscured.  Also, I am to send Philip on a weekly basis the scans that have been
completed along with a final package of all comment submissions when completed. With this
Friday’s mailing, I will also be sending Philip the Form Letters and all attachments to the
submissions.
 
John- You missed the meeting when it was decided that, in order to keep everyone in the loop, we
would email the group after having conversations including pertinent information, instruction or
direction.
 
Thanks all!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: Reminder of core IDT meeting tomorrow, 6V6, 9:00 to 12:00
Date: 02/16/2010 01:54 PM

As always, extended team is encouraged to attend if yoru scheculing permits.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter; Kendall
Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Reminder of Extended IDT meeting tomorrow
Date: 07/20/2010 12:44 PM

Agenda to follow shortly.  The meeting is in 6V6 from 9:00 to 12:00.  See you there.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Reminder of IDT meetings, October 12, 16 and 18; 18th is extended team meeting
Date: 11/09/2009 11:35 AM

Core team, please plan on a half day meeting this Thursday, to go over homework
assignments and for some WebEX training.  We will also meet next Monday for an
SWCA review on alternatives considered and on mitigation.  We will be meeting in
6V6 on Thursday and 4B on Monday.

Core and extended will meet next Wednesday in 6V6.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Reminder of IDT meetings, October 12, 16 and 18; 18th is extended team meeting
Date: 11/09/2009 11:35 AM

Core team, please plan on a half day meeting this Thursday, to go over homework
assignments and for some WebEX training.  We will also meet next Monday for an
SWCA review on alternatives considered and on mitigation.  We will be meeting in
6V6 on Thursday and 4B on Monday.

Core and extended will meet next Wednesday in 6V6.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Reminder that tomorrow's IDT meeting is in 4B - this is the case for all second Wednesday of the month
(extended team) meetings.  See you at 9:00.

Date: 08/11/2009 04:58 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:abelauskas@fs.fed.us
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:kbrown03@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@fs.fed.us
mailto:CN=Walter Keyes/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Dale Ortman PE'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; Roger D Congdon; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Stone, Claudia'; Vladimir

Ugorets; Larry Cope; Mike Sieber; David Krizek
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: REMINDER: Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Update Conference Call - March 17, 2010
Date: 03/17/2010 08:03 AM
Importance: High

JUST A REMINDER ABOUT TODAY’S CONFERENCE CALL………………….
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, March 14, 2010 5:52 PM
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us); Roger D Congdon (rcongdon@fs.fed.us);
'Beverley A Everson'; 'Stone, Claudia'; Vladimir Ugorets (vugorets@srk.com); Larry Cope
(lcope@srk.com); Mike Sieber (msieber@srk.com); David Krizek (David.Krizek@tetratech.com)
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Update Conference Call - March 17, 2010
 
All,
 
The first of two conference calls regarding the Rosemont mine site groundwater model will be

convened on Wednesday March 17th at 2:00 PM Arizona Time (3:00 PM Mountain Time).  The
audio will be supplied via the following SWCA conference call number and passcode:
 
Number: 866-866-2244
Passcode: 9550668
 
Video for presenting graphics will be supplied by Montgomery via a GoToMeeting connection; each
participant in the To and CC list above will receive instructions from Hale Barter (Montgomery) on
how to connect to the GoToMeeting site.
 
SWCA will take the meeting notes for the EIS administrative record.
 
The conference call is intended to afford Montgomery the opportunity to present their work to

date regarding the resolution items developed at the February 23rd meeting in Tucson, and to
allow comment and interaction among all participants regarding the work.  The agenda for the
meeting is:
 

·         Introduction – Dale Ortman
·         Participant List – SWCA
·         Update on Groundwater Model – Montgomery
·         Discussion – All Participants

 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
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Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: E Webb
To: Jones, Joni; beverson@fs.fed.us; ccook520@aol.com; davitamueller@cox.net; deadlass14@msn.com;

district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@gmail.com; ffentiman@fs.fed.us; gibson@q.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
jable@fs.fed.us; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rlaford@fs.fed.us; scott.egan@pima.gov; tfurgason@swca.com;
labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com; coyotes@cox.net; heller.zoe@epamail.epa.gov; tbee@azleg.gov;
karinger@ecr.gov; jderby@fs.fed.us; jjlambken@yahoo.com; Joe  Carbone (FS)

Subject: Rep. Giffords, Thank you- April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Communit
Date: 03/14/2008 02:26 PM

Joni,
 
Thank you for listening to our concerns! Please thank Representative Giffords as well!
 
I do hope we have been heard in our concerns for the families of our area and the meeting will be held
at either Cienega or Empire High School or another centrally located Vail School District School and at a
time in the early evening (5-6pm) that all of our families will be able to attend if they so choose. I hope
the residents of Benson and Sonoita are as fortunate.
 
Regardless of the final outcome, it is incredibly nice to know we were heard. Again, I thank you.
 
Elizabeth Webb
Vail Team Leader
247-3838

 

Subject: RE: Mo Udall Center Help- April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for
the Impacted Communit
Date: Fri, 14 Mar 2008 16:59:38 -0400
From: Joni.Jones@mail.house.gov
To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com

The Congresswoman has asked and has had confirmed that the Forest Service will hold
a hearing convenient to Vail residents.  They are in the process of confirming the time
and place.  Thank you very much for contacting our office.  Let me know if I can be of
further assistance. 
 
Joni Jones 
Office Manager, 
Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords 
1661 N. Swan Suite 112 
Tucson, AZ  85712 
tel:  520 881 3588 
fax:  520 322 9490 
sign-up for e-dates from Congresswoman Giffords at www.giffords.house.gov 
 

From: E Webb [mailto:rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2008 4:20 PM
Cc: Jones, Joni
Subject: FW: Mo Udall Center Help- April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for
the Impacted Communit
 

Joni-
 
Here was my response back. Thanks for any help you can provide.
 
Elizabeth Webb
Vail Team Leader
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247-3838

From: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
To: jderby@fs.fed.us; jjlambken@yahoo.com
CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; ccook520@aol.com; davitamueller@cox.net;
deadlass14@msn.com; district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@gmail.com; ffentiman@fs.fed.us;
gibson@q.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov;
rlaford@fs.fed.us; scott.egan@pima.gov; tfurgason@swca.com; labarca-
smith@greenvalleypecan.com; coyotes@cox.net; heller.zoe@epamail.epa.gov;
tbee@azleg.gov; karinger@ecr.gov
Subject: Mo Udall Center Help- April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the
Impacted Community me
Date: Fri, 14 Mar 2008 12:58:22 -0700

Ms. Everson,
 
We are really trying to make this work, especially give the incredibly short amount of time
involved. I am not sure why you will not release an expected time or date before
issuing an official release. This communinty has been overwhelmed with a vast amount of
enviromental polluters in recent times and is beginning to suffer from learned
helplessness. Additionally, although our general census date may show the income levels
on the upper end, many of the stakeholders along Sonoita Highway live in modest
manfactured housing and work very hard for their incomes during the week. To ask them
to take an entire day (which is what will happen if it is in the middle of the day) on a
Saturday to attend a meeting away from their families is not in the spirit of what NEPA
intended. We have given the information for a location, worked with 6 community leaders
within our bigger area and I am not exactly sure what the resistance to working together
is. Whether one is for or against the mine, this is not the way to engage the stakeholders
who will be most affected. I am at a loss and have been in contact with the U.S. Institute
for Environmental Conflict Resolution as suggested in the Citizen's Guide to the NEPA in the hopes
we can resolve this issue quickly.
 
Thank You,
Elizabeth Webb
Vail Team Leader
247-3838

> Subject: RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the Impacted
Community meeting space and ra
> To: jjlambken@yahoo.com
> CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; ccook520@aol.com; davitamueller@cox.net;
deadlass14@msn.com; district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@gmail.com; ffentiman@fs.fed.us;
gibson@q.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; jjlambken@yahoo.com;
nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
scott.egan@pima.gov; tfurgason@swca.com
> From: jderby@fs.fed.us
> Date: Fri, 14 Mar 2008 11:52:17 -0700
> 
> We are glad to accommodate the communities near Vail and will try to come
> close to the time that you request, however there are many people involved
> in staffing this open house and all schedules need to be considered. Many
> of us are volunteering our time with you to provide this opportunity. We
> will get a news release out soon with the new information. Please note
> that the meetings are designed in Open House format, so people can come and
> go as it fits their schedules. Also, it is not necessary to attend a



> meeting to provide comments. A web address, FAX address and mailing
> address were announced in the news release and will be repeated in the
> supplementary release. Thanks for your interest.
> 
> 
> Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
> Coronado National Forest
> phone: 520 388-8306
> FAX: 520 388-8305
> 
> 
> 
> JJ Lamb 
> <jjlambken@yahoo 
> .com> To 
> E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com>, 
> 03/14/2008 10:59 Beverley A Everson 
> AM <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
> cc 
> Richard Elias <district5@pima.gov>, 
> Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, 
> Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com>, 
> Heidi Schewel <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, 
> John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine 
> Derby <jderby@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F 
> Pima County <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, 
> Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 
> Scott Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office 
> <scott.egan@pima.gov>, 
> tfurgason@swca.com, Sandy WHITEHOUSE 
> <deadlass14@msn.com>, Davita Mueller 
> <davitamueller@cox.net>, JJ Lamb 
> <jjlambken@yahoo.com>, Charlotte 
> Cook <ccook520@aol.com>, new Anne 
> Gibson <gibson@q.com> 
> Subject 
> RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA 
> Community Input for the Impacted 
> Community meeting space and ra 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Ms. Everson and Fellow Team Members,
> 
> I have spoke with my core team in the New Tucson area of the Cienega
> Corridor and we have decided that later in the evening, 5:30 to 6:00pm
> would be preferable. A large population within our community have full
> schedules with family activities and it is important to involve them in the
> process. I am delighted that the Forest Service has decided to include our
> area in these important public meetings and look forward to connecting
> everyone on April 5th.
> 
> J.J. Lamb



> New Tucson Team Leader
> 762-1073
> 
> E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com> wrote:
> Beverley,
> 
> I appreciate that the paid Forest Service staff might have more
> availability in the earlier afternoon but we are volunteers and as this is
> a day when families traditionally have other activities scheduled, the
> later in the day would be better, especially as the county has agreed to
> 6pm. I am sure you understand. it is difficult to have to plan around a
> meeting in middle of the day when we have family responsibilities.
> 
> Thanks again,
> Elizabeth Webb
> Vail Team Leader
> (520)247-3838
> 
> 
> 
> 
> > Subject: Re: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the
> Impacted Community meeting space and rates
> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> > CC: district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@gmail.com;
> hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us;
> nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rlaford@fs.fed.us; scott.egan@pima.gov;
> tfurgason@swca.com
> > From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 16:16:10 -0700
> >
> > Elizabeth,
> >
> > It's looking like the availability of the Forest Service meeting staff
> will
> > more likely be earlier in the day, ie. in the afternoon. I am still
> > firming this up, as well as firming up the day, and will keep you
> informed
> > of the scheduling.
> >
> > Just wanted to let you know of our availability as it currently stands,
> as
> > I continue to coordinate with my coworkers.
> >
> > Bev Everson
> >
> > Beverley A. Everson
> > Forest Geologist
> > Coronado National Forest
> > 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
> > Tucson, AZ. 85701
> >
> > Voice: 520-388-8428
> > Fax: 520-388-8305
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > E Webb
> > <rinconvalleyis@h



> > otmail.com> To
> > Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com>
> > 03/13/2008 03:47 cc
> > PM Beverley A Everson
> > <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine Derby
> > <jderby@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford
> > <rlaford@fs.fed.us>,
> > <tfurgason@swca.com>, Heidi Schewel
> > <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, John Able
> > <jable@fs.fed.us>, Faye Fentiman
> > <ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F
> > Pima County
> > <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott
> > Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office
> > <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard
> > Elias <district5@pima.gov>
> > Subject
> > April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA
> > Community Input for the Impacted
> > Community meeting space and rates
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > Beverley
> >
> > I have spoken with the team leaders of Rita Ranch, Corona de Tucson, Old
> > Sonoita, New Tucson, Hilton Ranch and I am team leader for Vail Proper.
> > That date will work for us, although we would like to request a time
> near
> > or around 6pm and for the refreshments we would like to request that
> there
> > also be items available for our diabetic and hypoglycemic community
> > members. (IE salty type items, not just cookies and so on). Nicole Fyffe
> > from the Pima County adminstrator's office said that would work as well.
> >
> > Thanks again,
> > Elizabeth Webb
> > (520)247-3838
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
> > tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us;
> > ffentiman@fs.fed.us; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
> > From: ffentiman@gmail.com
> > Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting
> > space and rates
> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 15:07:55 -0700
> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> >
> > This day does not work for me as I have committed to something else



> > on that day. Faye
> >
> > On Mar 13, 2008, at 2:51 PM, E Webb wrote:
> >
> > Beverley-
> >
> > I will ask around and see if that will work for the others. I
> > think I am available that day. Do you have a time in mind? Most
> > parents have activities for their kids in the morning early
> > afternoon. Would refreshments be served if it is around lunch
> > or dinner?
> >
> > Thanks for considering us,
> > Elizabeth Webb
> > 247-3838
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > > Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community
> > meeting space and rates
> > > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com; jderby@fs.fed.us;
> > rlaford@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
> > jable@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@fs.fed.us
> > > From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> > > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 14:06:03 -0700
> > >
> > > Elizabeth,
> > >
> > > We are currently considering Saturday, April 5, as a possible
> > meeting date.
> > > Could you please pass this infomation on to others that would
> > need to
> > > consider it?
> > >
> > > Thank you.
> > >
> > > Bev Everson
> > >
> > > Beverley A. Everson
> > > Forest Geologist
> > > Coronado National Forest
> > > 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
> > > Tucson, AZ. 85701
> > >
> > > Voice: 520-388-8428
> > > Fax: 520-388-8305
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > E Webb
> > > <rinconvalleyis@h
> > > otmail.com> To
> > > <beverson@fs.fed.us>
> > > 03/13/2008 11:09 cc
> > > AM "'Albert D. Flores'"
> > > <floresa@vail.k12.az.us>, Jeff
> > > Rutherford



> > > <rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us>,
> > > Nicole F Pima County
> > > <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott
> > > Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office
> > > <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard
> > > Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Kim
> > > Beck <coyotes@cox.net>, Kristen
> > > Almquist <kalmquist@az.gov>, "Tim
> > > Bee" <tbee@azleg.gov>
> > > Subject
> > > NEPA Community Input for the
> > > Impacted Community meeting space
> > > and rates
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > Ms. Everson,
> > >
> > > I was asked by Nicole Fyffe to contact you in regard to
> > possible meeting
> > > locations in the Vail/Cienega Corridor location.
> > >
> > > I spent some time with Ms. Derby explaining the situation of
> > how important
> > > it is that our community is an active participant in this
> > public process
> > > from the beginning. Our community will feel direct impacts if
> > this mine is
> > > approved. We are already experiencing the direct impact of
> > increased
> > > traffic on Sonoita Highway. To wait and see if a 4th meeting
> > is needed is
> > > not in the spirit of the NEPA process. I am sure you
> > understand my
> > > concerns.
> > >
> > > I have included the attached facilities rental agreement for
> > the Vail
> > > School District with the contact information for Jeff
> > Rutherford who
> > > schedules the facilities. Unfortunately the meetings were not
> > scheduled in
> > > advance during a time when all of the buildings were empty
> > during Spring
> > > Break, although that has its own issues.
> > >
> > > Some dates we might suggest for consideration are: March
> > 25th, 26th or 27th
> > > , or possibly a Saturday, but I would have to check with
> > Community Leaders
> > > to see if a Saturday conflicts with other civic activities.
> > >
> > > Thank you for your consideration,



> > > Elizabeth Webb
> > > Community Advocate
> > > 247-3838
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > From: rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us
> > > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> > > CC: floresa@vail.k12.az.us
> > > Subject: meeting space and rates
> > > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 10:37:31 -0700
> > >
> > >
> > > Hi Elizabeth,
> > >
> > > I have not been contacted for any meeting space by anyone
> > concerning
> > > the Rosemont Mine. We have space available at our schools I
> > just need
> > > a firm date and time. I have also attached our Facility
> > Rental
> > > Package that has a rate sheet available. Please let me know
> > if I can
> > > be of future help.
> > >
> > > Thanks Jeff R(See attached file: Vail School District
> > Facility
> > > Agreement[1].doc)
> >
> >
> 
> 
> 
> Never miss a thing. Make Yahoo your homepage.
> 
> 
>



From: Beverley A Everson
To: blindenlaub@westlandresources.com; karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: request for documents
Date: 03/05/2008 01:58 PM

Brian, please see Tom Furgason's request, below.  Please keep me in the loop in
your response.  Thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 03/05/2008 01:50 PM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

03/04/2008 07:20 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject RE: Photos

Bev,

 
It would also be useful if Westland submitted all of the map work in GIS format.  We
only need to create three maps, but we'll need to pull data from several maps.  Also,
we'll potentially need all of the maps as part of the NEPA analysis.  Can you please
ask Brian if Westland could put all of the GIS data on the SWCA ftp site?  

 
Thanks.

 
Tom

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tue 3/4/2008 1:30 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Photos

Please give me your specific request, and who at Strongpoint you're
directing it to, and I'll forward it to the contact there.  Bev

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com


Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

                                                                          
             "Tom Furgason"                                               
             <tfurgason@swca.c                                            
             om>                                                        To
                                       "Beverley A Everson"               
             03/04/2008 01:10          <beverson@fs.fed.us>               
             PM                                                         cc
                                                                          
                                                                   Subject
                                       Photos                             
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          

Bev,

We would like to use some photos for the scoping boards.  Can I request
some photos from Strongpoint?  Thanks.

Tom



From: Beverley A Everson
To: blindenlaub@westlandresources.com; karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: request for documents
Date: 03/05/2008 01:58 PM

Brian, please see Tom Furgason's request, below.  Please keep me in the loop in
your response.  Thanks.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 03/05/2008 01:50 PM -----

"Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com> 

03/04/2008 07:20 PM

To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subject RE: Photos

Bev,

 
It would also be useful if Westland submitted all of the map work in GIS format.  We
only need to create three maps, but we'll need to pull data from several maps.  Also,
we'll potentially need all of the maps as part of the NEPA analysis.  Can you please
ask Brian if Westland could put all of the GIS data on the SWCA ftp site?  

 
Thanks.

 
Tom

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tue 3/4/2008 1:30 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: Re: Photos

Please give me your specific request, and who at Strongpoint you're
directing it to, and I'll forward it to the contact there.  Bev

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com


Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

                                                                          
             "Tom Furgason"                                               
             <tfurgason@swca.c                                            
             om>                                                        To
                                       "Beverley A Everson"               
             03/04/2008 01:10          <beverson@fs.fed.us>               
             PM                                                         cc
                                                                          
                                                                   Subject
                                       Photos                             
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          

Bev,

We would like to use some photos for the scoping boards.  Can I request
some photos from Strongpoint?  Thanks.

Tom



From: Mary M Farrell
To: Jeanine Derby; Reta Laford
Cc: sgriset@swca.com; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; William B Gillespie
Subject: request for rosemont update to Tohono O'odham Nation's cultural preservation committee
Date: 07/24/2009 11:07 AM

Jeanine & Reta,

Timothy Joaquin, chair of the TON's Cultural Preservation Committee, has requested
an update on the Rosemont Copper Mine project.  His email, addressed to Suzanne
Griset of SWCA with a cc to me says in part:

The reasoning for my email today is, the Cultural Preservation
Committee of the Tohono O’odham Legislative Council has had
some discussion and also have heard presentations regarding
“Rosemount Mine” . The Committee is requesting if you could
give an update on the status of the project or where it stands with
all the media and federal legislation being introduced against this
project. Please let me know on when would be the best time to
come and give us an update on the project or if you could
provide a written update to us. I really would appreciate any
update on the project. Should you have other inquires to this
request, please don’t hesitate to reply. 

Suzanne and I have both replied that it'd be more appropriate for the Forest Service
to meet with the committee, and I believe it's essential that it be Jeanine or Reta, as
well as Bill Gillespie, Suzanne, and I, as a followup to the previous meetings we've
had with the official representatives of the Nation.  I've asked Timothy for possible
dates and will share them with you as soon as he replies.

Mary

Mary M. Farrell
Heritage Program Leader and Tribal Liaison
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8391
(520) 388-8305  (fax)

mailto:CN=Mary M Farrell/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Jeanine Derby/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:sgriset@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=William B Gillespie/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: request to make to G and F
Date: 06/02/2009 05:59 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/02/2009 05:58 PM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

05/18/2009 11:27 AM

To "Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>

cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject RE: FW: spreadsheet of Coronado NF corporate
data

If they have already given it to you as an agency- just not for this project in particular- can we still
use what you already have?

 
Melissa 

 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel
Kant

From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci [mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 11:08 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: FW: spreadsheet of Coronado NF corporate data

 

AZGF has not yet completed its cooperating agency MOU and their current time
projection is that it they are still a couple of months away from final signatures;
therefore, I cannot officially request they send you data.  You could ask Bev to call
as IDT Leader and make the request in the "spirit of interagency cooperation", but if
AZGF refuses there will be no remedy until an MOU is executed.  Once an MOU is in
place, I can make these types of data requests as the Cooperating Agency Liaison. 

Teresa Ann Ciapusci

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax 

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

05/18/2009 10:22 AM 
To <tciapusci@fs.fed.us> 
cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Charles Coyle"

<ccoyle@swca.com>, "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
Subject FW: spreadsheet of Coronado NF corporate data

 

  

TA- 
Should I contact them directly for this? Or how can I get this data for our GIS specialist? 
Thanks! 
  
Melissa 
  
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel
Kant 

 

From: Terry L Austin [mailto:tlaustin@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 10:18 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: RE: spreadsheet of Coronado NF corporate data 
  

I'll burn the CD now & call you when ready.  I can't provide data from other



agencies.  Arizona Game & Fish here in Tucson sent me the TES data.  A contct
name would be Joan Scott-388-4447 
^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^
Terry L. Austin
GIS/Data Specialist
Ecosystem Management Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8356
fax:  (520) 388-8332

email:  tlaustin@fs.fed.us
^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^* 

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com> 

05/18/2009 09:59 AM 

 

To "Terry L Austin" <tlaustin@fs.fed.us> 
cc <tciapusci@fs.fed.us> 

Subject RE: spreadsheet of Coronado NF corporate data

  

 

  
 

Terry- 
These look great! Please burn all of these layers to a DVD for me. 
 
TA- 
Terry has layers that were provided by other agencies (i.e. AZFWS- T&E areas). Can you
provide those layers to us as well considering that this is your project that you are asking us
to work on? 



 
Please let me know when I can pick up this DVD. Thanks for your time! 
 
Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -Oliver
Wendell Holmes 

  

From: Terry L Austin [mailto:tlaustin@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 9:27 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Subject: spreadsheet of Coronado NF corporate data 
 

^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^
Terry L. Austin
GIS/Data Specialist
Ecosystem Management Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8356
fax:  (520) 388-8332

email:  tlaustin@fs.fed.us
^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^*^* 



From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA
Subject: Request to review hydrology reports
Date: 07/14/2010 05:47 PM

Hello Dale, 
Within the last week we have received new hydrology related reports from Rosemont.  Particularly,
Tetra Tech provided a July 2010 report titled Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and
Assessment of Springs Impacts.  I believe Montgomery and Associates provided some documents as
well.  Please retain SRK to review these documents.  In that pursuit, I am requesting you put together
separate SOW's and cost estimates for the preparation of Technical Review Memorandums of each
report following the guidelines used in previous technical reviews. Please forward copies to me.
 Thanks for helping.           

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:jrigg@swca.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Rebecca Miller'; 'Toby Leeson'; 'Stone, Claudia';

'Howell, Roger'; 'Cope, Larry'; Hale Barter; 'Jim Davis'; Mark Myers; Juliet McKenna; 'Melissa Reichard'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Charles Coyle'
Subject: Reschedule for Next Rosemont Groundwater Conference Calls
Date: 04/07/2009 02:36 PM

Due to a conflict with a groundwater symposium in Tucson the second April Rosemont
groundwater conference calls are rescheduled as follows:
 
Original Date: Tuesday, April 21
 
New Date: Tuesday, April 28
 
The calls will be held at the normal times of 12:30PM for the West Side Groundwater and 2:00 PM
for the East Side Groundwater.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: research on expertise for Green's Creek proposal
Date: 07/02/2010 04:51 PM

Hi Tom,

I spoke with Dale Nations today, whom I mentioned as perhaps knowing some
mining engineers throughhis involvement in  the American Institute of Professional
Geologists.  He couldn't recommend anyone locally - his expertise is primarily soft
rock (stratigraphy and paleontoloty).  He suggested contacting the Denver
headquarters for the association.  I  think that you would do better with your local
contacts and with the local Chapter of SME.

Sorry I couldn't be of more help.

I look forward to hearing about Juneau!  Don't forget to check out the Treadwell
Mine if you get a chance.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


From: E Webb
To: Jeanine Derby; JJ Lamb
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Charlotte Cook; Davita Mueller; Sandy WHITEHOUSE; Richard Elias; Faye Fentiman; Faye

Fentiman; new Anne Gibson; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Nicole F Pima County; Reta Laford; Scott Eagan-Ray
Carrolls Office; tfurgason@swca.com; Liana Abarca-Smith (Pecan); Tim  Bee; Zoe  Heller EPA

Subject: Response- April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting space
Date: 03/14/2008 12:09 PM

Julie,  
Here is an email I just received from Ms. Derby in regard to a proposed Vail/Cienega corridor meeting. 
 
It does not list date and it does not list a time. Within our 425 sq mile boundaries with a registered
voter count of 22K plus voters, estimated 43K plus residents, in one day, our volunteer team leaders,
from 6 very distinct socio-economic regions to include both Pima County and City of Tuson were able to
come together to work with the Forest Service to provide not only a suitable location to meet, but a
time. Additionally, Pima County has agreed to the time on April 5th that we have suggested. It is
around the same time as the other scheduled meetings.
 
This is the response I received. I am terribly disappointed in the proccess and sincerely hope the
Senator will take this situation seriously. 
 
If a meeting had been scheduled originally with all of the other 3 meetings, I am sure there would not
have been as much of an issue. Additionally, I am still concerned that our neighbors in Benson and
Sonoita will not have adequate access to the public process. 
 
Thank you for your time,
Elizabeth Webb
Vail Team Leader
247-3838
 

The Vail Connection
                ....a drive worth miles in value

Thanks again,
Elizabeth Webb
(520)762-0000
www.thevailconnection.com

> Subject: RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting
space and ra
> To: jjlambken@yahoo.com
> CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; ccook520@aol.com; davitamueller@cox.net; deadlass14@msn.com;
district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@gmail.com; ffentiman@fs.fed.us; gibson@q.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
jable@fs.fed.us; jjlambken@yahoo.com; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com;
rlaford@fs.fed.us; scott.egan@pima.gov; tfurgason@swca.com
> From: jderby@fs.fed.us
> Date: Fri, 14 Mar 2008 11:52:17 -0700
> 
> We are glad to accommodate the communities near Vail and will try to come
> close to the time that you request, however there are many people involved
> in staffing this open house and all schedules need to be considered. Many
> of us are volunteering our time with you to provide this opportunity. We
> will get a news release out soon with the new information. Please note
> that the meetings are designed in Open House format, so people can come and
> go as it fits their schedules. Also, it is not necessary to attend a

mailto:rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
mailto:jderby@fs.fed.us
mailto:jjlambken@yahoo.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccook520@aol.com
mailto:davitamueller@cox.net
mailto:deadlass14@msn.com
mailto:district5@pima.gov
mailto:ffentiman@gmail.com
mailto:ffentiman@fs.fed.us
mailto:ffentiman@fs.fed.us
mailto:gibson@q.com
mailto:hschewel@fs.fed.us
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:scott.egan@pima.gov
mailto:scott.egan@pima.gov
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com
mailto:tbee@azleg.gov
mailto:heller.zoe@epamail.epa.gov


> meeting to provide comments. A web address, FAX address and mailing
> address were announced in the news release and will be repeated in the
> supplementary release. Thanks for your interest.
> 
> 
> Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
> Coronado National Forest
> phone: 520 388-8306
> FAX: 520 388-8305
> 
> 
> 
> JJ Lamb 
> <jjlambken@yahoo 
> .com> To 
> E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com>, 
> 03/14/2008 10:59 Beverley A Everson 
> AM <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
> cc 
> Richard Elias <district5@pima.gov>, 
> Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, 
> Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com>, 
> Heidi Schewel <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, 
> John Able <jable@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine 
> Derby <jderby@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F 
> Pima County <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, 
> Reta Laford <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, 
> Scott Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office 
> <scott.egan@pima.gov>, 
> tfurgason@swca.com, Sandy WHITEHOUSE 
> <deadlass14@msn.com>, Davita Mueller 
> <davitamueller@cox.net>, JJ Lamb 
> <jjlambken@yahoo.com>, Charlotte 
> Cook <ccook520@aol.com>, new Anne 
> Gibson <gibson@q.com> 
> Subject 
> RE: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA 
> Community Input for the Impacted 
> Community meeting space and ra 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Ms. Everson and Fellow Team Members,
> 
> I have spoke with my core team in the New Tucson area of the Cienega
> Corridor and we have decided that later in the evening, 5:30 to 6:00pm
> would be preferable. A large population within our community have full
> schedules with family activities and it is important to involve them in the
> process. I am delighted that the Forest Service has decided to include our
> area in these important public meetings and look forward to connecting
> everyone on April 5th.
> 
> J.J. Lamb



> New Tucson Team Leader
> 762-1073
> 
> E Webb <rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com> wrote:
> Beverley,
> 
> I appreciate that the paid Forest Service staff might have more
> availability in the earlier afternoon but we are volunteers and as this is
> a day when families traditionally have other activities scheduled, the
> later in the day would be better, especially as the county has agreed to
> 6pm. I am sure you understand. it is difficult to have to plan around a
> meeting in middle of the day when we have family responsibilities.
> 
> Thanks again,
> Elizabeth Webb
> Vail Team Leader
> (520)247-3838
> 
> 
> 
> 
> > Subject: Re: April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA Community Input for the
> Impacted Community meeting space and rates
> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> > CC: district5@pima.gov; ffentiman@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@gmail.com;
> hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us;
> nicole.fyffe@pima.gov; rlaford@fs.fed.us; scott.egan@pima.gov;
> tfurgason@swca.com
> > From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 16:16:10 -0700
> >
> > Elizabeth,
> >
> > It's looking like the availability of the Forest Service meeting staff
> will
> > more likely be earlier in the day, ie. in the afternoon. I am still
> > firming this up, as well as firming up the day, and will keep you
> informed
> > of the scheduling.
> >
> > Just wanted to let you know of our availability as it currently stands,
> as
> > I continue to coordinate with my coworkers.
> >
> > Bev Everson
> >
> > Beverley A. Everson
> > Forest Geologist
> > Coronado National Forest
> > 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
> > Tucson, AZ. 85701
> >
> > Voice: 520-388-8428
> > Fax: 520-388-8305
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > E Webb
> > <rinconvalleyis@h



> > otmail.com> To
> > Faye Fentiman <ffentiman@gmail.com>
> > 03/13/2008 03:47 cc
> > PM Beverley A Everson
> > <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Jeanine Derby
> > <jderby@fs.fed.us>, Reta Laford
> > <rlaford@fs.fed.us>,
> > <tfurgason@swca.com>, Heidi Schewel
> > <hschewel@fs.fed.us>, John Able
> > <jable@fs.fed.us>, Faye Fentiman
> > <ffentiman@fs.fed.us>, Nicole F
> > Pima County
> > <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott
> > Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office
> > <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard
> > Elias <district5@pima.gov>
> > Subject
> > April 5th for Vail Meeting- NEPA
> > Community Input for the Impacted
> > Community meeting space and rates
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > Beverley
> >
> > I have spoken with the team leaders of Rita Ranch, Corona de Tucson, Old
> > Sonoita, New Tucson, Hilton Ranch and I am team leader for Vail Proper.
> > That date will work for us, although we would like to request a time
> near
> > or around 6pm and for the refreshments we would like to request that
> there
> > also be items available for our diabetic and hypoglycemic community
> > members. (IE salty type items, not just cookies and so on). Nicole Fyffe
> > from the Pima County adminstrator's office said that would work as well.
> >
> > Thanks again,
> > Elizabeth Webb
> > (520)247-3838
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > CC: beverson@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
> > tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us;
> > ffentiman@fs.fed.us; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov
> > From: ffentiman@gmail.com
> > Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community meeting
> > space and rates
> > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 15:07:55 -0700
> > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> >
> > This day does not work for me as I have committed to something else



> > on that day. Faye
> >
> > On Mar 13, 2008, at 2:51 PM, E Webb wrote:
> >
> > Beverley-
> >
> > I will ask around and see if that will work for the others. I
> > think I am available that day. Do you have a time in mind? Most
> > parents have activities for their kids in the morning early
> > afternoon. Would refreshments be served if it is around lunch
> > or dinner?
> >
> > Thanks for considering us,
> > Elizabeth Webb
> > 247-3838
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
> > > Subject: Re: NEPA Community Input for the Impacted Community
> > meeting space and rates
> > > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com; jderby@fs.fed.us;
> > rlaford@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; hschewel@fs.fed.us;
> > jable@fs.fed.us; ffentiman@fs.fed.us
> > > From: beverson@fs.fed.us
> > > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 14:06:03 -0700
> > >
> > > Elizabeth,
> > >
> > > We are currently considering Saturday, April 5, as a possible
> > meeting date.
> > > Could you please pass this infomation on to others that would
> > need to
> > > consider it?
> > >
> > > Thank you.
> > >
> > > Bev Everson
> > >
> > > Beverley A. Everson
> > > Forest Geologist
> > > Coronado National Forest
> > > 300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
> > > Tucson, AZ. 85701
> > >
> > > Voice: 520-388-8428
> > > Fax: 520-388-8305
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > E Webb
> > > <rinconvalleyis@h
> > > otmail.com> To
> > > <beverson@fs.fed.us>
> > > 03/13/2008 11:09 cc
> > > AM "'Albert D. Flores'"
> > > <floresa@vail.k12.az.us>, Jeff
> > > Rutherford



> > > <rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us>,
> > > Nicole F Pima County
> > > <nicole.fyffe@pima.gov>, Scott
> > > Eagan-Ray Carrolls Office
> > > <scott.egan@pima.gov>, Richard
> > > Elias <district5@pima.gov>, Kim
> > > Beck <coyotes@cox.net>, Kristen
> > > Almquist <kalmquist@az.gov>, "Tim
> > > Bee" <tbee@azleg.gov>
> > > Subject
> > > NEPA Community Input for the
> > > Impacted Community meeting space
> > > and rates
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > Ms. Everson,
> > >
> > > I was asked by Nicole Fyffe to contact you in regard to
> > possible meeting
> > > locations in the Vail/Cienega Corridor location.
> > >
> > > I spent some time with Ms. Derby explaining the situation of
> > how important
> > > it is that our community is an active participant in this
> > public process
> > > from the beginning. Our community will feel direct impacts if
> > this mine is
> > > approved. We are already experiencing the direct impact of
> > increased
> > > traffic on Sonoita Highway. To wait and see if a 4th meeting
> > is needed is
> > > not in the spirit of the NEPA process. I am sure you
> > understand my
> > > concerns.
> > >
> > > I have included the attached facilities rental agreement for
> > the Vail
> > > School District with the contact information for Jeff
> > Rutherford who
> > > schedules the facilities. Unfortunately the meetings were not
> > scheduled in
> > > advance during a time when all of the buildings were empty
> > during Spring
> > > Break, although that has its own issues.
> > >
> > > Some dates we might suggest for consideration are: March
> > 25th, 26th or 27th
> > > , or possibly a Saturday, but I would have to check with
> > Community Leaders
> > > to see if a Saturday conflicts with other civic activities.
> > >
> > > Thank you for your consideration,



> > > Elizabeth Webb
> > > Community Advocate
> > > 247-3838
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > > From: rutherfordj@vail.k12.az.us
> > > To: rinconvalleyis@hotmail.com
> > > CC: floresa@vail.k12.az.us
> > > Subject: meeting space and rates
> > > Date: Thu, 13 Mar 2008 10:37:31 -0700
> > >
> > >
> > > Hi Elizabeth,
> > >
> > > I have not been contacted for any meeting space by anyone
> > concerning
> > > the Rosemont Mine. We have space available at our schools I
> > just need
> > > a firm date and time. I have also attached our Facility
> > Rental
> > > Package that has a rate sheet available. Please let me know
> > if I can
> > > be of future help.
> > >
> > > Thanks Jeff R(See attached file: Vail School District
> > Facility
> > > Agreement[1].doc)
> >
> >
> 
> 
> 
> Never miss a thing. Make Yahoo your homepage.
> 
> 
> 



From: STRUNK, SARAH
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Kathy Arnold; jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Subject: Response to Confidentiality of FOIA Request
Date: 11/14/2008 02:33 PM
Attachments: 3712_001.pdf

Dear Beverly:

Please see the attached response to the FOIA request.  The two copies of
the marked and redacted mineral report have been mailed to your
attention today.  Please call me if you have any questions.  

Thank you,

_____________________________________________________
Sarah A. Strunk | Fennemore Craig, P.C.
3003 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2600 | Phoenix, AZ 85012
Tel: 602.916.5327 | Fax: 602.916.5527 | Mobile: 602.920.8811
Email: sstrunk@fclaw.com | Website: www.fclaw.com
Admitted in Arizona, California, New York, Connecticut and Kansas
Bio: http://www.fclaw.com/attorneys/bio.cfm?aid=51000
Phoenix | Tucson | Nogales | Las Vegas  | Denver

www.fennemorecraig.com

IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform 
you that, to the extent this communication (or any attachment) addresses any tax matter, it was 
not written to be (and may not be) relied upon to (i) avoid tax-related penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code, or (ii) promote, market or recommend to another party any transaction or 
matter addressed herein (or in any such attachment). For additional information regarding this 
disclosure please visit our web site.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this message may be protected by the 
attorney-client privilege. If you believe that it has been sent to you in error, do not read it. 
Please immediately reply to the sender that you have received the message in error. Then delete 
it. Thank you.

mailto:SSTRUNK@FCLAW.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com















From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; Melinda D Roth; 'Debby Kriegel'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan

Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Marcie Bidwell'
Subject: Review Comments for Rosemont Landform Report
Date: 05/02/2010 12:19 PM
Importance: High
Attachments: 20100502_ortman_schor_draft-landform-rpt-review-comments_memo.pdf

All,
 
Attached is a memorandum containing a compilation of the pertinent review comments regarding
the landform report.  Not all comments received are included in the memorandum as those that
altered Horst’s professional opinion, modified the constraints imposed by Rosemont, or did not
substantively add to the understanding of the report were omitted.
 
I will be forwarding the comments to Horst on Tuesday, therefore if you have any questions
regarding the comments please contact me.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
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mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Horst Schor 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard, Marcie Bidwell (SWCA); 
Mindee Roth, Bev Everson, Debby Kriegel, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 2 May 2010   


Subject: 
Review Comments  
Landform Design Report for the Rosemont Mine Project 


 
This memorandum presents a compilation of the pertinent comments provided for the review of 
the draft report titled Landform Design Report of the Rosemont Mine Project, April 2010.  
Comments were provided by the Coronado National Forest, Rosemont Copper Company, and 
SWCA.  The review is divided among General Comments, Requested Additional Information, and 
Editorial Comments. 
 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
General Comment 1: The report contains reference to and photographs of other mine facilities in 
the area with the implication that they represent the Proposed Action.  The implication that the 
references and photographs explicitly represent the Proposed Action in not correct and both must 
be removed from the report. 
 
General Comment 2: The report contains several instances of personal value judgments and 
prejudicial language that must be removed from the report.  Examples of such are: 


• Page 6, Paragraph 1: ….just create a dump as it is often referred to in the industry but for 
better or worse a LANDFORM, unsightly, and artificial as it may be…. 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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• Page 6, Paragraph 2: … the intrusion of an alien, manufactured rigid structure devoid of 
geomorphic features into an otherwise pristine and highly variable natural landscape. 


 
General Comment 3:  The information presented in Section VII. OTHER CANYON 
ALTERNATIVES does not fulfill the requirements of SOW; Task 3: Review and comment on the 
landform potential of an additional three alternative mine waste disposal plans. Revise Section 
VII to provide comments on the potential to apply landform design to the three specific 
alternatives and what general ramifications such application would have on the design, including 
the viability of such a design approach.   
 
General Comment 4: Please include the response to the constraints presented by Rosemont as an 
appendix to the report.  Editorial comments on the response are included as Attachment 1. 
 
REQUESTED ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 


1. Reference examples of similar scale landforming projects. 
2. Include the total acres in the landformed design. 
3. Explain what parts of the landform design that Golder Associate’s parameters do not 


apply (or where Golder’s parameters simply weren’t provided).  An example might be the 
slope of the new Barrel Canyon drainage (which is ~2.5 miles at ~6%). 


4. Add the boundary of the Barrel Canyon drainage basin to appropriate figures to indicate 
that runoff is contained within the basin, or where engineered structures are necessary to 
direct all runoff into the basin. 


 
EDITORIAL COMMENTS 
 


1. Table of contents and list of figures:  Correct the page numbers (many are wrong). 
2. Page 1, first sentence:  delete the word “certain”. 
3. Page 2: consider adding “sideboards” to this figure or somewhere in text (Cienega 


watershed to south, Hwy 83 to east, pit/plant/ridge to west, and McCleary Canyon to 
north). 
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4. Page 4, figure 5:  Tucson is misspelled. 
5. Page 5, figure 6:  Tucson is misspelled. 
6. Page 9:  Text states that “The 500 foot setback from the pit rim was maintained”, but 


figures 22 and 23 do not show this. 
7. Page 13:  Explain what gold lines are (or better yet, remove them). 
8. Page 23:  State contour interval and/or enlarge elevation labels (they are unreadable even 


with a magnifier or zoomed in on the electronic document). 
9. Page 29, first sentence:  Should “tear” be “tier”? 
10. Page 30, first sentence:  Delete the word “project . 
11. Page 10, second to last paragraph, second sentence: change “created” to “create” 
12. Page 27, paragraph 4, reword as “ … would have an outer shell comprised of material 


with a d50 not less than 3-5 inches providing……….” 
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DRAFT 
 


Draft Deliberative 
Not for Public Distribution 


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


April 5, 2010 


 


This report responds to the “Preliminary Landform Layout Constraints provided by Rosemont 
Copper Company” as contained in Project Memorandums dated March 25, 2010 and March 31, 
2010 prepared by Dale Ortman. 


Each of the nine constraints provided along with a sketch map have been carefully reviewed and 
will be addressed in detail below.  Due to the nature of the small scale and very sketchy nature of 
the map, however some of the implication of certain limitations can only be very cursory 
estimated. 


 


Constraint 1.  Stay clear of Plant Site (Mill Facility/Industrial Areas) 


During the preparation of the conceptual landform plan, no actual grading plans for those 
facilities were available to allow for proper transitioning between the landform shapes and the 
cuts and fills proposed for those facilities.  Consequently a temporary and arbitrary terminus for 
the landform fill was arrived at.  


Once the appropriate information becomes available, the limits and grading transitions could 
readily be accommodated;  however, constraining the toe of the landform design to the boundary 
of the Plant Site would require relocating the material currently located within the Plant Site area 
elsewhere within the landform mass.  


 
 
Constraint 2.  Avoid Cultural Significant sites at Ball Court Heritage location and others… 


In order to maximize the opportunity for a recreated Landform/Geomorphic Topography and 
Hydrology and to address the recommendation in the Golder Report with regards to slope 
designs the footprint of the waste rock and tailings were expanded considerably, thus placing 
subject site under the new fill. Under the current design, carving out that site from the fill zone, 
while possible, would not create the most desirable solution.  Entirely avoiding the Ball Court 
location, as proposed by Rosemont, requires relocation of a significant amount of material and 
would negatively impact the potential for a successful landform design. 
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Also, there appears to be a discrepancy as to the location of the Ball Court Heritage site. The 
sketch map shows a location in the most north easterly corner of the Landform Fill.  The location 
provided by Tetra Ttech places it to the south of that. Knowing the accurate location has an 
effect significant impact on any design option to preserve this location. 


 


Constraint 3.  Leave half-mile wide buffer strip between all mine waste material and SR 83 


Such a constraint was never a part of the initial conceptual Landform design study. Creating 
natural, geomorphic features and run-off patterns that would mimic existing ground conditions 
and keeping slope ratios to a minimum to minimize erosion were the objective.  To this extend 
extent, the foot print had to expand. As the topography on the west side Highway 83 drops 
rapidly into a fairly deep valley which represented a substantial fill holding capacity, it was 
utilized in this manner.  Retaining a half-mile buffer strip between all mine waste and SR83 has 
significant negative impact on the potential for a successful landform design and may negate its 
viability. 


 


Constraint 4.  Keep all Stormwater Runoff within Barrel Drainage 


The landform design keeps all runoff within the Barrel drainage.  The Landform Concept Plan is 
so designed as to carry the runoff along most of the southerly boundary in a graded surface drain 
channel to the north along Highway 83 and back into Barrel Canyon Watershed. The 
southwesterly area runoff is collected in a detention pond and then projected to be carried in an 
underground drain to the north to be discharged into Barrel Canyon. 


 


Constraint 5.  Maintain setback for Singing Valley Ranch 


This setback at the southerly boundary would mean a loss of fill placement capacity but may or 
may not also negatively impact the planned gravity drainage channel discussed under 4. above.  
Only a more detailed analysis could determine that. 


 


Constraint 6.  Place no Mine Waste material within the Area designated for SDCP Biological 
Core Value Habitat and Riparian Management Area  


The sketch map indicates an apparently substantial area that would be encumbered in some 
fashion.   


Depending whether this would require total or selective avoidance that could be incorporated 
into the Landform Design the extent of this impact will determine how much fill placement 
capacity would be lost.  At first glance it appears to be significant.  Avoiding placement of mine 
waste as proposed by Rosemont has significant negative impact on the potential for a successful 
landform design and may negate its viability. 
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Constraint 7.  Incorporate the original Rosemont Configuration for the Heap Leach and Dry 
Stack Facility 


The landform design concept is not able to accommodate the original configuration of the dry 
stack tailings. 


 


Constraint 8.  Include functional haul road, construction access and perpetual storm water 
drainage into pit into the design concept 


This matter is considered to be a design detail to be incorporated once the overall concept has 
been accepted and the specifications for service locations, width, horizontal and vertical curves 
and other design criteria are provided. 


 


 Constraint 9.  Increase the ultimate height of the conceptual Landform Design by 100’ to afford 
contingency capacity and construction flexibility 


Increasing the height of the landform design layout by 100 feet while maintaining the current 
design toe would oversteepen the slopes and have significant negative impact on the potential for 
a successful landform design.   


 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 


In summary it must be stated that some of the constraints can readily be met while others pose 
significant negative impact to a successful landform design; particularly in combinations that 
significantly reduce the footprint available for mine waste disposal.  Imposing all or most of the 
footprint constraints proposed by Rosemont would likely negate the viability of a landform 
design.  


To Landform shape the excavated materials under these constraints would most likely entail 
much higher fills with steeper slopes – unless some of McCleary Canyon can be used to 
accommodate the overflow. 
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kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
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tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Review of CFRs and manual for mitigation concepts homeowrk
Date: 12/18/2009 04:10 PM

On Wednesday I asked the team to review the CFRs and manual direction for
mitigation concepts for the Rosemont mitigation development.  Some of you were
already on leave for the holidays, and a few people are working instead of using use
or lose that they need to be using.  

So, I am revising the deadline for completion of that homework to COB January 6.

If this seems like an ambitious deadline, keep in mind that this is not a "new"
assignment for the team.  We've been developing and reviewing mitigation for
months, and about a month ago the team had a specific assignment to review the
mitigation table that SWCA compiled and to provide input on it.  With this and every
component of the analysis, I expect the team to incorporate their knowledge of the
resources, and the policy, direction, regulation and statute that we use on a regular
basis in program administration.

Thanks to those of you who have completed this assignment.  Some of you have
quoted sections of the CFRs and manual, or cited regulation and statute, and that
work goes a long way towards the objective for this assignment.  Please take that
work one step further by boiling it down to what you see as mitigation to be applied
to the project analysis.

Lastly...

The team has done a GREAT job in working on this very complex, fairly daunting (at
least in my perspective) project.  It's obvious that everyone cares a great deal about
the resources and wants to do their best to mitigate the impacts of the operation as
proposed.  Thank you for your hard work and dedication throughout the past year.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Review of Mine Site Groundwater Model
Date: 02/09/2010 02:52 PM
Attachments: GW_ModelReview_Memo_183101_ vu_lc_ms_20100209_FNL_2.pdf

Kathy,
 
Attached is a technical review memorandum prepared by SRK for the mine site groundwater model
report prepared by Montgomery.  Unfortunately, SRK determined that the report does not contain
adequate documentation of fundamental information to allow them to prepare a defensible
review.  In addition, they determined that additional model calibration is required along with a
parametric sensitivity in order to support any model findings.  Given the time constraints on the
DEIS I recommend that a working meeting be scheduled between hydrologists with SRK and
Montgomery to resolve the issues summarized in the SRK memo and expedite the final SRK
review.  SRK’s hydrologists, Vladimir Ugorets, Larry Cope, and Mike Sieber, are available to be in
Tucson the week of February 22 if that works for you.
 
Please feel free to contact me to discuss this recommendation.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. 
3275 West Ina Road, Suite 240 
Tucson, Arizona 
USA 85741 
 
msieber@srk.com 
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Tel:  520.544.3688 
Fax: 520.544.9853 
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Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Tom Furgason, SWCA Date: February 9, 2010 


cc: Dale Ortman, P.E. 
Cori Hoag, SRK 
File 


From: Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D. 
Larry Cope, M.S. 
Michael Sieber, P.E. 


Subject: Technical Review of M & A (2009c) 
Groundwater Flow Model Report 
Prepared for Rosemont Copper  


Project #: 183101 


This review has been undertaken and the Technical Memorandum prepared at the request of SWCA and the 
Coronado National Forest. The memorandum provides comments related to a review of the report, 
Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Proposed Rosemont Pit Dewatering and Post-
Closure, (M & A, 2009c) prepared by Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. (M & A) for Rosemont 
Copper Company. These comments were prepared by Dr. Vladimir Ugorets, Mr. Larry Cope, and Mr. 
Michael Sieber of SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. (SRK). The groundwater modeling report and supporting 
documents from M & A regarding the 2008 field program (M & A, 2009a and M & A, 2009b) were 
reviewed as reference materials for preparing this memorandum.  


The technical comments are grouped into four topics:  (1) analysis and interpretation of field data, (2) model 
setup, (3) model calibration, and (4) predictive simulations. In general the comments are requests for:  
information that will clarify the use of measured data in the model, additional model calibration, and 
additional predictive simulations as part of the sensitivity analysis. Without the requested information and 
model outputs, SRK cannot adequately judge the model as suitable and defensible.  


1 Analysis and Interpretation of Field Data 


This section summarizes our review of the analysis and interpretation of field data. The field methods used in 
well construction and aquifer testing are considered acceptable and to standard industry practices.  


Horizontal Hydraulic Conductivity 


It is understood that most wells partially penetrated the geologic units that were pump tested. It appears that 
hydraulic conductivity was calculated from the aquifer test data using the saturated thicknesses of the unit 
being tested. It is unclear how those calculated values were incorporated into the model given that partial 
penetration effects could be significant at the pumped wells over 30 days of pumping. However, the effect of 
partial penetration diminishes with distance from a pumping well. Thus, the data that were used in creating 
the input data set to the model is unclear. A modification of the results tables in 2009b or in Table 4 of the 
reviewed report would help in assessing how the data were used. 


Vertical Hydraulic Conductivity 


The gaped, screened intervals of the pumping test wells and the multiple level standpipe and grouted-in 
piezometers as observation wells likely provide an opportunity for analysis of vertical hydraulic conductivity 
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(Kv). No values for Kv were provided, and as such there is no opportunity to verify the Kv assumptions used 
in the model. It is recommended that values for Kv be estimated, where possible, from the test data. 


Hydraulic Influence of Faults 


Analysis of the long-term pumping test data does not include an evaluation of the influence of faults on the 
values of hydraulic conductivity. The influence of faults on horizontal and vertical hydraulic conductivity 
appears to be implicit in the values applied to the model. Without the influence of the faults estimated from 
the test data, the representativeness of the modeled values for hydraulic conductivity cannot be verified. 


2 Model Setup 


The Rosemont model was constructed using the MODFLOW-SURFACT code (including the LAK2 Package 
for simulation of the pit lake infilling and the graphical modeling interface, Groundwater Vistas). All of the 
programs are industry-accepted codes for groundwater modeling. 


Grid Discretization  


Grid discretization (203 rows, 168 columns, and 10 layers with a minimal lateral cell size of 200 ft by 200 ft) 
is generally adequate to simulate the proposed pit dewatering and post-mining conditions. However, the 
elevation of the layers (especially in the pit area), made flat for the convenience of the pit lake simulation, 
does not match the geological/hydrogeological units or zones. The bottom of the model is about 2,000 ft 
below the ultimate floor of the proposed open pit. The extent of the model and the model thickness are very 
reasonable to estimate both the horizontal and vertical components of groundwater inflow to the pit/pit lake 
and the possible impact of the mining operation on the groundwater system during mining and post-mining 
conditions. 


Geological Representation 


Ten hydrogeological units in the model area (page 12) are represented in the model by only three geological 
units (Section 8.3): 


1. Quaternary and recent alluvium 
2. Late Tertiary to Early Quaternary basin-fill deposits, and 
3. Bedrock. 


Each geological unit was subdivided by different numerical zones where hydraulic conductivity values were 
assigned using the PEST optimization subroutine (to be discussed below) during steady-state calibration of 
the model. In the reviewers’ opinion, the simulated west-east modeled cross section shown on Figure 37 of 
the modeling report poorly matches the geological cross section A-A shown on Figure 4.  


Simulation of Fault Zones 


The groundwater flow model (M & A, 2009c) also does not include structural features that exist in the model 
domain. Page 18 of the report indicates that a fault zone through the Davidson Canyon area is a significant 
hydrogeological feature consisting of at least two major faults; the report states that the “potential hydraulic 
influence of this fault zone is evaluated as part of this investigation.” It is not clear why this very important 
feature was not incorporated into the model. Even in the case of a lack of data, a sensitivity analysis could be 
applied for this zone.  
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Hydraulic Parameters Used in Model 


It is not clear how hydraulic conductivity values (K) were assigned in the model. The Parameter ESTimation 
(PEST) code was used for a model calibration to match water levels in individual monitoring points. 
However, without consideration of geological and structural features and without histograms or tabulations 
of the distribution of K by rock type and layer, the validity and accuracy of the results cannot be verified. As 
an example, it is not clear why the bedrock unit in layer 2 on Figure 37 (K=0.1 to 1 m/day, right part of cross 
section) is more permeable than it is in layers 1 and 3; or why bedrock in layer 3 on Figure 38 (with 
K=0.0001 - 0.001 m/day, right part of cross section also) is less permeable than it is in layers 2 and 4, above 
and below, respectively.  


The report does not clearly indicate: 


1. Modeled distribution of parameters within different hydrogeological zones, 
2. The limits of K used for the PEST iterations, nor the criteria for selecting the limits, and 
3. Measured values of K from hydrogeological tests conducted in the field (min, max, and average). 


Table 4 does not provide information as to which hydrogeological units are screened, nor is it clear how the 
aquifer thickness was defined, i.e., is it a real aquifer thickness or the partial-penetrated screen interval? 
Figures 29 through 36 show simulated horizontal hydraulic conductivity values (zones where K values vary 
within one order of magnitude). Measured values interpreted from the field test data, are not shown on these 
figures, and it is difficult to judge how reasonable these distributions are of K values. 


The following requests of information are to clarify how the geology and measured hydraulic conductivity/ 
transmissivity values correspond with the model parameters: 


1. A table or tables that correlate model layers to rock type, and rock type to measured permeability 
values. 


2. Addition of measured permeability values at the appropriate locations on the model layer cross 
sections of Figures 37 and 38. 


3. Histograms of measured permeability values by rock type. 


There is no assessment of vertical anisotropy in the report. M & A (2009c) used Kh:Kv = 10:1 for Qal and 
QTg units and Kh:Kv = 1:1 for bedrock. However, it is not clear how these ratios were confirmed by 
hydraulic test data. 


Vertical hydraulic conductivities used in the model were assumed but not measured. Kv is a particularly 
important parameter in models where significant drawdown occurs next to an open pit. It is requested that 
values of Kv be calculated from available field test data to verify the adequacy of the assumptions of vertical 
anisotropy. The manner in which the individual screened zones of some pumping wells were isolated by 
packers and the completion geometry of a number of wells suggest that such an analysis is possible. A 
sensitivity analysis would show the relative importance of Kv (as well as the other input variables) in 
predictive simulations. 


Storage parameters, generally, look reasonable. However, the values used do not cover the possible range of 
values. It is entirely possible that the simulated drawdown could be larger in extent than the prediction 
presented in the report.  


Boundary Conditions 


General head boundary (GHB) conditions, applied at the lateral model boundaries, are not clearly described. 
Section 8.1 of the report (M & A, 2009c) indicates that GHB conditions “were derived from estimates of 
equilibrium groundwater levels and hydraulic conductivity of the aquifer at model boundaries.”  However, it 
is not clear what parameters of the GHBs were used (specified head, distance, and transmissivity) nor how 
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they were chosen. The choice of layers, where they were applied on Figure 26 (layers 1 and 2 in most areas, 
layers 2 and 3, 3 and 4 at the northwestern corner of the model), is not described in the text of the report. 
Description and assessment of the boundary conditions for the other layers are absent (by definition the 
MODFLOW code authors assumed them to be no-flow). 


Recharge and Evapotranspiration 


M & A (2009c) conducted thorough research for precipitation and evaporation data in the region of the 
Rosemont project. A conservative estimate of precipitation was used: 405,000 acre feet /year (ac-ft/yr). M & 
A’s use of such units (ac-ft/yr) for precipitation, recharge, and evapotranspiration, however, makes it difficult 
for the reviewers to compare the model to precipitation, since precipitation typically is reported in inches per 
year (in/yr). The estimated precipitation of 405,000 ac-ft/yr converts to 16.62 in/yr, using the model area of 
457 square miles (292,480 acres). The regional data indicate this is a reasonable estimate of annual 
precipitation. The applied recharge from precipitation is 7,016 ac-ft/yr, or about 1.73 percent of annual 
precipitation. This is a reasonable infiltration for southern Arizona.  


It is stated in Section 8.4 of the report (last section of the first paragraph) that “A net inflow of 1,670 ac-ft/yr 
to upper Cienega Creek basin via the GHB boundaries is considered analogous to basin recharge…” This is 
not obvious and needs more explanation because the assignment of GHB conditions is not clearly described 
(see above). The inclusion of inflow from the GHB increases the recharge rate to 9,779 ac-ft/yr, 2.41 percent 
of the annual precipitation, which is considerably higher. The recharge is summarized at the bottom of page 
52, Section 8.4, including the contribution from the upper and lower GHB boundaries. However, the steady-
state water balance in Section 8.7.2 does not include the contribution to recharge from the upper and lower 
portions of the Cienega Creek basin via the GHB boundaries.   


The applied evapotranspiration is reported as 4,240 ac-ft/yr. This appears to be reasonable, given the 
vegetation reported in Table 1 and for conditions in southern Arizona. But again, it is not clear whether this 
value was adjusted during model calibration. 


Groundwater Interaction with Streams 


Two perennial reaches along Cienega Creek were simulated. Extraction wells were used to simulate the two 
perennial, gaining reaches of the creek and injection wells were used to simulate the losing reaches at the 
downstream end of the creek. Simulating the stream reaches with flux-dependent boundaries does not allow 
for impacts from groundwater withdrawals during pit dewatering or for any potential production wells to 
affect the surface water flows in Cienega Creek. Cienega Creek should be simulated with either the 
MODFLOW River Package or Stream Routing Package. Both of these packages are head-dependent methods 
for simulating groundwater/surface water interactions, and will allow for the flow in Cienega Creek to be 
affected by the groundwater stresses due to the Rosemont project. Using extraction/injection wells with fixed 
rates to simulate interaction between groundwater and surface water systems during mining and post-mining 
conditions is a significant model limitation and needs to be corrected by using the appropriate MODFLOW 
package. It also is not clear why Davidson Creek was not incorporated into the model using the MODFLOW 
Stream Routing Package. 


Springs 


Five springs with sustained base flows, described on page 7 of the report, were not incorporated into the 
model, and spring discharge rates were not used for model calibration. If they had been incorporated in the 
model, this would have provided an additional calibration tool and would allow prediction of the long-term 
effect of the future pit dewatering on the springs.  
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3 Model Calibration 


The model was calibrated only to water levels under steady state, pre-mining conditions. Although the 
quality line on Figure 41 looks reasonable, it is not clear how good the model reproduces the measured 
values of hydraulic conductivity (transmissivity) in the field and the measured discharges in the five springs 
having sustained base flow. 


No transient calibration was completed. It is not clear why such a calibration was not completed using data 
from the long-term multi-well pumping test (30-day pumping test from five wells) in the Rosemont project 
area. In the reviewers’ opinion, the predictive capability of this model is significantly limited by (1) the lack 
of a description of the results of the steady-state calibration (described above) and (2) the absence of a 
transient calibration of the model.  


4 Predictive Simulations 


Predictive simulations were completed to predict groundwater inflow to the proposed open pit, pit-lake 
infilling after mining ceases, and possible impacts to groundwater and surface water systems during both 
mining and post-mining conditions. 


Simulation of Open Pit 


The open pit excavation is a major stress to the groundwater system, and requires a detailed description of 
how it was incorporated into the model. The following data were not found in the M & A (2009c) report: 


1. A drawing showing the ultimate pit plan. 
2. A graph showing the ultimate pit bottom vs. time (this information also can be added to the existing 


Table 5). 
3. The number of drain cells used for simulation of the pit excavation. 
4. The number of pit plans incorporated into the model (32?). 
5. The location of simulated drain cells in plan view. 


It should be noted that the drain cells shown on the cross section on Figure 42 depict an ultimate pit-bottom 
elevation of 3,050 ft above mean sea level (amsl) after 22 years of mining. However, it is not clear whether 
the model cells above the drain cells shown on this figure also are specified as drain cells within the same 
column of cells. Figure 42 also does not show the simulated water table within the open pit on the cross 
section. Figure 45 shows a simulated water table in plan view at the end of mining; however, the water table 
elevation of 3,300 ft amsl is 250 feet above the ultimate pit-bottom elevation. This fact most likely indicates 
that all cells within the simulated pit were not completely drained and pit inflow was underestimated (either 
the conductivity of the drain cells was not large enough, or the entire column of cells above the pit bottom 
elevation were not specified as drain cells). 


Results of Predictive Simulations 


M & A’s (2009c) model gives one set of solutions without a range of possible predictive values. A 
comprehensive sensitivity/uncertainty analysis (which has not been done) is required to define the possible 
ranges of pit inflows, pit-lake stages, and the extent of drawdown.  


A steady-state post-mining prediction also is required to understand the permanent impacts of the proposed 
mining on the groundwater system.  


A groundwater budget simulated by the model was presented only for pre-mining conditions. No budgets 
were presented for end-of-mining and post-mining conditions, so changes in flow from individual 
components due to mining could not be evaluated. 
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5 Conclusions 


The descriptions of the model provided in the reviewed report do not allow SRK to determine the reliability 
of the predictions of possible impacts to the groundwater system from the proposed open pit excavation.  


In the opinion of the SRK reviewers: 


1. It is unclear whether the model sufficiently represents known geology and structures. 
2. The assignment of parameters is unclear with respect to how representative the assigned values are 


of the field-determined test values and the geologic units/rock types. 
3. Simulation of groundwater interaction with Cienega Creek by extraction/injection wells with fixed 


rates does not allow for the groundwater impacts from the Rosemont project to affect the flow 
system in Cienega Creek. 


4. Full calibration of the model has not been completed due to the lack of a transient calibration to the 
long-term, multi-well pumping test. The model has a limited predictive capability due to the absence 
of a transient calibration. 


5. Drain cells, representing the open pit excavation, most likely were not assigned properly and as 
result, the model under predicts inflow/drawdown propagation. 


6. The model provides one set of solutions without a discussion of a range of possible predictive values. 
Due to existing uncertainties in hydrogeological parameters and boundary conditions, a sensitivity/ 
uncertainty analysis should be added to the predictive simulation to illustrate a range of possible 
impacts to the groundwater system from the proposed pit operation. 
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7 Reviewer Qualifications 


Senior Reviewer, Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D., is a Principal Hydrogeologist with SRK Consulting in Denver, 
Colorado (résumé attached). Dr. Ugorets has more than 31 years of professional experience in hydrogeology, 
developing and implementing groundwater flow and solute-transport models related to mine dewatering, 
groundwater contamination, and water resource development. Dr. Ugorets’ areas of expertise are in design 
and optimization of extraction-injection well fields, development of conceptual and numerical groundwater 
flow and solute-transport models, and dewatering optimization for open-pit, underground and in-situ 
recovery mines. 
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Expertise Dr. Ugorets has more than 31 years of professional experience in hydrogeology, 


developing and implementing groundwater flow and solute-transport models 
related to mine dewatering, groundwater contamination, and water resource 
development.  Dr. Ugorets’ areas of expertise are in design and optimization of 
extraction-injection wellfields, development of conceptual and numerical 
groundwater flow and solute-transport models, and dewatering optimization for 
open-pit, underground and ISR mines. 


 
Employment Record 
 
2007 – Present  SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc., Principal Hydrogeologist 


Denver, CO 
 


1996 – 2007  Hydrologic Consultants Inc. (HCI), Senior Hydrogeologist 
Lakewood, CO 
 


1991 – 1995  Hydrogeoecological Research and Design Co (HYDEC), Lead Hydrogeologist  
Moscow, Russia 
 


1978 – 1990  Geology-Prospecting Institute (MGRI), Senior Scientist in Hydrogeology 
Moscow, Russia 
 


 
Languages Russian, English 
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Publications  
English  
 Ugorets V.I. and Howell, R.L. 2008 “3-D Characterization of Groundwater Flow in 


Hard-Rock Uranium Deposits”, presented at 2nd International Symposium – 
Uranium: Resources and Production, VIMS, Moscow, p. 120-121. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Howell, R.L., and Mahoney, J.J. 2006 “Challenges to Hydrogeologic 


Investigations in the Canadian North”, presented at 59th Canadian Geotechnical 
Conference and 7th Joint CGS/IAH-CNC Groundwater Specialty Conference 
(seatoskygeo.ca), October 2006, Vancouver. Sea to Sky Geotechnique,  p. 1608-1612 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., and MacDonald, A. K. 2003 “Design and Optimization of Mine 


Dewatering Based on Ground-Water Flow Modeling,” in Computer Applications in 
the Minerals Industries (Proceedings of Forth International Conference, CAMI, 
Calgary, Alberta, Canada). 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Rusdinar, Y., Parseryo, G.  and Liu, H. 2002  “Identification of 


Dewatering Targets for Graberg Pit Using Hydrogeochemical Fingerprint 
Approach,” presented at 2002 Denver Annual Meeting of The Geological Society of 
America. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Hanna, T. M., Howell, R. L., Ternes, T. and McCarter, J. 1999 “Use of 


Frozen Earth Wall to Reduce Effects of Dewatering on Alluvial Aquifer in Vicinity 
of the Proposed Aquarius Open Pit Mine,” in Sudbury — Mining and the 
Environment II (Sudbury, Ontario, Canada).  D. Goldsack et al., Eds.  Sudbury:  
Laurentian University, Centre in Mining and Mineral Exploration Research. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., Azrag, E. A. and Atkinson, L. C. 1999 “Use of a Finite Element Code to 


Model Complex Mine Water Problems,” Annual Meeting of American Institute of 
Hydrology and Fourth USA/CIS Joint Conference on Environmental Hydrology and 
Hydrogeology (San Francisco), pp. 163-164.  San Francisco: American Institute of 
Hydrology.  


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Azrag, E. A., and Atkinson, L. C. 1998 “Use of a Finite Element Code to 


Model Complex Mine Water Problems,” in Mine Water and Environmental Impacts 
(Proceedings of the International Mine Water Association Symposia, Johannesburg, 
South Africa), Vol. 1, pp. 31-41. Johannesburg:  International Mine Water 
Association. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I.,  Borevsky, B.V., and Borevsky, L. V.  1994 “Regulation of the Movement 


of Different-Density Fluids During Injection of Waste: An Optimization Model with 
Special Reference to the Injection System in the Krasnodar Region,” in Scientific and 
Engineering Aspects of Deep Injection Disposal of Hazardous and Industrial Wastes 
(Proceedings of the International Conference, Berkeley, California), pp.21.  
Berkeley, California: Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1992 “Optimization of Extraction-Injection Wells 


Sitting in Groundwater Management Problems / Flow Through Porous Media: 
Fundamentals and Reservoir Engineering Applications, (Proceedings of the 
International Conference, Moscow, September, 1992), pp. 52-55. 
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Russian Ugorets, V.I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1991 “Optimization Models for Ground-Water 


Withdrawal and Protection from Contamination Problems” (review). Moscow: 
Geoinformark.  


 
 Ugorets, V. I. and Tserkovsky, Y. A., 1991“Optimization Model of 2nd Donetsk Ground-


Water Intake Site as Applied to the Problem of Ground-Water Safe Yield Re-
Evaluation with Ecological Restrictions,” in Proceedings of 6th Conference of Young 
Scientists of Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, 
No. 2520-B91. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A., 1990 “Optimization of Water Abstraction from 


Multi-Layered System with Simultaneous Pumping and Injection of Industrial 
Ground Water,” in Proceedings of 5th Conference of Young Scientists of Moscow 
Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, No. 3011-B90. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1989 “Evaluation of Safe Yield of Malkinskoe 


Ground-Water Basin by Using of Optimization Model,” in Proceedings of 4th 
Conference of Young Scientists of Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript 
deposited in VINITI, No. 4919-B89. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Gavich, I. K. 1988 “Hydrodynamic Calculations of Ground-Water 


Intakes,” in Hydrogeodynamics, pp. 271-279. Moscow: Nedra. 
 


 Ugorets, V. I., Greisukh, L. V., and Filippova et al, G. A. 1988 “Ground-Water Flow 
Model of Ala-Archinskoe Ground-Water Basin,” in Chu Depression and 
Optimization Model of its Development. Izv. Vys. Ucheb. Zav., Geologiya I 
Razvedka, No. 9. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I. 1988 “3D Ground-Water Flow Model of Multi-Layered System Using 


Economic Finite-Difference Schemes,” in Proceedings of 3rd Conference of Young 
Scientists of Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, 
No. 7857-B88. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., and Tserkovsky, Y. A. 1987 “Axisymmetric Ground-Water Flow Model 


in Multi-Layered System,” in Proceedings of 2nd Conference of Young Scientists of 
Moscow Geological Survey Institute, manuscript deposited in VINITI, No. 3036-
B87. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., Gavich, I. K. and  Mikhailova, A. V. 1985 “Optimization of Ground-


Water Development by Using Automated System of Management: Water Abstraction 
Under Complex Hydrogeologic Conditions,” in Methods of Ground-Water Protection 
Against Contamination and Depletion. Moscow: Nedra. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I. and Lenchenko, N. N. 1985. “Hydrodynamic Calculation of Ground-Water 


Intakes with Variable Pumping Rates,” Izv. Vys. Ucheb. Zav., Geologiya I 
Razvedka, No. 11. 


 
 Ugorets, V. I., Gavich I. K, and Mikhailova, A. V. 1984. “Optimization Models in 


Hydrogeology,” in Mathematical Modeling of Hydrogeological Processes. 
Novosibirsk: Institute of Hydrology.   
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Key Experience:  Mining Hydrogeology 


• Grasberg Copper/Gold Mine, West Papua (Indonesia): Conducted site characterization, design of 
hydrogeologic testing, and review of Grasberg open pit and EESS underground mine dewatering on 
semi-annual and annual basis.  Developed a series of conceptual hydrogeologic models and groundwater 
flow models of the Ertsberg Mining District.  Modeling has included development of regional and 
"window" models, the latter for detailed analysis of pore pressures related to slope stability in open pit 
and dewatering of underground block caves.  Predicted inflow and pore pressures in Grasberg open pit as 
input to slope stability analysis Predicted inflow to underground mines (the existing IOZ and DOZ block 
cave mines and the proposed Kucing Liar, and Grasberg Deep block caves, and Big Gossan mine) from 
karstic limestones under very high (but variable) precipitation.  Estimated the persistence of mill water 
supply during periods of El Niño-induced drought.  Evaluated major groundwater sources in vicinity of 
Grasberg pit and EESS underground mine based on water chemistry fingerprints.  Conducted ARD study 
and predicted quantity and quality of groundwater captured by existing developments and proposed ARD 
capture drifts and missed water in Wanagon basin. Conducted regional hydrogeology study and 
developed regional groundwater flow model of Ertsberg mining district to predict potential migration of 
ARD during post-mining conditions as part of Integrated Control and Capture Plan (ICCP).  Conducted 
training in hydrogeologic data analysis and groundwater flow modeling for PTFI personnel. Developed a 
special numerical algorithm to simulate non-Darcian flow into underground openings from highly 
transmissive geologic structures.   


• Snap Lake Diamond Project, Northwest Territories (Canada): Developed a conceptual 
hydrogeological, numerical groundwater flow, and hydrogeochemical mixing modes.  Work has included 
a) planning and evaluating the results of hydrogeologic drilling, testing, and groundwater sampling from 
existing underground workings, b) developing a conceptual hydrogeologic model of the kimberlite dyke 
partially beneath a lake within open talik and partially below a permafrost, c) predicting inflow to the 
proposed underground mine, d)simulating hydrologic effect of paste backfilling on mine water discharge, 
and e) predicting the water quality of the mine discharge under lake and lake draining scenarios by using 
mixing simulations based on TDS vs. depth profile.  Participated in numerous Technical Group meetings 
to provide hydrogeological input in design and instrumentation of mine test panels for geotechnical 
analysis. All work was completed for pre-production studies of existing mine and business case 
improvement studies for expanded mine. 


• Gahcho Kué  Diamond Project, Northwest Territories (Canada): Conducted hydrogeological 
investigation for desktop and pre-feasibility studies including: a) planning and analyzing results from 
hydrogeologic testing program (packer and airlift recovery tests and from Westbay monitoring wells, b) 
developing a comprehensive conceptual hydrogeologic model including kimberlite pipes, permafrost, 
and open/closed taliks, c) developing a series of numerical groundwater flow and solute transport 
models, d) predicting inflow to multiple open pits, e) estimating impacts to surface-water bodies in the 
vicinity of the pits, f) predicting the water quality of the mine water discharge, g) estimating leakage 
around/under man-made dykes for lake drainage scenario, and f) simulating pit lake infilling and post-
mining hydrogeologic conditions taking into consideration a density effect.  Represented client at 
numerous meetings with permitting agencies. 


• Fort à la Corne and Star Diamond Projects, Saskatchewan (Canada): Conducted hydrogeologic 
investigations for three diamond  projects, including: a) planning and analyzing results of hydrogeologic 
drilling and testing (including 4 pumping tests), b) developing a comprehensive conceptual 
hydrogeologic model, c) developing numerical axisymmetric and 3D groundwater flow models, d) 
predicting inflow to the open pits and designing dewatering systems,  e) predicting pore pressures in pit 
walls as input for the slope-stability analysis, and f) estimating potential environmental impacts to water 
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levels and streamflows during  mining/dewatering and pit lake infilling.  Represented client at meeting 
with permitting agencies. 


• Victor Diamond Project in Ontario (Canada): Developed a series of conceptual hydrogeologic and 
numerical groundwater flow models for desktop, pre-feasibility, feasibility, and pre-production studies.  
Work has included a) planning and analyzing results of hydrogeologic investigations (drilling and 
testing, including 3 long-term pumping tests), b) developing a comprehensive conceptual hydrogeologic 
model of a karstified limestone groundwater system recharged by surface water through overburden, c) 
predicting inflow to the proposed open pit, d) designing an dewatering system with an optimal pumping 
rates and schedule of installation, and e) estimating potential environmental impacts to streamflows, 
ponds, and muskeg during mining/dewatering and pit- lake infilling. Represented client at numerous 
meetings with regulators and at public hearings, and prepared detailed discussions of potential 
environmental impacts. 


• Aquarius Gold Project, Ontario (Canada): Developed conceptual hydrogeologic model of area of the 
proposed Aquarius open pit mine.  Conducted groundwater flow modeling of inflow to proposed open pit 
and designed an optimal dewatering system by using traditional pumping wells. Predicted potential 
effects of dewatering on trout-bearing streams and lake levels within a nearby provincial park and 
designed potential groundwater mitigation measures.  Completed groundwater flow modeling of freeze 
wall system around the proposed pit and developed hydrogeological input for freeze wall design.  


• Skyline Coal Mine, Utah: Conducted groundwater flow modeling to evaluate various alternative 
sources and pathways of groundwater inflow to the underground mine and estimated the effect of mine 
inflow and pumping on surface-water resources.  Predicted long-term dewatering requirements for mine 
expansion, and assessed Probable Hydrologic Consequences to surface resources using numerical 
groundwater flow model.  Represented client at numerous meetings with permitting agencies, water 
boards, and plaintiff groups. 


• Premier Diamond Project, South Africa: Developed axisymmetric groundwater model to predict 
passive inflow to the open pit and pore pressures in pit walls during future mining development. 


• Confidential Mine Dewatering Project, Russia: Analysis of all available hydrogeological data and 
developing recommendations regarding dewatering requirements for different alternative mining 
methods. Developed groundwater flow model to predict a) inflows to open pit and underground mine 
(under different mining methods) and b) associated environmental impacts to the surface-water bodies 
and shallow groundwater system. 


• Confidential Coal Project, Virginia: Developed groundwater flow model to a) predict inflow to 
underground coal mine and b) evaluate possible hydrogeologic effect of underground mining on water 
levels within shallow groundwater systems.  


• Confidential Mine Dewatering of Silver and Gold Deposits in Mexico (states of Durango and 
Nayarit): Conducted a technical audit of existing hydrogeological data and developed plan for an 
effective dewatering system of underground mine workings for the first deposit. Conducted 
hydrogeological investigations to evaluate possible groundwater inflows to proposed underground mine 
at the Scoping Study level for the second deposit.  


• Uranium Deposits in the Athabasca Basin (Central Canada) – two confidential projects: Developed 
a program of field hydrogeological work and performed an analysis for the collected hydrogeological 
data to make assessment of groundwater inflow to proposed underground mine for the first project. 
Comprehensive data analysis and predictions of possible inflows were made based on developed 
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numerical groundwater model. Peer review of the dewatering requirements for an underground mine was 
completed for the second project at the Feasibility Study level, based on additional groundwater flow 
modeling conducted. 


• Uranium ISR Projects in Russia and Kazakhstan – three confidential projects: Completed a 
technical audit of possible uranium recovery by ISR mining. Conducted a comprehensive ISR numerical 
modeling of one of the projects, including simulation of streamlines and reactive mass transport along 
them, to evaluate maximum uranium recovery from four paleochannels. 


• Hard Rock Uranium Deposits in Russia – five confidential projects: Implemented a technical audit 
and hydrogeological study of groundwater inflow to proposed underground mines, quality of mine water 
discharge, possible impact to the surface-water bodies. Two 3-D numerical groundwater flow models 
were developed for two projects at the Pre-Feasibility Study level. 


• Uranium deposit in Niger – a confidential project: Completed an analysis of available 
hydrogeological data and made an expert opinion on the possibilities of using ISR method to mine the 
uranium deposit.  


• Coal deposit in Russia – a confidential project:  Completed hydrogeological study of possible water 
inflow into underground longwall mine workings and impact to a river flow. Predictions and sensitivity 
analysis were conducted based on developed 3-D numerical groundwater flow model, calibrated to all 
available hydrogeological data collected for both pre-mining steady state and trial dewatering transient 
conditions. Recommendations were developed to reduce uncertainties in hydrogeological 
characterization, to bring project to the required Feasibility Study level.  


• Confidential Mine Dewatering Project in Columbia: Technical audit of available hydrogeological 
data, development and implementation of field hydrogeological program, and assessment by 
groundwater modeling of possible groundwater inflow to expanded open pit operation mined in vicinity 
of the river. 


• Polimetallic Ore Deposit in Russia (Kola Peninsula): Analysis of the available hydrogeological data 
and the previously performed studies to substantiate the possible impact of proposed in-pit dewatering to 
a shallow groundwater system and surface water bodies as part of the ESIA.  


• Gold Deposit Project in Pakistan: Analysis of the available hydrogeological data and the previously 
performed studies to substantiate the possible impact of proposed in-pit dewatering and mine water 
supply wellfield to a shallow groundwater system as part of the ESIA. 


Key Experience:  Russia and Former USSR (1978-1995) 


Hydrogeological investigation and numerical modeling of groundwater development for potable, thermal, 
and industrial water supplies and mine dewatering in complex hydrogeologic settings.  Developed and 
implemented numerical algorithms for optimizing groundwater management under hydrogeologic, 
environmental, and economic constraints.  


 Specific project experience includes: 


• Groundwater flow modeling to estimate inflow and design dewatering system for Vorontsovskoy open 
pit gold mine in Ural region of Russia. 
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• Wellfield optimizing based on the groundwater flow models to quantify safe yield at the Priokskii 
(Moscow region), Lesnoe (Tataria), Pozhneyal-Sediuskii (Komi), Avatchinskii (Kamchatka), and Minsk 
(Belarus) water-supply projects. 


• Optimizing pumping from the extraction wells at low salinity groundwater system in Mangyshlak Basin 
(West Kazakhstan) based on numerical 3-D groundwater flow model. Developing an analytical solution 
of a complex aquifer-well-pump-pipeline system and selecting appropriate pumping equipment to 
provide optimal withdrawal. Applying basic principles and methods of automated groundwater 
monitoring systems for water resource management.  


• Developing conceptual, analytical, and numerical methods of wellfield optimization to design cost-
effective water supply systems in complex hydrogeologic settings for Sredne-Kliazminsky site in 
Moscow region. 


• Determining safe yield and optimal pumping rates of water-supply wells in multi-aquifer systems, within 
Malkin groundwater basin in North Caucasus area, and plan protection against contamination and 
depletion. 


• Developing integrated numerical modeling system including groundwater flow, mass transport, and heat 
transport for Slaviansko-Troitsky iodine-bearing groundwater basin in Kuban to maximize safe yield, 
optimize wellfield of extraction and injection wells, and develop most rational method of water 
management. 


• Using groundwater flow models to optimize locations and pumping rates of wells to minimize 
operational and environmental costs at Donetsk (Ukraine) and Ala-Artchinsky (Kirgizstan) water-supply 
projects. 


• Designing and conducting laboratory column tests, experimenting with physical models, and evaluating 
field infiltration ponds to assess feasibility of purifying waste water through sandy deposits for the 
uranium mine in Western Kazakhstan. 


• Developing numerical code (OPTLIB) for simulation of groundwater flow and wellfield optimization 
under multi-disciplinary constraints. This code was used during hydrogeological studies for all projects 
in Russia and Former USSR listed above. 
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Dale Ortman PE; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Review of Rosemont's Assessment of Sycamore Canyon
Date: 09/29/2009 11:53 AM

Mindee and Bev,
 
How would you like SWCA to handle the information submitted by Rosemont regarding the financial
implications of the Sycamore Canyon Alternative?  I am assuming that you would like SWCA to
contract SRK to review the documentation and provide a brief technical memorandum supporting or
refuting Rosemont’s cost estimates.  I’ll call Cori Hoag at SRK to discuss this upon your direction. 
Thanks.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley Everson'; 'Terry Chute'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Review of SRK Technical Memoranda
Date: 08/16/2010 08:09 AM
Attachments: Davidson Canyon_Review2_183101_ms_20100803_FNL.pdf

Hydrogeo_Framework_Model_TechReview_183101-1800_vu_lec_ms_20100730_FNL.pdf
Hydro_Properties_TechReview_183101-1800_vu_20100802_FNL.pdf

Salek & Roger,
 
To date we have received the attached Technical Review memoranda from SRK regarding the
latest submissions from Tetra Tech for the Davidson Canyon evaluation and two preliminary
memos for the Tetra Tech mine site groundwater model.  Please review the attached documents
and forward any comments.  In order to expedite the process I have forwarded these draft
documents on to Rosemont and Tetra Tech; however I have cautioned them that the documents
are preliminary until any CNF comments are incorporated.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. Date: August 3, 2010 


cc: Tom Furgason, SWCA  


File, SRK 


From: Vladimir Ugorets, PhD, SRK 
Michael Sieber, P.E., SRK 
Larry Cope, SRK 


Subject: Technical Review of Davidson Canyon 
Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and  


Project #: 183101/1800(3) 


 Assessment of Spring Impacts, Rosemont Copper Project (Tetra Tech, 2010a) 


 


A technical review was undertaken and this Technical Memorandum was prepared at the request of 
SWCA and the Coronado National Forest, in accordance with a statement of work from Mr. D. Ortman 
dated July 18, 2010. Provided here are comments related to the review of the following report: 


(a)  Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment of Spring Impacts, 
Rosemont Copper Project (Tetra Tech, 2010a) 


These comments were prepared by Michael Sieber and Vladimir Ugorets of SRK Consulting, Inc. 
(SRK). Review was performed by Larry Cope, also of SRK. 


The first draft of Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment of Spring 
Impacts, Rosemont Copper Project, April 2010 (Tetra Tech, 2010b) was reviewed by SRK (2010a) on 
May 11, 2010.  


1 Davidson Canyon Hydrogeological Conceptual Model and Assessment of 
Spring Impacts 


The report is relatively comprehensive, well presented, and well written. The report describes the most 
likely hydrologic dynamics and key physical processes that are governing groundwater-surface water 
interactions in Davidson Canyon. It includes a discussion of creeks and springs and their interface with 
the groundwater system (Tetra Tech, 2010b). 
 
This document is a good compilation of available groundwater, surface water, local geology, and water 
chemistry data indicating that: 
 


(a) The Rosemont Project will have some effect on Davidson Canyon due to the changes in the 
surface and groundwater flow patterns at the Project site. 
 


(b) The estimated area affected by the Rosemont Project comprises about 16 percent of the 
Davidson Canyon watershed. Stormwater flow diversions will likely result in reduced flows to 
downstream receptors. 
 


(c) In average annual conditions, Tetra Tech (2010a) estimated that most of the stormwater entering 
the flow-through drains will result in infiltration and likely will reduce flows to downstream 
receptors. 
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(d) The areas with the greatest potential for groundwater-surface water interactions are along the 
narrow riparian zones of Reaches 2 and 4, and potentially Reach 3. 
 


(e)  Changes to baseline conditions in Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek as a result of open pit 
dewatering operations will not occur unless the cone of depression extends to an aquifer that is 
hydraulically connected to surface water, Reach 4. 


(f) Three springs (Questa, Rosemont, and Helvetia) are potentially hydraulically connected with the 
regional bedrock groundwater system and might be impacted by in-pit dewatering, if drawdown 
propagates to their location. Other local (or perched-water) springs would be less likely to be 
affected by mine activities, unless they are proximate to the pit where the pit may alter the local 
flow system that is yielding water to the springs. 


(g) The long term impacts to the water resources in Davidson Canyon and the larger Cienega Creek 
basin will not exceed the predicted rate of pit inflow (300 to 400 gallons per minute (gpm) 
during mining, and will continuously decrease to 120 gpm after 100 years of pit lake infilling 
(M&A, 2009). This model is currently being revised and the impact on Davidson Canyon 
should be re-examined when the revisions are complete. 


(h) Tetra Tech is currently developing a regional groundwater model to simulate mining and post-
mining conditions. The impacts on Davidson Canyon should be re-examined when this model is 
complete. 


Mine Impacts 


Open pit dewatering (M&A, 2009) and infiltration, seepage, and transport from the Waste Rock Storage 
area (waste rock), Heap Leach facility (heap), and the Dry Stack Tailings Storage Facility (TSF) (Tetra 
Tech, 2010c), and seepage from the TSF (AMEC, 2009, Tetra Tech, 2010c) are the mining operations 
that could potentially impact the Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek watersheds. A large amount of 
work is currently being conducted by M&A and Tetra Tech.  The M&A numerical groundwater flow 
model is being revised and Tetra Tech is currently developing a groundwater model. Once those works 
are complete and the final versions reviewed by SRK, the following will need to occur: 


 Re-evaluation of the impacts to Davidson Canyon from pit dewatering once the M&A and Tetra 
Tech models are reviewed and complete.  


 The Infiltration, Seepage, and Fate and Transport Modeling report (Tetra Tech, 2010c) was 
reviewed by SRK (2010c) and should be revised in light of the review comments.  


 Re-evaluation of the impacts of seepage from the TSF, waste rock, and heap on Davidson 
Canyon.  


SRK found Tetra Tech’s conceptual model of Davidson Canyon and their conclusions regarding 
possible impacts from the mining operations to be defensible and supported by the data provided. The 
isotopic interpretations that were presented are also defensible and supported by the information 
provided in the report. However, we feel that it should be considered preliminary due to limited 
available data and uncertainties in the groundwater modeling predictions and infiltration and seepage 
modeling predictions (discussed in SRK (2010c)). Specifically, we consider a number of descriptors 
used in the report are relative and not quantified. Waters are described as “different,” “very similar,” and 
“dissimilar.” Inclusion of charts showing the data or a more complete presentation of the data and 
summary statistics would illustrate the differences. 


Potential impacts to Davidson Canyon should be re-evaluated on the basis of the predictive simulations 
and sensitivity analyses of the 3-D numerical groundwater model currently being revised by M&A and 
the completion of the Tetra Tech numerical groundwater flow model. 







SRK Consulting  Page 3 of 3 


 


DRAFT AND DELIBERATIVE. NOT FOR PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 


Davidson Canyon_Review2_183101_Ms_20100803_FNL.Docx 


2 REFERENCES 


AMEC, 2009, Rosemont Copper Company, Dry stack tailings storage facility, Final design report: 
unpublished report prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, AMEC Project 842-1191, 54 
p, 7 appendices. 


Montgomery & Associates, 2009, Groundwater-flow modeling conducted for simulation of 
proposed Rosemont pit dewatering and post-closure: unpublished report prepared for 
Rosemont Copper by Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc., October 28, 2009, 73 p. 


SRK, 2010a, Technical review of Tetra Tech (2010) Davidson Canyon hydrogeologic conceptual 
model and assessment of spring impacts: Technical Memorandum prepared for SWCA, 
May 11 2010, 4 p. 


_____ 2010b, Technical review of Tetra Tech (2010) Infiltration, seepage, fate and transport 
modeling report: Technical Memorandum prepared for SWCA, April 30, 2010, 9 p. 


_____ 2010c, Technical review of M & A (2009) groundwater flow model report prepared 
Rosemont Copper: Technical Memorandum prepared for SWCA, February 9, 2010, 6 p 


Tetra Tech, 2010a, Davidson Canyon hydrogeologic conceptual model and assessment of spring 
impacts:  unpublished report prepared for Rosemont Copper, Tetra Tech Project No. 114-
320869, April 2010, 72 p, 1 appendix. 
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3 QUALIFICATIONS OF KEY TECHNICAL REVIEWER 


The Senior Reviewer for Hydrogeology, Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D., is a Principal Hydrogeologist 
with SRK Consulting in Denver, Colorado. Dr. Ugorets has more than 31 years of professional 
experience in hydrogeology, developing and implementing groundwater flow and solute-transport 
models related to mine dewatering, groundwater contamination, and water resource development. 
Dr. Ugorets’s areas of expertise are in design and optimization of extraction-injection well fields, 
development of conceptual and numerical groundwater flow and solute-transport models, and 
dewatering optimization for open-pit, underground and in-situ recovery mines. Dr. Ugorets’s resume 
was submitted to SWCA previously. 
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Memorandum - DRAFT 
 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. 


 


Date: July 30, 2010 


cc: Tom Furgason, SWCA 


Cori Hoag, SRK 


File 


From: Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D. 


Larry Cope, M.S. 


Mike Sieber, P.E. 


Subject: Technical Review of Hydrogeologic 
Framework Model (Tetra Tech, 2010) 


Project #: 183101/1800 


 
This memorandum provides a technical review of the Technical Memorandum, Hydrogeologic Framework 
Model (Tetra Tech, 2010) dated July 9, 2010. This review was undertaken and the Technical Memorandum 
prepared at the request of SWCA and the Coronado National Forest, in accordance with a Statement of Work 
and Request for Cost Estimate from Mr. Dale Ortman dated July 18, 2020. This memorandum was prepared 
by Vladimir Ugorets, Larry Cope, and Mike Sieber of SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. (SRK).  


1 Description of Hydrogeologic Framework Model 


The hydrogeologic framework model was constructed using Mining Visualization System and 
hydrogeologic data at 200-feet intervals between 5,400 and 2,400 feet above mean sea level (amsl). 
These horizontal slices, representing the subsurface hydrogeologic units, were developed by 
Montgomery & Associates (M&A, 2009) and were created from a combination of publically 
available surface geology maps, borehole lithology data, and cross sections. The geologic formations 
were grouped into ten (10) hydrogeologic units, based on their age and material properties as 
follows: 


 
1. Quaternary and Recent alluvium (Qal) 
2. Late Tertiary to Early Quaternary basin-fill deposits - higher permeability (QTg) 
3. Late Tertiary to Early Quaternary basin-fill deposits - lower permeability (QTg1) 
4. Late Tertiary to Early Quaternary basin-fill deposits - lowest permeability (QTg2) 
5. Early to Mid-Tertiary sedimentary and volcanic units (Pantano Formation - Tsp) 
6. Upper Cretaceous and Early Tertiary intrusive rocks (Kti) 
7. Upper Cretaceous volcanic rocks (Kti) 
8. Lower Cretaceous sedimentary units (Bisbee Group – Ksd) 
9. Paleozoic sedimentary and metamorphic formations (Pz) 
10. Precambrian igneous and metamorphic (pCb) 
 
The process used by Tetra Tech to transform the two-dimensional data sets into the three-
dimensional block model consisted of three steps: (1) data sampling, (2) hydrogeologic unit 
interpretation, and (3) consistency check. The steps are described in detail in their technical 
memorandum. 
 
The developed regional groundwater flow model has a telescoping grid in plain view, with the grid 
ranging from a cell width of 800 feet at the model domain edges to a cell width of 200 feet in the 
vicinity of the pit. Vertically, the grid was constructed using a total of 20 horizontal model layers 
with consistent thicknesses. Flow model layers intersecting the pit were assigned a cell thickness of 
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approximately 150 feet and model cells above and below the pit were assigned thicknesses between 
200 and 430 feet. The uppermost elevation of the flow model was placed at an elevation of 5,500 
feet amsl, and the base of the model was placed at an elevation of 1,000 feet amsl. 


2 SRK Conclusions 


SRK concludes that: 
 
1. The geologically based approach used in the Hydrogeologic Framework Model by Tetra Tech is 


reasonable and is an accepted practice for groundwater modeling of mine dewatering projects. 
the geology incorporated into the numerical model matches the geology slice at 3,600 ft  
elevation (Figure 1) and cross sections A-A’ and B-B’ (Figures 5 and 6, respectively). 


 
2. The 10 hydrogeologic zones with individual sets of hydraulic parameters look reasonable. It 


should be noted that SRK did not find a description of these parameters in the reviewed 
document. But in as much as it presents a concept for modeling, we expect the parameters will 
be described and defended in subsequent documents. 
 


3. Proposed grid discretization (telescoping in plan view and detailed in cross section, shown in 
Figure 3) is considered adequate for the required predictive simulations and corresponds to 
standards in 3-D numerical groundwater modeling. 


3 Reviewer Qualifications 


The Senior Reviewer, Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D., is a Principal Hydrogeologist with SRK Consulting in 
Denver, Colorado. Dr. Ugorets has more than 31 years of professional experience in hydrogeology, 
developing and implementing groundwater flow and solute-transport models related to mine dewatering, 
groundwater contamination, and water resource development. Dr. Ugorets’ areas of expertise are in design 
and optimization of extraction-injection well fields, development of conceptual and numerical groundwater 
flow and solute-transport models, and dewatering optimization for open-pit, underground and in-situ 
recovery mines. Dr. Ugorets was directly responsible for reviewing the hydrogeology of the pit lake 
predictive model. His resume has been provided to SWCA in prior submissions. 
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Memorandum - DRAFT 
 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. 


 


Date: August 2, 2010 


cc: Tom Furgason, SWCA  
Cori Hoag, SRK 
File 


From: Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D. 
Larry Cope, M.S. 
Mike Sieber, P.E. 


Subject: Review of Tetra Tech (2010) 
Hydraulic Property Estimates 


Project #: 183101/1800 


 
This memorandum provides a technical review of the Technical Memorandum, Hydraulic Property 
Estimates (Tetra Tech, 2010) dated July 9, 2010, hereafter referred to as the “Technical Memorandum.” This 
review was undertaken, and our Memorandum prepared by Vladimir Ugorets, Larry Cope, and Mike Sieber 
of SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. (SRK), at the request of SWCA and the Coronado National Forest, and in 
accordance with a Statement of Work and Request for Cost Estimated from Mr. Dale Ortman dated July 18, 
2010.  
 
The comments in the present review are grouped into three topics: (1) short-term aquifer test analysis, (2) 
long-term pumping test analysis, and (3) hydraulic parameters used in the regional groundwater flow model. 
The Technical Memorandum is well written and the thinking of the authors can be followed in a straight 
forward manner. The comments presented below are, in general, requests for clarifications and additional 
detail related to the data applied and the configuration of the radial flow models. 


1 Short-Term Aquifer Test Analysis 


Tetra Tech re-evaluated the short-term aquifer tests completed by Montgomery & Associates (M&A) 
in 2007 and 2008 (M&A, 2007, 2009a, 2009b) by using standard straight-line solutions: Copper-
Jacob or Theis Recovery. The results of this re-evaluation produced an arithmetic mean of all K 
values that was 90.9 percent of the M&A values calculated for the same subset of wells. Although 
there are some significant differences (by factors of up to 5) for several analyses, SRK considers the 
brief explanations in Attachment 1 (Tetra Tech, 2010) provide adequate rationale for the differences.  
With the 10 values of greater than a factor of two removed from the mean calculation, the Tetra Tech 
mean is 94.1 percent of the M&A mean.  Given that the large differences do not have much impact 
on the mean of all the values, further refinement of the some values is not viewed here as warranted.  
It may be noteworthy that four of the 10 values with large differences used data from the multiple-
level vibrating wire piezometers, which can be very interpretive given the difficulty in quantifying 
how the point pressure measurements relate to the larger (thicker) flow field.   
 
To demonstrate that the re-analysis by Tetra Tech can be compared to the M&A analysis, SRK 
recommends that Attachment 1 include a column that refers the reader to the figures in the M&A 
report to show the particular analytical plots.  Further, to make the comparisons fully defensible, it is 
recommended that the Tetra Tech analysis be provided as an additional attachment to the Technical 
Memorandum. 
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2 Long-Term Pumping Test Analysis 


Tetra Tech completed re-evaluation of three long-term pumping tests (from wells PC-5, HC-1B, and 
HC-5A) using detailed 2-D radial numerical groundwater models. Their results are shown in their 
report Tables 1 through 4. 
 
SRK agrees that a 2-D radial model is an appropriate way to evaluate vertical hydraulic conductivity 
values when pumping from one tested interval, and water levels are monitored in the same interval 
and in intervals below or above.  However, no discussion is provided on the intervals pumped 
relative to the piezometers being monitored. Though the configuration is implied in Attachment 1, 
SRK recommends that the text include a description of the configuration and some detail on how the 
isolation packers were deployed and monitored (given the 60 plus day deployment of the packer, if 
used).  
 
Figures 3 though8 show reasonably good agreement between observed and modeled drawdowns in 
the grouted-in piezometer PZ5 and the stand-pipes in PC2, HC-1A, and HC-5B.  SRK would like to 
see a figure for that test cell similar to the Figure 2 cross section.  The elevations of the screened 
intervals and piezometers, and the pumping rates should be listed in a text box on all plots.  Tetra 
Tech should consider adding a right-hand Y-axis showing pumping rates over the duration of 
pumping.  Also, the units on the time axis are not clear.  They appear to be in units of “year decimal 
year,” which should be stated in the axis title. Actual dates may be a better presentation. 
 
As pointed out in the Technical Memorandum, faults and discrete linear features are often difficult to 
represent in a radial model due to the possibility of their incorporation by using a cylindrical shape.  
It should be noted that such features as a fault and fault-truncated strata are present in the area of 
pumping well PC-5 and the contact with low permeable pre-Cambrian rocks is present in the vicinity 
of pumping well HC-1B. To present geological variation between PZ-5 and PC-2 (shown in Figure 
2), it appears the model was run for scenarios with and without the Permian formations (Concha, 
Scherrer, and Epitaph/Colina). The estimated hydraulic parameters for both models are shown in 
Tables 1 and 2 (by using water level data from piezometers PZ-5 and PC-2, respectively). The results 
of the estimates for the Willow Canyon Formation (Ksd) are very different (Kh=0.16 feet per day 
(ft/day) and Kv=2.8 ft/day for piezometer PZ-5, and Kh=0.1 ft/day and Kv=0.006 ft/day for 
piezometer PC-2). The differences likely indicate the inapplicability of a 2-D radial flow analysis to 
simulate responses at PC-2 from the pumping of PC-5.  To test the viability of the approach taken by 
Tetra Tech, SRK recommends a simplistic 3-D model (for the pumping area only) to re-evaluate the 
effects on the hydraulic parameters of the fault and truncated units for pumping test PC-5 and low 
permeable pre-Cambrian rock in pumping well HC-1B. 
 
From the foregoing discussion, SRK’s specific requests are summarized as follows: 


 
1. Include details to show how values for Kv and Kh varied with the placement of packers in 


pumping well PC-5. 
2. List test parameters on Figures 3 through 8 (Q, packer/tested interval). 
3. Include figures showing the numerical model grid used to simulate the cross section shown on 


Figure 2 and the pumping test from well HC-1B. 
4. Complete an analysis of the pumping tests from wells PZ-5 and HC-1B by using a simplified 3-


D numerical groundwater flow model. 
 


3 Hydraulic Parameters Used in the Regional Groundwater Flow Model 


The results of the interpretation of long-term pumping tests by using 2-D radial models indicate that: 
 


a) Horizontal hydraulic conductivity varies from 0.00017 ft/day to 761 ft/day, 
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b) Vertical hydraulic conductivity varies from 0.0005 ft/day to 0.28 ft/day, and 
c) Specific storage was estimated to range from 7x10-7 1/ft to 0.0004 1/ft, with a geometric mean of 


9x10-6 1/ft (this number was recommended to be applied to all bedrock units within a regional 
groundwater model). 


 
It should be noted that no values for hydraulic conductivity were recommended as initial input to the 
regional groundwater model.  Given that Tables 1 and 2 provide very different values for Kh and Kv, 
SRK is uncertain as to how the values will be applied. Part of our uncertainty comes from not clearly 
understanding the placement of the packer in PC-5, and the manner in which values for both the 
Concha Limestone and Scherrer Formation are provided in Table 1, even though they may have been 
producing at the same time from the same packer setting.  Thus we are uncertain how vertical 
conductivities were calculated.  Due to these uncertainties, SRK is not able to judge the applicability 
of a 2-D radial model to serve as input to, and provide transient calibration for a 3-D regional 
groundwater flow model. 
 


4 References 


Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. (M&A), 2007, Results of drilling, construction, and testing 
of four pit characterization wells, Rosemont Project, Rosemont Copper Company, Pima 
County, Arizona: report prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, September 6, 2007, 108 
p., 2 appendices.  


 
_____ 2009a, Results of Phase 2 hydrogeologic investigations and monitoring program, Rosemont 


Project, Pima County, Arizona, Volume 2: Appendices: unpublished report prepared for 
Rosemont Copper Company, February 26, 2009, variously paginated. 


 
_____ 2009b, Analysis of long-term, multi-well aquifer test, November 2008 through January 2009, 


Rosemont Project, Pima County, Arizona: unpublished report prepared for Rosemont 
Copper Company, May 21, 2009, 59 p, 2 appendices. 


 
Tetra Tech, 2010, Technical Memorandum, Hydraulic property estimates, July 9, 2010, 12 p., 


1 attachment. 
 


5 Reviewer Qualifications 


The Senior Reviewer, Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D., is a Principal Hydrogeologist with SRK Consulting in 
Denver, Colorado. Dr. Ugorets has more than 31 years of professional experience in hydrogeology, 
developing and implementing groundwater flow and solute-transport models related to mine dewatering, 
groundwater contamination, and water resource development. Dr. Ugorets’ areas of expertise are in design 
and optimization of extraction-injection well fields, development of conceptual and numerical groundwater 
flow and solute-transport models, and dewatering optimization for open-pit, underground and in-situ 
recovery mines. Dr. Ugorets was directly responsible for preparation of this memorandum. His resume has 
been provided to SWCA in prior submissions. 


 







From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Debbie Sebesta; rgerhart@fs.fed.us; Larry Jones
Cc: Mindee Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Melissa Reichard; Beverley Everson; Ken Kertell
Subject: Revised Biological Assessment
Date: 07/15/2009 03:45 PM

I placed a copy of the revised BA on WebEx for your review. 
(https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150239) Please note that this BA
is revised based on the current thinking (and not necessarily final) on the bounds of
analysis that includes Davidson Canyon and lower Cienega Creek. 

 

Once the FS has reviewed this document, it is probably appropriate to share this
with the BLM and Corps of Engineers because they will also likely have an obligation
under Section 7 as a result of their decision(s) to be make.

 

Tom
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150239>
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard; Matt Petersen; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: Revised Draft Agenda for May 13 Mtg
Date: 05/08/2009 09:38 AM
Attachments: 051309 IDT Mtg Draft Agenda.doc

051309 IDT Mtg Draft Agenda.doc

Bev,
 
After some internal discussion, we have revised the draft agenda in the interest in providing
some clarity for the cooperating agencies.  Please note that this is in draft form so that we can
make some last minute adjustments.
 
Tom
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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Summary of Issues and Alternatives Development Meeting


Cooperating Agency and Interdisciplinary Team Meeting


Rosemont Copper Project EIS


Coronado National Forest


Meeting Agenda


May 13, 2009 9:00 am -3:00 pm


Location:  Coronado Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ Room 4B

Attendees:  See Sign-In Sheet

Goals: To provide an update to the cooperating agencies on the results of scoping, status of issue identification, and development of alternatives.


Agenda:


9:00 am – 12:00 pm


Scoping Summary- SWCA


Issue Identification Process- SWCA


Preliminary Issues to be tracked in the EIS- CNF



Alternative Development in NEPA- SWCA (Matt Petersen)



Purpose and Need and Decision Space- CNF

1:00 pm – 3:00 pm



Alternatives Considered but not likely to be analyzed in detail- CNF and RCC


Workshop for Cooperating Agencies to assist in the development of alternatives




Summary of Issues and Alternatives Development Meeting


Cooperating Agency and Interdisciplinary Team Meeting


Rosemont Copper Project EIS


Coronado National Forest


DRAFT Meeting Agenda


May 13, 2009 9:00 am -3:00 pm


Location:  Coronado Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ Room 4B

Attendees:  See Sign-In Sheet

Goals: To provide an update to the cooperating agencies on the results of scoping, status of issue identification, and development of alternatives.


Agenda:


9:00 am – 12:00 pm


Scoping Summary


Presenter: Tom Furgason


Company: SWCA Environmental Consultants

Issue Identification Process


Presenter: Tom Furgason


Company: SWCA Environmental Consultants

Preliminary Issues to be tracked in the EIS


Presenter: Bev Everson


Agency: Coronado National Forest


Alternative Development in NEPA


Presenter: Matt Petersen


Company: SWCA Environmental Consultants


Purpose and Need and Decision Framework


Presenter: Reta Laford

Agency: Coronado National Forest

1:00 pm – 3:00 pm



Feasibility Recommendations of Preliminary Alternative Elements 


Presenter: Kathy Arnold


Company: Rosemont Copper Company


Workshop for Cooperating Agencies to assist in the development of alternatives




Facilitator: Matt Petersen




Company: SWCA Environmental Consultants



From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Revised EIS Timeline 092809.doc
Date: 09/27/2009 09:18 PM
Attachments: Revised EIS Timeline 092809.doc

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us

Revised EIS Timeline

Rosemont Copper Project


September 28, 2009


Notes: 


1. Timeline is contingent upon Proponent provision of necessary data/information. 


2. Timeline is contingent upon the absence of unavoidable adverse unforeseen events (e.g., complex wildfire on Forest, Serious injury or illness of key player, etc.).

3. Cooperating Agency activity to occur concurrently as appropriate, and at a minimum where specifically identified within a task.


4. Forest Service will continually identify areas to improve efficiency where possible.  This may include reviews products concurrently by local and regional staff and Cooperating Agencies.


		Task

		Revised Est. Date



		1. Finalize Issues from Scoping.

		October 14, 2009



		2. Publish Scoping Report 3 on FS web site.

		October 20, 2009



		3. NFMA consistency review of the Alternatives. Draft Plan Amendment language for each Alternative (if necessary).

		October 30,2009



		4. Deciding Official signs off on “Range of Reasonable Alternatives” (Note: Deciding Official and Region will continue to be briefed of Alternatives development).

		November 16, 2009



		5. PDEIS version of Chapters 1 and 2 completed and mailed to Cooperating Agencies for review.  Regional pre-decisional review.

		November 25, 2009



		6. Completion of review of all technical reports submitted by the Proponent. (Note: Assumes all reports are submitted by November 11.) 

		November 30, 2009



		7. Forest Supervisor review of draft spatial and temporal bounds of cumulative impacts analysis and past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions therein.  Includes input from Cooperating Agencies.

		January 15, 2010



		8. Forest Supervisor review of Affected Environment.

		January 8, 2010



		9. Region pre-decisional review of Affected Environment.

		January 29, 2010



		10. Forest Supervisor review of Environmental Consequences

		February 1, 2010



		11. Region pre-decisional review of Environmental Consequences

		February 1, 2010



		12. Final Forest, Cooperating Agency, and Proponent Review of the DEIS before printing.

		March 12, 2010



		13. Submit DEIS to GPO for printing.

		April 28, 2010



		14. Publish Notice of Availability of DEIS and 90-day comment period.

		May 30, 2010



		15. CNF holds “Public Information Meetings”.

		June 2010



		16. CNF holds Public Hearings.

		August 2010



		17. Comment analysis and response by FS Enterprise Team. Regional review of comments.

		June - September 2010



		18. FEIS revised to incorporate public Cooperating Agency comments.

		October 2010



		19. Regional review of FEIS.

		Oct./Nov. 2010



		20. Print and distribute FEIS, Publish NOA.

		November 2010



		21. Regional review of decision rationale and ROD Issued.

		December 2010







From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Revised Landform Report Due 5/12
Date: 05/04/2010 03:23 PM

All,
 

Horst has committed to deliver the revised landform report on Wednesday May 12th.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Mindee Roth; Beverley Everson; Reta     Laford
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Revised Scoping Report#2 (.pdf)
Date: 07/09/2009 04:37 PM

Bev,

 

The revised Scoping Report #2 is on WebEx for Coronado Review
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=149872> .  I placed both MS
Word and Adobe .pdf files in the Scoping folder.  Please let me know if you or your
team have any issues accessing these documents.

 

Tom
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Mindee Roth; Melissa Reichard; Reta     Laford; Beverly Everson
Subject: RO Presentation
Date: 10/08/2009 10:45 AM

I placed my presentation on WebEx for your review.  I'll see you at noon.

 

Tom
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=155267>
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Rochelle Desser; Dale PE
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Salek Shafiqullah; Kathy Arnold
Subject: Rock Creek Mine
Date: 03/30/2010 04:51 PM

Bev,

Here is the Court Order regarding the Rock Creek Mine Project:
http://www.eswr.com/031710/rockcreekallianceorder.pdf.

Please let me know if you have any luck finding out the details of this
suit.  Of particular concern was the statement:

"The Forest Service's decision to approve the Rock Creek Mine Project is
vacated, and the 2003 Record of Decision and 2001 Final Environmental
Impact Statement are set aside and remanded to the Forest Service for
further action consistent with the Court's forthcoming opinion."

I'm very interested to determine what went wrong and if there is
anything that we can learn about this decision that will help our EIS
avoid a similar fate.

Tom
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - 2 additional comments on EIS
Date: 11/02/2009 08:36 AM

Over the weekend I had a couple of random thoughts...

1.  I recommend a study of establishing trees and shrubs on the reclaimed slopes. 
Rosemont is studying seeds (and so far exclusively grasses and forbs), but
reclamation will need to include trees and shrubs (and not just seeds for these
species).  The study should include what is feasible and what will be successful on
the "topsoil", including salvage/transplants, seedlings, and/or container plants.

2.  The EIS should be a summary of what's in specialist reports, right?  The first
topic in chapter 3 is Air, and it is 26 pages long.  This is a highly regulated resource
that didn't drive alternatives.  How long is the specialist report?  For visual quality
and recreation there are no specialist reports yet (not even partial drafts), so every
single word that has been written so far is currently in the draft EIS.  I wanted to
point this out because it illustrates how little work has been done by SWCA on these
two resources. 

Thanks.
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; Roger D Congdon; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Stone, Claudia'; Vladimir Ugorets; Larry

Cope; Mike Sieber; 'Hale Barter'; David Krizek
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont - 23 Feb 2010 Mine Site Groundwater Meeting Resolution Plan Docs
Date: 03/15/2010 03:51 PM
Attachments: 20100315_ortman_shaffiqullah et al_23feb2010-minesitegroundwaterresolutionplan_memo.pdf

20100315_ortman_shaffiqullah et al_23feb2010-minesitegroundwaterresolutionplan_memo.pdf

All,
 
Attached is a formal memo version of the documents prepared during the 23 February 2010
meeting to develop a plan for resolving the review issues with the mine site groundwater model. 
The print on the comment comparison attachment is rather small, but it can be read with effort or
expanded on your computer screen.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 


To: 
Salek Shafiqullah, Roger Condon, Bev Everson (CNF); Claudia Stone, Vladimir 
Ugorets, Larry Cope, Mike Sieber (SRK), Hale Barter (Montgomery), David 
Krizek (TetraTech) 


Copy to: Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 15 March 2010   


Subject: 
Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model 
Review Resolution Plan Meeting of 23 February 2010 
Documents 


 
Attached to this memorandum are the two documents prepared as a basis for resolving the review 
issues discussed at the 23 February 2010 meeting at E.L. Montgomery and Associates office in 
Tucson, Arizona.  Organizations attending the meeting were: E.L. Montgomery and Associates, 
SRK Consulting, Coronado National Forest, TetraTech, and SWCA. 
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23 February 2010 - Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Meeting
Document Prepared by SRK


DRAFT DELIBERATIVE - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION


SRK


Horizontal Hydraulic 
Conductivity


It is not clear how the partial penetration effect 
was considered and how the measured 
transmissivity was transferred into hydraulic 
conductivity. Modification of Table 4 of the report 
is required to understand this.


Results of the 30-day pumping test should 
be analyzed numerically to minimize 
errors in conversion of measured 
transmissivity to hydraulic conductivity 
values.


Additional clarification in report.


Incorporate data into the 
conceptual model text and 
graphics. 
Add columns to Table 4: 
Geologic unit, Model K range.
Calibrate to transient 30-day 
pump test.


Vertical Hydraulic 
Conductivity


No Kv analysis  from field data from the multi level 
stand pipe and grouted transducers. No 
opportunity to verify the Kh/Kv used in the model.


Assessment of vertical anisotropy Kh/Kv 
and additional sensitivity runs are 
required.


Need to defend 1:1 Kh:Kv ratio.
Show confirmation.
Additional clarification in report.


Add text to explain limit to field 
data analysis.
Review existing analysis.
Calibrate to transient 30-day 
pump test.


Hydraulic influence
of faults


Analysis of long-term pumping test does not 
include an evaluation of the influence of faults. 
Faults are not included in model.  Page 18 M&A 
indicates that a fault zone through Davidson 
Canyon may be significant. It is not clear why this 
feature was not included.


Better assessment of hydrogeological role 
of existing faults. Evaluate  possible effect 
of the faults as part of sensitivity analysis


Demonstrate the influence or 
lack of influence of faults from 
the test data.


Develop new figures showing 
pumping test response to 
mapped geologic features.
Add text to clarify hydrologic 
connection between pit and 
Davidson Canyon fault zone.
Elaborate in conceptual model 
from lithologic-based model to 
fracture-based model


Geological 
Representation in 
Model


Ten hydogeologic units (described on page 12) are 
represented by three units in the model (Section 
8.3), subdivided by different numerical zones 
where hydraulic conductivity values were assigned 
using the PEST optimization subroutine. The model 
does not include structural features that exist in 
the model domain.


Better geological representation is 
required to increase predictive capability 
of the model.


Enhance development of 
conceptual model in report.


Define geologic grouping 
criteria (hydro unit or fracture 
density).
Add mapped geologic groupings 
to cross-sections and plan view 
maps relative to model layers.


Hydraulic Parameters 
Used in Model


PEST was used for model calibration to match 
water levels. The report does not clearly indicate 
distribution of parameters within hydrogeologic 
zones, the limits of K used in PEST, and measured 
values of K from field tests.


Should be based on better calibration of 
the model to both steady state and 
transient conditions.


Demonstrate rationale and 
increase defensibility of model 
regarding hydraulic parameters 
used in model.


Tabulate and prepare 
histograms of model 
parameters by defined geologic 
grouping.
Graph simulated K versus 
measured K for steady-state 
calibration.
Present results of transient 
calibration - confirming values 
used in model are adequate.


Boundary Conditions


GHB BC not clearly described. It is not clear what 
parameters of the GHBs were used (specified head, 
distance, and transmissivity) nor how they were 
chosen. GHB BC were applied (Figure 26)to layers 1-
4.


Additional justification of GHB BC and 
potential change to proper BC are 
required.


Clarify use of boundary 
conditions.
Minimize use of GHB cells where 
not necessary.


Change to non-alternating GHB 
cells west of pit area.
Change to constant head 
outside area of influence of pit.
Add clarification to text, tables, 
and figures on GHB parameters 
and application (layering).
Tabulate water budget at end of 
mining, 100 year post mining, 
post mining equilibrium.
Graph of water budget 
components through time.


Recharge/ET


The applied recharge appears to be reasonable; 
however, it is not explained why inflow from the 
GHB boundaries is assigned as part of the recharge. 
The ET looks reasonable, but it is not clear whether 
it was adjusted as part of the model calibration.


Recharge should be distributed according 
to the site geology and topography. 
Evapotranspiration should be modeled 
with the head-dependent MODFLOW ET 
package.


Incorporate head dependent 
flux boundary conditions.


Integrate ET package.
Add explanation regarding 
distribution and application of 
recharge. 
Review water budget.
Incorporate changes to recharge 
due to mine operations in base 
simulation.


Groundwater-Surface 
Water Interaction


Two perennial reaches of Cienega Creek are 
simulated with constant flux BCs, extraction and 
injection wells. Cienega Creek should be modeled 
with head-dependent methods, either the 
MODFLOW River or the Stream Routing packages. 
Five springs with sustained base flows were not 
incorporated into the model.


Head-depended stream cells need to be 
used for groundwater-surface water 
interaction simulations instead of 
injection and extraction wells.


Incorporate head dependent 
flux boundary conditions.


Integrate streamflow routing 
package.


M
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The model was calibrated only to water levels 
under steady state pre-mining conditions. It is not 
clear: (a) how good the model reproduce field 
measured in the field hydraulic parameters and 
groundwater discharges; and (b) why transient 
calibration was not completed using data from 
long-tem multi-well pumping test.


Steady-state calibration needs to be re-
done to both water levels and 
groundwater fluxes. Transient calibration 
to data of 30-day pumping test from five 
wells should be conducted additionally to 
increase predictive capability of the 
model.


Increased defensibility by using 
transient calibration.


Calibrate steady-state to both 
water levels and groundwater 
fluxes.
Calibrate to transient 30-day 
pump test.
Graph Ksim vs Kmeas by 
geologic unit.


Simulation  of Pit 
Excavation


It is not clear how and where drain cells were 
assigned to simulate the open pit excavation. The 
simulated water table at the end of the mining 
(shown on Figure 45) is 250 feet above the 
ultimate pit-bottom elevation and inflow to the pit 
is, most likely, underestimated.


Re-calculate inflow to the pit with proper 
assignment of drain cells.


Verify proper application of 
drain cells during pit dewatering.


Add clarification to text and 
figures.
Graph pit bottom elevation 
through time.


Simulation of Pit Lake 
Infilling


A steady-state post-mining predictions is required 
to understand the permanent impacts of the 
proposed mining on the groundwater system.


Prediction of pit lake infilling should be 
extended until equilibrium between 
groundwater inflow and evaporation. 


Increase defensibility of 
components used in the lake 
package.
Evaluate post-mining 
equilibrium.


Add figure illustrating 
components of pit lake 
simulation.
Add text clarifying components 
used in pit lake simulation.
Extend pit lake development 
scenario through pit lake 
equilibrium.


Sensitivity Analysis
A comprehensive sensitivity analysis is required to 
define the possible ranges of pit inflows, pit-lake 
stages, and the extent of drawdown


Comprehensive sensitivity analysis is 
required to define the possible ranges of 
pit inflows, pit-lake stages, and the extent 
of drawdown.


Define range of possible 
predictive outcomes.


Comprehensive Sensitivity 
Analyses


Task requires additional modeling


Comparison of Comments Regarding  M&A 2009 GW Modeling Report
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23 February 2010 - Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Meeting
Document Prepared by SRK


DRAFT DELIBERATIVE - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION


SRK


Horizontal Hydraulic 
Conductivity


It is not clear how the partial penetration effect 
was considered and how the measured 
transmissivity was transferred into hydraulic 
conductivity. Modification of Table 4 of the report 
is required to understand this.


Results of the 30-day pumping test should 
be analyzed numerically to minimize 
errors in conversion of measured 
transmissivity to hydraulic conductivity 
values.


Additional clarification in report.


Incorporate data into the 
conceptual model text and 
graphics. 
Add columns to Table 4: 
Geologic unit, Model K range.
Calibrate to transient 30-day 
pump test.


Vertical Hydraulic 
Conductivity


No Kv analysis  from field data from the multi level 
stand pipe and grouted transducers. No 
opportunity to verify the Kh/Kv used in the model.


Assessment of vertical anisotropy Kh/Kv 
and additional sensitivity runs are 
required.


Need to defend 1:1 Kh:Kv ratio.
Show confirmation.
Additional clarification in report.


Add text to explain limit to field 
data analysis.
Review existing analysis.
Calibrate to transient 30-day 
pump test.


Hydraulic influence
of faults


Analysis of long-term pumping test does not 
include an evaluation of the influence of faults. 
Faults are not included in model.  Page 18 M&A 
indicates that a fault zone through Davidson 
Canyon may be significant. It is not clear why this 
feature was not included.


Better assessment of hydrogeological role 
of existing faults. Evaluate  possible effect 
of the faults as part of sensitivity analysis


Demonstrate the influence or 
lack of influence of faults from 
the test data.


Develop new figures showing 
pumping test response to 
mapped geologic features.
Add text to clarify hydrologic 
connection between pit and 
Davidson Canyon fault zone.
Elaborate in conceptual model 
from lithologic-based model to 
fracture-based model


Geological 
Representation in 
Model


Ten hydogeologic units (described on page 12) are 
represented by three units in the model (Section 
8.3), subdivided by different numerical zones 
where hydraulic conductivity values were assigned 
using the PEST optimization subroutine. The model 
does not include structural features that exist in 
the model domain.


Better geological representation is 
required to increase predictive capability 
of the model.


Enhance development of 
conceptual model in report.


Define geologic grouping 
criteria (hydro unit or fracture 
density).
Add mapped geologic groupings 
to cross-sections and plan view 
maps relative to model layers.


Hydraulic Parameters 
Used in Model


PEST was used for model calibration to match 
water levels. The report does not clearly indicate 
distribution of parameters within hydrogeologic 
zones, the limits of K used in PEST, and measured 
values of K from field tests.


Should be based on better calibration of 
the model to both steady state and 
transient conditions.


Demonstrate rationale and 
increase defensibility of model 
regarding hydraulic parameters 
used in model.


Tabulate and prepare 
histograms of model 
parameters by defined geologic 
grouping.
Graph simulated K versus 
measured K for steady-state 
calibration.
Present results of transient 
calibration - confirming values 
used in model are adequate.


Boundary Conditions


GHB BC not clearly described. It is not clear what 
parameters of the GHBs were used (specified head, 
distance, and transmissivity) nor how they were 
chosen. GHB BC were applied (Figure 26)to layers 1-
4.


Additional justification of GHB BC and 
potential change to proper BC are 
required.


Clarify use of boundary 
conditions.
Minimize use of GHB cells where 
not necessary.


Change to non-alternating GHB 
cells west of pit area.
Change to constant head 
outside area of influence of pit.
Add clarification to text, tables, 
and figures on GHB parameters 
and application (layering).
Tabulate water budget at end of 
mining, 100 year post mining, 
post mining equilibrium.
Graph of water budget 
components through time.


Recharge/ET


The applied recharge appears to be reasonable; 
however, it is not explained why inflow from the 
GHB boundaries is assigned as part of the recharge. 
The ET looks reasonable, but it is not clear whether 
it was adjusted as part of the model calibration.


Recharge should be distributed according 
to the site geology and topography. 
Evapotranspiration should be modeled 
with the head-dependent MODFLOW ET 
package.


Incorporate head dependent 
flux boundary conditions.


Integrate ET package.
Add explanation regarding 
distribution and application of 
recharge. 
Review water budget.
Incorporate changes to recharge 
due to mine operations in base 
simulation.


Groundwater-Surface 
Water Interaction


Two perennial reaches of Cienega Creek are 
simulated with constant flux BCs, extraction and 
injection wells. Cienega Creek should be modeled 
with head-dependent methods, either the 
MODFLOW River or the Stream Routing packages. 
Five springs with sustained base flows were not 
incorporated into the model.


Head-depended stream cells need to be 
used for groundwater-surface water 
interaction simulations instead of 
injection and extraction wells.


Incorporate head dependent 
flux boundary conditions.


Integrate streamflow routing 
package.
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The model was calibrated only to water levels 
under steady state pre-mining conditions. It is not 
clear: (a) how good the model reproduce field 
measured in the field hydraulic parameters and 
groundwater discharges; and (b) why transient 
calibration was not completed using data from 
long-tem multi-well pumping test.


Steady-state calibration needs to be re-
done to both water levels and 
groundwater fluxes. Transient calibration 
to data of 30-day pumping test from five 
wells should be conducted additionally to 
increase predictive capability of the 
model.


Increased defensibility by using 
transient calibration.


Calibrate steady-state to both 
water levels and groundwater 
fluxes.
Calibrate to transient 30-day 
pump test.
Graph Ksim vs Kmeas by 
geologic unit.


Simulation  of Pit 
Excavation


It is not clear how and where drain cells were 
assigned to simulate the open pit excavation. The 
simulated water table at the end of the mining 
(shown on Figure 45) is 250 feet above the 
ultimate pit-bottom elevation and inflow to the pit 
is, most likely, underestimated.


Re-calculate inflow to the pit with proper 
assignment of drain cells.


Verify proper application of 
drain cells during pit dewatering.


Add clarification to text and 
figures.
Graph pit bottom elevation 
through time.


Simulation of Pit Lake 
Infilling


A steady-state post-mining predictions is required 
to understand the permanent impacts of the 
proposed mining on the groundwater system.


Prediction of pit lake infilling should be 
extended until equilibrium between 
groundwater inflow and evaporation. 


Increase defensibility of 
components used in the lake 
package.
Evaluate post-mining 
equilibrium.


Add figure illustrating 
components of pit lake 
simulation.
Add text clarifying components 
used in pit lake simulation.
Extend pit lake development 
scenario through pit lake 
equilibrium.


Sensitivity Analysis
A comprehensive sensitivity analysis is required to 
define the possible ranges of pit inflows, pit-lake 
stages, and the extent of drawdown


Comprehensive sensitivity analysis is 
required to define the possible ranges of 
pit inflows, pit-lake stages, and the extent 
of drawdown.


Define range of possible 
predictive outcomes.


Comprehensive Sensitivity 
Analyses


Task requires additional modeling


Comparison of Comments Regarding  M&A 2009 GW Modeling Report
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23 February 2010 – Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Meeting 
Document Text Prepared by Montgomery & Associates 


Draft Deliberative – Not for Public Distribution 
 


23 FEBR23POTENTIAL 
SENSITIVITY ANALYSES 


 
1. Steady-State 


a. Conductivity 
i. by geologic criteria grouping 


ii. determine range in which model is still calibrated for running 
predictive simulation sensitivity 


iii. average value for geologic grouping zone 
b. Recharge 


i. global 
ii. possibly by region 


c. Change to No Flow boundary on the ridgeline 
d. Streambed conductance 


2. Transient  
a. Conductivity  


i. localized by unit 
ii. average value for geologic grouping zone 


b. Storage 
i. localized by unit 


3. Predictive 
a. Conductivity (within range determined during steady-state calibration) 


i. localized by unit 
ii. average value for geologic grouping zone 


b. Storage 
i. by geologic unit 


c. Streambed conductance 
d. Pit Dewatering 


i. Demonstrate no constraining of pit inflow by drain conductance 
e. Lake Development 


i. runoff coefficient 
ii. evaporation rate 


iii. lake conductance 
f. Change to No Flow boundary at the ridgeline (from revised steady-state) 


 








From: Debby Kriegel
To: jlyndes@sagelandscape.com; kavid.krizek@tetratech.com; Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com;

mbidwell@swca.com; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - Action Items from May 7 meeting
Date: 05/07/2009 02:27 PM

Action items from the flipchart at today's meeting:

1.  Meeting in 3 weeks (tentative date = morning of June 4th)
Progress meeting
Sage & Tetra Tech to provide modified proposed action: stormwater,
reclamation plan, and visual work
USFS will provide Feedback 
Sage will provide examples of other simulation projects

2.  SWCA will provide Tetra Tech and Sage with (1) KOP GPS points ASAP, and (2)
Evaluation Criteria and Affected Environment in 3 weeks

3.  Tetra Tech will provide the USFS (Salek) and SWCA with new survey topo (2'
contours) and oblique aerial photos by May 15

4.  USFS will provide Tetra Tech and Sage with Concern Level 1 & 2 travelways by
May 15

5.  USFS will provide desired condition for project area by May 15

Thanks everyone!

Tom:  Please forward this to Dale...I don't have his email address. 

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont - Data requests for SWCA visual quality work
Date: 06/16/2010 11:24 AM

Here's an update from Marcie.  She still has not received what she needs to begin
simulations.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/16/2010 11:23 AM -----

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> 

06/16/2010 10:09 AM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Trent
Reeder" <treeder@swca.com>, "Debby Kriegel"
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Lara
Mitchell" <lmitchell@swca.com>

Subject FW: Data requests

Tom and Debby,

 
Just to keep you updated, Tetra Tech uploaded some data for SWCA in the last few
days. Again, however, the contour data did not include attributes (the actual elevation
values) that makes it possible to project these line drawings into 3D. We also
received the road data for the MPO and the fence data. We are still waiting on
majority of the request.

 
Trent is following up and asking for them to resubmit the data. He has been in
communication with Melissa and Lara. 

 
Additionally, we have not received input on the stormwater diagram that we sent to
Tetra Tech for approval as a mock up of stormwater features on the MPO. 

 
As it is now June 16th and we still do not have data, we will continue to do the best
that we can. However, there are still gaps that the SWCA team is continuing to
request. We had requested that we receive the dataAt some point, we need a drop-
dead date as to when features are included in the EIS for August 15. We have to start
moving on these images in order to have time for drafts and review. 

 
We will keep you posted,
Marcie

 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


 

From: Trent Reeder 
Sent: Wednesday, June 16, 2010 9:33 AM
To: 'Carrasco, Joel'; 'Keepers, Ashley'; 'Krizek, David'; Marcie Bidwell
Subject: RE: Data requests

Thank you for beginning to upload my requested data.  The MPO primary access road worked
wonderfully and I was able to modify the surface to reflect the cut and fill characteristics.

 
I started working on the contour data for the Phased Tailings and noticed no elevations existed for
the contours.  Could you please resend the contours for the Phased Tailings with elevations in the
attribute table.

 
Thanks for your help!

 
Trent

 
From: Marcie Bidwell 
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 10:28 AM
To: Trent Reeder; 'Carrasco, Joel'; 'Keepers, Ashley'; 'Krizek, David'
Subject: RE: Data requests

 
Thank you David, Joel and Ashley, for your help with the request. 

 
This is basically the same list that we have been circulating since January, with
updates included from the recent changes in alternatives. 

 
Where we are asking for data that we should have, Trent and Lara have checked
SWCA's records/files and we are missing elevations from the data previously
submitted. 

 
Thanks for your assistance,
Marcie

 

From: Trent Reeder 
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 10:24 AM
To: Carrasco, Joel; Keepers, Ashley; Krizek, David



Cc: Marcie Bidwell
Subject: Data requests
Hello,

 
Would it be possible to upload these datasets to the FTP?

 
·         Phased Tailings "wavy gravy" contours (with elevations) - you uploaded a version back
in February, but these contours seem to be different than what has been represented in
the Stormwater/Reclamation Concept PDF.
·         Updated Scholefield contours (with elevations)
·         Updated Barrel Only contours (with elevations) - if this is not ready yet, then please let
Marcie and I know when you think it may be ready.
·         Haul Roads - we have the original MPO versions, but please send the updated Haul
Roads with the updated Alts.
·         Main Access Roads with grading contours (elevations) - We have the two original
versions of the access roads, but please resend these if they have been updated based on
updated Alts.  Please send the grading (with elevations) for these access roads.  Also, what
is the ROW in feet for the Access Roads?
·         West Side Access Road - I have two pieces of this road.  I am interested in the updated
access road alignment as it comes into the project/facility area.  I have a number of
different versions, but none of them matched to what was depicted on the Phased Tailings
Stormwater/Reclamation Concept PDF.  Could you please send this along with grading
contours (with elevations) if possible.
·         Facility Data - Can you please update us on the status of facility data.  Can you send the
facility grading contours (with elevations) if available now?  Will the facility layout and
grading contours change based on the varying Alts?  If so, please send us each version
when available.  Another option at this moment would be data depicting each of the
facility building footprints with building bottom elevations and top building elevations or
building heights so we could conduct some preliminary simulation studies. 
·         Perimeter Access Road - Can you please send the road data with grading contours (with
elevations) for each of the Alts if the road differs between them.
·         Perimeter Fence -  we have one version of this, but a portion of the MPO Dry Stack
Tailings overlaps the perimeter fence.  Has this been updated?  Does the fence change
based on the different Alts?

 
I am asking for quite a bit here and understand if some of this data is not ready for export.  If the
data is not ready, could you please just let us know when it will be.  Also, let us know if some of
this data is not going to be created, i.e. Perimeter Fence for each Alt or Facility grading contours
for the different Alts.

 
Thanks for all your help and please let me know if you have any questions!

 



Trent Reeder
GIS Specialist
SWCA Environmental Consultants
treeder@swca.com
130 Rock Point Dr.  Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81303
Work (970) 385-8566
Fax (970) 385-1938
www.swca.com
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: jlyndes@sagelandscape.com; david.krizek@tetratech.com; Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com;

mbidwell@swca.com; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Rosemont - Desired Condition for Recreation & Visual Quality
Date: 05/08/2009 01:28 PM
Attachments: DesiredCondition.doc

Here's my attempt at a desired condition for recreation and visual quality.  Much of
the language here was pulled from desired conditions for our Forest Plan revision,
tweaked for the Rosemont area.  It would be great to have desired condition
statements for other resources too.

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us
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Desired Condition – Northern Santa Rita Mountains – Scenic Quality and Recreation

Debby Kriegel, May 8, 2009


The diverse landscapes of the northern Santa Rita Mountains offer a variety of settings for a broad range of recreational opportunities and a place for visitors to escape from busy urban life into quiet, natural, wild places.  Visitors enjoy vast open space, canyon bottoms with mature trees, golden rolling grasslands dotted with oak and juniper, and rugged, rocky mountain ridgetops.  Visitors rarely see utilitarian structures (such as power lines and buildings), and mines that are no longer operational have been completely naturalized by restoring topography and vegetation to blend with the surrounding landscape.

Lands along the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road (AZ Hwy 83) and along Forest Service roads appear natural.  Visitors find occasional developed recreation facilities (such as picnic tables, an OHV staging area, and trailhead signs), but these facilities are in character with the National Forest setting.


Dispersed recreation activities in the area include scenic driving, hiking, horseback riding, birdwatching, camping, hunting, and more.  Visitors use off-highway vehicles responsibly and stay on designated roads.  Dispersed campsites are small and clean, and resource damage is not a problem.

Landscapes away from roads, and lands along the Arizona Trail, provide opportunities for solitude and spending time in pristine wildlands with minimal evidence of human activity.  The Arizona Trail is well-marked and well maintained.  Access roads to trailheads are open and maintained, and trailheads provide adequate parking and turnaround space.  Damage to resources at trailheads is minimal, and wildcat trails are rare.



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; Rochelle Dresser
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont - Draft Davidson Canyon Report Technical Review SOW
Date: 04/15/2010 09:48 AM
Attachments: 20100415_ortman_stone_davidsoncynrpt_sow_memo.pdf

2009-7-19_Ortman_SRK-MWH_TechRevuMemoPrep_memo.pdf

All,
 
Attached are the memoranda regarding the SOW for SRK to review the Davidson Canyon report.
 
In the interest of scheduling I have forwarded these documents to SRK with the caveat that the
SOW may be revised during CNF review.  Please review the draft SOW and provide any comment
no later than Tuesday, April 20.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK) 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA); Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson, 
Mindee Roth, Rochelle Dresser (CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 15 March 2010   


Subject: 
Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate 
Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment of 
Spring Impacts Report 


 
This memorandum presents the scope of work and requests a cost estimate for the technical 
review of the following documents for environmental resource areas that may be subject to impact 
from the project: 
 
Documents (provided under separate cover): 
 


• TetraTech (2010). Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment 
of Spring Impacts, April 2010 
 


• Montgomery & Associates (2010).  Comparison of Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater 
Level to Provisional Drawdown Projections, Rosemont Mine, March 1, 2010   


 
 
The subconsultant will review and be familiar with the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) 
submitted to the Coronado National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. 
Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007) and will 
review the subject document in the context of the MPO.  In addition, the subconsultant will 
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incorporate the knowledge of the general groundwater regime and geochemistry gained in their 
review of other project documents.   
 
POINTS OF CONTACT 
 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 


• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation 


and report review  
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Scope of Work 
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the 
memorandum of July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for 
Preparation of Review Memoranda and include the specific tasks listed below:  
 


Task 1: Review subject reports including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or 
selected by subconsultant and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject 
report and the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine 
Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 
 
Task 2: Draft Technical Review Memorandum – Prepare draft Technical Review 
Memorandum as per the schedule of deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be 
in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 
 
Task 3: Final Technical Review Memorandum – Prepare final Technical Review 
Memorandum following SWCA and CNF review as per the schedule of deliverables.  Cost 
estimate to assume one round of SWCA/CNF review only resulting in editorial comments.  
Any additional technical review requested by the SWCA/CNF review will be out of the 
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scope of this work.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 
inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 


 
Schedule of Deliverables 
 


• Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Two weeks following Notice to Proceed 
• Final Technical Review Memoranda – One week following receipt of final SWCA and 


CNF comments.  
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DALE ORTMAN PE       Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer        Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233         E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK); Rebecca Miller (MWH) 


Copy to: Charles Coyle, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 19 July 2009   


Subject: 
Review of Rosemont Technical Documents 
Guidelines for Preparation of Review Memoranda  


 
This memorandum presents guidelines for the preparation by SWCA’s technical subconsultants MWH and 
SRK of technical memoranda reviewing various documents submitted by Rosemont in support of the 
Rosemont Copper Project EIS.  The purpose of each document review is to provide SWCA with a concise 
professional opinion as to whether the data, assumptions, methods, and results presented in each document 
are reasonable and in conformance with standard accepted practice.  In addition, each technical memorandum 
prepared by a subconsultant must be developed under the direct supervision of a staff member having 
professional experience meeting or exceeding that required in the most current version of the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the Coronado National Forest and Rosemont Copper.  In general, the minimum 
requirements are a bachelor’s degree in the specific technical field and at least 10-years experience in the 
technical field with an emphasis on hardrock mining applications.  SWCA must approve the subconsultant’s 
responsible staff member prior to initiation of work.   The technical subconsultant will include a statement 
signed by the responsible staff member attesting that the review was prepared under their direct supervision.  
In addition, a current resume confirming that the responsible staff member meets the necessary requirements 
will be attached to the technical review memorandum. 
 
Technical review memoranda will be based on the report and any supporting documents provided to the 
technical subconsultant by SWCA.  The review will consist of reading the pertinent sections of the report and 
supporting documents and rendering a professional opinion regarding whether or not the data, assumptions, 
and methods used in the report conform to currently accepted industry practice.  In addition, the technical 
subconsultant will render a professional opinion whether or not the conclusions reached in the report appear 
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reasonable.  Review of conclusions will be limited to those elements of the report that are predictive of 
potential environmental impacts to resources unless specifically directed otherwise by SWCA.   
 
The technical subconsultant will develop the review as a professional opinion based on the information 
presented in the report and its supporting documents without extensive calculations or modeling to confirm 
results presented in the report.  In the event the technical subconsultant determines the data, assumptions, 
and methods do not appear to be in conformance with accepted industry practice or are otherwise suspect, or 
the results are not reasonable, the technical subconsultant will include this opinion in the technical review 
memorandum.  
 
Technical review memoranda will be concise and targeted to the four elements of a technical report, namely 
data, assumptions, methods, and results.  In addition, the technical review memoranda will contain a concise 
summary of the conclusions regarding potential environmental impacts to resources presented in the reviewed 
report. 
 







From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Dale Ortman PE
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; Roger D Congdon; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont - Draft MWH Review of Montgomery Responses on Mine Water Supply Pumping Report
Date: 08/05/2010 04:05 PM

Hello Dale, 
I have reviewed the draft dated July 30 and find it acceptable.  Note Roger's comments below.   

General Comments:  It appears that the model as constructed could provide general predictions but not
detailed predictions.  Lets move forward on finalizing the general predictions and strategize on how to
answer the questions regarding detailed predictions.  Rogers recommendations are a start.  Lets
discuss.  Thanks. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

Roger D Congdon/WO/USDAFS

08/05/2010 02:36 PM

To Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject Technical Memorandum of July 30, 2010

Salek, 

I have reviewed the Technical Memorandum of July 30, 2010 from Nathan Haws to
Tom Fergason, and in general am in agreement with the MWH assessment of the
unresolved topics. 

Formal calibration is indeed necessary and would go far to remove the model's
subjective appearance. The first bullet item on page 2 of the memo recommends that
a certain number of calibration targets be laid out. This bullet also points out that the
model, as currently set up can't simulate seasonal variations, which can be quite
large, mainly because of seasonal irrigation in the vicinity. It may become necessary
to consider simulating these seasonal variations because of the profound variation in
the water table in response to water use patterns through the year. 

On the second bullet; yes, when a spatial bias exists in the residuals, then something
is probably not as accurately simulated as it could be. This should be ironed out. 

Third bullet: Yes, differences and improvements to the original model should be
pointed out, as well as why they are improvements. 

If seasonal variations in the water table are on the order of 10 to 100 feet, there is
great potential for affection some of the shallower water supply wells when additional
stresses are introduced. We must give serious thought toward requiring time steps of
three months, or even one month in duration. The seasonal approach would require

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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evaluation of variations in solar flux, rainfall, evapotranspiration, etc., but once the
seasonal cycle is worked out, it could be applied easily. This may improve the ability
of the model to estimate impacts to individual wells. 

I strongly agree with MWH that there is a significantly subjective component of the
model. This needs to be tightened up and the calibration improved. I agree with all of
their recommendations, and would like to see seasonality introduced into the model. 

Call me if you have any questions, 

Roger 

 



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont - Draft MWH Review of Montgomery Responses on Mine Water Supply Pumping Report
Date: 08/02/2010 08:36 AM
Attachments: Comments on RCC Model 20100730.docx

Salek & Roger,
 
Attached is the memo prepared by MWH reviewing the Montgomery responses to the earlier
MWH review of the Mine Water Supply Pumping report.  The SOW for MWH includes one round of
CNF review and preparation of a final memorandum.  Please review and provide any comments on
the attached document.  Following MWH preparing the final memorandum we will forward it on to
Rosemont for their review and action.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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[bookmark: bkmkProjRef]TO: 		Tom Furgason					DATE:	July 30, 2010

SWCA Environmental Consultants	



FROM: 		Nathan W. Haws				REFERENCE: 1005979

MWH Americas, Inc.



CC:		Dale Ortman, Consultant

		Toby Leeson, MWH Americas, Inc.

		Stephen Taylor, MWH Americas, Inc.

[bookmark: bkmkAddress]

[bookmark: bkmkRe]SUBJECT:	Technical Review of Response to Comments on Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Rosemont Copper Company Mine Supply Pumping  





At your request, MWH Americas, Inc. (MWH) has prepared this technical memorandum in support of the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for Rosemont Copper Company (RCC).  This memorandum was prepared to address the responses prepared by Montgomery & Associates (M&A, 2010)[footnoteRef:1] to our comments (MWH, 2009)[footnoteRef:2] on the report of groundwater flow modeling conducted for Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) mine supply pumping (M&A, 2009)[footnoteRef:3].  The MWH (2009) memorandum reviewed the model development and simulation results as reported in M&A (2009).  As stated in the MWH (2009) memorandum, MWH is of the professional opinion that the data, assumptions, and methods used to develop the numerical model are generally reasonable and in conformance with standard accepted industry practices.  Some of the concerns noted in our 2009 memorandum have been satisfactorily resolved through M&A’s response.  The remaining concerns focus on properly demonstrating model calibration and appropriately communicating the model’s capabilities and limitations.  The resolution of these concerns may require only minor modifications to the model and may not result in significant changes to the conclusions drawn from the model simulations.  Nevertheless, the resolution of these concerns will help validate the model construction and the simulation results and better define the appropriate uses and limitations of the model. [1:  Montgomery & Associates.  2010.  Response to MWH October 23, 2009 Review of Groundwater Modeling Conducted for Rosemont Copper Company’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping.  Technical memorandum submitted to Kathy Arnold, Rosemont Copper Company.  February 9, 2010.]  [2:  MWH Americas, Inc.  2009.  Review Comments of Rosemont Numerical Groundwater Model Update and Simulations; Rosemont EIS Support.  Technical memorandum submitted to Tom Furgason, SWCA Environmental Consultants.  October 23, 2009.]  [3:  Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. (M&A).  2009.  Report: Groundwater Flow Modeling Conduction for Simulation of Rosemont Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita, Arizona.  April 30, 2009.] 




This memorandum first highlights unresolved topics of concern regarding the groundwater flow modeling conducted to evaluate the impacts of RCC mine supply pumping.   Following this are our replies to the responses prepared by M&A.



Unresolved Topics  



Unresolved topics of concern with the groundwater flow modeling as presented in the M&A (2009) modeling report are explained below.  Included with each explanation are recommendations to address the concerns. 



1. The model is lacking quantitative calibration objectives and a formal calibration.  

M&A states that the model “reasonably simulates average groundwater levels” and that the model is “acceptably” calibrated.  While M&A may have accepted the match between simulated and measured groundwater levels, the terms “reasonably” and “acceptably” are subjective. No quantitative calibration objectives have been established with which to judge the adequacy of the calibration.   Further, no standard iterative calibration has been conducted to demonstrate whether an optimal set of parameter values has been selected.  



· MWH recommends that a quantifiable set of calibration objectives be determined with which to judge whether the model simulations are reasonable.  Model reviewers could then decide whether the objectives and the calibration are acceptable.  The relationship between calibration objectives and simulation results will also aid in demonstrating the capabilities and limitations of the model predictions.  The modeling report does discuss limits to the models capabilities.  For example, the report explains that the model can only predict average groundwater levels and cannot simulate the large seasonal variations in groundwater levels.  These limitations should be considered along with the intended use of the model’s predictions to formalize quantifiable calibration objectives.  



· MWH recommends that an iterative calibration be conducted to determine optimal parameter values.  The modeling report documents that the updated model improves the match between measured and observed groundwater levels; however, the large residuals between simulated and measured values, and an apparent spatial bias in the distribution of residuals, suggests that further improvement may be possible.  Because the RCC model was constructed from a larger regional model, calibrating every parameter may not be practical or necessary.  MWH recommends that the calibration focus on the parameters that most affect groundwater levels within the RCC pumping influence.  These parameters may include storage coefficients and specific yield (which were left unchanged from the original model despite changes to hydraulic conductivity and layer elevations) and hydraulic conductivity/transmissivity values (which were modified from the original model based on assumptions about how the results of recent aquifer pumping tests should be distributed across model layers). 



· MWH recommends that the differences in simulation results between the original ADWR regional model and the updated model be illustrated with the differences and improvements to the original ADWR model clearly noted.  Figure 26 of the modeling report compares “actual” groundwater levels with the results of the original and revised model for the 1940 steady-state simulation.  A similar figure should to be created for the transient simulation for 1999 (last year of the original ADWR historical simulation).  These figures (or separate figures) should zoom into the area surrounding the RCC property and show a higher resolution of groundwater contours.

  

2. The capabilities and limitations of the model are not clearly delineated.

The modeling report provides illustrations of groundwater level declines with and without RCC pumping, but the practical uses and limitations of these predictions are not clearly defined.  For one example, the model is designed to predict groundwater levels that are spatial and temporal averages.  The predicted groundwater levels are annual averages and cannot predict seasonal variations, which were shown to be between 10 and 100 feet.  The model predictions are also spatial averages across a grid cell, which range from 100 feet by 100 feet (nearest the RCC pumping) to 0.5 miles by 0.5 miles.  Given this construction, the model is capable of grossly predicting annual average groundwater levels, including impacts from RCC pumping.  The model would not be suitable, however, for predicting maximum declines and impacts at an individual well.  This could be an important distinction for owners of shallow wells. 

 

· MWH recommends that the appropriate uses and limitations of the groundwater model be clearly defined.  Such a statement of limitations is often included in modeling reports.  The statement of limitations does not necessarily change the validity of the model conclusions, but it will aid in the understanding of the appropriate uses of these conclusions.

        

3. The uncertainties in the model are not clearly defined.

Uncertainty is inherent in all model predictions.  An important source of uncertainty in the RCC model predictions arises from unknowns in future aquifer stresses.  The aquifer in the vicinity of RCC is highly stressed from agricultural, industrial, and private water users.   The actual locations and magnitude of the future aquifer stresses is uncertain.  M&A’s method of allocating future stresses based on committed pumping demands on file with the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) is reasonable, but the model report does not clearly document the uncertainties or potential deficiencies associated with these estimates or how these uncertainties affect model predictions.



· MWH recommends that the potential effects of the uncertainties should be considered, quantitatively if possible, but at least qualitatively.  They could be considered quantitatively by conducting predictive simulations to test the sensitivity of the model predictions to a reasonable range of future groundwater stresses.  This would help bound the range of model predictions due to uncertain future stresses.  Two potential future aquifer stresses that should be included in such an analysis are the potential mitigation pumping for the Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Mine and recharge of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water.  Although these stresses may be difficult to characterize, they will, if implemented, have significant impacts on future groundwater levels in the Green Valley/Sahuarita area.  Estimated timing and magnitudes of potential Sierrita mitigation pumping and CAP recharge are available.  For example, Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita has posted the feasibility study and conceptual wellfield design for the sulfate mitigation on their website (www.fcx.com/sierrita/home.htm).



· MWH recommends that a figure be included in the modeling report that shows the additional drawdown caused by RCC pumping alone (neglecting other aquifer stresses).  Such a figure could easily be created as the difference between the groundwater level declines with and without RCC pumping.  This figure will better illustrate the groundwater level declines attributable exclusively to RCC and will nullify the effects of uncertainty associated with other groundwater stresses.



4. The plan view figures may be difficult to interpret.



· MWH recommends that the modeling report include figures that show a profile view of groundwater levels and stratigraphy through sections that cross the maximum drawdown.  These figures may be more readily interpreted than the plan view of groundwater levels to those unfamiliar with hydrogeology and groundwater modeling. 





Reply to Responses



For convenience in referencing, the original comments and responses, as presented in the M&A response letter, are repeated here in italics and numbered.  Our replies follow each response.   Replies are made to only responses 1 through 11 because the remaining responses (12 though 17) were made to summary comments, which are addressed in the first 11 responses.  



(1) MWH Comment: The methodology for model predictions also follows good practice, with the exception that future pumping may be over-allocated (which would result in over prediction of groundwater level elevations) and some future source/sink terms may not be included (which would result in over-prediction in some locations and under-prediction in others).



M&A Response No. 1: The RCC mine supply groundwater modeling study assumed future residential groundwater pumping in the area would increase at a rate determined from committed and existing groundwater withdrawals, as provided by Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR). Due to the recent economic downturn and the resulting substantial decrease in the area’s residential growth, we agree that this approach will likely project more background groundwater level decline due to residential pumping than may actually occur. However, for purposes of the EIS study we did not speculate on how a reduced future residential pumping demand might occur. The future residential pumping simulated in the model is based on ADWR data and may result in conservatively larger background groundwater level declines (from residential pumping). The conservatively larger projection of background groundwater level declines will have limited effect on the projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping. 



All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are determined from existing permits or pending permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on past documented quantities of historic pumping or recharge. We did not add new future sinks or sources to the model which were not at the permit submittal stage and where quantities and/or schedules were not well defined.  



Finally, the use of the term “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” is confusing, since the term over-prediction implies neither groundwater levels being too high or too low; the concept is better described as: over-prediction of groundwater level declines.



MWH Reply:  MWH agrees that M&A’s approach to estimating future groundwater recharge and withdrawals is reasonable.  The purpose of the comment was to note that, although the approach is reasonable, the estimates may over-allocate the future withdrawals.  While the amount that future withdrawals have been over-allocated is difficult to quantify, the potential over-allocation should be noted.  The other future sinks and sources noted in our original comment had reference to the possibility of CAP water recharge and Sierrita mitigation pumping.  We also acknowledge that these future stresses are not well defined, though they may nonetheless have significant impacts on future groundwater levels in the Sahuarita/Green Valley area.  Because the future aquifer stresses are highly uncertain, the sensitivity of the predictive simulations to this uncertainty should be evaluated and documented. 



MWH also agrees that over- or under-prediction of future groundwater withdrawals or recharge will have limited impact on the projected groundwater level decline (drawdown) due to Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) pumping.  An additional figure that shows the drawdown that is solely attributable to RCC pumping (i.e., additional drawdown caused by RCC pumping above the background groundwater level declines) could better illustrate RCC impacts while excluding most of the uncertainty associated with other groundwater stresses.  Such a figure could easily be created as the difference between groundwater drawdown with Rosemont pumping and without Rosemont pumping (e.g., difference of Figure 31 and Figure 32). 

 

The confusing phrase “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” was misquoted.  The actual phrase read, “under-prediction of groundwater elevations.”  By under-predict, we mean to predict groundwater levels that are lower than the actual groundwater levels.  This is equivalent to “over-prediction of groundwater level declines” as suggested by M&A.   



RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Historical Model”

(2) MWH Comment: The major concern with the model updates is that no standard iterative recalibration of the aquifer parameters is performed.



M&A Response No. 2: Accounting for the facts that most of the available observed groundwater level data are obtained during winter when agricultural pumping is not occurring, and simulated groundwater levels reflect annual average agricultural pumping simulated in the model, the updates to historical stresses in the study area resulted in a reasonable match of simulated groundwater levels and trends to observed data. The model is acceptably calibrated for purposes of simulating groundwater level decline due to proposed Rosemont pumping, although we agree it may over-predict future background groundwater level declines for reasons stated above. We believe further calibration is not required for this study.



MWH Reply: MWH understands the difficulty in determining calibration targets.  The fact remains, however, that a recalibration of model parameters was not conducted, although layer elevations and hydraulic conductivities were revised in some portions of the model.  At a minimum M&A should demonstrate that the model results meet quantifiable calibration objectives.  Terms such as “reasonable match” and “acceptability calibrated” are subjective.



(3) MWH Comment: It is possible that much of the error between measured and simulated groundwater levels, which can be several tens of feet and shows spatial bias in some areas, is partly a reflection of the model parameters being out of calibration.



M&A Response No. 3: We believe the model is reasonably calibrated and the differences between simulated and observed groundwater levels are acceptable.



MWH Reply: See response to item (2)





(4) MWH Comment: Another concern with the model updates is that no consideration is given for the Santa Cruz fault, which runs between the RCC wells and many of the other wells in the study area. Mason and Bota (2006) suspect the fault as a source of some of the large residuals (error between measured and simulated groundwater levels) in the ADWR model. M&A (2009b) documents the fault in the text and figures, but does not modify the model to account for the fault. The rationale for not explicitly accounting for the fault is not discussed in M&A (2009a, 2009b).



M&A Response No. 4: The regional Santa Cruz fault is not considered to be a hydraulic barrier or conduit. In the area north from the proposed RCC well field Anderson (1987) (shown on Figure 6 of the EIS report) indicates vertical displacement along the fault resulted in a thicker deposition of the upper Tinaja beds on the east side of the fault relative to the west side of the fault. Knowledge of the Santa Cruz fault, including hydraulic conductivity data for the aquifer on both sides of the fault, has been previously incorporated into the ADWR model by the U.S. Geological Survey and ADWR.  Mason and Bota do not indicate they suspect the Santa Cruz fault is the cause of large residuals in T.15S.,R.13 and 14.E., they simply point out that “residuals are in an area

of suspected perched groundwater and near the Santa Cruz fault”. The large residuals are predominantly indicating simulated groundwater levels are lower than observed. It has been M&A’s experience simulating groundwater levels at the T.15S., R.13 and 14E location (for other groundwater investigations) that perched groundwater is a significant cause of simulated groundwater levels being lower than observed. Further, the area Mason and Bota describe as having high residuals is located approximately 12 miles north from the proposed RCC wellfield. The RCC wellfield is located in T.17S.,R.14E., where the residuals shown in Mason and Bota’s 2006 report are relatively good (see page 72 and Figure 27 of the Mason and Bota report).



MWH Reply: Because the Santa Cruz Fault separates the RCC wells and most of the other public and private well, M&A should clearly document what effects the fault has on water levels and how this is accounted for in the model.  Otherwise, MWH finds M&A’s response acceptable to resolve this concern.





RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Predictive Model”

(5) MWH Comment: Other potential future groundwater sinks/sources not included in the model that may impact future groundwater levels within the study area are potential mitigation pumping near Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Mine and delivery of underground storage of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water to the Sahuarita/Green Valley area.



M&A Response No. 5: At the time of model construction the mitigation plan was still being developed and was not finalized or approved by Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. Sufficient information did not exist to justify including the potential mitigation pumping in the model. A CAP recharge site in the Green Valley area is under consideration, but has not been approved by regulatory agencies nor has a location for the site been selected; therefore, this potential recharge source was not included in the model. Potential CAP recharge in this area may mitigate drawdown impacts from the proposed RCC pumping.



MWH Reply: See response to item (1)



(6) MWH Comment: An assumption of the predictive model, which may be incorrect, is that boundary conditions are static. This assumption is refuted by the continual groundwater level declines throughout the study area. The correctness of the assumption is only a minor concern as the boundary heads likely have relatively little influence on the groundwater levels within the study area.



M&A Response No. 6: As concluded by MWH, the southern constant head boundary located 14.5 miles south from the RCC wellfield and the much more distant model boundaries in Marana and Avra Valley are too distant to have impacts on projected groundwater level change due to RCC pumping.



MWH Reply: The conclusion that the model boundaries are too distant to have impacts on projected groundwater level changes due to RCC pumping should be tested and the results documented in the model report.





RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Model Predictions”



(7) MWH Comment: As documented above, the confidence in the predictions of future groundwater levels in the numerical model is weakened by intrinsic model structural inaccuracies, calibration inaccuracies, and uncertainty and deficiencies in sinks/sources. 



M&A Response No. 7: We assume MWH’s decription of structural inaccuracies is a reference to the Santa Cruz fault since no other structural issues are presented by MWH. Representation of the Santa Cruz fault is addressed in M&A Response No. 4.  The model calibration is sufficiently accurate to project groundwater level declines due to proposed RCC pumping. All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are determined from existing permits or pending permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on

past documented quantities of historic pumping or recharge. This may result in a model which will project conservatively larger background groundwater level declines in the RCC wellfield area; however, it should have limited effect on the projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping. We did not include potential Sierrita mitigation pumping or potential CAP recharge in the Green Valley area due to a lack of information regarding these potential sinks/sources.



MWH Reply:  The Santa Cruz Fault is addressed in item (4) and model calibration is addressed in item (1)



 

(8) MWH Comment: Seasonal variations and “calibration” errors are translated to predictive uncertainties that ranges from 10 to 100 feet due to seasonal variations and approximately a 25-foot under-prediction bias at RC-2.



M&A Response No. 8: Recent continuous monitoring of groundwater levels at wells E-1 and RC-2 has resulted in documentation of seasonal variation of groundwater levels (ranging from 10 to 100 feet annually) at the proposed RCC wellfield. The purpose of the continuous monitoring was to remove uncertainty about seasonal variations from the model. Due to the continuous monitoring this variation is known and is not translated into predictive uncertainty. The match between simulated and observed groundwater level trends at well RC-2 is

acceptable and correction of model projections for the 25-foot difference is consistent with standard modeling practice for predictive simulations. The 25-foot difference is not an uncertainty that is “translated” through to the predictive results.



MWH Reply:  MWH acknowledges that a simulation with an annual stress period cannot resolve the large seasonal variations.  The way that M&A accounts for the seasonal variations is reasonable without refining the stress periods.  The question of whether the 25-foot bias at RC-2 is acceptable should be answered through the establishment of calibration objectives.  If the bias at RC-2 meets these objectives, then the correction applied at RC-2 is a reasonable way to handle the model bias at this location. 





(9) MWH Comment: M&A (2009b) does not adequately document or quantify predictive uncertainties due to parameter uncertainties and due to uncertainties in the future groundwater recharge and withdrawal. These predictive uncertainties could be bounded by conducting a sensitivity analysis of model predictions to parameter and future source/sink variations. Sensitivity analyses are often a component of modeling studies.



M&A Response No. 9: The substantial regional sinks and sources in the vicinity of the proposed RCC wellfield are the dominant factor in prediction of future groundwater levels. There is obvious uncertainty in these future stresses; however, quantification of uncertainties in rate of residential growth and future water demand in the area was not conducted as part of this study. For purposes of the EIS study, we have simulated stresses which may result in conservatively larger background groundwater level declines in the proposed RCC wellfield area than may occur.



Although not typically conducted, statistical quantification of predictive model uncertainty can be determined through a rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity analysis; however, many of the observation wells had only 1 data point (2005) obtained during the last 10 years and much of the data was affected by the substantial seasonal variation in groundwater levels. A rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity analysis for purposes of statistically determining predictive uncertainty would have required substantial assumptions that would have rendered the statistical determinations more qualitative than quantitative. Further, as described above, predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter sensitivity would be substantially less than uncertainty associated with future stresses. Ultimately we relied on the satisfactory match of simulated to observed groundwater level trends to determine confidence in the model’s ability to predict future groundwater level

change. 



Finally, a sensitivity analysis where specific aquifer parameters are incrementally varied to determine sensitivity of the calibration to changes to those parameters was not conducted. This sensitivity analysis is used to determine aquifer parameters that the calibration is most sensitive to, which are the parameters requiring relatively more certainty in the accuracy of their simulated value in order to minimize predictive error. Aquifer parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrogeologic units encountered at the proposed RCC wellfield location have been extensively investigated and substantial aquifer parameter data have been collected for these units, including in the vicinity of the RCC wellfield; therefore, a sensitivity analysis was not considered to be beneficial. Note that aquifer parameters and layer thicknesses in the vicinity of the E-1 and RC-2 pumping tests were changed in the model to reflect results of test data; these modified parameters were not substantially

different than original values in the model and the changes to simulated groundwater levels as a result of the modifications were minimal.



MWH Reply:  The type of sensitivity analysis that is suggested by MWH is to determine the sensitivity of model predictions to parameter changes.  M&A states that predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter sensitivity would be substantially less than uncertainty associated with future stresses; however, no documentation exists that this statement has been tested.  Further, if only the drawdown due to RCC pumping is considered (as suggested in the reply to item (1)), the aquifer parameters may have a large effect.  M&A states that the aquifer parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrologic units encountered at the proposed RCC wellfield location have been extensively investigated.  If so, a realistic range of these parameter values with which to test predictive sensitivity should be known.  Whether or not a predictive sensitivity analysis is conducted, MWH recommends that the confidence in model predictions in relation to aquifer parameters be bounded, if possible.  





(10)  MWH Comment: The confidence in the predicted groundwater levels will further decrease away from the RCC property as the grid coarsens and aquifer parameters and source/sinks become less defined.



M&A Response No. 10: For purposes of determining groundwater level declines due to proposed RCC pumping, the confidence/accuracy of projected declines distant from the RCC property decrease negligibly due to the model grid becoming coarser.  The grid is refined in the immediate area of pumping due to the substantial

groundwater level gradients in the immediate vicinity of the pumping wells. As these gradients decrease with distance from the pumping wells, grid cells can increase in size without decreasing confidence in the projected declines due to RCC pumping. 



MWH Reply:  This comment was made for completeness in discussing the model results.  The way that M&A refined the model grid is appropriate and is consistent with standard practice.  The decrease in model confidence/accuracy far away from the RCC property is not an important concern since the effects of RCC pumping will be minor in these outlying areas.  Still, the model report needs to clearly document that the appropriate use of the model is to predict large-scale and annual average groundwater levels.  For example, the model is not appropriate for prediction of instantaneous groundwater levels at individual wells and has less precision away from the RCC property as the grid coarsens.  





(11)  MWH Comment: MWH evaluated the estimates of the drawdown levels due to RCC pumping reported in the M&A (2009b, Figures 35, 36) using a simple (Dupruit) solution to estimate steady-state drawdown. Although this solution cannot capture the complexity and transience of the model, it does provide a rough check on drawdown predictions. According to this check, the estimates of groundwater level drawdown due to RCC pumping reported in M&A (2009b) are reasonable.



M&A Response No. 11: As MWH has determined using their Dupuit analysis, the projected groundwater level declines due to proposed RCC pumping are reasonable.  The model superimposes these simulated drawdowns on model projected background groundwater level declines. These projected background declines are likely conservatively larger than may occur (discussed previously); therefore, final projected groundwater level elevations at the end of the 20-year RCC pumping period may be conservatively lower than may occur.



MWH Reply:  The Dupuit analysis roughly confirms that the model results are reasonable given the model input; it does not provide a check on the model input parameters. 
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - Feb 15 DEIS Review
Date: 04/01/2010 12:06 PM

I reviewed the Recreation and Visual Resource sections currently posted on WebEx. 
You asked whether there are any "glaring omissions" in our resource areas.  The
short answer is yes, there continue to be enormous gaps in these sections.

Visual Resources (3.9.1):  
This section has not changed since I provided comments to SWCA on Oct.
5, 2009.  I mentioned this in my reviews of previous DEIS's on Oct. 29,
2009 and Jan. 22, 2010. 
There is much work needed on the affected environment sections, there are
no graphics (maps, photos, simulations, etc.), and the environmental
consequences section is only an outline.

Recreation (3.12.1)
SWCA has revised this section since my review of the Jan. 15 DEIS, but
much work is still needed, including (1) analysis for the proposed action is a
good start, but lacks graphics/maps and recommendations for mitigation,
(2) analysis for alternatives is very weak (granted, this will need to remain
draft until alternatives are fleshed out), and (3) there is no cumulative
effects analysis.

I will continue to work with SWCA (Marcie and Steve) as things proceed.  Marcie's
work is still not completely funded by Rosemont.

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Day, Stephen'; 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Cope, Larry'; 'Sieber, Mike'; 'Beverley A

Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont - Geochemistry Update
Date: 06/20/2010 06:48 AM

All,
 

I have not received the update email promised for no later than June 18th from TetraTech
regarding progress toward resolving the geochemistry issues raised by SRK.  I have queried both
Rosemont and TetraTech regarding this and will keep you informed as to the outcome.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:choag@srk.com
mailto:sday@srk.com
mailto:vugorets@srk.com
mailto:lcope@srk.com
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mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont - Golder Review of Site Water Management Plan
Date: 07/28/2010 11:05 AM
Attachments: 09381962 TM Rosemont_23JUL10.pdf

All,
 
Attached is the draft technical review memorandum prepared by Golder for the Site Water
Management Plan.  The SOW includes the CNF to review the draft memo and provide comment to
Golder for preparation of a final document.  Given the project schedule please review the memo
as soon as possible and provide comment for revision or determine that the document is
acceptable as is so we can forward it along to Rosemont.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com



 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
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Golder Associates Inc. 
44 Union Blvd., Suite 300 


Lakewood, CO 80228 USA  
Tel:  (303) 980-0540  Fax:  (303) 985-2080  www.golder.com 


Golder Associates: Operations in Africa, Asia, Australasia, Europe, North America and South America 


 


1.0 INTRODUCTION 
Golder Associates Inc. (Golder) conducted a review of the Site Water Management Update for the 


Rosemont Copper Project (April 2010, Tetra Tech).  The Site Water Management Update is presented in 


five volumes.  The review consisted of reading the pertinent sections of the report and supporting 


documents and rendering a professional opinion regarding whether or not the data, assumptions, and 


methods used in the report conform to currently accepted industry practice.  Review of conclusions was 


limited to the goals specified by SWCA as listed in each section below as they relate only to water and 


erosion management.  No review of geotechnical stability or other disciplines were addressed. 


This memorandum summarizes the findings Golder’s review of the Site Water Management Update.  The 


goal of the review is to identify any red flags and potential fatal flaws associated with the concepts used or 


the design of site stormwater management structures. 


2.0 RUNOFF CALCULATIONS 
Goal: Compare Tetra Tech’s selected method(s) of runoff calculation and the method(s) proposed by 


Pima County; comment on the applicability of all methods to the Rosemont Project. 


Tetra Tech analyzed both the NRCS method and the Pima County method (PC-HYDRO) to determine the 


most suitable storm criteria for the Rosemont site.  Table 1 ranks the design storms obtained by applying 


these methods in terms of severity. 


TetraTech selected the NRCS method to determine peak flows and runoff volumes for the design of 


structures at the Rosemont site.  Golder agrees this method is more appropriate because the Pima 


County method is more suitable for small urban watersheds and is not as conservative as the selected 


method. 


 


Date:  July 23, 2010 Project No.:  093-81962 
To:  Dale Ortman  


From:  George Annandale/Jennifer Patterson/Craig Baxter 
RE:  ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT – TECHNICAL REVIEW OF SITE WATER MANAGEMENT 
UPDATE 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF DESIGN STORM COMPARISON 


   Peak Flow 
Rate 


Ranking 


Runoff 
Volume 
Ranking 


   
N


R
C


S 
M


et
ho


d 


1000-yr, 24-hr NRCS Type II Dist. 2 3 


500-yr, 24-hr NRCS Type II Dist. 3 4 


100-yr, 24-hr NRCS Type II Dist. 5 5 


100-yr, 1-hr thunderstorm 6 7 


100-yr, 1-hr compressed 6-hr event 7 7 


100-yr, 1-hr NRCS Type II Dist. 8 7 


6-hr Local PMP 1 2 


72-hr General PMP 9 1 


Pi
m


a 
C


ou
nt


y 
M


et
ho


d 


Pima County Method (PC-HYDRO) 
100-yr, 6-hr 


4 6 


 


Published reports give the average-annual precipitation as ±24 inches, however Tetra Tech concludes 


that the average-annual precipitation is 18 inches.  This was obtained by using both site-measured 


precipitation as well as back-calculating precipitation depth using average-annual runoff from the Arizona 


Water Atlas (106.7 ac-ft/sq-mi).  This raises a few questions: 


 How was the selected average rainfall of 18 inches used and what was the sensitivity of 
that application compared to using the 24 inches average rainfall? 


 Is the use of the Arizona Water Atlas appropriate? Golder understands that the water 
atlas back calculation was likely only used as a check of the site-calculated average 
rainfall.  However, if one knows what the answer to a problem is, it is easy to select 
parameters for the back calculation to get to that answer.  The question is whether those 
selected parameters are reasonable.  


 How many years of site collected data were used to determine that the average-annual 
precipitation of 18 inches? Was the record long enough to justify not using the 24inches 
average rainfall?  


Also lacking in the runoff analyses is an assessment of monsoon conditions.  Arizona’s worst-case runoff 


volume conditions typically occur during consecutive precipitation days in July, August or September, 


which are monsoon conditions.  This is illustrated in Figure 1. 


Experience in Arizona is that long duration, relatively low intensity monsoon rains often results in larger 


flow volumes than the 24-hr or shorter duration design storms.  It is recommended that the monsoon 


runoff be used to evaluate the capacity of the structures impounding water.  This type of design storm 


event is also sometimes referred to as the maximum saturation event.  
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Figure 1.  Example Monsoon Precipitation near Superior, Arizona 


3.0 DESIGN CRITERIA FOR WATER CONTROL STRUCTURES 
Goal: Concisely tabulate the design criteria selected by Tetra Tech for each water control structure and 


determine if the design calculations used the selected design criteria values. 


This information is summarized in Table 2. 


As shown in Table 2, it is unknown if the Pit Stormwater Pond and Crusher Stormwater Pond meet the 


specified design criteria, because no detailed sizing calculations were included in the Site Water 


Management Update.   


4.0 FLOW-THROUGH DRAINS 
Goal: Review the design of the Flow-Through Drains and comment on their short- and long-term 


functional viability. 


The purpose of Flow-Through Drains is to convey up-gradient water into the natural drainage downstream 


of the tailings and waste rock facilities.  The Flow-Through Drains are constructed in addition to the typical 


under drains.  The long-term viability of these structures is uncertain due to the potential effects of 


clogging by sediment.  We recommend every effort be made to route water around the structures instead 


of using the flow-through drains.  If this is not possible, then the Flow-Through Drains need to be 


constructed in a manner by which sediment can be trapped at the inlet and maintenance can be 


performed.  Without an agreement to this maintenance, this structure poses, in our opinion, a fatal flaw. 
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TABLE 2 
STORMWATER STRUCTURE DESIGN CRITERIA 


 


Water Control 
Structure Design Criteria Established in Volume 1 


Criteria 
Followed? 


O
pe


n 
Pi


t 
an


d 
So


ut
he


rn
 


Pl
an


t S
ite


 
A


re
a 


Pit Diversion Channel Local PMP Event conveyance YES 


Pit Stormwater Pond General PMP Volume Unknown 
Crusher Stormwater 


Pond General PMP Volume Unknown 


M
ai


n 
Pl


an
t S


ite
 A


re
a 


Permanent Diversion 
Channel No. 1 


Local PMP Event conveyance, 200-yr, 24-hour erosion 
protection YES 


PWTS Pond and 
Settling Basin 100-yr, 24-hr event 


YES 


Detention Basin No. 1 Manage General and Local PMP Volume, contain 200-
yr, 24-hr 


YES 


Permanent Diversion 
Channel No. 2 Local PMP Event conveyance, 200-yr, 24-hour erosion 


protection 
YES 


Detention Basin No. 2A Manage General and Local PMP Volume, contain 200-
yr, 24-hr 


YES 


Detention Basin No. 2B Manage General and Local PMP Volume, contain 200-
yr, 24-hr 


YES 


Detention Basin No. 3 Manage General and Local PMP Volume, contain 200-
yr, 24-hr 


YES 


R
os


em
on


t R
id


ge
 L


an
df


or
m


 Waste Rock Storage 
Area 


Detention Pools on benches contain 500-yr, 24-hr 
event.  PCAs capacity for General PMP even 


YES 


North Dry Stack Tailings 
Facility 


Drainage channels and drop structures.  500-yr, 24-hr.  
Depression areas on top of dry stack contain 1000-yr, 
24-hr event, berms also on top control larger than 
general PMP event 


YES 


South Dry Stack 
Tailings Facility 


Drainage channels and drop structures 500-yr, 24-hr. 
Depression areas on top of reclaimed surface.  Storms 
up to 1,000-yr, 24-hr event controlled behind rock weir 
on top of dry stack.  Larger flows discharged over weir 
to rock slope leading to flow-through drain 


YES 


    Golder was requested to specifically comment on the entrance arrangement to the flow-through drains, 


shown in Figure 2.  It is our opinion that sediment from upstream will likely clog the berm over the medium 


to long term.  This is due to the fact that no upstream provision is made to prevent sediment from entering 


the berm.   
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Figure 2.  Detail of the Flow-Through Inlet 


Both the long-term and short-term functionality of the Flow-Through drains are dependent upon the 


capacity of the upstream ponds.  The capacity is based on the incoming runoff, which should be 


calculated using both PMP and monsoon conditions.  The capacity is also based on the outflow rate, 


which is calculated using the following equation:  


𝑄 = �
1
𝐷
�


1
𝑏+2 𝛼𝑤


(3 + 𝑏)
1


𝑏+2
�𝐻𝑢𝑝𝑏+3 − 𝐻𝑑𝑜𝑤𝑛𝑏+3 �


1
𝑏+2 


Where: 


 𝛼 = � 2𝑔𝑢𝑏


𝑎(𝑑50−𝜎)𝑏−1
�


1
𝑏+2


 


 𝐷 = 𝐿 − 0.7𝑆1 


 𝑆1 = 𝐻𝑢𝑝𝑐𝑜𝑡𝛽 


 d50


 a and b are empirical coefficients of the equation related to the flow and particles 


 is the particle diameter size where 50% of the total particles’ weight is smaller 


 u is the kinematic viscosity 


 σ is the standard deviation of rock size distribution 


 Q is the outflow rate through the rockfill dam structure 


 H is the water depth inside the structure 


 w is the width of the flow cross section 


 β is the angle of the upstream and downstream dam face with horizontal 


 L is the length of the dam 
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The reference for this equation is: Samani, J. M. V. and Heydari, M. Reservoir Routing through 


Successive Rockfill Detention Dams.  Journal of Agricultural Science and Technology.  Vol. 9. (2007).  


Pgs. 317-326. 


It appears this equation was developed to calculate flow though relatively short lengths of rockfill dams.  It 


does not include allowances for losses due to long reaches or bends within the Flow-Through Drain.  It is 


anticipated that the ponded water on the up-gradient portion of the tailings impoundment may not drain as 


quickly as calculated in the Management Plan.   


5.0 REVIEW SITE STORMWATER CONTROLS 
Goal:  Review the design of the stormwater controls for the Rosemont Ridge Landform, including the 


Waste Rock Storage Area and Dry Stack Tailings Facility and comment on their short- and long-term 


functional viability. 


5.1 Dry Stack Tailings Facility 
The Dry Stack Tailings Facility is broken into North and South facilities with very similar stormwater 


management designs for each facility.  Depressions on top of the North tailings facility contain the 1,000-


year, 24-hour storm event before allowing runoff to enter decanting structures and discharge off the 


tailings facility.  Containment berms located on top of the North Dry Stack Tailings Facility have capacity 


to contain a volume from larger than the General PMP event.  Similarly, the South Dry Stack Tailings 


Facility has depressed areas to contain runoff from the 10-year, 24-hour event.  Larger flows but smaller 


than the 1,000-year, 24-hour event will be retained behind a rock weir on the west side of the landform.  


Larger flows than the 1,000-year, 24-hour event will be discharged over the rock weir and will eventually 


be conveyed to a flow-through drain.   


One concern with this type of design is the need for accuracy during construction.  If one berm containing 


the water has a low-lying spot, the entire area of ponded water may escape causing massive erosion 


should water flow through that low-level spot.  Another concern with this design is the estimated 


magnitude of the required capacity.  Golder recommends that the volumes be checked using monsoon 


precipitation (the maximum saturation event). 


The riprap protection on downchutes on the slopes of the tailings facility are designed to convey flow from 


bench channels to natural ground using the Robinson method.  This method was originally developed 


using, to the best of Golder’s knowledge, a maximum d50 of 9 inches.  The downchutes for the Rosemont 


project use rocks with median diameters (d50) between 20-24 inches, which is outside the range of the 


Robinson method.  Additionally, the ratio of normal flow depth to riprap thickness is much lower than 1.  


This leads to a situation where part of the water will likely flow through the rocks and not on top of them, 


as per the design intent.  This can lead to unexpected failure.  
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Finally, the design specifies an 8 oz. min. geotextile fabric under the riprap.  In Golder’s experience 


geotextile fabric does not perform well as bedding for riprap on steep slopes.  Although, in some cases, 


riprap-lined chutes are still used on steep slopes, we recommend that its application for closure be 


reconsidered as such channels can be relatively unstable.  This is not compatible with the closure 


demands of long-term stability.  


Drainage exiting the Dry Stack Tailings enter existing natural drainages at several points including the 


permanent diversion channel to the north side of the tailings facility, riprap lined downchutes, and 


channels flowing along benches.  No erosion protection has been identified at these locations.  These 


areas should be analyzed to ensure flow transitions from the engineered channels to the natural 


drainages without causing erosion to the natural channels. 


5.2 Waste Rock Storage Area 
Similar to the Dry Stack Tailings Facilities, the Waste Rock Storage Area has designed depression areas 


to contain a certain storm event.  The Waste Rock Storage Area’s depression areas contain up to the 


500-year, 24-hour storm event.  Flows up to the General PMP event will be conveyed to the toe of the 


storage area and will be retained by perimeter containment areas (PCAs).  Conveyance to the PCAs will 


be by rocked slopes on the 3:1 slopes of the Waste Rock Storage Area. 


Concerns with this storage are similar to the Dry Stack Tailings Facility.  The design will require tight 


controls on construction methods to ensure consistent elevations if the berms around all the benches.  


Additionally, the storage volumes should be evaluated using monsoon conditions (maximum saturation 


event).   


Golder was unable to locate designs for the downchutes on the waste rock storage area.  The document 


indicated a need for riprap, but no structures were designed.   


5.3 Perimeter Containment Areas 
There is no identified fatal flaw with the perimeter containment areas, however there is a long-term 


concern with the lack of outlet from these locations.  These may potentially fill with sediment.   


5.4 Water Storage on Waste Rock and Tailings Facilities and Benches 
This issue, in our view, is such an unusual application that we wish to emphasize it here.  It appears as if 


the consultant went to a lot of effort to size these facilities to minimize risk.  Golder wishes to point out that 


it is unusual to store large amounts of water on top of waste rock and tailings facilities, and on benches, 


particularly after closure.  It is recommended that appropriate stability calculations be executed to ensure 


that geotechnical slope failures would not occur.  Additionally, it is recommended that maintenance 


measures that will ensure that such containment volumes can be retained in the long term be outlined.  


Our concern is that a low spot on the perimeter berms could initiate a release, which can result in 







 July 23, 2010 
Dale Ortman 8 093-81962 
 


 


i:\09\81962\0100\0122\09381962 tm rosemont_23jul10.docx  


significant erosion.  Such a low spot can be fairly small, but can lead to a massive release of all the water 


in the containment area once erosion commences.  This may lead to massive failure along the slopes of 


the waste rock and tailings facilities.  


As for storage on the benches, we recommend careful review of potential failure mechanisms.  For 


example: Would it be possible for water to seep into the slope, eventually resulting in erosion of the bank? 


Such an erosion event can act in the same way as outlined in the previous paragraph, leading to a 


massive release of the water stored on the bench.  


6.0 SEDIMENT CONTROLS AND YIELD 
Goal:  Review the sediment control design and sediment yield calculations and comment on the short- 


and long-term functional viability of the sediment control system and the applicability of the sediment yield 


calculations. 


6.1 Sediment Yield Calculation Methodology 
The method used for the calculation of sediment yield for the site is the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency 


Committee (PSIAC) method.  This method was developed in 1968 in Southern California and is 


recommended for basins that are larger than 10 mi2 in size.  The baseline and post-mining scenarios 


analyzed have basin areas of 8.20 mi2 and 1.93 mi2


Additionally, Golder has concerns with the results of the sediment yield calculations.  Both baseline and 


post-mining conditions give the average-annual sediment yield as 1.15 acre-feet/mi


 respectively.  Therefore, Golder recommends that the 


sediment yield calculations be evaluated using a method that is more appropriate for this site. 


2


Golder produced a report Rosemont Mine Landforming – Evaluation of Mine Waste Slope Geometry 


dated February 17, 2010 wherein it was estimated that the expected erosion from the Rosemont landform 


surface prior to stabilization will be 14.4 inches.  It is anticipated that large amounts of this sediment will 


report to all areas where water will be ponded.  This will therefore reduce the storage capacity of the 


bench storage areas and perimeter containment area. 


/year.  It is 


reasonable to expect that the baseline scenario will differ from the post-mining scenario because the 


addition of the landform will change the surface conditions.   


6.2 Sediment Control during Operations 
The report states that BMPs will be used during operations to manage sediment on the site, however, no 


specific definitions are described as to the locations and phasing of these sediment controls during 


operations.  The report also calls for concurrent reclamation, which is very difficult in an arid climate.  It is 


recommended that BMPs be defined and that reliance on concurrent reclamation be minimized. 
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7.0 LANDFORMING  
Golder was not requested to comment on the landforming arrangement, but feels compelled to do so as 


we have developed and determined the hydraulic and erosion performance of the elements that were 


used to develop the landforming shape.  We recommend that TetraTech develop a table showing 


adherence to the recommendations previously made by Golder in this regard.  


8.0 CONCLUSION 
Golder has classified concerns into two categories: red flags and potential fatal flaws associated with the 


Site Water Management Update.  Those findings are summarized in 3.   


TABLE 3  
RED FLAGS AND POTENTIAL FATAL FLAWS 


Red Flags Using smaller precipitation depth (18in) to calculate average annual 
runoff instead of NRCS recommended depth (24in) 


 No volume check calculations using monsoon precipitation conditions 
(maximum saturation event)  


 No calculations presented for pit diversion channel and pit stormwater 
pond 


 Methodology used for sediment yield calculations should be reviewed 
as it is believed to be inappropriate  


 Lack of drainage from perimeter containment areas 


 Lack of detail for sediment control designs during operations 


Potential Fatal Flaw Storage on top of benches is unusual for long-term closure  


 Down chutes on both tailings facility and waste rock can lead to failure 
as riprap lining may be inappropriate  


 Flow-through drains: potential long-term difficulties with maintenance 
and retaining discharge capacity  


 Water storage on top of tailings facility and waste rock dump is 
unusual for long-term closure  


 Specific sediment yield is the same for pre- and post-mining 
conditions, which appears to be incorrect  


 







From: Debby Kriegel
To: mreichard@swca.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont - Issue Statements for Recreation, Visual Impacts, and Wilderness
Date: 04/02/2009 12:06 PM
Attachments: Issue_statement_101_wilderness.doc

Issue_statement_56_recreation.doc
Issue_statement_84_visual_impact.doc

Attached are edited versions of these 3 Word documents (now they will match the
worksheets). 

I noticed that in my spiral bound "Issue Recommendations" book, the 2nd page of
the Recreation worksheet is missing.  There should be three (3) 11"x17" pages.  Is
this true in other copies? 

Melissa:  Would you please check punctuation (mainly the commas, "and"s, and
periods at the end of each bulleted statement), fix the missing 2nd bullet in the
Recreation document under indirect effects (for some reason it wouldn't let me put a
bullet here), and re-file these on WebEx?

Thank you!

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES









Issue Statement – Wilderness (formerly Loss of Wilderness Characteristics)

Theme # 101

SWCA: Jill Grams, Harmony Hall

Removal of 4500+ acres of recreation opportunities from fencing off of, and construction-related alteration of land characteristics (e.g., bulldozing, infrastructure development, vegetation removal, mine pit construction, and waste rock storage) may directly result in: 


· Displacement of recreation users to nearby Wilderness Areas, Inventoried Roadless Areas and Special Designated Areas (i.e., some visitors will stop visiting this area and special areas due to mine), and


· 

and may indirectly result in:


· Potential increased visitors to nearby lands, including other Wilderness Areas, Inventoried Roadless Areas, Special Designated Areas (some of which are already overcrowded),

· Potential reduced Wilderness related recreation tourism.

Noise, blasting, increased airborne particulates and light pollution from operation of the mine may directly result in: 

· Potential disturbance to Wilderness Area and other Special Designated Area, characteristics of solitude and quiet.

and may indirectly result in:


· Potential reduced Wilderness related recreation tourism,

· Potential increase in use of other areas (some of which are already overcrowded).












Issue Statement – Recreation Disturbance, or Loss of Recreational Opportunities Theme # 56

SWCA: Harmony Hall, Jill Grams


Recreation access closures (e.g., roads, trails, campgrounds, hunting units) and direct removal of ca. 4500+ acres of potential recreation opportunity.  Closure and direct removal may include effects to: Gardner Trailhead, Oak Tree Canyon at FR 4072 Trailhead, Davidson Canyon Bridge Trailhead, Game Management Unit 34A, Dispersed camping sites, ORV routes through Gunsight Pass, Arizona Trail Passage 5 and 6, and SAMBA Gardner Canyonbike trail, which may directly result in:


· Loss of public access to approximately 4,500 acres of land in the project area during operation of the mine,


· Loss of public access to lands outside the project area as a result of road and trail closures,

· Restriction, disturbance, and/or loss of recreational opportunities (e.g., mountain biking, hiking, off-road vehicle driving (ATV, OTV), horseback riding, motor biking, bicycling, hunting (AGFD Unit 34A), birding, camping, caving, picnicking, photographing, star gazing, rock collecting, fishing, sight-seeing, hang gliding, geocaching, orienteering, scenic driving, and solitude),

· There may be a direct loss of portions of established/designated hiking and biking trails (i.e., Arizona Trail Passage 5 and 6, SAMBA trails),

· 

· Loss of access to Box Canyon hang gliding launch sites,

· Loss of recreational opportunities associated with Barrel Canyon, Gardner Canyon, Davidson Canyon, and Sonoita Creek,

· Reduction in public safety,

· Permanent alteration of the recreation setting/landscape of the area


· Cumulative loss and alteration of natural public lands for recreation in southeastern Arizona

and may indirectly result in:


· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area including Scenic route SR 83, 

· Inc

reased visitation to other locations resulting from displacement of use in and around the project area, 

· Increased conflicts among special use permittees, and

· Cumulative impact of loss of recreation opportunity from development may result in distribution to already overcrowded places elsewhere in region.

Operation-related modification of visual resources, recreation settings, air, noise, light, soil, and water resources (e.g., contamination, lighting, blasting, vehicles, human presence) that may result in impacts to the following areas: Dispersed recreation sites surrounding the project area, Campgrounds and Picnic Areas (Bog Springs, Madera Canyon, Mt. Wrightson, Whitehouse), USFS Scenic Roads (Box Canyon Road [FR 62], Madera Canyon/Madera Nature Trail #88, Mt. Hopkins Road [FR 184]), which may directly result in:


· Diminished or loss of recreational values and quality (e.g., remoteness, rural setting, quiet and solitude) in region, 

· Diminished or loss of recreational values associated with nearby hiking and biking trails,


· Permanent change in recreation setting (landscape) post-closure, 


· Reduction in public safety,

· Diminished or loss of recreational values associated with Madera Canyon, Florida Canyon, Santa Rita Lodge, Mt. Wrightson Wilderness Area, Patagonia-Sonoita Creek Preserve, Appleton-Whittell National Audubon Research Ranch, Las Cienegas National Conservation Area, Multiple Mirror and Whipple Observatories,


and may indirectly result in:


· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area and Scenic route SR 83,

· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with local wineries including Callaghan Vineyards, Sonoita Vineyards, and Village of Elgin Wine Companies,

· Cumulative impact of loss of recreation opportunity from development may result in displacement of use to already overcrowded places elsewhere in region.

· Cumulative impact of the continued loss/alteration of natural landscapes and outdoor recreation settings for recreation in southeastern Arizona.












Issue Statement – Visual Impacts (formerly VRM Direct and Indirect Effects)


 Theme #s 84, 85, 88

SWCA: Harmony Hall, Jill Grams


Presence of mine-related facilities, equipment, and vehicles (e.g., ore processing plant, overhead utility lines, tailings, buildings and other structures, roads, fences, drills, loading units, trucks, bulldozers, graders, water pipeline, etc.) from visually sensitive travelways and viewpoints including Scenic Byway SR 83, USFS roads , and USFS trails may directly result in:


· Reduced scenic quality from visually sensitive travelways and viewpoints (e.g., SR 83, USFS roads, USFS trails, residential areas, etc.),

· Displacement of visitors to project site and surrounding area,

· 

· Compromised Scenic Byway SR 83 designation,

· Alteration of valued landscape (form, line, texture, and color) in Rosemont Valley,

and may indirectly result in:


· Increase in visitor use at other locations


· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area and Scenic route SR 83, and

· Reduction in quality of life to local residents.

Ground disturbance, topography alteration, and landscape changes resulting from mining-related activities (clearing, grading, open pit, waste rock dumps, tailings) may directly result in:


· Reduced scenic quality from visually sensitive travelways and viewpoints (e.g., SR 83, USFS roads, USFS trails, residential areas, etc.),

· Displacement of visitors to project site and surrounding area, 

· Alteration of valued landscape (form, line, texture, and color) in Rosemont Valley

and may indirectly result in:


· Increase in visitor use at other locations,

· Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area and Scenic route SR 83,

· Cumulatively contributing to the loss of natural landscapes (wild places) in the Santa Rita Mountains and across the Coronado National Forest from numerous other sources (other mines, development and urban sprawl, border impacts, utility lines and towers, astrophysical sites, etc.), and

· 

· Reduction in quality of life to local residents.

Reclamation that includes infrastructure removal, land sculpting so waste rock and tailings pile blend with natural landforms, alteration of visible upper pit walls,  revegetation of waste rock facilities and site, and other project-related landscape disturbance may directly result in:


· Restored scenic quality from from visually sensitive travelways and viewpoints including Scenic Byway SR 83, USFS roads , and USFS trails, residential areas),

and may indirectly result in:


· Potential reversal of lost revenues associated with tourism, and

· Potential improvement in quality of life to local residents.






From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; tfurgason@swca.com; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - Landforming Team
Date: 11/13/2009 02:06 PM

Bev,

I recommend that the following people be key players in this endeavor, and it would
be great to get as many of these folks as possible to participate in the first 3-day
meeting as possible in order to discuss what's possible and how to proceed. 
Everyone wouldn't necessarily need to attend all 3 days.  Day 2 would be a field
visit, so maybe that would be a smaller group.  Day 3 might be the most critical, as
it would hopefully be developing a strategy.

Horst Schor
Marcie Bidwell
Dale Ortman
Salek Shafiqullah
Roger Congden
SWCA's hydrologist
George Annandale
2 people from Rosemont who were interested in participating
Me

Others that are necessary for support and/or would be welcome to attend:
Tom Furgason, to present a project overview on day 1, lead a site visit on
day 2, and help with strategy.
You, Mindee, and Reta as your time and interest allows.
A biologist would be helpful, maybe not for Horst's first visit, but early on
to help determine what landforms might provide wildlife habitat, movement
corridors, etc.

I also recommend extending the invitation to Francisco Valenzuela, R3 Director of
Recreation (who is a landscape architect, on the direction team, and has indicated
an interest in this project), and Jimmy Pepper, if he's available and allowed to
participate.

I think that's it, but please let me know if you think I'm missing anyone obvious.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
(520) 388-8427

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Nathan W. Haws'; 'Richmond Leeson Jr.'; 'Stephen Taylor'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley Everson'; 'Terry Chute'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model - Proposed Technical Review Meeting
Date: 08/15/2010 06:58 AM
Importance: High
Attachments: Comments on RCC Model 20100809 - FINAL.pdf

Final Issues_FS-SWCA_040810_CE.pdf

All,
 
Rosemont has requested that we meet to determine how best to resolve the issues remaining
regarding the Mine Water Supply Pumping Model (see attached MWH comments).  I believe the
issues can be resolved in relatively short order with the emphasis on having a defensible
assessment of the potential pumping impacts as delineated in the attached Significant Issues
(Issues 3A & 3B) developed by the CNF and the mitigation afforded by the Well Owners Protection
Program instituted by Rosemont.
 

I would like to tentatively schedule a meeting in Tucson for Monday, August 30th , likely at the
Montgomery offices.  Attendance via teleconference will be available, but I suggest physical
attendance from Nathan Haws (MWH), key Montgomery staff, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF), and myself.
 Rapid confirmation your attendance or your inability to attend would be most appreciated.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:Nathan.W.Haws@us.mwhglobal.com
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TO:   Tom Furgason     DATE: August 09, 2010 
SWCA Environmental Consultants  


 
FROM:   Nathan W. Haws, MWH Americas, Inc.  REFERENCE: 1005979 


Toby Leeson, MWH Americas, Inc. 
 
CC:  Dale Ortman, Consultant 
  Stephen Taylor, MWH Americas, Inc. 
 
SUBJECT: Technical Review of Response to Comments on Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted 


for Rosemont Copper Company Mine Supply Pumping   
 
 
At your request, MWH Americas, Inc. (MWH) has prepared this technical memorandum in support of the 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for Rosemont Copper Company (RCC).  This memorandum was prepared to 
address the responses prepared by Montgomery & Associates (M&A, 2010)1 to our comments (MWH, 2009)2 
on the report of groundwater flow modeling conducted for Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) mine supply 
pumping (M&A, 2009)3.  The MWH (2009) memorandum reviewed the model development and simulation 
results as reported in M&A (2009).  As stated in the MWH (2009) memorandum, MWH is of the professional 
opinion that the data, assumptions, and methods used to develop the numerical model are generally 
reasonable and in conformance with standard accepted industry practices.  Some of the concerns noted in our 
2009 memorandum have been satisfactorily resolved through M&A’s response.  The remaining concerns focus 
on properly demonstrating model calibration and appropriately communicating the model’s capabilities and 
limitations.  The resolution of these concerns may require only minor modifications to the model and may not 
result in significant changes to the conclusions drawn from the model simulations.  Nevertheless, the resolution 
of these concerns will help validate the model construction and the simulation results and better define the 
appropriate uses and limitations of the model. 
 
This memorandum first highlights unresolved topics of concern regarding the groundwater flow modeling 
conducted to evaluate the impacts of RCC mine supply pumping.   Following this are our replies to the 
responses prepared by M&A. 
 
Unresolved Topics   
 
Unresolved topics of concern with the groundwater flow modeling as presented in the M&A (2009) modeling 
report are explained below.  Included with each explanation are recommendations to address the concerns.  
 
1. The model is lacking quantitative calibration objectives and a formal calibration.   


M&A states that the model “reasonably simulates average groundwater levels” and that the model is 
“acceptably” calibrated.  While M&A may have accepted the match between simulated and measured 
groundwater levels, the terms “reasonably” and “acceptably” are subjective. No quantitative calibration 


                                                      
1 Montgomery & Associates.  2010.  Response to MWH October 23, 2009 Review of Groundwater Modeling Conducted for Rosemont 
Copper Company’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping.  Technical memorandum submitted to Kathy Arnold, Rosemont Copper Company.  
February 9, 2010. 
2 MWH Americas, Inc.  2009.  Review Comments of Rosemont Numerical Groundwater Model Update and Simulations; Rosemont EIS 
Support.  Technical memorandum submitted to Tom Furgason, SWCA Environmental Consultants.  October 23, 2009. 
3 Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. (M&A).  2009.  Report: Groundwater Flow Modeling Conduction for Simulation of Rosemont 
Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita, Arizona.  April 30, 2009. 







 


    


    
    
    
Draft Deliberative – Not for Public Distribution   PAGE 2 
    


 


objectives have been established with which to judge the adequacy of the calibration.   Further, no standard 
iterative calibration has been conducted to demonstrate whether an optimal set of parameter values has 
been selected.   
 


• MWH recommends that a quantifiable set of calibration objectives be determined with which to 
judge whether the model simulations are reasonable.  Model reviewers could then decide whether 
the objectives and the calibration are acceptable.  The relationship between calibration objectives 
and simulation results will also aid in demonstrating the capabilities and limitations of the model 
predictions.  The modeling report does discuss some limitations to the model’s predictive 
capabilities.  For example, the report explains that the model can only predict average groundwater 
levels and cannot simulate the large seasonal variations in groundwater levels.  These limitations 
should be considered along with the intended use of the model’s predictions to formalize 
quantifiable calibration objectives.   
 


• MWH recommends that an iterative calibration be conducted to determine optimal parameter 
values.  The modeling report documents that the updated model improves the match between 
measured and observed groundwater levels; however, the large residuals between simulated and 
measured values, and an apparent spatial bias in the distribution of residuals, suggests that further 
improvement may be possible.  Because the RCC model was constructed from a larger regional 
model, calibrating every parameter may not be practical or necessary.  MWH recommends that the 
calibration focus on the parameters that most affect groundwater levels within the RCC pumping 
influence.  These parameters may include storage coefficients and specific yield (which were left 
unchanged from the original model despite changes to hydraulic conductivity and layer elevations) 
and hydraulic conductivity/transmissivity values (which were modified from the original model based 
on assumptions about how the results of recent aquifer pumping tests should be distributed across 
model layers).  
 


• MWH recommends that the differences in simulation results between the original ADWR regional 
model and the updated model be illustrated with the differences and improvements to the original 
ADWR model clearly noted.  Figure 26 of the modeling report compares “actual” groundwater levels 
with the results of the original and revised model for the 1940 steady-state simulation.  A similar 
figure should to be created for the transient simulation for 1999 (last year of the original ADWR 
historical simulation).  These figures (or separate figures) should zoom into the area surrounding 
the RCC property and show a higher resolution of groundwater contours. 
   


2. The capabilities and limitations of the model are not clearly delineated. 
The modeling report provides illustrations of groundwater level declines with and without RCC pumping, but 
the practical uses and limitations of these predictions are not clearly defined.  For one example, the model 
is designed to predict groundwater levels that are spatial and temporal averages.  The predicted 
groundwater levels are annual averages and cannot predict seasonal variations, which were shown to be 
between 10 and 100 feet.  The model predictions are also spatial averages across a grid cell, which range 
from 100 feet by 100 feet (nearest the RCC pumping) to 0.5 miles by 0.5 miles.  Given this construction, the 
model is capable of grossly predicting annual average groundwater levels, including impacts from RCC 
pumping.  The model would not be suitable, however, for predicting maximum declines and impacts at an 
individual well.  This could be an important distinction for owners of shallow wells.  


  
• MWH recommends that the appropriate uses and limitations of the groundwater model be clearly 


defined.  Such a statement of limitations is often included in modeling reports.  The statement of 
limitations does not necessarily change the validity of the model conclusions, but it will aid in the 
understanding of the appropriate uses of these conclusions. 


         
3. The uncertainties in the model are not clearly defined. 


Uncertainty is inherent in all model predictions.  An important source of uncertainty in the RCC model 
predictions arises from unknowns in future aquifer stresses.  The aquifer in the vicinity of RCC is highly 
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stressed from agricultural, industrial, and private water users.   The actual locations and magnitude of the 
future aquifer stresses is uncertain.  M&A’s method of allocating future stresses based on committed 
pumping demands on file with the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) is reasonable, but the 
model report does not clearly document the uncertainties or potential deficiencies associated with these 
estimates or how these uncertainties affect model predictions. 
 


• MWH recommends that the potential effects of the uncertainties should be considered, 
quantitatively if possible, but at least qualitatively.  They could be considered quantitatively by 
conducting predictive simulations to test the sensitivity of the model predictions to a reasonable 
range of future groundwater stresses.  This would help bound the range of model predictions due to 
uncertain future stresses.  Two potential future aquifer stresses that should be included in such an 
analysis are the potential mitigation pumping for the Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Mine and recharge 
of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water.  Although these stresses may be difficult to characterize, 
they will, if implemented, have significant impacts on future groundwater levels in the Green 
Valley/Sahuarita area.  Estimated timing and magnitudes of potential Sierrita mitigation pumping 
and CAP recharge are available.  For example, Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita has posted the 
feasibility study and conceptual wellfield design for the sulfate mitigation on their website 
(www.fcx.com/sierrita/home.htm). 
 


• MWH recommends that a figure be included in the modeling report that shows the additional 
drawdown caused by RCC pumping alone (neglecting other aquifer stresses).  Such a figure could 
easily be created as the difference between the groundwater level declines with and without RCC 
pumping.  This figure will better illustrate the groundwater level declines attributable exclusively to 
RCC and will nullify the effects of uncertainty associated with other groundwater stresses. 


 
4. The plan view figures may be difficult to interpret. 


 
• MWH recommends that the modeling report include figures that show a profile view of groundwater 


levels and stratigraphy through sections that cross the maximum drawdown.  These figures may be 
more readily interpreted than the plan view of groundwater levels to those unfamiliar with 
hydrogeology and groundwater modeling.  


 
 
Reply to Responses 
 
For convenience in referencing, the original comments and responses, as presented in the M&A response 
letter, are repeated here in italics and numbered.  Our replies follow each response.   Replies are made to only 
responses 1 through 11 because the remaining responses (12 though 17) were made to summary comments, 
which are addressed in the first 11 responses.   
 
(1) MWH Comment: The methodology for model predictions also follows good practice, with the exception that 


future pumping may be over-allocated (which would result in over prediction of groundwater level 
elevations) and some future source/sink terms may not be included (which would result in over-prediction in 
some locations and under-prediction in others). 


 
M&A Response No. 1: The RCC mine supply groundwater modeling study assumed future residential 
groundwater pumping in the area would increase at a rate determined from committed and existing 
groundwater withdrawals, as provided by Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR). Due to the recent 
economic downturn and the resulting substantial decrease in the area’s residential growth, we agree that this 
approach will likely project more background groundwater level decline due to residential pumping than may 
actually occur. However, for purposes of the EIS study we did not speculate on how a reduced future residential 
pumping demand might occur. The future residential pumping simulated in the model is based on ADWR data 
and may result in conservatively larger background groundwater level declines (from residential pumping). The 
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conservatively larger projection of background groundwater level declines will have limited effect on the 
projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping.  
 
All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are determined from existing permits or pending 
permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on past documented quantities of historic pumping or 
recharge. We did not add new future sinks or sources to the model which were not at the permit submittal stage 
and where quantities and/or schedules were not well defined.   
 
Finally, the use of the term “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” is confusing, since the term over-
prediction implies neither groundwater levels being too high or too low; the concept is better described as: over-
prediction of groundwater level declines. 
 
MWH Reply:  MWH agrees that M&A’s approach to estimating future groundwater recharge and withdrawals is 
reasonable.  The purpose of the comment was to note that, although the approach is reasonable, the estimates 
may over-allocate the future withdrawals.  While the amount that future withdrawals have been over-allocated is 
difficult to quantify, the potential over-allocation should be noted.  The other future sinks and sources noted in 
our original comment had reference to the possibility of CAP water recharge and Sierrita mitigation pumping.  
We also acknowledge that these future stresses are not well defined, though they may nonetheless have 
significant impacts on future groundwater levels in the Sahuarita/Green Valley area.  Because the future aquifer 
stresses are highly uncertain, the sensitivity of the predictive simulations to this uncertainty should be evaluated 
and documented.  
 
MWH also agrees that over- or under-prediction of future groundwater withdrawals or recharge will have limited 
impact on the projected groundwater level decline (drawdown) due to Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) 
pumping.  An additional figure that shows the drawdown that is solely attributable to RCC pumping (i.e., 
additional drawdown caused by RCC pumping above the background groundwater level declines) could better 
illustrate RCC impacts while excluding most of the uncertainty associated with other groundwater stresses.  
Such a figure could easily be created as the difference between groundwater drawdown with Rosemont 
pumping and without Rosemont pumping (e.g., difference of Figure 31 and Figure 32).  
  
The confusing phrase “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” was misquoted.  The actual phrase 
read, “under-prediction of groundwater elevations.”  By under-predict, we mean to predict groundwater levels 
that are lower than the actual groundwater levels.  This is equivalent to “over-prediction of groundwater level 
declines” as suggested by M&A.    
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Historical Model” 
(2) MWH Comment: The major concern with the model updates is that no standard iterative recalibration of the 


aquifer parameters is performed. 
 
M&A Response No. 2: Accounting for the facts that most of the available observed groundwater level data are 
obtained during winter when agricultural pumping is not occurring, and simulated groundwater levels reflect 
annual average agricultural pumping simulated in the model, the updates to historical stresses in the study area 
resulted in a reasonable match of simulated groundwater levels and trends to observed data. The model is 
acceptably calibrated for purposes of simulating groundwater level decline due to proposed Rosemont 
pumping, although we agree it may over-predict future background groundwater level declines for reasons 
stated above. We believe further calibration is not required for this study. 
 
MWH Reply: MWH understands the difficulty in determining calibration targets.  The fact remains, however, 
that a recalibration of model parameters was not conducted, although layer elevations and hydraulic 
conductivities were revised in some portions of the model.  At a minimum M&A should demonstrate that the 
model results meet quantifiable calibration objectives.  Terms such as “reasonable match” and “acceptability 
calibrated” are subjective. 
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(3) MWH Comment: It is possible that much of the error between measured and simulated groundwater levels, 
which can be several tens of feet and shows spatial bias in some areas, is partly a reflection of the model 
parameters being out of calibration. 


 
M&A Response No. 3: We believe the model is reasonably calibrated and the differences between simulated 
and observed groundwater levels are acceptable. 
 
MWH Reply: See response to item (2) 
 
 
(4) MWH Comment: Another concern with the model updates is that no consideration is given for the Santa 


Cruz fault, which runs between the RCC wells and many of the other wells in the study area. Mason and 
Bota (2006) suspect the fault as a source of some of the large residuals (error between measured and 
simulated groundwater levels) in the ADWR model. M&A (2009b) documents the fault in the text and 
figures, but does not modify the model to account for the fault. The rationale for not explicitly accounting for 
the fault is not discussed in M&A (2009a, 2009b). 


 
M&A Response No. 4: The regional Santa Cruz fault is not considered to be a hydraulic barrier or conduit. In 
the area north from the proposed RCC well field Anderson (1987) (shown on Figure 6 of the EIS report) 
indicates vertical displacement along the fault resulted in a thicker deposition of the upper Tinaja beds on the 
east side of the fault relative to the west side of the fault. Knowledge of the Santa Cruz fault, including hydraulic 
conductivity data for the aquifer on both sides of the fault, has been previously incorporated into the ADWR 
model by the U.S. Geological Survey and ADWR.  Mason and Bota do not indicate they suspect the Santa Cruz 
fault is the cause of large residuals in T.15S.,R.13 and 14.E., they simply point out that “residuals are in an area 
of suspected perched groundwater and near the Santa Cruz fault”. The large residuals are predominantly 
indicating simulated groundwater levels are lower than observed. It has been M&A’s experience simulating 
groundwater levels at the T.15S., R.13 and 14E location (for other groundwater investigations) that perched 
groundwater is a significant cause of simulated groundwater levels being lower than observed. Further, the area 
Mason and Bota describe as having high residuals is located approximately 12 miles north from the proposed 
RCC wellfield. The RCC wellfield is located in T.17S.,R.14E., where the residuals shown in Mason and Bota’s 
2006 report are relatively good (see page 72 and Figure 27 of the Mason and Bota report). 
 
MWH Reply: Because the Santa Cruz Fault separates the RCC wells and most of the other public and private 
well, M&A should clearly document what effects the fault has on water levels and how this is accounted for in 
the model.  Otherwise, MWH finds M&A’s response acceptable to resolve this concern. 
 
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Predictive Model” 
(5) MWH Comment: Other potential future groundwater sinks/sources not included in the model that may 


impact future groundwater levels within the study area are potential mitigation pumping near Freeport-
McMoRan Sierrita Mine and delivery of underground storage of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water to the 
Sahuarita/Green Valley area. 
 


M&A Response No. 5: At the time of model construction the mitigation plan was still being developed and was 
not finalized or approved by Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. Sufficient information did not exist to 
justify including the potential mitigation pumping in the model. A CAP recharge site in the Green Valley area is 
under consideration, but has not been approved by regulatory agencies nor has a location for the site been 
selected; therefore, this potential recharge source was not included in the model. Potential CAP recharge in this 
area may mitigate drawdown impacts from the proposed RCC pumping. 
 
MWH Reply: See response to item (1) 
 
(6) MWH Comment: An assumption of the predictive model, which may be incorrect, is that boundary 


conditions are static. This assumption is refuted by the continual groundwater level declines throughout the 
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study area. The correctness of the assumption is only a minor concern as the boundary heads likely have 
relatively little influence on the groundwater levels within the study area. 
 


M&A Response No. 6: As concluded by MWH, the southern constant head boundary located 14.5 miles south 
from the RCC wellfield and the much more distant model boundaries in Marana and Avra Valley are too distant 
to have impacts on projected groundwater level change due to RCC pumping. 
 
MWH Reply: The conclusion that the model boundaries are too distant to have impacts on projected 
groundwater level changes due to RCC pumping should be tested and the results documented in the model 
report. 
 
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Model Predictions” 
 
(7) MWH Comment: As documented above, the confidence in the predictions of future groundwater levels in 


the numerical model is weakened by intrinsic model structural inaccuracies, calibration inaccuracies, and 
uncertainty and deficiencies in sinks/sources.  


 
M&A Response No. 7: We assume MWH’s decription of structural inaccuracies is a reference to the Santa Cruz 
fault since no other structural issues are presented by MWH. Representation of the Santa Cruz fault is 
addressed in M&A Response No. 4.  The model calibration is sufficiently accurate to project groundwater level 
declines due to proposed RCC pumping. All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are 
determined from existing permits or pending permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on 
past documented quantities of historic pumping or recharge. This may result in a model which will project 
conservatively larger background groundwater level declines in the RCC wellfield area; however, it should have 
limited effect on the projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping. We did not include 
potential Sierrita mitigation pumping or potential CAP recharge in the Green Valley area due to a lack of 
information regarding these potential sinks/sources. 
 
MWH Reply:  The Santa Cruz Fault is addressed in item (4) and model calibration is addressed in item (1) 
 
  
(8) MWH Comment: Seasonal variations and “calibration” errors are translated to predictive uncertainties that 


ranges from 10 to 100 feet due to seasonal variations and approximately a 25-foot under-prediction bias at 
RC-2. 
 


M&A Response No. 8: Recent continuous monitoring of groundwater levels at wells E-1 and RC-2 has resulted 
in documentation of seasonal variation of groundwater levels (ranging from 10 to 100 feet annually) at the 
proposed RCC wellfield. The purpose of the continuous monitoring was to remove uncertainty about seasonal 
variations from the model. Due to the continuous monitoring this variation is known and is not translated into 
predictive uncertainty. The match between simulated and observed groundwater level trends at well RC-2 is 
acceptable and correction of model projections for the 25-foot difference is consistent with standard modeling 
practice for predictive simulations. The 25-foot difference is not an uncertainty that is “translated” through to the 
predictive results. 
 
MWH Reply:  MWH acknowledges that a simulation with an annual stress period cannot resolve the large 
seasonal variations.  The way that M&A accounts for the seasonal variations is reasonable without refining the 
stress periods.  The question of whether the 25-foot bias at RC-2 is acceptable should be answered through the 
establishment of calibration objectives.  If the bias at RC-2 meets these objectives, then the correction applied 
at RC-2 is a reasonable way to handle the model bias at this location.  
 


 
(9) MWH Comment: M&A (2009b) does not adequately document or quantify predictive uncertainties due to 


parameter uncertainties and due to uncertainties in the future groundwater recharge and withdrawal. These 
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predictive uncertainties could be bounded by conducting a sensitivity analysis of model predictions to 
parameter and future source/sink variations. Sensitivity analyses are often a component of modeling 
studies. 


 
M&A Response No. 9: The substantial regional sinks and sources in the vicinity of the proposed RCC wellfield 
are the dominant factor in prediction of future groundwater levels. There is obvious uncertainty in these future 
stresses; however, quantification of uncertainties in rate of residential growth and future water demand in the 
area was not conducted as part of this study. For purposes of the EIS study, we have simulated stresses which 
may result in conservatively larger background groundwater level declines in the proposed RCC wellfield area 
than may occur. 
 
Although not typically conducted, statistical quantification of predictive model uncertainty can be determined 
through a rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity analysis; however, many of the observation wells had only 1 
data point (2005) obtained during the last 10 years and much of the data was affected by the substantial 
seasonal variation in groundwater levels. A rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity analysis for purposes of 
statistically determining predictive uncertainty would have required substantial assumptions that would have 
rendered the statistical determinations more qualitative than quantitative. Further, as described above, 
predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter sensitivity would be substantially less than uncertainty 
associated with future stresses. Ultimately we relied on the satisfactory match of simulated to observed 
groundwater level trends to determine confidence in the model’s ability to predict future groundwater level 
change.  
 
Finally, a sensitivity analysis where specific aquifer parameters are incrementally varied to determine sensitivity 
of the calibration to changes to those parameters was not conducted. This sensitivity analysis is used to 
determine aquifer parameters that the calibration is most sensitive to, which are the parameters requiring 
relatively more certainty in the accuracy of their simulated value in order to minimize predictive error. Aquifer 
parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrogeologic units encountered at the proposed RCC wellfield 
location have been extensively investigated and substantial aquifer parameter data have been collected for 
these units, including in the vicinity of the RCC wellfield; therefore, a sensitivity analysis was not considered to 
be beneficial. Note that aquifer parameters and layer thicknesses in the vicinity of the E-1 and RC-2 pumping 
tests were changed in the model to reflect results of test data; these modified parameters were not substantially 
different than original values in the model and the changes to simulated groundwater levels as a result of the 
modifications were minimal. 
 
MWH Reply:  The type of sensitivity analysis that is suggested by MWH is to determine the sensitivity of model 
predictions to parameter changes.  M&A states that predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter 
sensitivity would be substantially less than uncertainty associated with future stresses; however, no 
documentation exists that this statement has been tested.  Further, if only the drawdown due to RCC pumping 
is considered (as suggested in the reply to item (1)), the aquifer parameters may have a large effect.  M&A 
states that the aquifer parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrologic units encountered at the proposed 
RCC wellfield location have been extensively investigated.  If so, a realistic range of these parameter values 
with which to test predictive sensitivity should be known.  Whether or not a predictive sensitivity analysis is 
conducted, MWH recommends that the confidence in model predictions in relation to aquifer parameters be 
bounded, if possible.   
 


 
(10)  MWH Comment: The confidence in the predicted groundwater levels will further decrease away from the 


RCC property as the grid coarsens and aquifer parameters and source/sinks become less defined. 
 
M&A Response No. 10: For purposes of determining groundwater level declines due to proposed RCC 
pumping, the confidence/accuracy of projected declines distant from the RCC property decrease negligibly due 
to the model grid becoming coarser.  The grid is refined in the immediate area of pumping due to the substantial 
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groundwater level gradients in the immediate vicinity of the pumping wells. As these gradients decrease with 
distance from the pumping wells, grid cells can increase in size without decreasing confidence in the projected 
declines due to RCC pumping.  
 
MWH Reply:  This comment was made for completeness in discussing the model results.  The way that M&A 
refined the model grid is appropriate and is consistent with standard practice.  The decrease in model 
confidence/accuracy far away from the RCC property is not an important concern since the effects of RCC 
pumping will be minor in these outlying areas.  Still, the model report needs to clearly document that the 
appropriate use of the model is to predict large-scale and annual average groundwater levels.  For example, the 
model is not appropriate for prediction of instantaneous groundwater levels at individual wells and has less 
precision away from the RCC property as the grid coarsens.   
 
 
(11)  MWH Comment: MWH evaluated the estimates of the drawdown levels due to RCC pumping reported in 


the M&A (2009b, Figures 35, 36) using a simple (Dupruit) solution to estimate steady-state drawdown. 
Although this solution cannot capture the complexity and transience of the model, it does provide a rough 
check on drawdown predictions. According to this check, the estimates of groundwater level drawdown due 
to RCC pumping reported in M&A (2009b) are reasonable. 
 


M&A Response No. 11: As MWH has determined using their Dupuit analysis, the projected groundwater level 
declines due to proposed RCC pumping are reasonable.  The model superimposes these simulated drawdowns 
on model projected background groundwater level declines. These projected background declines are likely 
conservatively larger than may occur (discussed previously); therefore, final projected groundwater level 
elevations at the end of the 20-year RCC pumping period may be conservatively lower than may occur. 
 
MWH Reply:  The Dupuit analysis roughly confirms that the model results are reasonable given the model 
input; it does not provide a check on the model input parameters.  
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Issues 
Federal agencies are required to identify significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the Environmental 
Impact Statement (40 Code of Federal Regulations 1501.7). These issues and factors for alternative 
comparison are based on careful review of public input received during scoping, consultation with 
cooperating agencies, and internal review by Coronado National Forest and SWCA Environmental 
Consultants specialists. Significant issues drive the development of alternatives considered in detail, 
mitigation, and monitoring, as well as focusing the analysis of potential effects. 
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ISSUE 1:  IMPACT ON LAND STABILITY AND SOIL PRODUCTIVITY 


Issue 1: Ground disturbance from clearing vegetation, grading, and stockpiling soils may accelerate 
erosion and reduce soil productivity. The tailings and waste rock piles may be unstable over time, and 
reclamation may not adequately result in a stable, revegetated landscape. Geochemical composition of 
tailings and waste rock piles may not support natural vegetation. Soils are non-renewable resources, and 
loss of the soil resource may result in an irretrievable loss of soil productivity.  


Issue 1 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Qualitative assessment of long-term stability of tailings and waste piles 
• Character of risks to stability through time, including expected results of reclamation 
• Area of disturbance leading to lost soil productivity (acres) 
• Qualitative assessment of the potential for revegetation, given the geochemical composition of 


tailings and waste rock piles 
• Sediment delivery to Davidson Canyon, Cienega Creek, or other streams and washes, compared 


with background sediment loading (tons) 


ISSUE 2:  IMPACT ON AIR QUALITY  


Issue 2: This issue relates to changes in air quality that may occur from the mining operation. 
Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors 
may increase dust, airborne chemicals, and vehicular emissions in the affected area. Air quality standards 
may be compromised. The Clean Air Act (CAA) and other laws, regulations, policies, and plans set 
thresholds for air quality, including Class I wilderness airsheds. The emission of greenhouse gases 
(GHGs) has been implicated in global climate change, and the policy of the federal government is to 
reduce these emissions when possible (Executive Order 13514).  


Issue 2 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Particulate emission estimates, compared with background and threshold (PM 2.5, PM 10) 
• GHG emission estimates, compared with background and threshold (GHG estimates in tons) 
• Qualitative assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation measures to protect air quality and meet 


CAA standards for Class I airsheds and elsewhere 


ISSUE 3:  IMPACT ON WATER RESOURCES 


This group of issues relates to the effects of the mine construction, operation, and closure on quality and 
quantity of water for beneficial uses, wells, and stock watering. The loss of water availability to riparian 
and other plant and animal habitat is addressed in Issues 3 and 4.  


Issue 3A: The proposed open-pit mine may reduce groundwater availability to private and public wells in 
the vicinity of the Rosemont well fields. Household water availability may be reduced.  


Issue 3A Factors for alternative comparison 
• Degree of change in water table level (feet), including annual average and range, compared with 


background and thresholds of concern  
• Locations where water resources may be impacted above threshold of concern (geographic 


extent) 
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Issue 3B: Water needed to run the mine facility might reduce groundwater availability in the Santa Cruz 
Valley.  


Issue 3B Factor for alternative comparison  
• Water needed for operations from the Santa Cruz Valley, compared with background and 


threshold of concern 


Issue 3C: Construction and operation of the mine pit, along with tailings, waste rock, and leach facilities, 
may result in a loss of groundwater quality. The mine pit may fill with water and create a lake that may 
have an unnatural concentration of chemicals.  


Issue 3C Factors for alternative comparison  
• Ability to meet State of Arizona aquifer water quality standards  
• Ability to demonstrate “Best Available Control Technology” (qualitative assessment of 


mitigation effectiveness)  


Issue 3D: Construction and operation of the pit, waste rock, and tailings facilities may result in changes 
in surface water discharge to Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek. The availability of water for stock 
water tanks may be reduced.  


Issue 3D Factor for alternative comparison  
• Qualitative assessment of impacts on beneficial uses of water 
• Stock watering tanks that will be unavailable (number) 


Issue 3E: Construction and operation of tailings, waste rock, and leach facilities may result in sediment 
or other pollutants reaching surface water and degrading water quality, leading to a loss of beneficial uses. 
Sediment (see soil issue above) may enter streams, increase turbidity, and violate water quality standards.  


Issue 3E Factor for alternative comparison 
• Qualitative assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation measures to protect water quality and 


meet Clean Water Act standards 


ISSUE 4: IMPACT ON SPRINGS, SEEPS, AND RIPARIAN HABITATS 


Issue 4: This issue relates to the potential impacts on riparian habitat resulting from the alteration of 
surface and subsurface hydrology from the pit and other operations. Potential impacts may include loss of 
riparian habitat and fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors.  


Issue 4 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Total riparian habitat disturbed, unique or uncommon riparian habitat disturbed, wildlife corridors 


disturbed (acres) 
• Total riparian habitat lost, unique or uncommon riparian habitat lost (acres) 
• Seeps and springs lost or degraded (number) 
• Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet current legal and regulatory requirements 


for riparian areas 
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ISSUE 5: IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS 


This group of issues focuses on effects on plant and animal habitats other than riparian and the viability of 
populations of species of conservation concern. Many aspects of the mine operations have the potential to 
adversely affect individuals, populations, and habitat for plants and animals. Species of conservation 
concern (federally listed, U.S. Forest Service [Forest Service] and Bureau of Land Management [BLM] 
Sensitive, Management Indicator Species [MIS], and migratory birds) may be adversely affected. This 
issue includes the potential for impacts on wildlife from light, noise, vibration, traffic, and other 
disturbance from the proposed mining operations.    


Issue 5A: The pit, plant, tailings and waste piles, road and utility corridors, and other facilities may result 
in a permanent change to the vegetation, and reclamation may not restore natural conditions.  


Issue 5A Factors for alternative comparison 
• Short- and long-term change in vegetation communities (acres) 
• Area receiving reclamation measures (acres) 
• Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet current ecological conservation policies 


and designations 


Issue 5B: The mine itself and ancillary facilities may result in the loss of habitat, individuals, or 
populations of botanical species of conservation concern. 


Issue 5B Factors for alternative comparison 
• Number of individual plants and/or acres of habitat lost, modified, or indirectly impacted, 


expressed as a proportion of the total range of each botanical species of concern 
• Qualitative assessment of how dust or particulate emissions impact plant species of conservation 


concern 
• Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to reduce impacts on botanical species of 


conservation concern 
• Potential for alternative to jeopardize the viability of any species 
• Area that would no longer meet current Coronado National Forest Land and Resource 


Management Plan, as amended (Forest Plan) management direction for plants (Forest Service 
1986) (acres) 


Issue 5C: The mine operations may create conditions conducive to the introduction, establishment, and/or 
spread of non-native species that may out-compete native vegetation and degrade plant communities. 
Forest Service and other federal, state, and local laws, regulations, policies, and plans contain 
management direction for invasive plants.  


Issue 5C Factor for alternative comparison 
• Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to reduce the potential for invasive species 


introduction, establishment, and/or spread 


Issue 5D: The mine operations may modify and/or fragment the north-south wildlife migration corridor 
and/or reduce connectivity between habitats. The transportation system and increased traffic could result 
in more wildlife road kills.  


Issue 5D Factors for alternative comparison 
• North-south wildlife migration corridors modified and/or lost (acres) 
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• Qualitative assessment of the change in connections between wildlife habitats 
• Qualitative assessment of how increased volume of traffic could result in road kills of various 


animal species 


Issue 5E: The mine operations may impact habitat for animal species of concern. Species of concern 
include those afforded protection under the Endangered Species Act and candidates to be listed, Forest 
Service and BLM Sensitive species, MIS, Arizona Game and Fish Department’s Wildlife of Special 
Concern in Arizona, and Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Priority Vulnerable Species. The Forest 
Service is required to maintain population viability of animal species and avoid or minimize adverse 
impacts on species of concern. The alternatives were developed to reduce impacts on habitats for animal 
species of concern.  


Issue 5E Factors for alternative comparison 
• Habitat lost expressed as a proportion of the total amount of habitat for each animal species of 


concern (acres/percent) 
• Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation in minimizing and/or avoiding impacts on 


habitat for animal species of concern 
• Potential for alternative to jeopardize the population viability of any species 
• Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan management direction for wildlife habitat 


(acres) 


Issue 5F: Mine operations, including drilling and blasting, may result in noise and vibrations that impact 
animal behavior and result in negative impacts on wildlife. Nocturnal and other animals may be adversely 
affected by the lit-up night skies.  


Issue 5F Factors for alternative comparison 
• Character of impact on animals from noise, vibration, and light 
• Effectiveness of mitigation to reduce impact on wildlife from disturbance  


ISSUE 6: IMPACT ON VISUAL RESOURCES 


Issue 6: This issue focuses on the visual impacts that result from the mining pit, placement of tailings and 
waste rock piles, and development and use of other facilities. The proposed mine tailings and waste rock 
piles would create significant changes to the landscape within the mine footprint. The piles may block 
valued mountain views. The processing plant and transportation and utility corridors may also affect 
visual resources in the area. The character of Scenic Highway 83 may change. The ability for the area to 
meet assigned visual quality objectives (VQOs) in the Forest Plan may be reduced. Regardless of 
mitigation measures or reclamation required, the scenic quality of the landscape may be permanently 
degraded.  


Issue 6 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan VQO designations (acres) 
• Qualitative assessment/degree of change in landscape character from Key Observation Points 


over time  
• Percentage of State Route 83 that would no longer meet scenic byway criteria 
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ISSUE 7: IMPACT ON RECREATION 


Issue 7: This issue focuses on the effects of the mining operation on recreational opportunities on 
National Forest System lands, including loss of access, loss of or reduction in solitude, remoteness, rural 
setting, and quiet. The mine operation may lead to permanent changes to recreation settings (Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum [ROS]) and/or the type of recreation available and may result in increased pressure 
on public and private lands in other places to compensate for lost opportunities.  


Issue 7 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan ROS designations (acres) 
• Area of national forest land that would no longer be available for recreational use (acres)  
• Audio “footprint:” potential for noise to reach recreation areas (acres) 
• Qualitative assessment of impacts to solitude in wilderness and other backcountry areas 
• Hunting permits/opportunities modified or lost (quantity) 
• Length and number of trails/trailheads that would no longer be available to the public 
• Qualitative assessment of increased pressure on other areas 
• Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to offset recreation losses 


ISSUE 8: IMPACT ON PUBLIC SAFETY 


Issue 8: This issue focuses on the impact of increased traffic from the mine site on construction, 
operation, and maintenance of new and reconstructed roadways and the potential for increased volume of 
traffic. Oversized vehicles and the transport of personnel, equipment, supplies, and materials related to the 
mining operation have the potential to increase traffic and reduce public safety. Hazardous materials 
would be transported, which may increase the risk of a spill or other public safety impact. Another aspect 
of this issue is human health risks to national forest visitors if they accidentally come near the mine 
operations, tailings, or waste rock piles. Air quality impacts as a result of the operation may be harmful to 
public health.  


Issue 8 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Change in type and pattern of traffic by road and vehicle type 
• Trip count per day for all hazardous materials 
• Qualitative assessment of transportation conflicts  
• Qualitative assessment of public health risk from mine operations and facilities 
• Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet air quality standards for human health 


ISSUE 9: IMPACT ON DARK SKIES AND ASTRONOMY 


Issue 9: This issue relates to the potential for the mining operation and facilities to reduce night sky 
visibility. Increased light, air particulates, and gases from mine-related facilities, equipment, vehicles, and 
processes may diminish dark skies. The increased sky glow could reduce visibility of stars, planets, 
satellites, and other celestial objects. Area residents, recreationists, research and amateur astronomers, and 
stargazers value the current dark skies in the area. Key observation points and the Smithsonian’s Fred 
Lawrence Whipple Astrophysical Observatory may be adversely affected. This issue also relates to the 
impact of particulate emissions and vibration from blasting and drilling on sensitive astronomy 
equipment.  
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Pima County has a night sky lighting code. The Mine Plan of Operations is exempt from this code, and 
some aspects of the operation may not be able to conform to the code (because of worker safety 
concerns).  


Issue 9 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Distribution of fractional increase in sky brightness from mine facility and vehicle lighting 
• Area that would not meet lighting code (acres) 
• Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation measures to reduce dust and impact night 


sky visibility  
• Vibration detectable at telescope sites (inches/second peak particle velocity) 
• Qualitative assessment of how particulate emissions may damage sensitive astronomy equipment  


ISSUE 10: IMPACT ON HERITAGE RESOURCES 


This group of issues focuses on the adverse effects of the proposed mining operations on heritage 
resources, including 1) traditional homelands for Native American groups, 2) ancestral habitation sites 
and human burials, 3) archaeological resources, 4) sites eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), 5) traditional resource collection areas, and 6) cultural practice opportunities.  


Issue 10A: The proposed mine operations may bury, remove, or damage archaeological and historic sites. 
There may be a loss of or reduction in future archaeological research potential if heritage resource sites 
are buried under permanent facilities such as roads and utility corridors  and waste rock and tailings piles. 
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) (buildings, districts, or landscapes with historic and ongoing 
significance) may be lost or degraded. Vibrations from blasting and drilling may damage historical sites.  


Issue 10A Factors for alternative comparison 
• Total NRHP-eligible prehistoric and historic archaeological sites buried, destroyed, or damaged 


(quantity) 
• Potential TCPs lost or degraded (acres) 
• Potential for vibrations to damage historic sites  
• Qualitative assessment on likelihood of impact to future finds  


Issue 10B: The mine footprint may impact Native American traditional use and perception of the land. 
Traditional resource collection areas may be lost or degraded. Springs that are considered sacred may be 
lost or degraded. Human burials may be desecrated. The spiritual context of the landscape may be 
permanently changed. Disruption of the physical world may be perceived to cause spiritual harm to the 
earth and the people here. The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (Public Law 95-341) recognizes 
that the religious practices of American Indians are an integral part of their cultures, tradition, and 
heritage, such practices forming the basis of Indian identity and value systems. The most relevant 
direction is Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites, which directs federal land management agencies, 
to the extent permitted by law and not clearly inconsistent with essential agency functions, to 
accommodate access to and use of Indian sacred sites and to avoid affecting the physical integrity of such 
sites wherever possible (Forest Service Manual 1563.01e5).  


Issue 10B Factors for alternative comparison 
• Traditional resource collection areas impacted (number, acres) 
• Sacred springs impacted (number) 
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• Ancestral sites where burials are likely to be damaged or covered by mining facilities (number) 
• Qualitative assessment of spiritual/emotional impact of desecration of land, springs, and burials 


ISSUE 11: SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 


This issue relates to the socioeconomic impacts of the proposed mining operations. The mine operations 
may have negative and positive socioeconomic impacts, which may change over time. The 
socioeconomic stability of the area may be adversely affected. Residents, business owners, and visitors’ 
expectations of national forests and the historic rural landscape may not be met.  


Issue 11A: The mine facilities and operation may result in changes over time to local employment, 
property values, tax base, tourism revenue, and demand and cost for road maintenance and emergency 
services. There may be costs to the alternative design features and mitigation measures that influence the 
net value of the mine operations and thus its economic profile.  


Issue 11A Factors for alternative comparison 
• Change in employment over time  
• Change in property values over time 
• Change in tax base per year over time  
• Change in demand and cost for road maintenance over time 
• Change in demand and cost for emergency services over time  
• Qualitative assessment of change in tourism revenue over time 
• Economic outlook of mine operations (present net value) 


Issue 11B: The mine operation may not conform to the quality of life expectations as expressed by the 
Forest Plan and federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances. Concerns have been expressed about 
modification of rural historic landscapes important to local residents. 


Issue 11B Factor for alternative comparison 
• Qualitative assessment of the ability of alternatives to meet rural landscape expectations as 


expressed by Forest Plan and federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances 





		Issues

		ISSUE 1:  IMPACT ON LAND STABILITY AND SOIL PRODUCTIVITY

		ISSUE 2:  IMPACT ON AIR QUALITY

		ISSUE 3:  IMPACT ON WATER RESOURCES

		ISSUE 4: IMPACT ON SPRINGS, SEEPS, AND RIPARIAN HABITATS

		ISSUE 5: IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS

		ISSUE 6: IMPACT ON VISUAL RESOURCES

		ISSUE 7: IMPACT ON RECREATION

		ISSUE 8: IMPACT ON PUBLIC SAFETY

		ISSUE 9: IMPACT ON DARK SKIES AND ASTRONOMY

		ISSUE 10: IMPACT ON HERITAGE RESOURCES

		ISSUE 11: SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS





From: Dale Ortman PE
To: rlaford@fs.fed.us; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Nathan W. Haws'; 'Richmond Leeson

Jr.'; 'Stephen Taylor'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Beverley Everson'
Subject: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model Technical Review Meeting - Proposed Schedule Change
Date: 08/22/2010 03:55 PM
Importance: High

All,
 
To better accommodate flight schedules it has been suggested that we move up the start of the
meeting from 12:00 noon to 11:00 AM.  Please let me know ASAP if this is possible for each of the
participants.  Unless we have unanimous agreement on the proposed start time of 11:00 AM we
will hold with the original start of 12:00 noon.
 
I will be out of touch chasing fish somewhere off of Baja as of Tuesday morning not to return until
next Saturday, so I would greatly appreciate a response from all participants on Monday.
 
Thanks,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 17, 2010 6:38 AM
To: 'rlaford@fs.fed.us'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Nathan W. Haws';
'Richmond Leeson Jr.'; 'Stephen Taylor'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Beverley Everson'
Subject: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model Technical Review Meeting - Final Schedule
Importance: High
 
All,
 
The schedule for the meeting to resolve issues regarding the latest MWH review of the Mine

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
mailto:Nathan.W.Haws@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:Stephen.Taylor@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


Water Pumping Supply Model is now finalized for:
 
Date:  Monday, August 30
 
Time: 12:00 noon – 2:00 PM with allowance for additional time if necessary
 
Location: Montgomery & Associates, 1550 E. Prince Rd., Tucson (www.elmontgomery.net)
 
Teleconference and/or conference call facilities will be available.  I will be conferring with
Montgomery to determine which will best suit their discussion requirements and forward the
appropriate contact information.  I would appreciate hearing from those participants who will
require remote access.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, August 15, 2010 6:58 AM
To: 'Nathan W. Haws'; 'Richmond Leeson Jr.'; 'Stephen Taylor'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger
D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley Everson'; 'Terry Chute'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model - Proposed Technical Review Meeting
Importance: High
 
All,
 
Rosemont has requested that we meet to determine how best to resolve the issues remaining
regarding the Mine Water Supply Pumping Model (see attached MWH comments).  I believe the
issues can be resolved in relatively short order with the emphasis on having a defensible
assessment of the potential pumping impacts as delineated in the attached Significant Issues

http://www.elmontgomery.net/
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


(Issues 3A & 3B) developed by the CNF and the mitigation afforded by the Well Owners Protection
Program instituted by Rosemont.
 

I would like to tentatively schedule a meeting in Tucson for Monday, August 30th , likely at the
Montgomery offices.  Attendance via teleconference will be available, but I suggest physical
attendance from Nathan Haws (MWH), key Montgomery staff, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF), and myself.
 Rapid confirmation your attendance or your inability to attend would be most appreciated.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: rlaford@fs.fed.us; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Nathan W. Haws'; 'Richmond Leeson

Jr.'; 'Stephen Taylor'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Beverley Everson'
Subject: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model Technical Review Meeting - Final Schedule
Date: 08/17/2010 06:38 AM
Importance: High
Attachments: Comments on RCC Model 20100809 - FINAL.pdf

Final Issues_FS-SWCA_040810_CE.pdf

All,
 
The schedule for the meeting to resolve issues regarding the latest MWH review of the Mine
Water Pumping Supply Model is now finalized for:
 
Date:  Monday, August 30
 
Time: 12:00 noon – 2:00 PM with allowance for additional time if necessary
 
Location: Montgomery & Associates, 1550 E. Prince Rd., Tucson (www.elmontgomery.net)
 
Teleconference and/or conference call facilities will be available.  I will be conferring with
Montgomery to determine which will best suit their discussion requirements and forward the
appropriate contact information.  I would appreciate hearing from those participants who will
require remote access.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 
 
 

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, August 15, 2010 6:58 AM
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TO:   Tom Furgason     DATE: August 09, 2010 
SWCA Environmental Consultants  


 
FROM:   Nathan W. Haws, MWH Americas, Inc.  REFERENCE: 1005979 


Toby Leeson, MWH Americas, Inc. 
 
CC:  Dale Ortman, Consultant 
  Stephen Taylor, MWH Americas, Inc. 
 
SUBJECT: Technical Review of Response to Comments on Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted 


for Rosemont Copper Company Mine Supply Pumping   
 
 
At your request, MWH Americas, Inc. (MWH) has prepared this technical memorandum in support of the 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for Rosemont Copper Company (RCC).  This memorandum was prepared to 
address the responses prepared by Montgomery & Associates (M&A, 2010)1 to our comments (MWH, 2009)2 
on the report of groundwater flow modeling conducted for Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) mine supply 
pumping (M&A, 2009)3.  The MWH (2009) memorandum reviewed the model development and simulation 
results as reported in M&A (2009).  As stated in the MWH (2009) memorandum, MWH is of the professional 
opinion that the data, assumptions, and methods used to develop the numerical model are generally 
reasonable and in conformance with standard accepted industry practices.  Some of the concerns noted in our 
2009 memorandum have been satisfactorily resolved through M&A’s response.  The remaining concerns focus 
on properly demonstrating model calibration and appropriately communicating the model’s capabilities and 
limitations.  The resolution of these concerns may require only minor modifications to the model and may not 
result in significant changes to the conclusions drawn from the model simulations.  Nevertheless, the resolution 
of these concerns will help validate the model construction and the simulation results and better define the 
appropriate uses and limitations of the model. 
 
This memorandum first highlights unresolved topics of concern regarding the groundwater flow modeling 
conducted to evaluate the impacts of RCC mine supply pumping.   Following this are our replies to the 
responses prepared by M&A. 
 
Unresolved Topics   
 
Unresolved topics of concern with the groundwater flow modeling as presented in the M&A (2009) modeling 
report are explained below.  Included with each explanation are recommendations to address the concerns.  
 
1. The model is lacking quantitative calibration objectives and a formal calibration.   


M&A states that the model “reasonably simulates average groundwater levels” and that the model is 
“acceptably” calibrated.  While M&A may have accepted the match between simulated and measured 
groundwater levels, the terms “reasonably” and “acceptably” are subjective. No quantitative calibration 


                                                      
1 Montgomery & Associates.  2010.  Response to MWH October 23, 2009 Review of Groundwater Modeling Conducted for Rosemont 
Copper Company’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping.  Technical memorandum submitted to Kathy Arnold, Rosemont Copper Company.  
February 9, 2010. 
2 MWH Americas, Inc.  2009.  Review Comments of Rosemont Numerical Groundwater Model Update and Simulations; Rosemont EIS 
Support.  Technical memorandum submitted to Tom Furgason, SWCA Environmental Consultants.  October 23, 2009. 
3 Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. (M&A).  2009.  Report: Groundwater Flow Modeling Conduction for Simulation of Rosemont 
Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita, Arizona.  April 30, 2009. 
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objectives have been established with which to judge the adequacy of the calibration.   Further, no standard 
iterative calibration has been conducted to demonstrate whether an optimal set of parameter values has 
been selected.   
 


• MWH recommends that a quantifiable set of calibration objectives be determined with which to 
judge whether the model simulations are reasonable.  Model reviewers could then decide whether 
the objectives and the calibration are acceptable.  The relationship between calibration objectives 
and simulation results will also aid in demonstrating the capabilities and limitations of the model 
predictions.  The modeling report does discuss some limitations to the model’s predictive 
capabilities.  For example, the report explains that the model can only predict average groundwater 
levels and cannot simulate the large seasonal variations in groundwater levels.  These limitations 
should be considered along with the intended use of the model’s predictions to formalize 
quantifiable calibration objectives.   
 


• MWH recommends that an iterative calibration be conducted to determine optimal parameter 
values.  The modeling report documents that the updated model improves the match between 
measured and observed groundwater levels; however, the large residuals between simulated and 
measured values, and an apparent spatial bias in the distribution of residuals, suggests that further 
improvement may be possible.  Because the RCC model was constructed from a larger regional 
model, calibrating every parameter may not be practical or necessary.  MWH recommends that the 
calibration focus on the parameters that most affect groundwater levels within the RCC pumping 
influence.  These parameters may include storage coefficients and specific yield (which were left 
unchanged from the original model despite changes to hydraulic conductivity and layer elevations) 
and hydraulic conductivity/transmissivity values (which were modified from the original model based 
on assumptions about how the results of recent aquifer pumping tests should be distributed across 
model layers).  
 


• MWH recommends that the differences in simulation results between the original ADWR regional 
model and the updated model be illustrated with the differences and improvements to the original 
ADWR model clearly noted.  Figure 26 of the modeling report compares “actual” groundwater levels 
with the results of the original and revised model for the 1940 steady-state simulation.  A similar 
figure should to be created for the transient simulation for 1999 (last year of the original ADWR 
historical simulation).  These figures (or separate figures) should zoom into the area surrounding 
the RCC property and show a higher resolution of groundwater contours. 
   


2. The capabilities and limitations of the model are not clearly delineated. 
The modeling report provides illustrations of groundwater level declines with and without RCC pumping, but 
the practical uses and limitations of these predictions are not clearly defined.  For one example, the model 
is designed to predict groundwater levels that are spatial and temporal averages.  The predicted 
groundwater levels are annual averages and cannot predict seasonal variations, which were shown to be 
between 10 and 100 feet.  The model predictions are also spatial averages across a grid cell, which range 
from 100 feet by 100 feet (nearest the RCC pumping) to 0.5 miles by 0.5 miles.  Given this construction, the 
model is capable of grossly predicting annual average groundwater levels, including impacts from RCC 
pumping.  The model would not be suitable, however, for predicting maximum declines and impacts at an 
individual well.  This could be an important distinction for owners of shallow wells.  


  
• MWH recommends that the appropriate uses and limitations of the groundwater model be clearly 


defined.  Such a statement of limitations is often included in modeling reports.  The statement of 
limitations does not necessarily change the validity of the model conclusions, but it will aid in the 
understanding of the appropriate uses of these conclusions. 


         
3. The uncertainties in the model are not clearly defined. 


Uncertainty is inherent in all model predictions.  An important source of uncertainty in the RCC model 
predictions arises from unknowns in future aquifer stresses.  The aquifer in the vicinity of RCC is highly 
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stressed from agricultural, industrial, and private water users.   The actual locations and magnitude of the 
future aquifer stresses is uncertain.  M&A’s method of allocating future stresses based on committed 
pumping demands on file with the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) is reasonable, but the 
model report does not clearly document the uncertainties or potential deficiencies associated with these 
estimates or how these uncertainties affect model predictions. 
 


• MWH recommends that the potential effects of the uncertainties should be considered, 
quantitatively if possible, but at least qualitatively.  They could be considered quantitatively by 
conducting predictive simulations to test the sensitivity of the model predictions to a reasonable 
range of future groundwater stresses.  This would help bound the range of model predictions due to 
uncertain future stresses.  Two potential future aquifer stresses that should be included in such an 
analysis are the potential mitigation pumping for the Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Mine and recharge 
of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water.  Although these stresses may be difficult to characterize, 
they will, if implemented, have significant impacts on future groundwater levels in the Green 
Valley/Sahuarita area.  Estimated timing and magnitudes of potential Sierrita mitigation pumping 
and CAP recharge are available.  For example, Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita has posted the 
feasibility study and conceptual wellfield design for the sulfate mitigation on their website 
(www.fcx.com/sierrita/home.htm). 
 


• MWH recommends that a figure be included in the modeling report that shows the additional 
drawdown caused by RCC pumping alone (neglecting other aquifer stresses).  Such a figure could 
easily be created as the difference between the groundwater level declines with and without RCC 
pumping.  This figure will better illustrate the groundwater level declines attributable exclusively to 
RCC and will nullify the effects of uncertainty associated with other groundwater stresses. 


 
4. The plan view figures may be difficult to interpret. 


 
• MWH recommends that the modeling report include figures that show a profile view of groundwater 


levels and stratigraphy through sections that cross the maximum drawdown.  These figures may be 
more readily interpreted than the plan view of groundwater levels to those unfamiliar with 
hydrogeology and groundwater modeling.  


 
 
Reply to Responses 
 
For convenience in referencing, the original comments and responses, as presented in the M&A response 
letter, are repeated here in italics and numbered.  Our replies follow each response.   Replies are made to only 
responses 1 through 11 because the remaining responses (12 though 17) were made to summary comments, 
which are addressed in the first 11 responses.   
 
(1) MWH Comment: The methodology for model predictions also follows good practice, with the exception that 


future pumping may be over-allocated (which would result in over prediction of groundwater level 
elevations) and some future source/sink terms may not be included (which would result in over-prediction in 
some locations and under-prediction in others). 


 
M&A Response No. 1: The RCC mine supply groundwater modeling study assumed future residential 
groundwater pumping in the area would increase at a rate determined from committed and existing 
groundwater withdrawals, as provided by Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR). Due to the recent 
economic downturn and the resulting substantial decrease in the area’s residential growth, we agree that this 
approach will likely project more background groundwater level decline due to residential pumping than may 
actually occur. However, for purposes of the EIS study we did not speculate on how a reduced future residential 
pumping demand might occur. The future residential pumping simulated in the model is based on ADWR data 
and may result in conservatively larger background groundwater level declines (from residential pumping). The 
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conservatively larger projection of background groundwater level declines will have limited effect on the 
projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping.  
 
All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are determined from existing permits or pending 
permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on past documented quantities of historic pumping or 
recharge. We did not add new future sinks or sources to the model which were not at the permit submittal stage 
and where quantities and/or schedules were not well defined.   
 
Finally, the use of the term “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” is confusing, since the term over-
prediction implies neither groundwater levels being too high or too low; the concept is better described as: over-
prediction of groundwater level declines. 
 
MWH Reply:  MWH agrees that M&A’s approach to estimating future groundwater recharge and withdrawals is 
reasonable.  The purpose of the comment was to note that, although the approach is reasonable, the estimates 
may over-allocate the future withdrawals.  While the amount that future withdrawals have been over-allocated is 
difficult to quantify, the potential over-allocation should be noted.  The other future sinks and sources noted in 
our original comment had reference to the possibility of CAP water recharge and Sierrita mitigation pumping.  
We also acknowledge that these future stresses are not well defined, though they may nonetheless have 
significant impacts on future groundwater levels in the Sahuarita/Green Valley area.  Because the future aquifer 
stresses are highly uncertain, the sensitivity of the predictive simulations to this uncertainty should be evaluated 
and documented.  
 
MWH also agrees that over- or under-prediction of future groundwater withdrawals or recharge will have limited 
impact on the projected groundwater level decline (drawdown) due to Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) 
pumping.  An additional figure that shows the drawdown that is solely attributable to RCC pumping (i.e., 
additional drawdown caused by RCC pumping above the background groundwater level declines) could better 
illustrate RCC impacts while excluding most of the uncertainty associated with other groundwater stresses.  
Such a figure could easily be created as the difference between groundwater drawdown with Rosemont 
pumping and without Rosemont pumping (e.g., difference of Figure 31 and Figure 32).  
  
The confusing phrase “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” was misquoted.  The actual phrase 
read, “under-prediction of groundwater elevations.”  By under-predict, we mean to predict groundwater levels 
that are lower than the actual groundwater levels.  This is equivalent to “over-prediction of groundwater level 
declines” as suggested by M&A.    
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Historical Model” 
(2) MWH Comment: The major concern with the model updates is that no standard iterative recalibration of the 


aquifer parameters is performed. 
 
M&A Response No. 2: Accounting for the facts that most of the available observed groundwater level data are 
obtained during winter when agricultural pumping is not occurring, and simulated groundwater levels reflect 
annual average agricultural pumping simulated in the model, the updates to historical stresses in the study area 
resulted in a reasonable match of simulated groundwater levels and trends to observed data. The model is 
acceptably calibrated for purposes of simulating groundwater level decline due to proposed Rosemont 
pumping, although we agree it may over-predict future background groundwater level declines for reasons 
stated above. We believe further calibration is not required for this study. 
 
MWH Reply: MWH understands the difficulty in determining calibration targets.  The fact remains, however, 
that a recalibration of model parameters was not conducted, although layer elevations and hydraulic 
conductivities were revised in some portions of the model.  At a minimum M&A should demonstrate that the 
model results meet quantifiable calibration objectives.  Terms such as “reasonable match” and “acceptability 
calibrated” are subjective. 
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(3) MWH Comment: It is possible that much of the error between measured and simulated groundwater levels, 
which can be several tens of feet and shows spatial bias in some areas, is partly a reflection of the model 
parameters being out of calibration. 


 
M&A Response No. 3: We believe the model is reasonably calibrated and the differences between simulated 
and observed groundwater levels are acceptable. 
 
MWH Reply: See response to item (2) 
 
 
(4) MWH Comment: Another concern with the model updates is that no consideration is given for the Santa 


Cruz fault, which runs between the RCC wells and many of the other wells in the study area. Mason and 
Bota (2006) suspect the fault as a source of some of the large residuals (error between measured and 
simulated groundwater levels) in the ADWR model. M&A (2009b) documents the fault in the text and 
figures, but does not modify the model to account for the fault. The rationale for not explicitly accounting for 
the fault is not discussed in M&A (2009a, 2009b). 


 
M&A Response No. 4: The regional Santa Cruz fault is not considered to be a hydraulic barrier or conduit. In 
the area north from the proposed RCC well field Anderson (1987) (shown on Figure 6 of the EIS report) 
indicates vertical displacement along the fault resulted in a thicker deposition of the upper Tinaja beds on the 
east side of the fault relative to the west side of the fault. Knowledge of the Santa Cruz fault, including hydraulic 
conductivity data for the aquifer on both sides of the fault, has been previously incorporated into the ADWR 
model by the U.S. Geological Survey and ADWR.  Mason and Bota do not indicate they suspect the Santa Cruz 
fault is the cause of large residuals in T.15S.,R.13 and 14.E., they simply point out that “residuals are in an area 
of suspected perched groundwater and near the Santa Cruz fault”. The large residuals are predominantly 
indicating simulated groundwater levels are lower than observed. It has been M&A’s experience simulating 
groundwater levels at the T.15S., R.13 and 14E location (for other groundwater investigations) that perched 
groundwater is a significant cause of simulated groundwater levels being lower than observed. Further, the area 
Mason and Bota describe as having high residuals is located approximately 12 miles north from the proposed 
RCC wellfield. The RCC wellfield is located in T.17S.,R.14E., where the residuals shown in Mason and Bota’s 
2006 report are relatively good (see page 72 and Figure 27 of the Mason and Bota report). 
 
MWH Reply: Because the Santa Cruz Fault separates the RCC wells and most of the other public and private 
well, M&A should clearly document what effects the fault has on water levels and how this is accounted for in 
the model.  Otherwise, MWH finds M&A’s response acceptable to resolve this concern. 
 
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Predictive Model” 
(5) MWH Comment: Other potential future groundwater sinks/sources not included in the model that may 


impact future groundwater levels within the study area are potential mitigation pumping near Freeport-
McMoRan Sierrita Mine and delivery of underground storage of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water to the 
Sahuarita/Green Valley area. 
 


M&A Response No. 5: At the time of model construction the mitigation plan was still being developed and was 
not finalized or approved by Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. Sufficient information did not exist to 
justify including the potential mitigation pumping in the model. A CAP recharge site in the Green Valley area is 
under consideration, but has not been approved by regulatory agencies nor has a location for the site been 
selected; therefore, this potential recharge source was not included in the model. Potential CAP recharge in this 
area may mitigate drawdown impacts from the proposed RCC pumping. 
 
MWH Reply: See response to item (1) 
 
(6) MWH Comment: An assumption of the predictive model, which may be incorrect, is that boundary 


conditions are static. This assumption is refuted by the continual groundwater level declines throughout the 
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study area. The correctness of the assumption is only a minor concern as the boundary heads likely have 
relatively little influence on the groundwater levels within the study area. 
 


M&A Response No. 6: As concluded by MWH, the southern constant head boundary located 14.5 miles south 
from the RCC wellfield and the much more distant model boundaries in Marana and Avra Valley are too distant 
to have impacts on projected groundwater level change due to RCC pumping. 
 
MWH Reply: The conclusion that the model boundaries are too distant to have impacts on projected 
groundwater level changes due to RCC pumping should be tested and the results documented in the model 
report. 
 
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Model Predictions” 
 
(7) MWH Comment: As documented above, the confidence in the predictions of future groundwater levels in 


the numerical model is weakened by intrinsic model structural inaccuracies, calibration inaccuracies, and 
uncertainty and deficiencies in sinks/sources.  


 
M&A Response No. 7: We assume MWH’s decription of structural inaccuracies is a reference to the Santa Cruz 
fault since no other structural issues are presented by MWH. Representation of the Santa Cruz fault is 
addressed in M&A Response No. 4.  The model calibration is sufficiently accurate to project groundwater level 
declines due to proposed RCC pumping. All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are 
determined from existing permits or pending permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on 
past documented quantities of historic pumping or recharge. This may result in a model which will project 
conservatively larger background groundwater level declines in the RCC wellfield area; however, it should have 
limited effect on the projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping. We did not include 
potential Sierrita mitigation pumping or potential CAP recharge in the Green Valley area due to a lack of 
information regarding these potential sinks/sources. 
 
MWH Reply:  The Santa Cruz Fault is addressed in item (4) and model calibration is addressed in item (1) 
 
  
(8) MWH Comment: Seasonal variations and “calibration” errors are translated to predictive uncertainties that 


ranges from 10 to 100 feet due to seasonal variations and approximately a 25-foot under-prediction bias at 
RC-2. 
 


M&A Response No. 8: Recent continuous monitoring of groundwater levels at wells E-1 and RC-2 has resulted 
in documentation of seasonal variation of groundwater levels (ranging from 10 to 100 feet annually) at the 
proposed RCC wellfield. The purpose of the continuous monitoring was to remove uncertainty about seasonal 
variations from the model. Due to the continuous monitoring this variation is known and is not translated into 
predictive uncertainty. The match between simulated and observed groundwater level trends at well RC-2 is 
acceptable and correction of model projections for the 25-foot difference is consistent with standard modeling 
practice for predictive simulations. The 25-foot difference is not an uncertainty that is “translated” through to the 
predictive results. 
 
MWH Reply:  MWH acknowledges that a simulation with an annual stress period cannot resolve the large 
seasonal variations.  The way that M&A accounts for the seasonal variations is reasonable without refining the 
stress periods.  The question of whether the 25-foot bias at RC-2 is acceptable should be answered through the 
establishment of calibration objectives.  If the bias at RC-2 meets these objectives, then the correction applied 
at RC-2 is a reasonable way to handle the model bias at this location.  
 


 
(9) MWH Comment: M&A (2009b) does not adequately document or quantify predictive uncertainties due to 


parameter uncertainties and due to uncertainties in the future groundwater recharge and withdrawal. These 
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predictive uncertainties could be bounded by conducting a sensitivity analysis of model predictions to 
parameter and future source/sink variations. Sensitivity analyses are often a component of modeling 
studies. 


 
M&A Response No. 9: The substantial regional sinks and sources in the vicinity of the proposed RCC wellfield 
are the dominant factor in prediction of future groundwater levels. There is obvious uncertainty in these future 
stresses; however, quantification of uncertainties in rate of residential growth and future water demand in the 
area was not conducted as part of this study. For purposes of the EIS study, we have simulated stresses which 
may result in conservatively larger background groundwater level declines in the proposed RCC wellfield area 
than may occur. 
 
Although not typically conducted, statistical quantification of predictive model uncertainty can be determined 
through a rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity analysis; however, many of the observation wells had only 1 
data point (2005) obtained during the last 10 years and much of the data was affected by the substantial 
seasonal variation in groundwater levels. A rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity analysis for purposes of 
statistically determining predictive uncertainty would have required substantial assumptions that would have 
rendered the statistical determinations more qualitative than quantitative. Further, as described above, 
predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter sensitivity would be substantially less than uncertainty 
associated with future stresses. Ultimately we relied on the satisfactory match of simulated to observed 
groundwater level trends to determine confidence in the model’s ability to predict future groundwater level 
change.  
 
Finally, a sensitivity analysis where specific aquifer parameters are incrementally varied to determine sensitivity 
of the calibration to changes to those parameters was not conducted. This sensitivity analysis is used to 
determine aquifer parameters that the calibration is most sensitive to, which are the parameters requiring 
relatively more certainty in the accuracy of their simulated value in order to minimize predictive error. Aquifer 
parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrogeologic units encountered at the proposed RCC wellfield 
location have been extensively investigated and substantial aquifer parameter data have been collected for 
these units, including in the vicinity of the RCC wellfield; therefore, a sensitivity analysis was not considered to 
be beneficial. Note that aquifer parameters and layer thicknesses in the vicinity of the E-1 and RC-2 pumping 
tests were changed in the model to reflect results of test data; these modified parameters were not substantially 
different than original values in the model and the changes to simulated groundwater levels as a result of the 
modifications were minimal. 
 
MWH Reply:  The type of sensitivity analysis that is suggested by MWH is to determine the sensitivity of model 
predictions to parameter changes.  M&A states that predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter 
sensitivity would be substantially less than uncertainty associated with future stresses; however, no 
documentation exists that this statement has been tested.  Further, if only the drawdown due to RCC pumping 
is considered (as suggested in the reply to item (1)), the aquifer parameters may have a large effect.  M&A 
states that the aquifer parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrologic units encountered at the proposed 
RCC wellfield location have been extensively investigated.  If so, a realistic range of these parameter values 
with which to test predictive sensitivity should be known.  Whether or not a predictive sensitivity analysis is 
conducted, MWH recommends that the confidence in model predictions in relation to aquifer parameters be 
bounded, if possible.   
 


 
(10)  MWH Comment: The confidence in the predicted groundwater levels will further decrease away from the 


RCC property as the grid coarsens and aquifer parameters and source/sinks become less defined. 
 
M&A Response No. 10: For purposes of determining groundwater level declines due to proposed RCC 
pumping, the confidence/accuracy of projected declines distant from the RCC property decrease negligibly due 
to the model grid becoming coarser.  The grid is refined in the immediate area of pumping due to the substantial 







 


    


    
    
    
Draft Deliberative – Not for Public Distribution   PAGE 8 
    


 


groundwater level gradients in the immediate vicinity of the pumping wells. As these gradients decrease with 
distance from the pumping wells, grid cells can increase in size without decreasing confidence in the projected 
declines due to RCC pumping.  
 
MWH Reply:  This comment was made for completeness in discussing the model results.  The way that M&A 
refined the model grid is appropriate and is consistent with standard practice.  The decrease in model 
confidence/accuracy far away from the RCC property is not an important concern since the effects of RCC 
pumping will be minor in these outlying areas.  Still, the model report needs to clearly document that the 
appropriate use of the model is to predict large-scale and annual average groundwater levels.  For example, the 
model is not appropriate for prediction of instantaneous groundwater levels at individual wells and has less 
precision away from the RCC property as the grid coarsens.   
 
 
(11)  MWH Comment: MWH evaluated the estimates of the drawdown levels due to RCC pumping reported in 


the M&A (2009b, Figures 35, 36) using a simple (Dupruit) solution to estimate steady-state drawdown. 
Although this solution cannot capture the complexity and transience of the model, it does provide a rough 
check on drawdown predictions. According to this check, the estimates of groundwater level drawdown due 
to RCC pumping reported in M&A (2009b) are reasonable. 
 


M&A Response No. 11: As MWH has determined using their Dupuit analysis, the projected groundwater level 
declines due to proposed RCC pumping are reasonable.  The model superimposes these simulated drawdowns 
on model projected background groundwater level declines. These projected background declines are likely 
conservatively larger than may occur (discussed previously); therefore, final projected groundwater level 
elevations at the end of the 20-year RCC pumping period may be conservatively lower than may occur. 
 
MWH Reply:  The Dupuit analysis roughly confirms that the model results are reasonable given the model 
input; it does not provide a check on the model input parameters.  
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Issues 
Federal agencies are required to identify significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the Environmental 
Impact Statement (40 Code of Federal Regulations 1501.7). These issues and factors for alternative 
comparison are based on careful review of public input received during scoping, consultation with 
cooperating agencies, and internal review by Coronado National Forest and SWCA Environmental 
Consultants specialists. Significant issues drive the development of alternatives considered in detail, 
mitigation, and monitoring, as well as focusing the analysis of potential effects. 
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ISSUE 1:  IMPACT ON LAND STABILITY AND SOIL PRODUCTIVITY 


Issue 1: Ground disturbance from clearing vegetation, grading, and stockpiling soils may accelerate 
erosion and reduce soil productivity. The tailings and waste rock piles may be unstable over time, and 
reclamation may not adequately result in a stable, revegetated landscape. Geochemical composition of 
tailings and waste rock piles may not support natural vegetation. Soils are non-renewable resources, and 
loss of the soil resource may result in an irretrievable loss of soil productivity.  


Issue 1 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Qualitative assessment of long-term stability of tailings and waste piles 
• Character of risks to stability through time, including expected results of reclamation 
• Area of disturbance leading to lost soil productivity (acres) 
• Qualitative assessment of the potential for revegetation, given the geochemical composition of 


tailings and waste rock piles 
• Sediment delivery to Davidson Canyon, Cienega Creek, or other streams and washes, compared 


with background sediment loading (tons) 


ISSUE 2:  IMPACT ON AIR QUALITY  


Issue 2: This issue relates to changes in air quality that may occur from the mining operation. 
Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors 
may increase dust, airborne chemicals, and vehicular emissions in the affected area. Air quality standards 
may be compromised. The Clean Air Act (CAA) and other laws, regulations, policies, and plans set 
thresholds for air quality, including Class I wilderness airsheds. The emission of greenhouse gases 
(GHGs) has been implicated in global climate change, and the policy of the federal government is to 
reduce these emissions when possible (Executive Order 13514).  


Issue 2 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Particulate emission estimates, compared with background and threshold (PM 2.5, PM 10) 
• GHG emission estimates, compared with background and threshold (GHG estimates in tons) 
• Qualitative assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation measures to protect air quality and meet 


CAA standards for Class I airsheds and elsewhere 


ISSUE 3:  IMPACT ON WATER RESOURCES 


This group of issues relates to the effects of the mine construction, operation, and closure on quality and 
quantity of water for beneficial uses, wells, and stock watering. The loss of water availability to riparian 
and other plant and animal habitat is addressed in Issues 3 and 4.  


Issue 3A: The proposed open-pit mine may reduce groundwater availability to private and public wells in 
the vicinity of the Rosemont well fields. Household water availability may be reduced.  


Issue 3A Factors for alternative comparison 
• Degree of change in water table level (feet), including annual average and range, compared with 


background and thresholds of concern  
• Locations where water resources may be impacted above threshold of concern (geographic 


extent) 
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Issue 3B: Water needed to run the mine facility might reduce groundwater availability in the Santa Cruz 
Valley.  


Issue 3B Factor for alternative comparison  
• Water needed for operations from the Santa Cruz Valley, compared with background and 


threshold of concern 


Issue 3C: Construction and operation of the mine pit, along with tailings, waste rock, and leach facilities, 
may result in a loss of groundwater quality. The mine pit may fill with water and create a lake that may 
have an unnatural concentration of chemicals.  


Issue 3C Factors for alternative comparison  
• Ability to meet State of Arizona aquifer water quality standards  
• Ability to demonstrate “Best Available Control Technology” (qualitative assessment of 


mitigation effectiveness)  


Issue 3D: Construction and operation of the pit, waste rock, and tailings facilities may result in changes 
in surface water discharge to Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek. The availability of water for stock 
water tanks may be reduced.  


Issue 3D Factor for alternative comparison  
• Qualitative assessment of impacts on beneficial uses of water 
• Stock watering tanks that will be unavailable (number) 


Issue 3E: Construction and operation of tailings, waste rock, and leach facilities may result in sediment 
or other pollutants reaching surface water and degrading water quality, leading to a loss of beneficial uses. 
Sediment (see soil issue above) may enter streams, increase turbidity, and violate water quality standards.  


Issue 3E Factor for alternative comparison 
• Qualitative assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation measures to protect water quality and 


meet Clean Water Act standards 


ISSUE 4: IMPACT ON SPRINGS, SEEPS, AND RIPARIAN HABITATS 


Issue 4: This issue relates to the potential impacts on riparian habitat resulting from the alteration of 
surface and subsurface hydrology from the pit and other operations. Potential impacts may include loss of 
riparian habitat and fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors.  


Issue 4 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Total riparian habitat disturbed, unique or uncommon riparian habitat disturbed, wildlife corridors 


disturbed (acres) 
• Total riparian habitat lost, unique or uncommon riparian habitat lost (acres) 
• Seeps and springs lost or degraded (number) 
• Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet current legal and regulatory requirements 


for riparian areas 
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ISSUE 5: IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS 


This group of issues focuses on effects on plant and animal habitats other than riparian and the viability of 
populations of species of conservation concern. Many aspects of the mine operations have the potential to 
adversely affect individuals, populations, and habitat for plants and animals. Species of conservation 
concern (federally listed, U.S. Forest Service [Forest Service] and Bureau of Land Management [BLM] 
Sensitive, Management Indicator Species [MIS], and migratory birds) may be adversely affected. This 
issue includes the potential for impacts on wildlife from light, noise, vibration, traffic, and other 
disturbance from the proposed mining operations.    


Issue 5A: The pit, plant, tailings and waste piles, road and utility corridors, and other facilities may result 
in a permanent change to the vegetation, and reclamation may not restore natural conditions.  


Issue 5A Factors for alternative comparison 
• Short- and long-term change in vegetation communities (acres) 
• Area receiving reclamation measures (acres) 
• Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet current ecological conservation policies 


and designations 


Issue 5B: The mine itself and ancillary facilities may result in the loss of habitat, individuals, or 
populations of botanical species of conservation concern. 


Issue 5B Factors for alternative comparison 
• Number of individual plants and/or acres of habitat lost, modified, or indirectly impacted, 


expressed as a proportion of the total range of each botanical species of concern 
• Qualitative assessment of how dust or particulate emissions impact plant species of conservation 


concern 
• Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to reduce impacts on botanical species of 


conservation concern 
• Potential for alternative to jeopardize the viability of any species 
• Area that would no longer meet current Coronado National Forest Land and Resource 


Management Plan, as amended (Forest Plan) management direction for plants (Forest Service 
1986) (acres) 


Issue 5C: The mine operations may create conditions conducive to the introduction, establishment, and/or 
spread of non-native species that may out-compete native vegetation and degrade plant communities. 
Forest Service and other federal, state, and local laws, regulations, policies, and plans contain 
management direction for invasive plants.  


Issue 5C Factor for alternative comparison 
• Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to reduce the potential for invasive species 


introduction, establishment, and/or spread 


Issue 5D: The mine operations may modify and/or fragment the north-south wildlife migration corridor 
and/or reduce connectivity between habitats. The transportation system and increased traffic could result 
in more wildlife road kills.  


Issue 5D Factors for alternative comparison 
• North-south wildlife migration corridors modified and/or lost (acres) 
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• Qualitative assessment of the change in connections between wildlife habitats 
• Qualitative assessment of how increased volume of traffic could result in road kills of various 


animal species 


Issue 5E: The mine operations may impact habitat for animal species of concern. Species of concern 
include those afforded protection under the Endangered Species Act and candidates to be listed, Forest 
Service and BLM Sensitive species, MIS, Arizona Game and Fish Department’s Wildlife of Special 
Concern in Arizona, and Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Priority Vulnerable Species. The Forest 
Service is required to maintain population viability of animal species and avoid or minimize adverse 
impacts on species of concern. The alternatives were developed to reduce impacts on habitats for animal 
species of concern.  


Issue 5E Factors for alternative comparison 
• Habitat lost expressed as a proportion of the total amount of habitat for each animal species of 


concern (acres/percent) 
• Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation in minimizing and/or avoiding impacts on 


habitat for animal species of concern 
• Potential for alternative to jeopardize the population viability of any species 
• Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan management direction for wildlife habitat 


(acres) 


Issue 5F: Mine operations, including drilling and blasting, may result in noise and vibrations that impact 
animal behavior and result in negative impacts on wildlife. Nocturnal and other animals may be adversely 
affected by the lit-up night skies.  


Issue 5F Factors for alternative comparison 
• Character of impact on animals from noise, vibration, and light 
• Effectiveness of mitigation to reduce impact on wildlife from disturbance  


ISSUE 6: IMPACT ON VISUAL RESOURCES 


Issue 6: This issue focuses on the visual impacts that result from the mining pit, placement of tailings and 
waste rock piles, and development and use of other facilities. The proposed mine tailings and waste rock 
piles would create significant changes to the landscape within the mine footprint. The piles may block 
valued mountain views. The processing plant and transportation and utility corridors may also affect 
visual resources in the area. The character of Scenic Highway 83 may change. The ability for the area to 
meet assigned visual quality objectives (VQOs) in the Forest Plan may be reduced. Regardless of 
mitigation measures or reclamation required, the scenic quality of the landscape may be permanently 
degraded.  


Issue 6 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan VQO designations (acres) 
• Qualitative assessment/degree of change in landscape character from Key Observation Points 


over time  
• Percentage of State Route 83 that would no longer meet scenic byway criteria 
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ISSUE 7: IMPACT ON RECREATION 


Issue 7: This issue focuses on the effects of the mining operation on recreational opportunities on 
National Forest System lands, including loss of access, loss of or reduction in solitude, remoteness, rural 
setting, and quiet. The mine operation may lead to permanent changes to recreation settings (Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum [ROS]) and/or the type of recreation available and may result in increased pressure 
on public and private lands in other places to compensate for lost opportunities.  


Issue 7 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Area that would no longer meet current Forest Plan ROS designations (acres) 
• Area of national forest land that would no longer be available for recreational use (acres)  
• Audio “footprint:” potential for noise to reach recreation areas (acres) 
• Qualitative assessment of impacts to solitude in wilderness and other backcountry areas 
• Hunting permits/opportunities modified or lost (quantity) 
• Length and number of trails/trailheads that would no longer be available to the public 
• Qualitative assessment of increased pressure on other areas 
• Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation to offset recreation losses 


ISSUE 8: IMPACT ON PUBLIC SAFETY 


Issue 8: This issue focuses on the impact of increased traffic from the mine site on construction, 
operation, and maintenance of new and reconstructed roadways and the potential for increased volume of 
traffic. Oversized vehicles and the transport of personnel, equipment, supplies, and materials related to the 
mining operation have the potential to increase traffic and reduce public safety. Hazardous materials 
would be transported, which may increase the risk of a spill or other public safety impact. Another aspect 
of this issue is human health risks to national forest visitors if they accidentally come near the mine 
operations, tailings, or waste rock piles. Air quality impacts as a result of the operation may be harmful to 
public health.  


Issue 8 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Change in type and pattern of traffic by road and vehicle type 
• Trip count per day for all hazardous materials 
• Qualitative assessment of transportation conflicts  
• Qualitative assessment of public health risk from mine operations and facilities 
• Qualitative assessment of ability of alternative to meet air quality standards for human health 


ISSUE 9: IMPACT ON DARK SKIES AND ASTRONOMY 


Issue 9: This issue relates to the potential for the mining operation and facilities to reduce night sky 
visibility. Increased light, air particulates, and gases from mine-related facilities, equipment, vehicles, and 
processes may diminish dark skies. The increased sky glow could reduce visibility of stars, planets, 
satellites, and other celestial objects. Area residents, recreationists, research and amateur astronomers, and 
stargazers value the current dark skies in the area. Key observation points and the Smithsonian’s Fred 
Lawrence Whipple Astrophysical Observatory may be adversely affected. This issue also relates to the 
impact of particulate emissions and vibration from blasting and drilling on sensitive astronomy 
equipment.  
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Pima County has a night sky lighting code. The Mine Plan of Operations is exempt from this code, and 
some aspects of the operation may not be able to conform to the code (because of worker safety 
concerns).  


Issue 9 Factors for alternative comparison 
• Distribution of fractional increase in sky brightness from mine facility and vehicle lighting 
• Area that would not meet lighting code (acres) 
• Qualitative assessment of effectiveness of mitigation measures to reduce dust and impact night 


sky visibility  
• Vibration detectable at telescope sites (inches/second peak particle velocity) 
• Qualitative assessment of how particulate emissions may damage sensitive astronomy equipment  


ISSUE 10: IMPACT ON HERITAGE RESOURCES 


This group of issues focuses on the adverse effects of the proposed mining operations on heritage 
resources, including 1) traditional homelands for Native American groups, 2) ancestral habitation sites 
and human burials, 3) archaeological resources, 4) sites eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), 5) traditional resource collection areas, and 6) cultural practice opportunities.  


Issue 10A: The proposed mine operations may bury, remove, or damage archaeological and historic sites. 
There may be a loss of or reduction in future archaeological research potential if heritage resource sites 
are buried under permanent facilities such as roads and utility corridors  and waste rock and tailings piles. 
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) (buildings, districts, or landscapes with historic and ongoing 
significance) may be lost or degraded. Vibrations from blasting and drilling may damage historical sites.  


Issue 10A Factors for alternative comparison 
• Total NRHP-eligible prehistoric and historic archaeological sites buried, destroyed, or damaged 


(quantity) 
• Potential TCPs lost or degraded (acres) 
• Potential for vibrations to damage historic sites  
• Qualitative assessment on likelihood of impact to future finds  


Issue 10B: The mine footprint may impact Native American traditional use and perception of the land. 
Traditional resource collection areas may be lost or degraded. Springs that are considered sacred may be 
lost or degraded. Human burials may be desecrated. The spiritual context of the landscape may be 
permanently changed. Disruption of the physical world may be perceived to cause spiritual harm to the 
earth and the people here. The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (Public Law 95-341) recognizes 
that the religious practices of American Indians are an integral part of their cultures, tradition, and 
heritage, such practices forming the basis of Indian identity and value systems. The most relevant 
direction is Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites, which directs federal land management agencies, 
to the extent permitted by law and not clearly inconsistent with essential agency functions, to 
accommodate access to and use of Indian sacred sites and to avoid affecting the physical integrity of such 
sites wherever possible (Forest Service Manual 1563.01e5).  


Issue 10B Factors for alternative comparison 
• Traditional resource collection areas impacted (number, acres) 
• Sacred springs impacted (number) 
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• Ancestral sites where burials are likely to be damaged or covered by mining facilities (number) 
• Qualitative assessment of spiritual/emotional impact of desecration of land, springs, and burials 


ISSUE 11: SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 


This issue relates to the socioeconomic impacts of the proposed mining operations. The mine operations 
may have negative and positive socioeconomic impacts, which may change over time. The 
socioeconomic stability of the area may be adversely affected. Residents, business owners, and visitors’ 
expectations of national forests and the historic rural landscape may not be met.  


Issue 11A: The mine facilities and operation may result in changes over time to local employment, 
property values, tax base, tourism revenue, and demand and cost for road maintenance and emergency 
services. There may be costs to the alternative design features and mitigation measures that influence the 
net value of the mine operations and thus its economic profile.  


Issue 11A Factors for alternative comparison 
• Change in employment over time  
• Change in property values over time 
• Change in tax base per year over time  
• Change in demand and cost for road maintenance over time 
• Change in demand and cost for emergency services over time  
• Qualitative assessment of change in tourism revenue over time 
• Economic outlook of mine operations (present net value) 


Issue 11B: The mine operation may not conform to the quality of life expectations as expressed by the 
Forest Plan and federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances. Concerns have been expressed about 
modification of rural historic landscapes important to local residents. 


Issue 11B Factor for alternative comparison 
• Qualitative assessment of the ability of alternatives to meet rural landscape expectations as 


expressed by Forest Plan and federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances 
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To: 'Nathan W. Haws'; 'Richmond Leeson Jr.'; 'Stephen Taylor'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger
D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley Everson'; 'Terry Chute'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont - Mine Water Pumping Supply Model - Proposed Technical Review Meeting
Importance: High
 
All,
 
Rosemont has requested that we meet to determine how best to resolve the issues remaining
regarding the Mine Water Supply Pumping Model (see attached MWH comments).  I believe the
issues can be resolved in relatively short order with the emphasis on having a defensible
assessment of the potential pumping impacts as delineated in the attached Significant Issues
(Issues 3A & 3B) developed by the CNF and the mitigation afforded by the Well Owners Protection
Program instituted by Rosemont.
 

I would like to tentatively schedule a meeting in Tucson for Monday, August 30th , likely at the
Montgomery offices.  Attendance via teleconference will be available, but I suggest physical
attendance from Nathan Haws (MWH), key Montgomery staff, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF), and myself.
 Rapid confirmation your attendance or your inability to attend would be most appreciated.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Larry Jones; Deborah K Sebesta; Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - New Reclamation Documents on Web Ex
Date: 04/21/2010 10:41 AM

The R3 Director of Recreation is a landscape architect with a background in mine
reclamation.  He recently mentioned some concepts that I was not familiar with
(such as using vegetation "plugs" to create islands of reveg within large disturbed
areas), and I asked him to send more information, and he provided 11 documents
that cover a variety of reclamation issues.   Most deal with
ecology/plants/revegetation.  Some relate to vegetation types not found in the
Rosemont area, but might still have some useful ideas.  A couple deal with
landforming.

I've posted all on WebEx in Documents/Team
Working/Resources/Reclamation/Reveg & Landforming Examples.  Here's a link that
hopefully will take you directly to this folder:
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/default.asp?
link=%2Fdocs%2Fdocapp%2Easpx%3F%5Fcommand%3Dlist%26fid%3D15936

As your time permits, I recommend that you look over each document.  Some are
very technical/scientific and over my ability to fully understand.  Is there someone at
SWCA (such as a botanist and/or revegetation&reclamation expert) who can review
these and recommend what might be applicable to the Rosemont mine?

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: Sarah L Davis
To: bgaddis@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont - night skies
Date: 08/01/2009 11:04 AM

I have reviewed the Night Sky Bounds of Analysis information you sent.  Looks
good.   Since we received concerns about lighting as seen from residences I would
add two areas for key observation points.  Talked with Tom Furgason and we think 
1) the Hilton Road residential area and 2) the intersection of the Greaterville Road
with Highway 83.  If you have other residential areas to recommend let me know. 
Also, two other areas may need key observation points;  there is a University of
Arizona observatory at Mt. Bigelow in the Catalinas and there is camping on the
BLM's Las Cienegas National Conservation Area located across Highway 83.  To ask
BLM about their concerns go through the BLM contact on this project and talk with
Karen Simms in recreation at Las Cienegas  (Karen_Simms@blm.gov).  I don't know
if these last two (U of A and BLM have concerns or not).

I will be working n Juneau this next week, so call me on my cell if you have
questions  520-237-4868 or 520-603-8885.  Care to recommend any good places to
go while visiting there, could use a restaurant recommendation.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:bgaddis@swca.com
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Rosemont - Plant Expertise
Date: 05/25/2010 09:48 AM

As I have been working on the list of revegetation studies needed for Rosemont, I
wonder whether SWCA has a plant expert on the Rosemont team.  Although we
have biologists on the FS team, the Coronado does not currently have a botantist.  I
believe that we need this expertise to review revegetation issues.  Your thoughts?

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - Recreation Analysis
Date: 07/28/2009 11:18 AM

Bev,

I would like to request the following from SWCA:
1.  A scope of work for completion of the recreation analysis (from Steve Leslie)
2.  Approval for Steve to visit the project area once prior to completion of the draft
EIS

Thanks.

Debby

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Craig P Wilcox; Larry Jones; Deborah K Sebesta; Salek Shafiqullah; mbidwell@swca.com; Robert Lefevre
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont - Research needed for revegetation with trees and shrubs - Input needed by 5/27
Date: 05/21/2010 12:37 PM
Attachments: Rosemont_Research_Trees_and_Shrubs_Scope_of_Work.docx

Attached is a 1-page draft scope of work for research that is needed to establish
trees and shrubs on reclaimed areas.  We have agreed to get the final version of this
to Rosemont by next Friday (5/28) so they can hopefully proceed with getting the
work going.  Please review the document and provide your comments to me by
noon Thursday (5/27).  And feel free to forward to others (Geoff, etc.) as you see
fit.

Thanks!
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D R A F T

Scope of Work - Research on establishing trees and shrubs on the Rosemont Mine site

May 21, 2010



The purpose of this research is to develop a strategy for the success of trees and shrubs on reclaimed lands in the proposed Rosemont Mine area (primarily the waste rock and tailings piles).  The current research on seeding is an excellent start, but reclamation also needs to include trees and shrubs (including cacti) in order to more quickly stabilize the slopes and meet visual quality and other resource goals.  



Recommended Tasks

· Review previous revegetation research for establishing trees and shrubs on similar projects (i.e., mines or other large projects, similar vegetation types, similar elevation and climate, etc.).

· Identify and locate (with maps, GPS, stakes, or a combination) control plots of nearby vegetation that will not be disturbed by mining activities.  Control plots should be selected to represent the various aspects and slopes that would be typical of the mine site to be reclaimed.  Patterns of plants on the reclaimed slopes should mimic those in the surrounding landscape. 

· Develop evaluation criteria for success of trees and shrubs, including species diversity, plant density, and canopy cover. 

· Determine which species and sizes of trees and shrubs would be successful on the outermost materials (rock and growth medium) planned for the mine site.  Plants could include salvaging/transplanting, seedlings, and/or container plants.  

· Determine whether any of the tree or shrub species have genetics so unique to the Santa Rita Mountains that the only approved source would be stock grown from seeds collected locally or transplants.

· Determine whether the success or failure of the seed mix plants would have influence on any of the tree and shrub species.  For example, if the seed mix plant growth is very robust, would clearing be required prior to planting trees/shrubs?

· Determine whether there are specific species or groups of trees and shrubs best adapted to the different "growth mediums" planned for reclaimed areas.  An example if the growth medium best for Agave survival is placed on slopes which are not conducive to Agave survival, an opportunity would be lost.  At a later date, this information would be used to resolve what "growth medium" goes where -- for both visual and plant growth needs.

· Provide recommendations for backfill mix, fertilizer, mulch, irrigation, and weeding necessary for the successful growth of trees and shrubs.

· Provide planting details.

· Estimate the approximate growth rates of plants on various slopes (this is needed for simulations and effects analysis).

· Evaluate whether native transplant plugs and topsoil islands would be beneficial to establishing revegetation (including trees and shrubs) on reclaimed areas.  Debby Kriegel can provide research papers on this topic.

· Determine where the needed plants can be obtained in the species, sizes, quantities, and appropriate time frame that would be necessary for various phases of reclamation.  Options could include salvaging from the site (or nearby), purchasing from local nurseries, contracting propagation, or some combination.  

· Provide written reports that address all of the above.

· Coordinate all work with the Coronado National Forest (Debby Kriegel, Craig Wilcox, and Larry Jones).



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Beverley A Everson'
Subject: Rosemont - SOW and Cost Estimate Requests
Date: 03/17/2010 07:04 AM
Attachments: 20100317_ortman_stone_pitlakegeochemmodel_sow_memo.pdf

20100317_ortman_stone_pitlakegeochemmodel_sow_memo.pdf
2009-7-19_Ortman_SRK-MWH_TechRevuMemoPrep_memo.pdf

Claudia,
 
Attached are two memoranda presenting SOW’s and requesting cost estimates for review of the
following documents:
 

·         TetraTech (2010). Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model, February 2010
·         TetraTech (2010). Infiltration, Seepage, Fate and Transport Model, February 2010

 
Also attached is a copy of the Technical Review Memorandum guidance referenced in the cost
estimate request memoranda.
 
The TetraTech reports will be provided under separate cover, either on the SWCA FTP site or I will
hand deliver electronic copies.
 
If you have any questions please contact me.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK) 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA); Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson 
(CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 17 February 2010   


Subject: 
Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate 
Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model 


 
This memorandum presents the scope of work and requests a cost estimate for the technical 
review of the following document for environmental resource areas that may be subject to impact 
from the project: 
 
Document: 


1. TetraTech (2010). Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model, February 2010 
 
The subconsultant will review and be familiar with the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) 
submitted to the Coronado National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. 
Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007) and will 
review the subject document in the context of the MPO.  In addition, the subconsultant will 
incorporate the knowledge of the geochemical baseline data gained in developing their draft 
Technical Memorandum of February 10, 2010 titled Preliminary Geochemistry Review – 
Rosemont Copper Project. 
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POINTS OF CONTACT 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 


• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation 


and report review  
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Scope of Work 
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the 
memorandum of July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for 
Preparation of Review Memoranda and include the specific tasks listed below:  
 


Task 1: Review subject report including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or 
selected by subconsultant and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject 
report and the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine 
Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 
 
Task 2: Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare draft Technical Review 
Memoranda as per the schedule of deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in 
black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 
 
Task 3: Final Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare final Technical Review Memoranda 
following SWCA and CNF review as per the schedule of deliverables.  Cost estimate to 
assume one round of SWCA/CNF review only resulting in editorial comments.  Any 
additional technical review requested by the SWCA/CNF review will be out of the scope 
of this work.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch 
format, unless approved by SWCA. 
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Schedule of Deliverables 
 


• Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Two weeks following Notice to Proceed 
• Final Technical Review Memoranda – One week following receipt of final SWCA and 


CNF comments.  
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK); Rebecca Miller (MWH) 


Copy to: Charles Coyle, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 19 July 2009   


Subject: 
Review of Rosemont Technical Documents 
Guidelines for Preparation of Review Memoranda  


 
This memorandum presents guidelines for the preparation by SWCA’s technical subconsultants MWH and 
SRK of technical memoranda reviewing various documents submitted by Rosemont in support of the 
Rosemont Copper Project EIS.  The purpose of each document review is to provide SWCA with a concise 
professional opinion as to whether the data, assumptions, methods, and results presented in each document 
are reasonable and in conformance with standard accepted practice.  In addition, each technical memorandum 
prepared by a subconsultant must be developed under the direct supervision of a staff member having 
professional experience meeting or exceeding that required in the most current version of the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the Coronado National Forest and Rosemont Copper.  In general, the minimum 
requirements are a bachelor’s degree in the specific technical field and at least 10-years experience in the 
technical field with an emphasis on hardrock mining applications.  SWCA must approve the subconsultant’s 
responsible staff member prior to initiation of work.   The technical subconsultant will include a statement 
signed by the responsible staff member attesting that the review was prepared under their direct supervision.  
In addition, a current resume confirming that the responsible staff member meets the necessary requirements 
will be attached to the technical review memorandum. 
 
Technical review memoranda will be based on the report and any supporting documents provided to the 
technical subconsultant by SWCA.  The review will consist of reading the pertinent sections of the report and 
supporting documents and rendering a professional opinion regarding whether or not the data, assumptions, 
and methods used in the report conform to currently accepted industry practice.  In addition, the technical 
subconsultant will render a professional opinion whether or not the conclusions reached in the report appear 
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reasonable.  Review of conclusions will be limited to those elements of the report that are predictive of 
potential environmental impacts to resources unless specifically directed otherwise by SWCA.   
 
The technical subconsultant will develop the review as a professional opinion based on the information 
presented in the report and its supporting documents without extensive calculations or modeling to confirm 
results presented in the report.  In the event the technical subconsultant determines the data, assumptions, 
and methods do not appear to be in conformance with accepted industry practice or are otherwise suspect, or 
the results are not reasonable, the technical subconsultant will include this opinion in the technical review 
memorandum.  
 
Technical review memoranda will be concise and targeted to the four elements of a technical report, namely 
data, assumptions, methods, and results.  In addition, the technical review memoranda will contain a concise 
summary of the conclusions regarding potential environmental impacts to resources presented in the reviewed 
report. 
 







From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont - SOW for SWCA Document to Edit
Date: 06/17/2010 10:32 AM

I've filed the document in J/fsfiles/fstmp in a folder called
"Rosemont_SOW_for_SWCA_June_2010".  

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Debby Kriegel
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - SWCA Cost Estimate for Simulations for Proposed Action
Date: 09/02/2009 08:46 AM

Tom,

This week I briefed our new regional director of recreation on the Rosemont
project.  His background is in landscape architecture, so we discussed the
simulations too.  He asked about SWCA's cost estimate for the simulations for the
proposed action.  He thinks that the FS should know what the total cost is, since the
FS is asking for this work and Rosemont may ask questions about the proposed
work.

Please provide this information.

Thanks.

Debby

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; tjchute@msn.com; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - SWCA Scope of Work for Recreation
Date: 07/23/2010 11:50 AM
Attachments: Recreation_Work_Tasks_111009.docx

Tom,

In November 2009, I provided a scope of work to Steve Leslie (attached).

The February 12, 2010 Contract Modification and Scope of Work identifies just 3
relatively minor tasks from my list (which are identified in the mod as "New Tasks").

In the June 25, 2010 FS review of the scope of work, I commented that much of my
November direction was not included.  However, maybe I didn't clarify my concern
fully.  I do not know which items were in the original contract, which are done,
which are still not funded, and which are coming (and when).

In speaking with you this morning, I now understand your comment in the sidebar. 
Steve still hasn't submitted the full affected environment with graphics, and told me
that he would provide both this and the environmental consequences next week.  I
agree with you that the specialist report and DEIS chapter 3 may, in fact, be the
same (though until we see his complete submittal, this can't really be confirmed).

I would like to request that Steve go through my November list, and for
each task note the status (complete, unfunded, to be provided by xx date,
etc.).

Thanks.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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Rosemont EIS – Recreation Work Required 

Debby Kriegel, November 10 (revised Dec 18), 2009



1.  Spend time in the field.  Get familiar with the project site, proposed project, and existing recreation sites and activities in the northern Santa Rita Mountains.  I recommend:

· Take Rosemont’s mine tour (Wed & Fri? Check their website).

· Spend 1-2 days visiting the major recreation sites in the area.  Drive Hwy 83 to Sonoita and through Empire Cienega RCA.  Hike a short section of the Arizona Trail in the Rosemont area.  Drive at least one OHV loop road in the Rosemont area (including Barrel Canyon), across Box Canyon Road, and into Madera Canyon.

· Consider visiting nearby Wilderness areas as appropriate/needed.

2.  Review the following items for recreation direction, citations, etc.:

· Public comments (Recreation report on WebEx)

· FSM/FSH 2300

· Coronado National Forest Plan

· AZ Trails 2010

· BLM’s Las Cienegas RCA Plan (including the approved Arizona Trail alignment through the area)

· National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) and Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) 

· Preserving the Santa Rita Rosemont Ranch (Pima County document available on WebEx).

· Corridor Management Plan for the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road

· The Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (including the major documents on the website http://www.pima.gov/CMO/SDCP/, as well as the reports “Recreation Impacts in Eastern Pima County” and “Overview of Natural Resource Based Outdoor Recreation in Eastern Pima County”.

3.  Research the following (most will require field time and meeting with local people):

· Possible ways to offset the loss of recreation opportunities in the area for 20+ years (especially OHV touring and wildlife recreation).  In addition to the obvious direct effects, indirect effects would include displacing OHV users from the Rosemont area into areas south of Box Canyon Rd, which is popular with equestrians, causing more user conflicts.  Review Art Elek’s proposal for adding roads and OHV facilities on FS lands east of Hwy 83, then meet with Art and spend time in the field determining what might be possible.  Participate in the process for identifying lands off-forest that could be provided by Rosemont to use by birders, hunters, etc.  Debby is hosting a meeting on Nov 19 with Arizona Game & Fish to begin discussions.  Visit each possible site to determine recreation values.

· OHV improvements funded by Arizona State Parks.  Contact Bob Baldwin at Arizona State Parks to get information on grants(amounts, dates, improvements) were provided for OHV facilities in the Rosemont area, and what obligations the Forest Service has to maintain these improvements and keep them available to the public.

· Hiking opportunities and use in the Rosemont area, including the Arizona Trail, the 16 Green Valley Hiking Club (GVHC) hikes in the Rosemont area, the Greaterville Trail, and options for post-mine trails in the area.  Meet with GVHC.  Debby is meeting with Arizona Trail Association on Nov 12 to begin discussion of the mine’s impacts to the Arizona Trail.  Depending on the outcome of this meeting, visit alternative re-routes and provide post-mine recommendations.  Meet with the Arizona Trails Association and spend time in the field as needed.  Assess current use on the trail and describe how designation as a National Scenic Trail (NST) is likely to increase use, whether a mine would affect the scenic designation, and if there are national guidelines that could be helpful; Contact Tom Dwyer (Forest Service Wilderness, Trails, Wild & Scenic Rivers, Dispersed Rec Program Manager, SW Regional Office, 505-842-3233) and Johnathon Stevens (Forest Service Congressional Designated Areas and Trails Program Manager, Washington Office).  Consider safety along the trail if the location follows the toe of 700 ft tall waste rock piles.  Research whether NST status would be jeopardized by the mine and/or what mitigation/relocation would be necessary.  Determine whether access points to the trail would be lost.

· Research Inventoried Roadless Areas and footprints and requirements for analysis (e.g., Effects on Roadless Character Report, if any roads proposed in IRA, Secretary of Agriculture approval needed, etc.)

· Restoration of popular road loops and road connections (for dispersed recreation and OHV touring) through or around the project area during mining and post-mine.  Get familiar with the FS system roads and topography (existing and proposed).  Get a copy of the proposed action for Travel Management for the Santa Rita Mountains (which should be available in mid-December).  Consider also access across the ridge (currently at Gunsight Pass).  Evaluate where existing visitors will likely go and whether OHV routes east of Hwy 83 would be helpful (see first bullet).  Consider whether roads across the mine’s waste rock and tailings would help restore recreation access and routes.  Spend time in the field as needed.  Provide recommendations for the proposed action and each alternative.  Consider that the road into Sycamore Canyon has a locked gate at the bottom of the canyon and currently does not provide a loop or through-route.

· Recreation special use permittees in the Rosemont area that may be affected by the mine.  Two known permittees include an equestrian outfitter guide, and a hang gliding operation in Box Canyon.  Provide complete information on others (Archers and Bow hunters club, Muzzleloaders club, etc.).  Contact Duane Bennett to discuss further.

4.  See my comments on the “Rosemont Project EIS Draft Chapter 3 Outline, October12, 2009” and additional comments from Tami Emmett.

5.  Follow up on the status of revision of Tetra Tech report “State Route (SR) 83 Scenic Road Evaluation for Rosemont”.   On September 14, 2009, Debby provided comments to Rosemont.  Rosemont or SWCA will need to contact Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Scenic Roads Program staff to discuss the mine and determine whether the scenic road status would change. 

6.  Provide a specialist report for recreation that includes the following.  Summarize as needed for the EIS.  Include appropriate graphics, maps, photos, charts/figures, etc.:

· Affected environment.  Include relevant information from above items.

· Environmental consequences analysis for the proposed action and each alternative.  Include analysis of all mine impacts: pit, plant, waste rock and tailings piles, roads (including lost access, traffic, litter, etc.), power and water lines, displaced recreation, etc.  Use information from site visits, research, and reviews above.  Consider impacts during the active mine life and post-mine.  Reference appropriate visual simulations.  Utilize both qualitative (descriptive) and quantitative (acres of ROS, miles of road, miles of trail, number of rec sites lost, etc.) analysis.

· Cumulative effects analysis (a list of past, present, and reasonably forseeable future actions should be available soon).

· Recommended mitigation. 



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melissa Reichard'; Terry Chute
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'
Subject: Rosemont - Water Supply Pumping Supply Pumping Model Review - MWH Tech Memo
Date: 08/09/2010 03:44 PM
Attachments: Comments on RCC Model 20100809 - FINAL.pdf

All,
 
Attached is the final revision to the MWH Technical Memorandum reviewing the latest round of
responses from Montgomery regarding the Mine Water Supply Pumping Model.  I will be
forwarding this along to Kathy Arnold.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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TO:   Tom Furgason     DATE: August 09, 2010 
SWCA Environmental Consultants  


 
FROM:   Nathan W. Haws, MWH Americas, Inc.  REFERENCE: 1005979 


Toby Leeson, MWH Americas, Inc. 
 
CC:  Dale Ortman, Consultant 
  Stephen Taylor, MWH Americas, Inc. 
 
SUBJECT: Technical Review of Response to Comments on Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted 


for Rosemont Copper Company Mine Supply Pumping   
 
 
At your request, MWH Americas, Inc. (MWH) has prepared this technical memorandum in support of the 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for Rosemont Copper Company (RCC).  This memorandum was prepared to 
address the responses prepared by Montgomery & Associates (M&A, 2010)1 to our comments (MWH, 2009)2 
on the report of groundwater flow modeling conducted for Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) mine supply 
pumping (M&A, 2009)3.  The MWH (2009) memorandum reviewed the model development and simulation 
results as reported in M&A (2009).  As stated in the MWH (2009) memorandum, MWH is of the professional 
opinion that the data, assumptions, and methods used to develop the numerical model are generally 
reasonable and in conformance with standard accepted industry practices.  Some of the concerns noted in our 
2009 memorandum have been satisfactorily resolved through M&A’s response.  The remaining concerns focus 
on properly demonstrating model calibration and appropriately communicating the model’s capabilities and 
limitations.  The resolution of these concerns may require only minor modifications to the model and may not 
result in significant changes to the conclusions drawn from the model simulations.  Nevertheless, the resolution 
of these concerns will help validate the model construction and the simulation results and better define the 
appropriate uses and limitations of the model. 
 
This memorandum first highlights unresolved topics of concern regarding the groundwater flow modeling 
conducted to evaluate the impacts of RCC mine supply pumping.   Following this are our replies to the 
responses prepared by M&A. 
 
Unresolved Topics   
 
Unresolved topics of concern with the groundwater flow modeling as presented in the M&A (2009) modeling 
report are explained below.  Included with each explanation are recommendations to address the concerns.  
 
1. The model is lacking quantitative calibration objectives and a formal calibration.   


M&A states that the model “reasonably simulates average groundwater levels” and that the model is 
“acceptably” calibrated.  While M&A may have accepted the match between simulated and measured 
groundwater levels, the terms “reasonably” and “acceptably” are subjective. No quantitative calibration 


                                                      
1 Montgomery & Associates.  2010.  Response to MWH October 23, 2009 Review of Groundwater Modeling Conducted for Rosemont 
Copper Company’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping.  Technical memorandum submitted to Kathy Arnold, Rosemont Copper Company.  
February 9, 2010. 
2 MWH Americas, Inc.  2009.  Review Comments of Rosemont Numerical Groundwater Model Update and Simulations; Rosemont EIS 
Support.  Technical memorandum submitted to Tom Furgason, SWCA Environmental Consultants.  October 23, 2009. 
3 Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. (M&A).  2009.  Report: Groundwater Flow Modeling Conduction for Simulation of Rosemont 
Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita, Arizona.  April 30, 2009. 
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objectives have been established with which to judge the adequacy of the calibration.   Further, no standard 
iterative calibration has been conducted to demonstrate whether an optimal set of parameter values has 
been selected.   
 


• MWH recommends that a quantifiable set of calibration objectives be determined with which to 
judge whether the model simulations are reasonable.  Model reviewers could then decide whether 
the objectives and the calibration are acceptable.  The relationship between calibration objectives 
and simulation results will also aid in demonstrating the capabilities and limitations of the model 
predictions.  The modeling report does discuss some limitations to the model’s predictive 
capabilities.  For example, the report explains that the model can only predict average groundwater 
levels and cannot simulate the large seasonal variations in groundwater levels.  These limitations 
should be considered along with the intended use of the model’s predictions to formalize 
quantifiable calibration objectives.   
 


• MWH recommends that an iterative calibration be conducted to determine optimal parameter 
values.  The modeling report documents that the updated model improves the match between 
measured and observed groundwater levels; however, the large residuals between simulated and 
measured values, and an apparent spatial bias in the distribution of residuals, suggests that further 
improvement may be possible.  Because the RCC model was constructed from a larger regional 
model, calibrating every parameter may not be practical or necessary.  MWH recommends that the 
calibration focus on the parameters that most affect groundwater levels within the RCC pumping 
influence.  These parameters may include storage coefficients and specific yield (which were left 
unchanged from the original model despite changes to hydraulic conductivity and layer elevations) 
and hydraulic conductivity/transmissivity values (which were modified from the original model based 
on assumptions about how the results of recent aquifer pumping tests should be distributed across 
model layers).  
 


• MWH recommends that the differences in simulation results between the original ADWR regional 
model and the updated model be illustrated with the differences and improvements to the original 
ADWR model clearly noted.  Figure 26 of the modeling report compares “actual” groundwater levels 
with the results of the original and revised model for the 1940 steady-state simulation.  A similar 
figure should to be created for the transient simulation for 1999 (last year of the original ADWR 
historical simulation).  These figures (or separate figures) should zoom into the area surrounding 
the RCC property and show a higher resolution of groundwater contours. 
   


2. The capabilities and limitations of the model are not clearly delineated. 
The modeling report provides illustrations of groundwater level declines with and without RCC pumping, but 
the practical uses and limitations of these predictions are not clearly defined.  For one example, the model 
is designed to predict groundwater levels that are spatial and temporal averages.  The predicted 
groundwater levels are annual averages and cannot predict seasonal variations, which were shown to be 
between 10 and 100 feet.  The model predictions are also spatial averages across a grid cell, which range 
from 100 feet by 100 feet (nearest the RCC pumping) to 0.5 miles by 0.5 miles.  Given this construction, the 
model is capable of grossly predicting annual average groundwater levels, including impacts from RCC 
pumping.  The model would not be suitable, however, for predicting maximum declines and impacts at an 
individual well.  This could be an important distinction for owners of shallow wells.  


  
• MWH recommends that the appropriate uses and limitations of the groundwater model be clearly 


defined.  Such a statement of limitations is often included in modeling reports.  The statement of 
limitations does not necessarily change the validity of the model conclusions, but it will aid in the 
understanding of the appropriate uses of these conclusions. 


         
3. The uncertainties in the model are not clearly defined. 


Uncertainty is inherent in all model predictions.  An important source of uncertainty in the RCC model 
predictions arises from unknowns in future aquifer stresses.  The aquifer in the vicinity of RCC is highly 
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stressed from agricultural, industrial, and private water users.   The actual locations and magnitude of the 
future aquifer stresses is uncertain.  M&A’s method of allocating future stresses based on committed 
pumping demands on file with the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) is reasonable, but the 
model report does not clearly document the uncertainties or potential deficiencies associated with these 
estimates or how these uncertainties affect model predictions. 
 


• MWH recommends that the potential effects of the uncertainties should be considered, 
quantitatively if possible, but at least qualitatively.  They could be considered quantitatively by 
conducting predictive simulations to test the sensitivity of the model predictions to a reasonable 
range of future groundwater stresses.  This would help bound the range of model predictions due to 
uncertain future stresses.  Two potential future aquifer stresses that should be included in such an 
analysis are the potential mitigation pumping for the Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Mine and recharge 
of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water.  Although these stresses may be difficult to characterize, 
they will, if implemented, have significant impacts on future groundwater levels in the Green 
Valley/Sahuarita area.  Estimated timing and magnitudes of potential Sierrita mitigation pumping 
and CAP recharge are available.  For example, Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita has posted the 
feasibility study and conceptual wellfield design for the sulfate mitigation on their website 
(www.fcx.com/sierrita/home.htm). 
 


• MWH recommends that a figure be included in the modeling report that shows the additional 
drawdown caused by RCC pumping alone (neglecting other aquifer stresses).  Such a figure could 
easily be created as the difference between the groundwater level declines with and without RCC 
pumping.  This figure will better illustrate the groundwater level declines attributable exclusively to 
RCC and will nullify the effects of uncertainty associated with other groundwater stresses. 


 
4. The plan view figures may be difficult to interpret. 


 
• MWH recommends that the modeling report include figures that show a profile view of groundwater 


levels and stratigraphy through sections that cross the maximum drawdown.  These figures may be 
more readily interpreted than the plan view of groundwater levels to those unfamiliar with 
hydrogeology and groundwater modeling.  


 
 
Reply to Responses 
 
For convenience in referencing, the original comments and responses, as presented in the M&A response 
letter, are repeated here in italics and numbered.  Our replies follow each response.   Replies are made to only 
responses 1 through 11 because the remaining responses (12 though 17) were made to summary comments, 
which are addressed in the first 11 responses.   
 
(1) MWH Comment: The methodology for model predictions also follows good practice, with the exception that 


future pumping may be over-allocated (which would result in over prediction of groundwater level 
elevations) and some future source/sink terms may not be included (which would result in over-prediction in 
some locations and under-prediction in others). 


 
M&A Response No. 1: The RCC mine supply groundwater modeling study assumed future residential 
groundwater pumping in the area would increase at a rate determined from committed and existing 
groundwater withdrawals, as provided by Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR). Due to the recent 
economic downturn and the resulting substantial decrease in the area’s residential growth, we agree that this 
approach will likely project more background groundwater level decline due to residential pumping than may 
actually occur. However, for purposes of the EIS study we did not speculate on how a reduced future residential 
pumping demand might occur. The future residential pumping simulated in the model is based on ADWR data 
and may result in conservatively larger background groundwater level declines (from residential pumping). The 
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conservatively larger projection of background groundwater level declines will have limited effect on the 
projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping.  
 
All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are determined from existing permits or pending 
permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on past documented quantities of historic pumping or 
recharge. We did not add new future sinks or sources to the model which were not at the permit submittal stage 
and where quantities and/or schedules were not well defined.   
 
Finally, the use of the term “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” is confusing, since the term over-
prediction implies neither groundwater levels being too high or too low; the concept is better described as: over-
prediction of groundwater level declines. 
 
MWH Reply:  MWH agrees that M&A’s approach to estimating future groundwater recharge and withdrawals is 
reasonable.  The purpose of the comment was to note that, although the approach is reasonable, the estimates 
may over-allocate the future withdrawals.  While the amount that future withdrawals have been over-allocated is 
difficult to quantify, the potential over-allocation should be noted.  The other future sinks and sources noted in 
our original comment had reference to the possibility of CAP water recharge and Sierrita mitigation pumping.  
We also acknowledge that these future stresses are not well defined, though they may nonetheless have 
significant impacts on future groundwater levels in the Sahuarita/Green Valley area.  Because the future aquifer 
stresses are highly uncertain, the sensitivity of the predictive simulations to this uncertainty should be evaluated 
and documented.  
 
MWH also agrees that over- or under-prediction of future groundwater withdrawals or recharge will have limited 
impact on the projected groundwater level decline (drawdown) due to Rosemont Copper Company (RCC) 
pumping.  An additional figure that shows the drawdown that is solely attributable to RCC pumping (i.e., 
additional drawdown caused by RCC pumping above the background groundwater level declines) could better 
illustrate RCC impacts while excluding most of the uncertainty associated with other groundwater stresses.  
Such a figure could easily be created as the difference between groundwater drawdown with Rosemont 
pumping and without Rosemont pumping (e.g., difference of Figure 31 and Figure 32).  
  
The confusing phrase “over-prediction of groundwater level elevations” was misquoted.  The actual phrase 
read, “under-prediction of groundwater elevations.”  By under-predict, we mean to predict groundwater levels 
that are lower than the actual groundwater levels.  This is equivalent to “over-prediction of groundwater level 
declines” as suggested by M&A.    
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Historical Model” 
(2) MWH Comment: The major concern with the model updates is that no standard iterative recalibration of the 


aquifer parameters is performed. 
 
M&A Response No. 2: Accounting for the facts that most of the available observed groundwater level data are 
obtained during winter when agricultural pumping is not occurring, and simulated groundwater levels reflect 
annual average agricultural pumping simulated in the model, the updates to historical stresses in the study area 
resulted in a reasonable match of simulated groundwater levels and trends to observed data. The model is 
acceptably calibrated for purposes of simulating groundwater level decline due to proposed Rosemont 
pumping, although we agree it may over-predict future background groundwater level declines for reasons 
stated above. We believe further calibration is not required for this study. 
 
MWH Reply: MWH understands the difficulty in determining calibration targets.  The fact remains, however, 
that a recalibration of model parameters was not conducted, although layer elevations and hydraulic 
conductivities were revised in some portions of the model.  At a minimum M&A should demonstrate that the 
model results meet quantifiable calibration objectives.  Terms such as “reasonable match” and “acceptability 
calibrated” are subjective. 
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(3) MWH Comment: It is possible that much of the error between measured and simulated groundwater levels, 
which can be several tens of feet and shows spatial bias in some areas, is partly a reflection of the model 
parameters being out of calibration. 


 
M&A Response No. 3: We believe the model is reasonably calibrated and the differences between simulated 
and observed groundwater levels are acceptable. 
 
MWH Reply: See response to item (2) 
 
 
(4) MWH Comment: Another concern with the model updates is that no consideration is given for the Santa 


Cruz fault, which runs between the RCC wells and many of the other wells in the study area. Mason and 
Bota (2006) suspect the fault as a source of some of the large residuals (error between measured and 
simulated groundwater levels) in the ADWR model. M&A (2009b) documents the fault in the text and 
figures, but does not modify the model to account for the fault. The rationale for not explicitly accounting for 
the fault is not discussed in M&A (2009a, 2009b). 


 
M&A Response No. 4: The regional Santa Cruz fault is not considered to be a hydraulic barrier or conduit. In 
the area north from the proposed RCC well field Anderson (1987) (shown on Figure 6 of the EIS report) 
indicates vertical displacement along the fault resulted in a thicker deposition of the upper Tinaja beds on the 
east side of the fault relative to the west side of the fault. Knowledge of the Santa Cruz fault, including hydraulic 
conductivity data for the aquifer on both sides of the fault, has been previously incorporated into the ADWR 
model by the U.S. Geological Survey and ADWR.  Mason and Bota do not indicate they suspect the Santa Cruz 
fault is the cause of large residuals in T.15S.,R.13 and 14.E., they simply point out that “residuals are in an area 
of suspected perched groundwater and near the Santa Cruz fault”. The large residuals are predominantly 
indicating simulated groundwater levels are lower than observed. It has been M&A’s experience simulating 
groundwater levels at the T.15S., R.13 and 14E location (for other groundwater investigations) that perched 
groundwater is a significant cause of simulated groundwater levels being lower than observed. Further, the area 
Mason and Bota describe as having high residuals is located approximately 12 miles north from the proposed 
RCC wellfield. The RCC wellfield is located in T.17S.,R.14E., where the residuals shown in Mason and Bota’s 
2006 report are relatively good (see page 72 and Figure 27 of the Mason and Bota report). 
 
MWH Reply: Because the Santa Cruz Fault separates the RCC wells and most of the other public and private 
well, M&A should clearly document what effects the fault has on water levels and how this is accounted for in 
the model.  Otherwise, MWH finds M&A’s response acceptable to resolve this concern. 
 
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Updates to Predictive Model” 
(5) MWH Comment: Other potential future groundwater sinks/sources not included in the model that may 


impact future groundwater levels within the study area are potential mitigation pumping near Freeport-
McMoRan Sierrita Mine and delivery of underground storage of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water to the 
Sahuarita/Green Valley area. 
 


M&A Response No. 5: At the time of model construction the mitigation plan was still being developed and was 
not finalized or approved by Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. Sufficient information did not exist to 
justify including the potential mitigation pumping in the model. A CAP recharge site in the Green Valley area is 
under consideration, but has not been approved by regulatory agencies nor has a location for the site been 
selected; therefore, this potential recharge source was not included in the model. Potential CAP recharge in this 
area may mitigate drawdown impacts from the proposed RCC pumping. 
 
MWH Reply: See response to item (1) 
 
(6) MWH Comment: An assumption of the predictive model, which may be incorrect, is that boundary 


conditions are static. This assumption is refuted by the continual groundwater level declines throughout the 
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study area. The correctness of the assumption is only a minor concern as the boundary heads likely have 
relatively little influence on the groundwater levels within the study area. 
 


M&A Response No. 6: As concluded by MWH, the southern constant head boundary located 14.5 miles south 
from the RCC wellfield and the much more distant model boundaries in Marana and Avra Valley are too distant 
to have impacts on projected groundwater level change due to RCC pumping. 
 
MWH Reply: The conclusion that the model boundaries are too distant to have impacts on projected 
groundwater level changes due to RCC pumping should be tested and the results documented in the model 
report. 
 
 
RESPONSES TO “(1) Major Review Findings – Model Predictions” 
 
(7) MWH Comment: As documented above, the confidence in the predictions of future groundwater levels in 


the numerical model is weakened by intrinsic model structural inaccuracies, calibration inaccuracies, and 
uncertainty and deficiencies in sinks/sources.  


 
M&A Response No. 7: We assume MWH’s decription of structural inaccuracies is a reference to the Santa Cruz 
fault since no other structural issues are presented by MWH. Representation of the Santa Cruz fault is 
addressed in M&A Response No. 4.  The model calibration is sufficiently accurate to project groundwater level 
declines due to proposed RCC pumping. All future sinks and sources updated in the model by M&A are 
determined from existing permits or pending permits (supplied by ADWR), or are estimated based on 
past documented quantities of historic pumping or recharge. This may result in a model which will project 
conservatively larger background groundwater level declines in the RCC wellfield area; however, it should have 
limited effect on the projected groundwater level decline due to proposed RCC pumping. We did not include 
potential Sierrita mitigation pumping or potential CAP recharge in the Green Valley area due to a lack of 
information regarding these potential sinks/sources. 
 
MWH Reply:  The Santa Cruz Fault is addressed in item (4) and model calibration is addressed in item (1) 
 
  
(8) MWH Comment: Seasonal variations and “calibration” errors are translated to predictive uncertainties that 


ranges from 10 to 100 feet due to seasonal variations and approximately a 25-foot under-prediction bias at 
RC-2. 
 


M&A Response No. 8: Recent continuous monitoring of groundwater levels at wells E-1 and RC-2 has resulted 
in documentation of seasonal variation of groundwater levels (ranging from 10 to 100 feet annually) at the 
proposed RCC wellfield. The purpose of the continuous monitoring was to remove uncertainty about seasonal 
variations from the model. Due to the continuous monitoring this variation is known and is not translated into 
predictive uncertainty. The match between simulated and observed groundwater level trends at well RC-2 is 
acceptable and correction of model projections for the 25-foot difference is consistent with standard modeling 
practice for predictive simulations. The 25-foot difference is not an uncertainty that is “translated” through to the 
predictive results. 
 
MWH Reply:  MWH acknowledges that a simulation with an annual stress period cannot resolve the large 
seasonal variations.  The way that M&A accounts for the seasonal variations is reasonable without refining the 
stress periods.  The question of whether the 25-foot bias at RC-2 is acceptable should be answered through the 
establishment of calibration objectives.  If the bias at RC-2 meets these objectives, then the correction applied 
at RC-2 is a reasonable way to handle the model bias at this location.  
 


 
(9) MWH Comment: M&A (2009b) does not adequately document or quantify predictive uncertainties due to 


parameter uncertainties and due to uncertainties in the future groundwater recharge and withdrawal. These 
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predictive uncertainties could be bounded by conducting a sensitivity analysis of model predictions to 
parameter and future source/sink variations. Sensitivity analyses are often a component of modeling 
studies. 


 
M&A Response No. 9: The substantial regional sinks and sources in the vicinity of the proposed RCC wellfield 
are the dominant factor in prediction of future groundwater levels. There is obvious uncertainty in these future 
stresses; however, quantification of uncertainties in rate of residential growth and future water demand in the 
area was not conducted as part of this study. For purposes of the EIS study, we have simulated stresses which 
may result in conservatively larger background groundwater level declines in the proposed RCC wellfield area 
than may occur. 
 
Although not typically conducted, statistical quantification of predictive model uncertainty can be determined 
through a rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity analysis; however, many of the observation wells had only 1 
data point (2005) obtained during the last 10 years and much of the data was affected by the substantial 
seasonal variation in groundwater levels. A rigorous aquifer parameter sensitivity analysis for purposes of 
statistically determining predictive uncertainty would have required substantial assumptions that would have 
rendered the statistical determinations more qualitative than quantitative. Further, as described above, 
predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter sensitivity would be substantially less than uncertainty 
associated with future stresses. Ultimately we relied on the satisfactory match of simulated to observed 
groundwater level trends to determine confidence in the model’s ability to predict future groundwater level 
change.  
 
Finally, a sensitivity analysis where specific aquifer parameters are incrementally varied to determine sensitivity 
of the calibration to changes to those parameters was not conducted. This sensitivity analysis is used to 
determine aquifer parameters that the calibration is most sensitive to, which are the parameters requiring 
relatively more certainty in the accuracy of their simulated value in order to minimize predictive error. Aquifer 
parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrogeologic units encountered at the proposed RCC wellfield 
location have been extensively investigated and substantial aquifer parameter data have been collected for 
these units, including in the vicinity of the RCC wellfield; therefore, a sensitivity analysis was not considered to 
be beneficial. Note that aquifer parameters and layer thicknesses in the vicinity of the E-1 and RC-2 pumping 
tests were changed in the model to reflect results of test data; these modified parameters were not substantially 
different than original values in the model and the changes to simulated groundwater levels as a result of the 
modifications were minimal. 
 
MWH Reply:  The type of sensitivity analysis that is suggested by MWH is to determine the sensitivity of model 
predictions to parameter changes.  M&A states that predictive uncertainty determined from aquifer parameter 
sensitivity would be substantially less than uncertainty associated with future stresses; however, no 
documentation exists that this statement has been tested.  Further, if only the drawdown due to RCC pumping 
is considered (as suggested in the reply to item (1)), the aquifer parameters may have a large effect.  M&A 
states that the aquifer parameters for the upper Santa Cruz basin hydrologic units encountered at the proposed 
RCC wellfield location have been extensively investigated.  If so, a realistic range of these parameter values 
with which to test predictive sensitivity should be known.  Whether or not a predictive sensitivity analysis is 
conducted, MWH recommends that the confidence in model predictions in relation to aquifer parameters be 
bounded, if possible.   
 


 
(10)  MWH Comment: The confidence in the predicted groundwater levels will further decrease away from the 


RCC property as the grid coarsens and aquifer parameters and source/sinks become less defined. 
 
M&A Response No. 10: For purposes of determining groundwater level declines due to proposed RCC 
pumping, the confidence/accuracy of projected declines distant from the RCC property decrease negligibly due 
to the model grid becoming coarser.  The grid is refined in the immediate area of pumping due to the substantial 
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groundwater level gradients in the immediate vicinity of the pumping wells. As these gradients decrease with 
distance from the pumping wells, grid cells can increase in size without decreasing confidence in the projected 
declines due to RCC pumping.  
 
MWH Reply:  This comment was made for completeness in discussing the model results.  The way that M&A 
refined the model grid is appropriate and is consistent with standard practice.  The decrease in model 
confidence/accuracy far away from the RCC property is not an important concern since the effects of RCC 
pumping will be minor in these outlying areas.  Still, the model report needs to clearly document that the 
appropriate use of the model is to predict large-scale and annual average groundwater levels.  For example, the 
model is not appropriate for prediction of instantaneous groundwater levels at individual wells and has less 
precision away from the RCC property as the grid coarsens.   
 
 
(11)  MWH Comment: MWH evaluated the estimates of the drawdown levels due to RCC pumping reported in 


the M&A (2009b, Figures 35, 36) using a simple (Dupruit) solution to estimate steady-state drawdown. 
Although this solution cannot capture the complexity and transience of the model, it does provide a rough 
check on drawdown predictions. According to this check, the estimates of groundwater level drawdown due 
to RCC pumping reported in M&A (2009b) are reasonable. 
 


M&A Response No. 11: As MWH has determined using their Dupuit analysis, the projected groundwater level 
declines due to proposed RCC pumping are reasonable.  The model superimposes these simulated drawdowns 
on model projected background groundwater level declines. These projected background declines are likely 
conservatively larger than may occur (discussed previously); therefore, final projected groundwater level 
elevations at the end of the 20-year RCC pumping period may be conservatively lower than may occur. 
 
MWH Reply:  The Dupuit analysis roughly confirms that the model results are reasonable given the model 
input; it does not provide a check on the model input parameters.  
 
  
 


 
 
 


 


 
      







From: Debby Kriegel
To: Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Deborah K Sebesta; Robert Lefevre; Laura White; Celeste A Gordon
Subject: Rosemont - Wilderness Issue Statement
Date: 02/20/2009 10:35 AM
Attachments: Theme 101_wksht 1.doc

Theme 101 Worksheet 2 E-VERSION 012109.doc

I just met with Laura White.  She read through the draft wilderness theme statement
and looked over the screening criteria.  She agrees that this should be carried
forward as an issue for now, and that based on worksheet 2 it qualifies as a
significant issue.  Once there is a revised issue statement document we need to
have her re-read this theme and wordsmith a bit.

Here are some comments:
1.  On the worksheet 1 document notes, please re-word the first sentence to read
"The area of the Proposed Action is not within a Wilderness area, but there may be
effects" and add 2 sentences "Consider also potential effects to Rincon Mountain
Wilderness." and "Analyze visibility of proposed project from wilderness, air quality,
noise, and wilderness/trail access."
2.  Should possible effects to Las Cienegas NCA be moved into another theme
(maybe Wildlife)?  Debbie: does this sound logical?
3.  On worksheet 2, second question, add to the rationale box "FSM 2320 has some
direction for air quality, etc."

Bob:  Is Rincon Mountain Wilderness is in a class 1 airshed?  If so, please let Melissa
know that she should mention this in the notes.

Thanks.

▼ "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

02/20/2009 09:10 AM

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Wilderness screening

Debby-
I had something unexpected come up yesterday that took me out of the office. I
just got your message. I hope this takes care of it in time. Let me know if you need
anything else. I will be in all day today.
Thanks!

 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Deborah K Sebesta/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Laura White/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Celeste A Gordon/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

		Comment Disposition of Potential Issues


Worksheet 1

This worksheet is intended to consider all processed comments representing a particular Category and Theme to assess whether the comment represents an Issue or Non Issue.



		Date:

1/28/09

		Category:

Wilderness

		Comment # & Theme:

101. Loss of Wilderness Characteristics



		Team Member(s): Everson, Keyes, Lefevre, Sebesta, Davis, Shafiqullah, Elek, Kriegel



		Theme Statement:


The construction and operation an open-pit copper mine may result in the restriction, disturbance, or direct loss of wilderness qualities in the Santa Rita Mountains for a broad cross-section of local residents and visiting tourists. This also includes the potential for:


· A reduction the amount of open space available for wilderness activities;


· The disturbance of environmentally sensitive land;


· The disturbance of nearby wilderness areas, including the Las Cienegas National Conservation Area and the Mt. Wrightson Wilderness.






		



		Worksheet 1 (cont.)



		Theme #


101

		Team Member(s):

Everson, Keyes, Lefevre, Sebesta, Davis, Shafiqullah, Elek, Kriegel



		Issue Screening

Questions 




		1. Is the statement within the scope of the proposed action? 




		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No -This comment theme does not need to be considered further. Document this on cover sheet.


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes – This comment theme may be an issue that needs to be considered further. Continue screening using questions 2 and 3 below.



		

		2. Is the statement a point of disagreement, debate, or dispute about the Proposed Action based on effects?

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes- This comment theme may be an issue that needs to be considered further. Continue screening using question 3 below and complete Significance screening on Worksheet 2.





		

		3. Does the statement establish a cause and effect relationship of effects to the Proposed Action?

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No -This comment theme does not need to be considered further. Document this on cover sheet.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes- This comment theme may be an issue that needs to be considered further. Continue screening and complete Significance screening on Worksheet 2.







Document rationale or notes here:

The area of the Proposed Action is not a Wilderness area but it may be effects. Las Cienegas is not a Wilderness. The Forest Service is currently evaluating potential Wilderness areas in the Santa Ritas. 


		Comment Disposition of Potential Issues


Worksheet 2


Significance Screening


This worksheet is intended to consider all processed comments representing a particular Category and Theme that were determined to be potential issues on Worksheet 1 and screen for NEPA Significance.





		Theme#  101     

		If “yes”on ALL of the below, it is Significant- please complete Worksheet 3                   If “no”on ANY of the below, it is Not Significant- please complete Worksheet 4



		Team Member(s):Everson, Keyes, Lefevre, Sebesta, Davis, Shafiqullah, Elek, Kriegel



		Consideration:

		Determination

		Rationale



		Is the issue relevant to the decision to be made?



		 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes 



		     



		Do existing laws, regulations or policies allow for discretion in decision to be made?



		 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes 



		     



		Is the issue supported by scientific evidence and/or can it be analyzed? 

i.e. The nature of this issue is not conjectural or speculative.

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes 



		     







SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax

 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original
dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes

 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - Wilderness Issue Statement
Date: 02/19/2009 10:27 AM

Bev,

At yesterday's meeting the ID team reviewed the wilderness issue statement and
there was some good discussion.  Although there are no wildernesses in the project
area, the proposed mine could potentially have some effects on the nearby
wildernesses (including Mount Wrightson and possibly even Rincon Mountain), and
the Forest's wilderness evaluation process has identified a potential wilderness in the
north end of the Santa Ritas.  The team's gut feeling that this theme ought to be
kept as an issue for now, but we weren't entirely sure how to fill out the screening
criteria or how to document rationale because there is no FS ID team member with
a strong background in Wilderness.  

Tomorrow I will sit down with Laura White to review the issue statement and the
screening/rationale for this theme, but what is I recommend that you try to identify
someone with SWCA who has expertise in wilderness.  Our FS wilderness experts are
not available as team members (both are on details), but would hopefully have time
to review SWCA's work.

The SWCA wilderness person should be knowledgeable with wilderness legislation,
federal/FS wilderness directives, and evaluating wilderness impacts.

Thanks.

Debby  
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: tfurgason@swca.com; Beverley A Everson; ccoyle@swca
Subject: Rosemont - Wilderness Person with SWCA
Date: 04/16/2009 08:33 AM

I understand that the issue statements for Recreation and Wilderness may be
combined.  This is probably ok, since there is some overlap between the two topics.

I can't remember whether there is an SWCA person designated to work on the
Wilderness analysis yet.  Please refresh my memory if I'm simply spacing this info.

Steve Leslie is currently assigned as the recreation specialist.  This morning he told
me that he has good experience with Wilderness (he was a wilderness planner with
a BLM unit that managed 22 wildernesses).  I suggest that he be designated the
SWCA person to deal with both topics.

Is this possible?

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont & Visual Resources
Date: 02/19/2009 11:52 AM

After talking with Marcie this morning, I am growing ever more concerned about
progress on the visual resource work needed for the Rosemont EIS.

I have been asking Marcie for a complete proposal (with all tasks and a schedule) for
visual resource analysis for months.  As you know, in early November I provided her
with an email describing the basic steps that I recommend, and she provided her
ideas to me in early December.  I immediately gave her comments on her ideas and
asked her to combine our two documents and add a schedule, but apparently she
simply added estimated costs to her ideas and forwarded this to Rosemont without
my input.  She just called to tell me that the change order to Rosemont's contract
has been processed, but it only approves the first relatively easy ideas that she
proposed and doesn't include any of the big stuff (like exploring options for the
waste rock pile).

Additionally, Marcie is now telling me that the FS needs to approach Rosemont to
tell them what visual quality work is needed.  This seems very weird, and would still
require the proposal that I still don't have.

I'm worried that:
1.  SWCA still is not performing (they haven't even provided an acceptable proposal,
much less any actual products).
2.  Without a proposal with a schedule, there is no way to determine whether the
visual resource tasks work fit with the EIS timeline.
3.  Rosemont is probably still not aware of what the FS expects for visual quality
work.  The proposal would help, and I've been asking for a meeting with Daniel Roth
for months.
4.  Because of the above, the needed visual quality work may appear to Rosemont
to come out of left field at the 11th hour, which might make the FS look bad and/or
give them a reason to argue.

Please let me know if you have suggestions. 

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Emily Belts
To: husman@ag.arizona.edu; jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov;

emerald5@cox.net; kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; marshall@magruder.org; deadlass14@msn.com; biannarino@diamondven.com;
beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov

Cc: tubaclawyer@aol.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com; Chelsa Johnson;
tfurgason@swca.com; cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com; Emily Belts; gcheniae@cox.net;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com; Lauren Weinstein; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com;
sbreslin@tep.com; EBakken@Tep.com; Linwood E Smith; Steve Swanson; Paul Trenter; Robert Pape; Steven
Shelley

Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line Project - Open Dates for Optional Stakeholder Group Field Trip
Date: 01/06/2010 08:14 AM

Hello all,
 
Happy New Year!
 
We are looking for open dates in January for the field trip discussed at the last meeting (December
10, 2009).  Please provide us with good/bad dates for you this month starting next week. 
 
Please respond by the end of this week so we can begin making the arrangements.
 
Thanks.
 
 
Emily Belts
Environmental Planner
 
EPG
Environmental Planning Group
Phoenix, Arizona
602-956-4370 phone
602-956-4374 fax
http://www.epgaz.com
 
 
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It
may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise protected from
disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all affected databases. Thank you.
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From: Chelsa Johnson
To: husman@ag.arizona.edu; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;

kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; marshall@magruder.org; deadlass14@msn.com; biannarino@diamondven.com;
beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; vailaz@hotmail.com; mroth@fs.fed.us

Cc: tubaclawyer@aol.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com; tfurgason@swca.com;
gcheniae@cox.net; Lauren Weinstein; Cory Pintor; EBakken@Tep.com; EBeck@Tep.com; Jason D. Gellman;
Jerry D. Smith P.E.; jsalkowski@uns.com; Kathy Arnold; law@krsaline.com; LLucero@tep.com; Matt Derstine;
MFarahani@TEP.Com; MJerden@tep.com; Patrick Black; sbreslin@tep.com; RBelval@tep.com; Paul Trenter;
Linwood E Smith; Chelsa Johnson

Subject: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line Project - Stakeholder Group Meeting #5 - date availability
Date: 08/04/2010 01:08 PM

Good Afternoon,
 
We are planning to hold both a stakeholder group meeting and public meeting in September to
provide an update on the project.  Please let us know what dates do/do not work for you in the
month of September for a stakeholder group meeting.  Also, if you know of any events or potential
conflicts in the area for a public meeting in September, please let us know that, too.
 
Thank you, and hope you are having a great summer.
 
 
Chelsa Johnson
Project Coordinator/Visual Resource Specialist
 

epg
Environmental Planning Group
Phoenix, Arizona
602-956-4370 phone
602-956-4374 fax
http://www.epgaz.com
 
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed. It may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise
protected from disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all affected databases. Thank you.
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com
Cc: mbidwell@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont Alternatives 6B and 6C
Date: 08/20/2009 11:14 AM

Marcie, Trent, and I just spent an hour or two looking at alternatives 6B and 6C in
the 3-D model.  Trent's modeling of 6B was pretty straightforward, but modeling 6C
was troublesome because:

The drawing provided by Rosemont uses different contour intervals and
shows incremental phases, so it's tough to be certain about the final top
surfaces.
The eastern lobe (near Hwy83) has an elevation label of 4925', which Trent
confirmed matches the other topo lines for the proposed waste rock pile
here, but this is actually below existing grade.  It makes no sense that
Rosemont would dig a crater if they're trying to lose material.
It is not clear why Rosemont would choose build the many buttresses that
end rather abruptly in this alternative.  They've told me that building
buttresses is expensive, so why have they chosen to do this, especially
when they're leaving a crater between them?  Are these buttresses
somehow helpful to transporting material?

We need to speak with the engineer who drew alternative 6C to get some
clarification.  Once we understand what we're looking at (and verify that it's correct),
we should be able to recommend 6B or 6C.  It would likely be useful to get Trent a
drawing that shows only the final top surface of 6C with a consistent contour interval
ASAP.  Does anyone know who did this drawing?

Marcie will be at the Tucson SWCA office tomorrow morning and will talk with Tom
about how to get answers to these questions.  The earliest possible date that
Marcie, Trent, and I could reassemble to look at this again is Wed, August 26. 
Assuming we have a Rosemont meeting that day that starts at 9, hopefully we can
meet earlier in the morning and have an answer at that time.

Thanks.
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: brocious@base.sao.arizona.edu; cbeck@azdot.gov; Cindy_Alvarez@blm.gov; daniel_moore@blm.gov;

dt1@azdeq.gov; David_Jacobs@azag.gov; falco@cfa.harvard.edu; gfleming@asmi.az.gov;
jmarques@ci.sahuarita.az.us; jmtannler@azwater.gov; julia.fonseca@pima.gov; jwindes@azgfd.gov;
karen.howe@tonation-nsn.gov; lagrignano@azwater.gov; lee.allison@azgs.az.gov; Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov;
LSwartzbaugh@asmi.az.gov; madan.singh@mines.az.gov; mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil;
Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil; nicole.ewing-gavin@tucsonaz.gov; nicole.fyffe@pima.gov;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; rcasavant@azstateparks.gov; rsejkora@azstateparks.gov;
stahle@ci.sahuarita.az.us; TEmery@azdot.gov

Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: Rosemont Alternatives to be considered in detail
Date: 06/18/2010 10:19 AM
Attachments: final_letter.doc

final_attachment.docx

Cooperating Agencies, 
Attached is a memo signed by the Forest Supervisor to the ID Team Leader directing
that 5 specific alternatives be considered in detail in the EIS.  She points out that
these alternatives are still conceptual and will continue to develop as they are
further explored and defined.  The ID Team is currently finalizing and applying
mitigation measures to the 5 alternatives as well as reviewing and commenting on
draft descriptions of the alternatives from SWCA, our NEPA contractor. We are also
working to update basic alternative maps that most accurately reflect the 5
alternatives, and we will post those to the website.  As I shared with you last week,
we will share draft Chapter 1with you very shortly for your review and comment.  
Thank you. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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		Subject:

		Rosemont Copper Project Alternatives for Detailed Analysis    



		

		



		To:

		Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team Leader   





This memo documents my decision regarding the alternatives to be considered in detail in the Rosemont Copper Project environmental analysis.  I want to thank the interdisciplinary team for its rigorous exploration and objective evaluation of a range of reasonable alternatives that meets the purpose and need, and addresses one or more significant issues.  I expect the high degree of collaboration with interested parties to continue as we further refine these alternatives and move into the analysis phase of the NEPA process.


In reviewing extensive input from the interdisciplinary team, cooperating agencies, public scoping comments, and the proponent, I am deciding the following conceptual alternative footprints will go forward for detailed analysis at this time: 


· Proposed Action (Mine Plan of Operations)


· No Action


· Phased Tailings


· Barrel Only


· Scholefield

Each of these alternatives is described in more detail in the attachment. 

Landforming as a discrete alternative has yet to be informed by final reports from our sub-contractors.  Whether or not landforming is retained as an alternative carried forward, I expect the team to identify and apply additional designs and mitigation to the various alternatives to further reduce visual impacts. 


At this time, I am also directing the interdisciplinary team to drop from detailed analysis the Sycamore/Barrel alternative, pit backfill, and modified pit configuration.  I appreciate the interdisciplinary team taking the requisite “hard look” at these concepts.  Your findings and rationale for dropping these alternatives from detailed analysis will need to be clear and complete in the project record and summarized in the EIS.  


It is understood the alternatives will continue to develop as mitigation and monitoring are further explored and defined.  Similarly, details such as power line and water line alignments and construction methods and access road alignments will need to be clarified as soon as possible.  Maps will also need to be closely reviewed for accuracy and completeness.  I do not consider 

alternatives to be complete until mitigation is specified for each alternative.  I expect to be briefed on alternatives as they are fine tuned.  

Ultimately, the final set of alternatives to be considered in detail will meet the requirements of NEPA to be reasonable, to include a no action alternative, to meet the purpose and need for the project, to address significant issues, to include mitigation and monitoring, and to represent a range that responds differently to significant issues and will produce measurable differences in effects.   


Please share this information with the interdisciplinary team along with my appreciation of their efforts to further along the thorough and objective analysis of this complex and important project.


		

		



		/s/ Jeanine A. Derby

		 



		JEANINE A. DERBY

		 



		Forest Supervisor

		 





cc:  SWCA Environmental Consultants


Rosemont Copper Company


Robert Cordts


Bob Davis   

[image: image2.jpg] 
America's Working Forests - Caring Every Day in Every Way
Printed on Recycled Paper    [image: image3.png]



[image: image1.png][image: image2.jpg][image: image3.png]
Rosemont Copper Project	Chapter 2 – Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Draft Deliverable – Not for Public Distribution





Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis

Rosemont Copper Project

May 7, 2010



This document briefly describes each alternative considered for detailed analysis.  All alternatives listed here, except for No Action, meet the purpose and need for the project.  



Proposed Action (Mine Plan of Operations)

This alternative was the proposal noticed in the Federal Register.  As with all action alternatives, the Proposed Action includes an open pit, waste rock and tailings facilities, a plant site, transportation routes, support facilities, and power and water delivery systems. This alternative is inconsistent with the Forest Plan.  No additional mitigation beyond what was included in the accepted MPO will be added to this alternative.  

No Action

This alternative is required by NEPA and provides a basis for describing the environmental effects of the Proposed Action and other alternatives. The Proposed Action would not be implemented with this alternative and there would be no change to current management within the project area.  The No Action alternative does not meet the purpose and need.  No Forest Plan amendment is anticipated with the No Action Alternative.

Phased Tailings 

This alternative modifies the original proposal by phasing tailings placement to avoid McCleary Canyon for the first 12 years of the mine life.  The alternative also relocates the main access road to avoid riparian habitat, reduce road length, and mitigate visual impacts.  Other mitigation measures, such as redesign of the drainage through the waste and tailings facilities, are included to reduce potential impacts. This alternative would likely generate a Forest Plan amendment. 

Barrel Only

This alternative restricts impacts to a single drainage (Barrel Canyon) that has fewer riparian values than other drainages.  It preserves the wildlife corridor and free-flowing condition in McCleary Canyon.  An increased set back of the toe of the waste rock slope away from the bottom of McCleary drainage is being explored.  This alternative includes additional mitigation and monitoring requirements.  This alternative would likely generate a Forest Plan amendment. 

Scholefield 

This alternative preserves important heritage resources by removing tailings and waste facilities from Barrel Canyon and placing them in Scholefield Canyon.  It may reduce visual impacts because the geomorphology and vegetation are less variable in the Scholefield Canyon area than in the areas around Barrel Canyon and may be easier to reproduce with
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reclamation.  The alternative also has less potential impact on recreational opportunities in Barrel Canyon than the Proposed Action. 

The alternative has been redesigned by the interdisciplinary team so that all of the waste rock and tailings are pulled out of McCleary Canyon.  The location of the heap leach facility may require additional adjustment as project analysis proceeds.  Additional mitigation and monitoring requirements are included.  This alternative would likely generate a Forest Plan amendment.
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: John Able
Cc: Charles Coyle; Reta Laford; Tom Furgason; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont AR scans
Date: 02/27/2009 02:03 PM

Per our conversation earlier, we will be scanning the comment submissions except all the form
letters and signature pages unless otherwise notified.
After we send the files to Philip, we will address those exceptions according to the AR direction,
still pending.
 
Thanks for your time!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Jerome Hesse
To: mary farrell; Suzanne Griset
Cc: Tom Furgason; William B Gillespie; beverson@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Archaeological Report CDs
Date: 05/14/2009 01:31 PM

Mary,
 
The CDs are done (20 copies). If it works for you, Melissa can drop them off tomorrow. If you need
them today, just let me know.
 
Thanks,
 
Jerome
 
 

From: mary farrell [mailto:mollyofarrell@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2009 8:58 AM
To: Suzanne Griset
Cc: Tom Furgason; William B Gillespie; beverson@fs.fed.us; Jerome Hesse
Subject: Re: FS budget speculation

Suzanne,  

hope your trip is going well.  Haven't finished reading the entire draft Rosemont
archaeology report, but I've read enough to feel comfortable sending it out to
tribes.  Do you remember if we decided at our mtg  how many CD's we need? 
Talked to Jerome this a.m. and he thinks if we did, you'd know!  If we didn't already
discuss this, I'd say 13 -- one for each tribe's cultural resource staff plus an extra for
Ramon Riley, who's at a different office from Mark Altaha.  

Jerome also asked if we should send it to other agencies at this point.  Seems
appropriate to me to send it to BLM, SHPO, & Linda Mayro at Pima county, but let
me double-check with Bill Gillespie first.  Jerome:  anyone else who should receive
the draft at this time?

I will start drafting cover letters to tribes, clarifying that this is a draft that FS is still
reviewing, but that we wanted them to have plenty of time to review it, and that
the document may be helpful in formulating their official comments, which we'd like
by xxx date.

Sorry it took me longer than I expected -- my son has been going through some
rough health issues lately and i've been taking a lot of time off to help him.  

Mary Farrell
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Article in the Star
Date: 02/12/2008 03:54 PM

Per the AZ Daily Star:

“New Rosemont study rebuts pro-mine data” 
http://www.azstarnet.com/allheadlines/224658.php

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont Base Maps for Wednesday's Mapping Exercise
Date: 05/11/2009 02:12 PM

I've been thinking a little about the base maps for Wednesday.  In order for us to easily draw
resource issues and ideas on these maps in various colors, and have some meaningful results
to discuss, I think it might be best if they met the following:

Paper size:  About 48" x 60" (showing an area approx. 10-12 miles N/S and 8-9 miles E/W, a
bit beyond the forest boundary and including everything north of Box Canyon Rd.).  Could
be bigger...I don't recommend anything smaller.

Colors:  All black & white (so our colored markers show up well)

Data to show on maps:
USGS quad map or reference points: forest boundary, private lands, sections, roads,
trails, drainages, peaks, springs/tanks 
A 3-D background, screened so it doesn't dominate the image but helps us
recognize landforms (canyons, etc.)
The pit boundary

Do not show other features proposed by Rosemont (or if you think these ought to be on the
map, make them very subtle/faint).

Print 3 copies minimum.
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont Chapter 1 due date
Date: 05/27/2010 10:50 AM

I applied a technique that I learned at yesterday's project mgmt. training to estimate
task timeframes.  The timeframe for finalizing Chapter 1 is 6 days.  I will need a day
to incorporate final changes, which gives others 5 days to comment.  This means I
will be finalizing Chapter 1 next Friday, June 4th.  Your input is likely to
define what input I need from others.  It would be most efficient to have your
input no later than June 2nd. 
What is not reflected in my Chapter 1notes that you have is a slight reordering of
Issues to parallel the Chapter 3 outline.  Please let me know how to proceed if this
timeframe will not work for you.  Finalizing Chapter 1 will also allow us to finalize
Scoping Report 3.  Completion of these 2 items can be counted as major
accomplishments and reported to Rosemont at our June 9th Status meeting!
A small group of us will be working with SWCA on June 3rd to incorporate our
review comments into the Chapter 2 MPO description.  This will be important to
establish a framework for the description of the other alternatives.  Again, your
comments, incorporated early, could really help our efficiency and document quality. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: Rosemont Chapter 3 Tracking Sheet
Date: 06/22/2010 12:11 PM
Attachments: Chapter 3 Section Authors Tracking.docx

Bev,
 
Attached is the work tracking sheet that I am using for our Chapter 3 resource section authors.  I
keep this updated almost daily, so let me know if you ever would like an update.
 
Best,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com

mailto:jrigg@swca.com
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ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT:  Chapter 3 Affected Environment Work Chart



		Resource Section

		SWCA Author

		FS Counterpart

		Draft AE per new outline to FS

		AE Completion Date**

		Comment



		Hazardous Materials

		Chris Garrett

		Eli Curiel

		Yes

		June 25

		



		Transportation/Access

		Christina White

		Walt Keyes

		Yes

		June 25

		



		Public Health and Safety

		Chris Garrett

		Allen Belausks/Eli Curiel

		Yes*

		June 25

		*Has not been able to get in touch with Allen



		Fuels and Fire Management

		Chris Garrett

		Art Elek

		Yes*

		June 25

		*Has not been able to get in touch with Art



		Geology and Minerals

		Dale Ortman

		Bev Everson

		Yes

		?*

		Need to contact Dale in Utah.  Looking into getting a new geologist to revise section.



		Air Quality

		VSI (Dennis Haas 602-252-4010, vsienv@cox.net)

		Bob Lefevre

		No*

		

		*Waiting on final reports from Rosemont (scheduled for mid-July) so that VSI can do entire section.  If not practicable, we will get a SWCA specialist to get AE section going ASAP



		Land Use

		Jonathan Rigg

		Tami Emmett

		Yes

		June 25

		



		Heritage Resources

		Suzanne Griset

		Mary Farrell/Bill Gillespie

		Yes*

		June 25 

		*Pending issues revision confirmation



		Livestock/Grazing

		Jonathan Rigg

		Sean Lockwood

		Yes*

		

		*Waiting on FS comments to 5/28 submittal



		Soils and Reclamation

		Mike Andres

		Salek Shafiqullah

		*

		

		Mike returns from vacation June 20



		Biological Resources: Physical features, Plants, Animals

		Geoff Soroka

		Larry Jones

		No*

		TBD*

		*Outline revised June 18, AE section to be turned in by June 25





		Socioeconomics/ Environmental Justice

		Cara Bellavia

		Sarah Davis

		Yes

		July 2*

		Sarah and Cara vacation next week. Richard Periman at RO to review section next week



		Night Skies

		Dark Sky Partners (Tom Furgason)

		Sarah Davis

		*

		

		*pending subconsultant  SOW contract 



		Noise/Vibrations

		Jonathan Rigg

		Allen Belausks

		Yes

		June 25*

		*Has not been able to get in touch with Allen



		Recreation 

		Steve Leslie

		Debby Kriegel

		Yes

		July 1

		Debby to provide comments June 26th



		Surface Water

		Deanne Reitz/Chris Garrett

		Salek Shafiqullah

		No*

		

		AE to be completed by June 25 and submitted to Salek (Deanne to return from vacation June 20)



		Groundwater

		Dale Ortman, 

		Salek Shafiqullah

		Yes*

		

		*Waiting on FS comments; upcoming groundwater meeting to 5/28 submittal



		Visual

		Marcie Bidwell

		Debby Kriegel

		*

		

		On vacation until June 20, has been in close communication with Debby





** dependent upon FS resource specialist reviews of submitted AE sections



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Contact Approval - Kathy Arnold - Potential Geochemistry Technology Transfer Meeting
Date: 01/21/2009 05:54 AM

Bev,
 
This email confirms our discussion of January 20 and your approval for me to directly contact Kathy
Arnold (Rosemont Copper) to discuss a possible geochemistry Technology Transfer meeting for

January 27th.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Rion Bowers
To: mfarell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us
Cc: Tom Euler; beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: Rosemont Copper Geotechnical Arch/Agave Clearance project (SWCA File 12267)
Date: 04/16/2008 02:38 PM
Attachments: Rosemont Field Ops Procedures.pdf

Rosemont Field Ops Procedures data sheet 1 of 2.pdf
Rosemont Field Ops Procedures data sheet 2 of 2.pdf

Mary/Bill,

I believe Tom Eulere indicated to you last week that SWCA would be conducting the clearance studies
and marking the drill pad and access road improvements for the Rosemont geotech project. For your
information, I have attached the operating procedure we are implementing for this project. Please let
me know if you have any questions or comments. I will continue to keep you in the loop and will
provide summary reports for your review/files after each step.

Regards,

Rion

<<Rosemont Field Ops Procedures.pdf>> <<Rosemont Field Ops Procedures data sheet 1 of 2.pdf>>
<<Rosemont Field Ops Procedures data sheet 2 of 2.pdf>>

-------------------------------------------------------- 
Rion J. Bowers 
Senior Project Manager - Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
e-mail:  rbowers@swca.com 
Phone: (520) 325-9194 
Fax: (520) 325-2033
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mailto:mfarell@fs.fed.us
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mailto:teuler@swca.com
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SWCA FIELD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND AGAVE MONITORING FOR THE ROSEMONT 
PROJECT HYDROLOGIC AND GEOTECHNICAL DRILLING OPERATION 


 
 
SWCA will provide one archaeologist and one biologist as needed to perform cultural 
resource and agave plant monitoring services as required by the Coronado National 
Forest Amendments to the Rosemont Copper Company Plan of Operations for 
Geotechnical and Hydrogeologic Drilling in the Eastern Santa Rita Mountains signed by 
the Rosemont Copper Company on 10 March 2008 (Attachment 1).   
 
A. Cultural Resource Monitoring 
 
Archaeological monitoring will be conducted in three phases: pre-drilling/mobilization, 
during drill rig set up, and Post-drilling/reclamation as outlined below.  
 
1. Pre-drilling/mobilization 
 
The SWCA archaeologist will perform the following tasks during the pre-drilling phase 
of the project: 
 


• Prior to Review the Plan of Operations for the  Rosemont Project Hydrologic and 
Geotechnical Drilling Operations (WestLand Resources February 8, 2008). 


• Conduct a sub-meter GPS survey of the new road alignments and drill pads that 
have been marked in the field by Rosemont personnel. 


• Record the GPS data on the field data sheet page 1 of 2.  
• Survey an extra 5 feet of clearance for the drill pads. 
• Place stakes approximately 2 feet from the edge of the drill pads, so earthworks 


contractor can leave the stakes in place. Place stakes at 25 ft intervals and at all 
corners. 


• Clear roadway from center line plus twenty feet on either side, stake every 50-100 
feet. 


• Photograph the drill pads and road alignments once the areas have been staked; 
take photographs along N, S, E, &W boundaries and representative of the site. 


• Sketch the drill pad configuration and road alignments on page 1 of 2 field data 
sheet; note location and direction of photographs, location of boundary stakes 
location of any cultural sites, etc.     


 
2. Drill Rig Set Up 
 


• Review filed data sheets for each drill pad and road alignment. 
• Check road alignments and drill pads to ensure the contractor has not disturbed 


areas outside of the staked boundaries.  
• Reset missing or disturbed stakes. 
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• Photograph the alignments to document location of drill rigs and roads, and 
record information on field data sheets. 


• Contact Forest Archaeologist to report any disturbances outside of the staked 
alignments note whether any sites have been disturbed. 


 
3. Post-Drilling/Reclamation 
 


• Conduct field visit to document post-drilling conditions.  
• Determine if any disturbance has occurred outside of the staked boundaries. 
• Photograph the road alignments and drill pads from the same vantages as recorded 


during the pre-drilling monitoring. 
• Contact Forest Archaeologist if any disturbance is noted outside of the staked 


boundaries.   
 
B. Agave Monitoring 
 
SWCA will provide one biologist as needed to perform the agave monitoring that will be 
conducted with oversight by a Forest Service Wildlife Biologist. Agave monitoring will 
be conducted during the pre-drilling stage of the project and as requested by the Forest or 
Rosemont representatives throughout the drilling program. The SWCA biologist will 
perform the following tasks during the pre-drilling phase of the project: 
 


• All new roads and drill pads will be surveyed for the presence of agave plants.   
• All agave plants located within the disturbance limits of the roads and drill pads 


will be clearly marked using survey tape and/or stakes, and the GPS locations will 
be recorded on field data sheets.   


• Photographs of the agave plants will also be recorded on field data sheet 2 of 2. 
• The location of agave plants to be transplanted will be sketched on the field data 


sheet. 
• The SWCA biologist will monitor agave transplanting and planting of agave 


nursery stock activities that will be conducted by a third-party contractor with 
oversight and coordination of these activities by the Forest Service wildlife 
biologist.  


• SWCA will coordinate with the Forest Service wildlife biologist to identify 
additional monitoring requirements throughout the drilling operation.   
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FIELD DATA SHEET 
 


PRE-DRILLING SURVEY AND MONITOIRNG 
 


 
Project: Archaeological and Agave Monitoring for the Rosemont Hydrologic and Geotechnical 


Drilling Project                              
 
Location: Coronado National Forest; Pima County, Arizona 
 
Date:_____________________, Field Personnel:__________________________________ 
 
 
Drill Pad ID Number: ___________ 
 
Road ID Number: ______________ 
 
Cultural Monitoring:_____ 
 
Sketch of Drill Pad or Road Segment:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes/Observations: 
 
 
 
 
 GPS Data: 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo Point Data: 
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FIELD DATA SHEET 
 


PRE-DRILLING SURVEY AND MONITOIRNG 
 


 
Project: Archaeological and Agave Monitoring for the Rosemont Hydrologic and Geotechnical 


Drilling Project                              
 
Location: Coronado National Forest; Pima County, Arizona 
 
Date:_____________________, Field Personnel:__________________________________ 
 
 
Drill Pad ID Number: ___________ 
 
Road ID Number: ______________ 
 
Agave Monitoring:_____ 
 
Sketch of Drill Pad or Road Segment:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes/Observations: 
 
 
 
 
 GPS Data: 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo Point Data: 







From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown; Andrea W Campbell;
mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com; daleortmanpe@live.com;
jdmacivor@frontiernet.net; Jamie Sturgess; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub@westlandresources.com;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com

Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Kent C Ellett; Reta Laford
Subject: Rosemont Copper Project Alternatives for Detailed Analysis decision
Date: 05/10/2010 03:08 PM
Attachments: final_letter.doc

final_attachment.docx

From Jeanine... 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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		File Code:

		1950-3/2810

		Date:

		May 10, 2010



		Route To:

		 



		

		



		Subject:

		Rosemont Copper Project Alternatives for Detailed Analysis    



		

		



		To:

		Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team Leader   





This memo documents my decision regarding the alternatives to be considered in detail in the Rosemont Copper Project environmental analysis.  I want to thank the interdisciplinary team for its rigorous exploration and objective evaluation of a range of reasonable alternatives that meets the purpose and need, and addresses one or more significant issues.  I expect the high degree of collaboration with interested parties to continue as we further refine these alternatives and move into the analysis phase of the NEPA process.


In reviewing extensive input from the interdisciplinary team, cooperating agencies, public scoping comments, and the proponent, I am deciding the following conceptual alternative footprints will go forward for detailed analysis at this time: 


· Proposed Action (Mine Plan of Operations)


· No Action


· Phased Tailings


· Barrel Only


· Scholefield

Each of these alternatives is described in more detail in the attachment. 

Landforming as a discrete alternative has yet to be informed by final reports from our sub-contractors.  Whether or not landforming is retained as an alternative carried forward, I expect the team to identify and apply additional designs and mitigation to the various alternatives to further reduce visual impacts. 


At this time, I am also directing the interdisciplinary team to drop from detailed analysis the Sycamore/Barrel alternative, pit backfill, and modified pit configuration.  I appreciate the interdisciplinary team taking the requisite “hard look” at these concepts.  Your findings and rationale for dropping these alternatives from detailed analysis will need to be clear and complete in the project record and summarized in the EIS.  


It is understood the alternatives will continue to develop as mitigation and monitoring are further explored and defined.  Similarly, details such as power line and water line alignments and construction methods and access road alignments will need to be clarified as soon as possible.  Maps will also need to be closely reviewed for accuracy and completeness.  I do not consider 

alternatives to be complete until mitigation is specified for each alternative.  I expect to be briefed on alternatives as they are fine tuned.  

Ultimately, the final set of alternatives to be considered in detail will meet the requirements of NEPA to be reasonable, to include a no action alternative, to meet the purpose and need for the project, to address significant issues, to include mitigation and monitoring, and to represent a range that responds differently to significant issues and will produce measurable differences in effects.   


Please share this information with the interdisciplinary team along with my appreciation of their efforts to further along the thorough and objective analysis of this complex and important project.


		

		



		/s/ Jeanine A. Derby

		 



		JEANINE A. DERBY

		 



		Forest Supervisor

		 





cc:  SWCA Environmental Consultants


Rosemont Copper Company


Robert Cordts


Bob Davis   
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Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis

Rosemont Copper Project

May 7, 2010



This document briefly describes each alternative considered for detailed analysis.  All alternatives listed here, except for No Action, meet the purpose and need for the project.  



Proposed Action (Mine Plan of Operations)

This alternative was the proposal noticed in the Federal Register.  As with all action alternatives, the Proposed Action includes an open pit, waste rock and tailings facilities, a plant site, transportation routes, support facilities, and power and water delivery systems. This alternative is inconsistent with the Forest Plan.  No additional mitigation beyond what was included in the accepted MPO will be added to this alternative.  

No Action

This alternative is required by NEPA and provides a basis for describing the environmental effects of the Proposed Action and other alternatives. The Proposed Action would not be implemented with this alternative and there would be no change to current management within the project area.  The No Action alternative does not meet the purpose and need.  No Forest Plan amendment is anticipated with the No Action Alternative.

Phased Tailings 

This alternative modifies the original proposal by phasing tailings placement to avoid McCleary Canyon for the first 12 years of the mine life.  The alternative also relocates the main access road to avoid riparian habitat, reduce road length, and mitigate visual impacts.  Other mitigation measures, such as redesign of the drainage through the waste and tailings facilities, are included to reduce potential impacts. This alternative would likely generate a Forest Plan amendment. 

Barrel Only

This alternative restricts impacts to a single drainage (Barrel Canyon) that has fewer riparian values than other drainages.  It preserves the wildlife corridor and free-flowing condition in McCleary Canyon.  An increased set back of the toe of the waste rock slope away from the bottom of McCleary drainage is being explored.  This alternative includes additional mitigation and monitoring requirements.  This alternative would likely generate a Forest Plan amendment. 

Scholefield 

This alternative preserves important heritage resources by removing tailings and waste facilities from Barrel Canyon and placing them in Scholefield Canyon.  It may reduce visual impacts because the geomorphology and vegetation are less variable in the Scholefield Canyon area than in the areas around Barrel Canyon and may be easier to reproduce with
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reclamation.  The alternative also has less potential impact on recreational opportunities in Barrel Canyon than the Proposed Action. 

The alternative has been redesigned by the interdisciplinary team so that all of the waste rock and tailings are pulled out of McCleary Canyon.  The location of the heap leach facility may require additional adjustment as project analysis proceeds.  Additional mitigation and monitoring requirements are included.  This alternative would likely generate a Forest Plan amendment.
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown; Andrea W Campbell;
mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com; daleortmanpe@live.com;
jdmacivor@frontiernet.net; Jamie Sturgess; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub@westlandresources.com;
karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com

Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Kent C Ellett; Reta Laford
Subject: Rosemont Copper Project Alternatives for Detailed Analysis decision
Date: 05/10/2010 03:08 PM
Attachments: final_letter.doc

final_attachment.docx

From Jeanine... 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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		Subject:

		Rosemont Copper Project Alternatives for Detailed Analysis    



		

		



		To:

		Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team Leader   





This memo documents my decision regarding the alternatives to be considered in detail in the Rosemont Copper Project environmental analysis.  I want to thank the interdisciplinary team for its rigorous exploration and objective evaluation of a range of reasonable alternatives that meets the purpose and need, and addresses one or more significant issues.  I expect the high degree of collaboration with interested parties to continue as we further refine these alternatives and move into the analysis phase of the NEPA process.


In reviewing extensive input from the interdisciplinary team, cooperating agencies, public scoping comments, and the proponent, I am deciding the following conceptual alternative footprints will go forward for detailed analysis at this time: 


· Proposed Action (Mine Plan of Operations)


· No Action


· Phased Tailings


· Barrel Only


· Scholefield

Each of these alternatives is described in more detail in the attachment. 

Landforming as a discrete alternative has yet to be informed by final reports from our sub-contractors.  Whether or not landforming is retained as an alternative carried forward, I expect the team to identify and apply additional designs and mitigation to the various alternatives to further reduce visual impacts. 


At this time, I am also directing the interdisciplinary team to drop from detailed analysis the Sycamore/Barrel alternative, pit backfill, and modified pit configuration.  I appreciate the interdisciplinary team taking the requisite “hard look” at these concepts.  Your findings and rationale for dropping these alternatives from detailed analysis will need to be clear and complete in the project record and summarized in the EIS.  


It is understood the alternatives will continue to develop as mitigation and monitoring are further explored and defined.  Similarly, details such as power line and water line alignments and construction methods and access road alignments will need to be clarified as soon as possible.  Maps will also need to be closely reviewed for accuracy and completeness.  I do not consider 

alternatives to be complete until mitigation is specified for each alternative.  I expect to be briefed on alternatives as they are fine tuned.  

Ultimately, the final set of alternatives to be considered in detail will meet the requirements of NEPA to be reasonable, to include a no action alternative, to meet the purpose and need for the project, to address significant issues, to include mitigation and monitoring, and to represent a range that responds differently to significant issues and will produce measurable differences in effects.   


Please share this information with the interdisciplinary team along with my appreciation of their efforts to further along the thorough and objective analysis of this complex and important project.


		

		



		/s/ Jeanine A. Derby

		 



		JEANINE A. DERBY

		 



		Forest Supervisor

		 





cc:  SWCA Environmental Consultants


Rosemont Copper Company


Robert Cordts


Bob Davis   
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Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis

Rosemont Copper Project

May 7, 2010



This document briefly describes each alternative considered for detailed analysis.  All alternatives listed here, except for No Action, meet the purpose and need for the project.  



Proposed Action (Mine Plan of Operations)

This alternative was the proposal noticed in the Federal Register.  As with all action alternatives, the Proposed Action includes an open pit, waste rock and tailings facilities, a plant site, transportation routes, support facilities, and power and water delivery systems. This alternative is inconsistent with the Forest Plan.  No additional mitigation beyond what was included in the accepted MPO will be added to this alternative.  

No Action

This alternative is required by NEPA and provides a basis for describing the environmental effects of the Proposed Action and other alternatives. The Proposed Action would not be implemented with this alternative and there would be no change to current management within the project area.  The No Action alternative does not meet the purpose and need.  No Forest Plan amendment is anticipated with the No Action Alternative.

Phased Tailings 

This alternative modifies the original proposal by phasing tailings placement to avoid McCleary Canyon for the first 12 years of the mine life.  The alternative also relocates the main access road to avoid riparian habitat, reduce road length, and mitigate visual impacts.  Other mitigation measures, such as redesign of the drainage through the waste and tailings facilities, are included to reduce potential impacts. This alternative would likely generate a Forest Plan amendment. 

Barrel Only

This alternative restricts impacts to a single drainage (Barrel Canyon) that has fewer riparian values than other drainages.  It preserves the wildlife corridor and free-flowing condition in McCleary Canyon.  An increased set back of the toe of the waste rock slope away from the bottom of McCleary drainage is being explored.  This alternative includes additional mitigation and monitoring requirements.  This alternative would likely generate a Forest Plan amendment. 

Scholefield 

This alternative preserves important heritage resources by removing tailings and waste facilities from Barrel Canyon and placing them in Scholefield Canyon.  It may reduce visual impacts because the geomorphology and vegetation are less variable in the Scholefield Canyon area than in the areas around Barrel Canyon and may be easier to reproduce with
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reclamation.  The alternative also has less potential impact on recreational opportunities in Barrel Canyon than the Proposed Action. 

The alternative has been redesigned by the interdisciplinary team so that all of the waste rock and tailings are pulled out of McCleary Canyon.  The location of the heap leach facility may require additional adjustment as project analysis proceeds.  Additional mitigation and monitoring requirements are included.  This alternative would likely generate a Forest Plan amendment.
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Rosemont Copper Project April 21 IDT meeting
Date: 04/15/2010 04:39 PM

Please spend that day finishing up homework assignments.  Mindee and I will be
checking in with team members next week to see how everyone's doing on
assignments and what we can do to answer questions and help.  And, feel free to
contact us with questions.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
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Forest Geologist
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Rosemont Copper Project Extended IDT Meeting April 14
Date: 04/12/2010 02:44 PM
Attachments: April 14, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

HI Everyone,

Enclosed is the agenda for the meeting on Wednesday.  Some of you have
expressed concern over the Forest Plan field trip on the same day.  I discussed the
conflict with Jennifer a few weeks ago, and she told me that the field trip is optional
for most of you.  This IDT meeting is important because of the high priority of the
project and because there are several things that we need to wrap up, including
finalizing alternatives.  Come prepared to address specific benefits and
disadvantages of the Sycamore Alternative - not just "it would reduce impacts to the
east side", but what impacts, and by what degree.

Note that this meeting goes until 1:00, so feel free to bring a lunch. Following the
IDT meeting there is a 1:00 meeting with the Bureau of Reclamation on the
proposed extension of the CAP pipeline from Pima Mine Road into the Rosemont well
field area near Sahuarita.  This pipeline is not a connected action (with the
Rosemont project) at this time because it does not supply water to the operation.  It
iis also not required legally in order for the company to pump groundwater for the
operations. It is, however, being funded by Rosemont.  If you would like to attend
this meeting, please let me know right away.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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April 14, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda





Location:  Rm. 4B, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.



Time:  9:00 – 1:00 (note working lunch)



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Issue Statements



Alternatives finalization



Technical report review and other homework:



	February 15 DEIS overview, comments were due April 15

	

	Technical report review due April 16



	Recently received reports, outstanding reports



	Administration record documents due April 30



Project status and meetings:



 	April 5 R.O. project status meeting



	Bureau of Reclamation CAP pipeline meeting today



	Cooperating Agency meeting April 15 (agenda distributed to team)



	Rosemont Copper Company status meeting April 15



	Team member meetings and updates



	







From: Melinda D Roth
To: Karen M Carter; Danny R Montoya; Patrick L Jackson; Faye L Krueger; Corbin Newman; Robert Cordts; Don G

DeLorenzo; Francisco Valenzuela; Bob Davis; Michael A Linden; Jackie C Andrew; Tony L Ferguson
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Salek Shafiqullah; Debby Kriegel; Reta Laford; Jeanine Derby;

tfurgason@swca.com; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Rosemont Copper Project ftp site
Date: 10/13/2009 08:44 AM

All maps, ppt presentations, and summary ppt will be posted for 30 days to the
following ftp site:

ftp://ftp2.fs.fed.us/incoming/r3/Coronado/Rosemont_10082009/ 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; John Able; Andrea W Campbell; Jennifer Ruyle; Beverley A Everson; Walter

Keyes; Salek Shafiqullah; Debby Kriegel; Keith L Graves; Deborah K Sebesta; Tami Emmett; George McKay;
Robert Lefevre; Shane Lyman; Eli Curiel; Christopher C LeBlanc; William B Gillespie; Mary M Farrell; Alan
Belauskas; Kendall Brown; Thomas Skinner; Larry Jones; Kendra L Bourgart; Janet Jones; Roxane M Raley;
Heidi Schewel; tfurgason@swca.com

Subject: Rosemont Copper Project IDT Asarco Mission Mine and Mill Tour (Wednesday, August 6)
Date: 08/02/2008 05:14 PM
Attachments: Mission Complex.pdf

Hello Rosemont IDT!

A tour of the Asarco Mission Mine operation is your chance to get a first hand look at
some of the activity, specifically a similar pit and milling operation, that Rosemont
Copper Company is proposing and that we will be analyzing.  Please see the
attached table for a comparison between the Mission Mine operation and the
Proposed Rosemont Copper Project, and an interesting description of the tour that
some of us will be taking this coming Wednesday.

An understanding of the operations that are being proposed is key to a good
analysis.  Please consider taking this tour even if you have not yet signed up for it
(you will need to RSVP to me; to date the following individuals are signed up for
the tour; Larry Jones, Mary Farrell, Chuck Blair and John Able).

Although some of you will not be an active part of the analysis (Janet Jones and
Roxane Raley, for example), I believe that your understanding of the project will
make your work much more interesting, and I hope that you will join this tour.

We will be leaving from the front of the Federal Building at 8:30, with the tour
beginning at 9:30 at the Asarco Mineral Discovery Center (an interpretive center on
the Mission Mine and mining and ore processing in general), and we'll follow our visit
to the discovery center with a tour of the Asarco South mill, where you will learn
about crushing and flotation of copper sulfide ore.  The lunch location is TBA.

Hope to see you on Wednesday.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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Asarco, LLC – Mission Complex vs. Rosemont Copper 


 


Operating Parameter  Mission  Rosemont (sulfide only) 


Ore Reserves – Life of Mine  Unknown   492.7 million tons 


Average Grade  0.6 to 0.7% Total Cu (1998)  0.47% Total Cu 
0.015% Mo 
0.12 oz/ton Silver 


Average Recovery – Life of 
Mine 


85‐90% (approx)  84% (feasibility) 


Production Rate   30,000 tons/day (approx South 
mill ‐ est1) 
10 million tons ore/yr (South mill) 


75,000 tons per day ore  
27.4 million tons ore /yr 


Average Copper Production  200 million pounds Cu/yr  and 1.6 
million ounces of silver/yr for two 
mills in 1999 (approx 130 million 
pounds Cu for the South mill ‐ 
est)2 


220  million pounds Cu/ year 
4.5 million pounds Mo/yr 
2.65 million ounces/yr 
 


Operating Life   10‐18 additional years 2  19 years 


Total Waste ‐ Life of Mine  600 million tons (calc) additional  1,288 million tons 


Stripping Ratio (waste:ore)  3:1  2.38:1 


Land Used  20,000 acres  4,400 acres 


Pit dimensions  2 mile x 1.75 mile  6500 ft x 6000 ft 


Pit depth  ¼ mile deep  1900 feet (approx) 


Water use  13,400 AF per year  5,000 AF per year 


 


The Mission property started operations in the 1960’s and is located on a combination of Native 
American, State lease, and private land. 


The mineralization at Mission is different from Rosemont however the host rock is fairly similar in some 
areas. 


In 2000, ASARCO used approximately 13,400 AF of groundwater.3  In October 2000, ASARCO signed an 
agreement with the City of Tucson to purchase up to 5,000 AF of CAP water per year, they will start 
using CAP water this year.  


                                                            
1 Numbers for the South Mill are estimated and may need revision. 
2Arizona Mines and Minerals Arizona Mining Update 200‐2001,   
http://mines.az.gov/Info/mining_update2000‐2001.pdf 
3
Community Water Company of Green Valley, Tucson AMA Metal Mining Facilities Fact Sheet 
http://www.communitywater.com/core/content_02mar_mining.htm 
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ASARCO Copper Mining Tour 


 
Arizona is nicknamed "The Copper State" because of the great deposits of copper that Nature has 
placed here. Two-thirds of the Nation's copper production comes from Arizona. If Arizona was a country, 
it would be the second largest producer of copper in the entire world. Only Chile produces more copper 
than Arizona. The star on the Arizona state flag is copper-colored because the red metal is so important 
to the state's economy. A miner is even depicted on the state seal. 
 
The first stop on your mine tour is the Open-Pit Viewpoint on the south rim of the Mission Mine, near the 
upper left end of the pit shown in the picture at the right. The viewpoint is securely fenced for your safety, 
and it has four binocular telescopes to provide a close-up view of the trucks and shovels working in the 
mine. 
 
A three-foot-thick, eleven-foot-diameter truck tire from a 240-ton capacity haul truck is on display along 
with a cutaway of a shovel tooth. The mine also provides typical run-of-the-mill ore samples here for you 
to pick up as a souvenir.ÊThe Mission Mine is a quarter-mile deep, two miles long, and a mile-and-three-
quarters wide. About six times the amount of earth moved to dig the Panama Canal has been mined 
here, and there is about that much more material yet to be mined. 
 
The Mission open-pit copper mine was at one time five separate mining properties, but over the years, 
Asarco has combined them into one integrated mining operation. The mine occupies around 20,000 
acres of private, State leased, and Native American land. There are about 700 employees working three 
shifts, 24 hours a day, seven days a week with an annual payroll of $40 Million. 
 
Each year the mine produces about 500,000 tons of copper concentrates which yields 150,000 tons of 
copper and 2 million ounces of silver. The mine annually pays $8 million in royalties and $10 million in 
taxes to the State of Arizona and over a million dollars in royalties to the Tohono O'odham Indian nation.
 
The next stop on your tour is the Mission South Mill where copper ore from the mine is ground into a fine 
powder and the copper minerals are separated by the froth flotation process. The South Mill Observation 
Deck puts you right at the center of this high-technology operation. This air-conditioned, soundproofed 
platform provides an excellent view of the grinding and flotation processes. 
 
The return trip to the Mineral Discovery Center will take you alongside current reclamation areas that 
have been worked by the now-famous ASARCows. The mine tailings are nothing more than ground-up 
rock with the copper minerals removed. Tailings need to be amended with some sort of organic material 
to produce a sustainable soil. That's where the ASARCows come in. 
 
Feed for a small herd of cattle is spread over a small enclosure on the tailings. The ASARCows eat the 
hay and their hooves till some of it into the tailings along with their own high-quality "naturally produced" 
fertilizer (cow pies). This adds sufficient organic material to help create a sustainable soil that will support 
a mixture of native and non-native plant species. The ASARCows have been moved to an area that is 
presently not visible from the regular tour route. 
 
Asarco is also testing the use of bio-solids from the Pima County Waste Water Treatment Plant as a soil 
amendment. This helps the county with their solid waste disposal problem, and helps Asarco reclaim the 
tailings -- a win-win solution for both parties. 
 
Located at 1421 West Pima Mine Road in Sahuarita, Arizona. 
 
For more information: 520-625-7513 or www.mineraldiscovery.com 
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Asarco Mining Operations in Arizona 
  


Mission Mine, Tucson 
Text edited by Rob Vugteveen, Director, Asarco Mineral Discovery Center 


   


   


   
   


   
   
   
To continue the story of copper refining a similar operation of Asarco is at the Hayden, AZ smelter.  
   


 Mission Mine 


The Asarco Mission Mine is about 15 miles south of Tucson, Arizona. It is 2 miles long, 1.75 miles wide and a quarter mile deep. The copper 
ore "contains" chalcopyrite (and not that much of it) is 0.67% copper, which means that 13 pounds of copper are produced from every ton of 
ore. In addition, about 3 tons of waste rock need to be removed to recover one ton of copper ore. Each year this mine produces 475,000 tons 
of concentrated copper ore (28% Cu), which eventually comes to 130,000 tons of pure copper metal, and 2 million ounces of silver. 


Prof O: chalcopyrite  
Prof O: Mission Mine 
Prof O: Mission Mine - waste dump and "benches" 
Asarco mining link  
   
Almost on a daily basis one of the mine operations is to drill holes for blasting to loosen the rock for the shovels. The blasting is done with a 
mixture of ammonium nitrate and fuel oil (ANFO). As an aside, one blasting hole uses as much ANFO as was used in the Oklahoma City 
bombing. 
The large shovels are powered by electricity, pictured in the above photos. Three scoops of ore or rock fill the very large trucks, which may hold 
240 tons, four scoops for a 320-ton truck. The tires are 11 feet in diameter. As a side note, many of the trucks are driven by women.  


Ore Crushing Operations 


Outside of the Mission South Mill, trucks dump the ore into the primary crusher which reduces the rocks to 8 inches or smaller. Inside the mill, 
the ore is mixed with water in two rotating SAG mills which use the larger rocks and 8-inch steel balls to reduce the ore to about 10 mm or 
smaller. Then two ball mills grind the ore to about 0.2 mm with 3-inch steel balls. This copper ore slurry is finally pumped to the flotation deck.  
   
Prof O: Ore Crushing Operation  
Prof O: Ore Crushing -detailed 
Asarco milling link -rotary mills  


 Ore Concentration by Froth Flotation 


Remember that only 0.67% of the ore is copper. The copper minerals and waste rock are separated at the mill using froth flotation. The copper 
ore slurry from the grinding mills is mixed with milk of lime (simply water and ground-up limestone) to give a basic pH, pine oil (yes, it comes 
from trees -- a by-product of paper mills) to make bubbles, an alcohol to strengthen the bubbles, and a collector chemical called potassium 
amyl xanthate (or the potssium salt of an alkyl dithiocarbonate). These are added to the slurry in relatively small quantities. Xanthate is a long 
hydrogcarbon (5 carbons) chain molecule. One end of the chain (the ionc dithiocarbonate) is polar and sticks to sulfide minerals while the other 
end is nonpolar, containing the hydrocarbon chain is hydrophobic -- it hates being in the water and is attracted to the nonpolar hydrocarbon 
pine oil molecules. Raising the pH causes the polar end to ionize more and to preferentially stick to chalcopyrite (CuFeS2) and leave the pyrite 
(FeS2) alone. Air is blown into the tanks and agitated like a giant blender, producing a foamy froth. The chalcopyrite grains become coated with 
xanthate molecules with their hydrophobic ends waving around trying desperately to get out of the water. They attach themselves to the oily air 
bubbles which become coated with chalcopyrite grains as they rise to the surface and flow over the edge of the tank. In this manner through a 
series of steps the copper ore is concentrated to an eventual value of over 28% copper. Waste rock particles do not adhere to the bubbles and 
drop to the bottom of the tank. The waste material that comes out of the bottom of the tanks at the tail end of this process is called "tailings." It 
is nothing more than ground-up rock with the copper minerals removed. 
Prof O: Ore Concentration by Flotation  


Water Reclaimation and Tailings 


The concentrated ore, now called copper concentrate, is dewatered and dried to about 10% moisture content. It is shipped by truck to the 
Asarco smelter in Hayden, Arizona. (The El Paso smelter is on stand-by status). Water is recovered from the tailings in another thickener. The 
thickened tailings flow by gravity in large pipes to tailings ponds, where the solid material settles out and additional water is recovered and 
pumped back to the mill. About 80% of the water used at the mine is recycled and re-used. The rest is lost to evaporation and used to keep 
haul roads damp to minimize dust. 


After a tailings dam is decommissioned, the tailings are capped with dirt and treated with manure for grazing cows or ammended with biosolids 
(sludge) from a local waste water treatment plant. This provides organic material and nutrients to create a sustainable soil for native grasses 
and shrubs. 
 
Prof O: Final Settling Pond  











From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Rosemont Copper Project IDT meeting on May 19
Date: 05/12/2010 04:35 PM

Hi Everyone,

The next IDT meeting will be at the fire center, and will be a full day meeting to
start fleshing out alternatives.  This is a core team meeting, but extended team
members are encouraged to come if you can.  You will be getting an agenda for the
meeting soon.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Rosemont Copper Project May 5 IDT meeting
Date: 05/03/2010 05:56 PM
Attachments: May 5, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

Hi Everyone,

This is a core team meeting, but as always, extended team members are welcome
and encouraged to come.  We will be meeting in 6V6 from 9:00 to 12:00.

The agenda is enclosed. The purpose of the meeting is primarily to catch up on
project status after a IDT meeting hiatus of a few weeks.  We'll also be discussing
alternative finalization.  Please be prepared to discuss any comments you recall,
from public comments, cooperating agencies discussions, etc., on the Sycamore
alternative and on pit backfilling.  Also be prepared to discuss admin. record
documentation and examples of documents you've submitted to SWCA for the
record.  This to help clarify what kinds of documentation needs to go into the record
by discussing some examples.

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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May 5, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda





Location:  Rm. 6Vr, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.



Time:  9:00 – 12:00



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Alternatives finalization



Administrative Record documentaiton:



Project status and meetings









From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Rosemont Copper Project May 5 IEXTENDED IDT meeting
Date: 05/05/2010 02:45 PM
Attachments: May 5, 2010 IDT Meeting Agenda.docx

Hi Everyone,

The May 12 meeting is in 4B, from 9:00 to 2:00(?), in 4B.  Since this meeting is
likely to go through lunch, please free to bring a lunch or to order out (on your own,
or you can coordinate with others) when we have a mid-morning break.

Rosemont continues to be high priority, and as such, your attendance at meetings
and participation in discussions on the project is very important.

Please let me know if you will be unable to attend this meeting.

Also, there is still some confusion about what information needs to go into the
project record.   Both Sarah and Melissa have come to meetings to discuss this
topic, and there are still lots of questions.  At this point, I'm thinking that it would be
helpful to discuss some specific examples that team members have questions
about.  So, come prepared to discuss a question or questions that you have
concerning the project record, especially concerning information that
you're not sure about needing to include in the record.  I'll be asking
everyone for examples. 

 
Thanks!  See you Wednesday.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

05/03/2010 05:56 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us,
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May 5, 2010

Rosemont Copper Project 

IDT Meeting Agenda





Location:  Rm. 6Vr, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.



Time:  9:00 – 12:00



Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Interdisciplinary Team



Agenda:



Alternatives finalization



Administrative Record documentaiton:



Project status and meetings









Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,
tfurgason@swca.com, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject Rosemont Copper Project May 5 IDT meeting

Hi Everyone,

This is a core team meeting, but as always, extended team members are welcome
and encouraged to come.  We will be meeting in 6V6 from 9:00 to 12:00.

The agenda is enclosed. The purpose of the meeting is primarily to catch up on
project status after a IDT meeting hiatus of a few weeks.  We'll also be discussing
alternative finalization.  Please be prepared to discuss any comments you recall,
from public comments, cooperating agencies discussions, etc., on the Sycamore
alternative and on pit backfilling.  Also be prepared to discuss admin. record
documentation and examples of documents you've submitted to SWCA for the
record.  This to help clarify what kinds of documentation needs to go into the record
by discussing some examples.

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/F0C820207C0A9CE4072578420002956B


From: Jess DeBusk
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: Rosemont Copper project paleontology subsection
Date: 07/15/2010 11:54 AM

Dear Bev,
 
I have been asked by our Tucson office to assist with the revision of the Geology and Minerals
section of the Rosemont Copper project EIS, particularly the Fossils subsection.  Jonathon Rigg has
given me access to the project documents and I have reviewed the edited section.  Jonathon
suggested I contact you for further guidance regarding Forest Service expectations for the Fossils
subsection.  In reviewing your comments, I believe I can address your specific comments with some
desktop research of the area geology and paleontology.  I welcome any further guidance from you,
particularly regarding the depth of the discussion you would like to see.  Please let me know if this
would be best to discuss over the phone and I can give you a ring, or you can reach me at my office
number below.  Alternatively, you can reply to jdebusk@swca.com.  I look forward to hearing from
you. 
 
Sincerely,
Jess
 
Jessica DeBusk
Project Manager-Paleontology Lead
SWCA Environmental Consultants
625 Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 190
South Pasadena, CA 91030
ofc: 626.240.0587
cell: 760.271.6943

 

mailto:jdebusk@swca.com
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Eli Curiel; George McKay; William B Gillespie; Salek Shafiqullah; Deborah K Sebesta; Tami Emmett; Walter

Keyes; John Able; Beverley A Everson; Larry Jones; Debby Kriegel; Maria A McGaha; Mary M Farrell; Debby
Kriegel; Kendall Brown

Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; Keith L Graves; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Erin M Boyle; Randall A
Smith; Thomas Skinner; Rachel Condon; Michael A Linden; Mark E Schwab; Reta Laford

Subject: Rosemont Copper Project team field trips
Date: 06/27/2008 05:18 PM

Hi Everyone,

Although the PIL has not yet been signed for the Rosemont Copper Project, most of
you on this mailing list are or will be involved in some capacity with the project
(particularly those in the "to" line).  The following field trips are scheduled for the
project to help those of us involved with it (again primarily the "to" line folks) to
understand the operation and reclamation that Rosemont Copper Company is
proposing, and to facilitate team building.  Your attendance on the trips is important
to the project and strongly encouraged by the FLT.  Field dates and destinations are
as follows:

Tuesday July 15 – Tour of Tyrone Reclamation (ridge and valley) – this tour will
leave from the TTT Truck Stop at 7:00 am and stop for lunch in Lordsburg on the
way home
Wednesday July 23 – Tour of the Rosemont Site 
Wednesday July 30 – Tour of Safford Leach Facilities (lined leach pad – new
processing facilities)
Wednesday August 6 – Tour of Silver Bell SX-EW (similarly sized SX-EW plant) and
Mineral Discovery Center and Asarco’s Mission Facility (overview of processing)
Wednesday August 13 – Tour of San Manuel Area Reclamation (landform concept)
Wednesday August 20 – Tour of Sierrita Facilities (if needed)

Please contact me if you have questions about these trips.

 
Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Debby Kriegel; George McKay; Mindee     Roth; Art Elek; Eli Curiel; Kent Ellett; Chris Garrett; Reta Laford; Ken

Kertell; Alan Belauskas; Dale Ortman; William Gillespie; Robert     Lefevre; Beverley Everson; Debbie Sebesta;
Walt Keyes

Cc: kkertell@swca.com; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Charles Coyle; Geoff Soroka; John MacIvor; dreitz@swca.com
Subject: Rosemont Copper Water Supply Project Design Concept Report
Date: 07/17/2009 03:38 PM

Rosemont delivered the Rosemont Copper Water Supply Project Design
Concept Report today.  I placed this report on WebEx 
(https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150417) if you are interested in
this report.  Please note that this report includes alignment and design information
that could result in impacts other than groundwater.

 

Tom Furgason

Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter; Kendall
Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Jeremy J Sautter

Subject: Rosemont core IDT meeting this Wednesday, August 25
Date: 08/23/2010 12:05 PM

RCC Team,

Please plan on a half day core team meeting, from 9:00 to 12:00, in 4B.  We'll be
discussing planning and budget for 2011 and updates on the DEIS writing and
schedule.  As always, extended team members are welcome to join if they can.

Thank you!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Jeremy J Sautter; Kendall
Brown; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Jeremy J Sautter

Subject: Rosemont core IDT meeting this Wednesday, August 25
Date: 08/23/2010 12:05 PM

RCC Team,

Please plan on a half day core team meeting, from 9:00 to 12:00, in 4B.  We'll be
discussing planning and budget for 2011 and updates on the DEIS writing and
schedule.  As always, extended team members are welcome to join if they can.

Thank you!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Melinda D Roth'; Rochelle Dresser
Subject: Rosemont Davidson Canyon Hydro Model and Spring Impact Assessment
Date: 04/15/2010 09:02 AM

Salek & Bev,
 
We have received the TetraTech report entitled Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model
and Assessment of Spring Impacts, April 2010 and we previously received a Technical
Memorandum prepared by Montgomery & Associates entitled Comparison of Natural Fluctuation
in Groundwater Level to Provisional Drawdown Projections, Rosemont Mine, March 1, 2010 that is
referenced in the Davidson Canyon report.   Please review both documents (available on WebEx) as
they appear to present a thorough evaluation of the potential impact to springs, seeps, and the
perennial reach of Davidson Canyon; concluding that there is negligible risk to most springs and the
perennial stretch of Davidson Canyon.  In addition, I am preparing a SOW for SRK to review the
documents and prepare a Technical Review Memorandum, and  I will forward you the draft SOW
for your review.
 
If you have any questions please contact me.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont DEIS - Chapter 3 Water Resources - Draft Review
Date: 06/30/2010 10:17 AM
Importance: High

Salek,
 
About a month ago SWCA submitted a draft of Chapter 3 Water Resources to the CNF for review
and comment.  The draft followed the outline developed by Rochelle Dresser and approved by
Reta.  To date, we have not received comment on the submitted material.  The intent of the
submission was to receive overall direction on the level of detail the CNF wants to have in
describing the Affected Environment and impact analyses for the benefit of all other discipline
authors as well as specific feedback on the Water Resources section.  Please let us know the
progress of the review of the submitted material and when we may be expecting comments.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason
Subject: Rosemont DEIS GW Quality and Quantity Sections
Date: 06/29/2010 02:12 PM
Attachments: NEW Groundwater Quality_HG.doc

NEW Groundwater Quantity_HG.doc

Bev,
 
Per our discussion at the status meeting, the updated groundwater quality and groundwater
quantity draft Affected Environment sections originally submitted on May 28 are attached.  I will
have Dale follow up with Salek to work out a plan to get these sections reviewed and approved,
pending gw reports  finalizations aside. 
 
Best,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com
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Groundwater Quality

Introduction


The proposed action involves water resources in two groundwater basins with the mine water supply proposed to be pumped from the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin of the Tucson AMA and mining operations located in the Upper Cienega Basin east of the Santa Rita Mountains (Figure A). 
 The mine water supply withdrawal from the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin involves only pumping of groundwater and would not alter groundwater quality in the area.  The commitment of Rosemont to recharge 105% of the total mine groundwater withdrawal to the Tucson AMA, which includes the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin, with water purchased from the CAP would potentially introduce water of differing chemistry from that occurring in the basin; however, the recharge would be done as part of a larger CAP recharge program regulated by ADWR and is not expected to negatively impact general groundwater quality in the Tucson Basin.


The mining operations proposed in the Upper Cienega Basin do have the potential to affect groundwater quality due to seepage from unlined mine waste rock and tailings storage facilities, leakage from processing facilities, and formation of a permanent pit lake following mine closure.  Although a pit lake is technically surface water, because of its direct association with groundwater, it is described in this section.


Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern


Issue 3C relates to groundwater quality in the Upper Cienega Basin that may be impacted by the mining operations. The issue with specific factors and units of measure for determining environmental consequences is listed below:


Issue 3C: Construction and operation of the mine pit, along with tailings, waste rock, and leach facilities, may result in a loss of groundwater quality. The mine pit may fill with water and create a lake that may have an unnatural concentration of chemicals. 


· Ability to meet State of Arizona Aquifer Water Quality Standards 
(AWQS)

Ability to demonstrate “Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology” (BADCT) (qualitative assessment of mitigation effectiveness).  

Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)


Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 


The methodology for determining impacts to groundwater for Issue 3C involves both geochemical and groundwater predictive modeling to determine the likely effect on groundwater quality downgradient of the mine site and in the pit lake predicted to form following mine closure.  The predictive models account for potential sources from the waste rock, tailings, heap leach, and mine pit walls as well as contributions from natural groundwater, surface runoff, and precipitation.  Such models have been submitted by Rosemont (Montgomery 2009; TetraTech 2010a, 2010b, etc.) 
and reviewed and found acceptable by Coronado 
 (SRK 2010a, 2010b, 2010c).
   The thresholds of concern for Issue 3B are the Arizona Water Quality Standards.

Affected Environment


Chemical quality of groundwater in the Rosemont area is suitable for most uses. Groundwater issuing from springs and seeps is typically a calcium-bicarbonate type, whereas groundwater pumped from wells is a sodium-bicarbonate type. Total dissolved solids (TDS) content of groundwater ranges from about 280 to 500 mg/L, with pH ranging from about 6.9 to 8.2.


Baseline data collection of groundwater in the project area is ongoing. Chemical quality analysis data are available for groundwater samples taken from the new wells and some of the historic wells. Baseline samples were analyzed for common constituents and routine parameters, selected trace constituents, selected radiochemical parameters, and organic constituents. Wells and springs in the baseline program have been sampled on a quarterly basis. Additional groundwater samples were also collected and analyzed from new well locations in conjunction with pumping tests. The concentration of TDS from the well samples ranged from 190 to 1,480 mg/L, with an average of about 430 mg/L. The pH generally ranged from about 6.9 to 7.9, with an average of about 7.5. Additional water analysis data are available from select spring and seep locations in Appendix X (Use Appendix I from APP Application). Results of laboratory chemical analyses for baseline groundwater samples are summarized in Tables X-Z of Appendix X (Use Tables 1 through 4 of Appendix K from APP Application).

Constituents did not exceed established numeric Arizona AWQS in the majority of samples analyzed. Arsenic concentrations exceeded AWQS values at some locations, and also exceeded the drinking water MCL at some locations. Results of combined Radium 226/228 exceeded the AWQS at two deep wells located northeast of the planned pit. Organic chemicals were rarely detected, and if present, were generally detected at levels below the AWQS or may be the result of laboratory contamination. 


Groundwater in the Sahuarita Heights area is considered suitable for most uses. Samples were obtained from exploration well E-1 and submitted to a State-approved laboratory for a complete set of drinking water analyses. 
TDS content of the groundwater was 340 mg/L, and pH was 8.0. No exceedances of MCLs were identified from results of laboratory analyses, indicating no pre-existing contamination at the E-1 well site. Results of laboratory chemical analyses indicate that the quality of groundwater is suitable for anticipated mine uses, including potable public water supply.

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies, and Plans


Environmental Consequences


Impacts Common to All Alternatives


All mine facilities potentially impacting groundwater quality are located near the mine pit, which has a location common to all alternatives.  While the exact locations of other facilities such as the waste rock, tailings, and heap leach may vary by alternative the location difference is not relevant to evaluating the general impact on groundwater quality; therefore, the potential impact to groundwater quality from these facilities is considered common to all alternatives.


The results of the modeling indicate that only very minor amounts of seepage may occur from the tailings, waste rock, and heap leach facilities (Table B) and that the predicted chemistry of the seepage should not generally exceed the AWQS (Tables C–E) (TetraTech 2010).  
Rosemont proposes to treat the draindown from the heap leach facility should monitoring indicate treatment is necessary to meet overall water quality standards for the project.  However, as the mine pit is expected to create a permanent hydraulic sink in the area causing any seepage from the tailings, waste rock, and heap leach facilities to report to the pit rather than migrate off-site, there is no reasonable likelihood of off-site impact to groundwater quality (Montgomery 2010; TetraTech 2010).


TABLE B –TAILINGS, WASTE ROCK, AND HEAP LEACH SEEPAGE ESTIMATES


		Facility

		Seepage from Draindown of Entrained Process Fluid (gpm)

		Seepage from Infiltration of Precipitation (gpm)



		Tailings

		Maximum of 8.4 gpm at Year 18 of mine life; 0 gpm after approximately 500 years

		0 gpm



		Waste Rock

		0 gpm

		0 gpm



		Heap Leach

		Less than 10 gpm 3 years following cessation of leaching

		0 gpm





TABLE C – PREDICTED SEEPAGE CHEMISTRY FOR TAILINGS


TABLE D – PREDICTED SEEPAGE CHEMISTRY FOR WASTE ROCK


TABLE E – PREDICTED SEEPAGE CHEMISTRY FOR HEAP LEACH


The results of the groundwater model indicate that a permanent pit lake will form in the mine pit following cessation of mining (Montgomery 2010).  
Because evaporation from the pit lake is greater than inflow from groundwater, runoff, and precipitation the pit lake will be permanently lower than the surrounding groundwater table, forming a permanent hydraulic sink.  The elevation of the permanent pit lake surface is expected to be 3,962 feet amsl within an overall potential range of 3,891 to 4,035 feet amsl 200 years following cessation of mining, with final lake elevation to be somewhat higher when equilibrium is reached approximately 500 years following mine closure.  The predicted pit lake development for 200 years following mining is presented on Figure C.


FIGURE C – PREDICTED PIT LAKE ELEVATION FOR 200 YEARS FOLLOWING MINE CLOSURE


The results of the geochemical model for pit lake water quality for various chemical loading scenarios, compared with natural groundwater quality, are presented on Table F.


TABLE F – COMPARISON OF PREDICTED RANGE OF PIT LAKE CHEMISTRY TO EXISTING GROUNDWATER 200 YEARS FOLLOWING MINING


“Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology” is the term used by ADEQ for the level of discharge control technology required of a mine for compliance with the APP program administered by the State of Arizona (ADEQ 2005).  
The APP program is the vehicle for implementation and enforcement of the groundwater elements of the CWA in Arizona.  Rosemont has applied to ADEQ for an APP for the proposed action, which must be issued for the project to proceed; therefore, ADEQ issuance of an APP for the proposed action indicates achieving BADCT.

Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects


Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Direct impact to groundwater quality as determined by comparison to ambient groundwater quality and AWQS is expected to be negligible.  The general lack of ARD potential in the mine waste materials, the very low seepage rate from the dry stack tailings facility, and the development of a permanent hydraulic sink around the mine pit extending beneath the mine facilities all serve to substantially reduce the potential for negative impact to groundwater quality.  Indirect impacts to quality may occur in the pit lake as geochemical reactions and evaporation tend to modify the water chemistry; however, the predictive geochemical modeling of the pit lake chemistry does not indicate the likelihood of the pit lake chemistry negatively impacting other resources.  There is no future major industrial or agricultural activity projected for the Upper Cienega Basin; therefore, the cumulative impacts to groundwater quality are reasonably predicted by the existing modeling work.  However, as actual future industrial or agricultural activity may vary, including the possible expansion of mining, the cumulative impact would change accordingly.  Any expansion of mining would require additional agency action, including compliance with all relevant rules and regulations in effect at the time.

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative


Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects


Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

�Location Map showing TAMA with Santa Cruz & Tucson sub-basins, Cienega Basin, well field location, pit location, CAP recharge facilities, and FICO…. Same figure used for introduction in Groundwater Quantity section


�AWQS for groundwater are typically the “drinking water standards”, but pit lake quality is typically not judged against “drinking water’ but is usually compared to avian exposure values as potential impact to waterfowl is the generally accepted significant impact.  This needs to be resolved to determine the units of measure for pit lake water quality. 


�Reference Montgomery Groundwater Report, TetraTech Infiltration, Fate & Transport Report, and TetraTech Pit Lake Geochemistry Report 


�This presupposes the models are found acceptable


�Reference all relevant SRK Tech Memos


�Need to locate these results and include as a table.


�To be completed;  Need to discuss having this section up top for all water subsections, instead of repeated for all four.


�Reference TetraTech Infiltration Fate & Transport report


�Reference final Montgomery mine site groundwater model report when available and TetraTech Pit Lake Geochemistry report.


�Insert Table 6.8 Dry Stack Facility Seepage from TetraTech Infiltration, Seepage, Fate & Transport Modeling Report, February 2010


�Insert Table 6.6 Waste Rock Storage Area Seepage from TetraTech Infiltration, Seepage, Fate & Transport Modeling Report, February 2010


�Insert Table 6.7 Heap Leach Facility Geochemical Model Results from TetraTech Infiltration, Seepage, Fate & Transport Modeling Report, February 2010


�Reference Montgomery final mine site groundwater model report when available AND confirm all values given in this section against the final information


�Illustration 5.02 from TetraTech Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model Report, February 2010


�Table F compares the predicted pit lake quality to ambient groundwater, not to the AWQS given as the units of measure for Issue 3C.  AWQS for groundwater are typically the “drinking water standards”, but pit lake quality is typically not judged against “drinking water’ but is usually compared to avian exposure values as potential impact to waterfowl is the generally accepted significant impact.  This needs to be resolved to determine if the units of measure for pit lake water quality should be AWQS drinking water, avian exposure values, or ambient groundwater quality.


�Table 7.01 from TetraTech Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model Report, February 2010


�Reference ADEQ BADCT Guidance document
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Groundwater Quality

Introduction


The proposed action involves water resources and potential impacts to groundwater quantity in two groundwater basins.  The mine water supply is proposed to be pumped from wells located on private land near the town of Sahuarita in the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin of the Tucson AMA and the mine pit with associated groundwater drawdown is located in the Upper Cienega Basin east of the Santa Rita Mountains (Figure A). 


Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern


Issues 3A and 3B relate to groundwater quantity in the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin that may be impacted by the mine water supply pumping; Issues 3D and 4 relate to groundwater quantity in the Upper Cienega Basin that may be impacted by the drawdown associated with the development of the mine pit.


Issues 3A and 3B both focus on the potential for impacts to groundwater resources resulting from the proposed mine water supply pumping near Sahuarita in the Santa Cruz Valley.  The issues with specific factors and units of measure for determining environmental consequences are listed below:

Issue 3A: The proposed open-pit mine may reduce groundwater availability to private and public wells in the vicinity of the Rosemont Copper well fields. Household water availability may be reduced. 


· Degree of change in water table level (feet), including annual average and range, compared with background and thresholds of concern 


· Locations where water resources may be impacted above threshold of concern (geographic extent)


Issue 3B: Water needed to run the mine facility might reduce groundwater availability in the Santa Cruz Valley. 


· Water needed for operations from the Santa Cruz Valley, compared with background and threshold of concern


The groundwater involvement in Issues 3D and 4 is limited to the potential for the drawdown associated with the mine pit to affect the perennial stretches of Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek as well as springs and seeps within the Upper Cienega Basin.  The issues with specific factors and units of measure for determining environmental consequences are listed below:

Issue 3D: Construction and operation of the pit, waste rock, and tailings facilities may result in changes in surface water discharge to Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek. The availability of water for stock water tanks may be reduced. 


· Qualitative assessment of impacts on beneficial uses of water


Issue 4: This issue relates to the potential impacts on riparian habitat resulting from the alteration of surface and subsurface hydrology from the pit and other operations. Potential impacts may include loss of riparian habitat and fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors.


· Seeps and springs lost or degraded (number) 





Summary of Effects by Issue Measures by Alternative (table that will be used also in chapter 2?)


Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information 


The methodology for determining impacts to groundwater for Issues 3A and 3B involves developing a groundwater model to predict the effect of the proposed mine water supply pumping on the groundwater system in the Santa Cruz Valley.  Such a model has been submitted by Rosemont (Montgomery 2009) 
and reviewed and found acceptable by Coronado (MWH 2009, 2010).
   The threshold of concern for Issues 3B and 3C is the baseline groundwater table elevation.


The methodology for determining groundwater related effects for Issues 3D and 4 involves evaluation of the potential for the permanent drawdown associated with the mine pit to impact the perennial sections of Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek and local springs and seeps.  Rosemont has submitted such an evaluation, which includes the groundwater model for the pit (Montgomery 2009) 
and a specific evaluation of the effect of the drawdown on Davidson Canyon and lower Cienega Creek (TetraTech 2010), 
both of which have been reviewed and accepted by Coronado (SRK 2010a, 2010b). 
  The thresholds of concern are the existing perennial flow conditions in Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek and the conditions for the known springs and seeps, indicated on Figure D.


FIGURE D – EXISTING PERENNIAL REACHES IN DAVIDSON CANYON AND CIENEGA CREEK AND SPRING & SEEP LOCATIONS 


3.2.1.2
Affected Environment


[NOTE: GROUNDWATER DESCRIPTION OF THE MINE SITE AREA TO BE REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO FINAL MONTGOMERY MINE SITE GROUNDWATER REPORT]


The project is located in two groundwater basins located south of Tucson. The mine site is located in the Upper Cienega Basin east of the northern Santa Rita Mountains, and the mine water supply wells are located in the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin of the Tucson Basin west and north of the Santa Rita Mountains. 

There is functionally no alluvial groundwater source at the proposed mine site capable of providing the water needed for the proposed project. Modest amounts of groundwater may be in the area; however, the low yield of wells precludes it as a source for the mine water supply. The upper Santa Cruz basin has large amounts of groundwater stored in basin-fill deposits, which are currently a major source of water for municipal, agricultural, and industrial use and are the source of the proposed mine water supply. Use of this water is regulated by Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR). On [insert date of ME permit] the ADWR granted Rosemont Copper the right to pump [insert exact amount and duration of pumping as per the ME Permit] under a Mineral Extraction and Metallurgical Processing groundwater withdrawal permit. 


Hydrogeologic conditions in the vicinity of the mine site are described by Harshbarger and Hargis (1976, 1980, 1981) and Hargis and Montgomery (1982). The upper portion of the Cienega Creek drainage area, which includes part of the Davidson Canyon drainage area east of the project area, is located outside the Tucson AMA. Hydrogeologic conditions for the Cienega Creek and Davidson Canyon areas are described in reports issued by the Pima Association of Governments (1998, 2000, 2003). Hydrologic conditions at the proposed mine water supply well location are described in Montgomery (April 30, 2009).


Rock units in the Rosemont project area include alluvium located along the floodplains of the ephemeral washes, Quaternary and Tertiary basin-fill deposits, and igneous and well-lithified sedimentary rocks of Tertiary, Mesozoic, and Paleozoic age. Results of pumping tests for wells indicate that fracture openings are laterally and vertically limited. Groundwater in the sedimentary Mesozoic and Paleozoic rocks located in the vicinity of the Rosemont pit is believed to occur chiefly within fractures under unconfined to locally confined conditions.


Harshbarger and Hargis (1976) indicate that sources of recharge to the groundwater system in the Rosemont area are snowmelt and runoff from the slopes of the Santa Rita Mountains. It is probable that recharge also occurs along fracture/fault zones and along the chiefly ephemeral drainage channels. Recharge to the groundwater system in alluvium along the principal washes and canyon bottoms is likely minimal as a result of the presence of saturated bedrock at the base of the channels and the lack of apparent recharge mounds located along the channels (Harshbarger and Hargis 1976). 


Most domestic and stock wells in the Rosemont project area obtain groundwater from the Mesozoic rock units. Sustainable well yields from most of these wells range from less than 
1 to a few gallons per minute (gpm).  An inventory of all wells located within 2 miles of the project location is presented in Appendix X (Use Appendix G from the APP Application if inclusion of this data is desired), with locations shown on Figure X (Use Figure 24 from the APP Application).


Historic water-level measurements in the project area were obtained from approximately 
50 drill holes during the period from 1975 through 1982. With a few exceptions, the depth to groundwater ranged from about 20 to 110 feet below the ground surface (bgs) (Hargis and Montgomery 1982; Harshbarger and Hargis 1976). More recent water-level monitoring within an expanded study area began in 2006. Since 2006, additional water-level measurements have been obtained from approximately 70 wells, piezometers, and drill holes. Recent water-level measurements have generally been consistent with those measured in the 1970s but ranged from about 34 feet above land surface to about 456 feet bgs because of the expanded study area. These data are presented in Appendix X (Use Table 1 of Appendix F of APP Application if inclusion of all this data is desired).


The proposed Rosemont Project anticipates using approximately 5,000 af/yr of fresh water over the approximate 20-year life of the mining operation. The limited groundwater resources at the mine site preclude developing the mine water supply at that location; therefore, Rosemont has obtained two sites in the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin, within the Tucson AMA, on which to locate the mine water supply wells. These locations, shown in Figure A (NEED LOCATION MAP FOR OVERALL MINE WATER SUPPLY), are in the Sahuarita Heights area near the intersection of Sahuarita Road and Santa Rita Road.


The right to extract and use groundwater from the Tucson AMA was granted to Rosemont by ADWR on [INSERT DATE OF PERMIT] under Mineral Extraction and Metallurgical Processing groundwater withdrawal permit number [INSERT ME PERMIT NUMBER]. This type of permit is a “shall issue” permit that must be granted unless reliable alternative water supplies (uncommitted municipal and industrial Central Arizona Project (CAP) water, surface water, or effluent) are available at comparable cost at the point where the mine’s wellhead or distribution system would otherwise exist (ARS 45-514[A][2] and [3]).

The proposed mine water supply withdrawal area is in the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin of the Tucson AMA in the Basin and Range Lowlands Province of southern Arizona. The upper Santa Cruz basin is a broad, north-trending alluvial valley drained by the Santa Cruz River and its tributaries. The upper Santa Cruz basin is bounded on the east by the Santa Rita Mountains and on the west by the Sierrita Mountains.  At the deepest points, the upper Santa Cruz basin contains several thousand feet of alluvial materials.

Hydrogeologic conditions for the upper Santa Cruz basin are described in Davidson (1973), Pima Association of Governments (1979, 1983a–c), Murphy and Hedley (1984), and Anderson (1987). Rosemont commissioned Errol L. Montgomery and Associates of Tucson, Arizona, to conduct an evaluation of the groundwater conditions and a modeling effort to predict the impact of the proposed Rosemont mine water supply pumping on the groundwater in the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin of the Tucson AMA. The results of this evaluation are reported in Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, Sahuarita, Arizona (Montgomery and Associates April 30, 2009).


Within the area groundwater recharge includes natural recharge due to infiltration of precipitation and surface runoff; incidental recharge due to agricultural irrigation and mine tailing seepage; and artificial recharge at Underground Storage Facilities (USFs), including wastewater treatment facilities. 


The principal source of recharge in the study area is from infiltration of streamflow along the Santa Cruz River channel and tributary washes. Another important source of natural recharge occurs along the mountain fronts as a result of infiltration of runoff originating in the mountain areas near the basin margins. These two sources are the principal components of natural groundwater recharge in the study area. Incidental recharge from agricultural irrigation and seepage from mine tailing impoundments provide relatively less recharge to the aquifer in the study area. 


Rates of natural recharge from infiltration of streamflow in the study area are principally a function of the occurrence of streamflow and the hydraulic properties of the stream channel alluvium and underlying basin-fill deposits. The occurrence of streamflow is controlled chiefly by amount, intensity, and areal distribution of precipitation. Precipitation in the area results chiefly from convective storms during the summer monsoon season during July through September and from frontal storms during the winter season during December through February. The Santa Cruz River and tributary washes are ephemeral and generally flow only in direct response to precipitation events. 


Average annual natural recharge rates along the Santa Cruz River were estimated by Osterkamp (1973) as 320 to 370 af/mile for the reach of the river channel in the area. Average annual recharge along the basin margins in and adjacent to the study area was estimated by Osterkamp (1973) to be 4,000 af from the Sierrita Mountains to the west and 5,700 af from the Santa Rita Mountains to the east. 

Incidental recharge in the study area includes agricultural return flow from pecan grove irrigation and seepage from mine tailing impoundments near the west margin of the basin: 


· Irrigation of pecan groves by Farmers Investment Company (FICO) occurs along the Santa Cruz River west and south from the Rosemont properties, as shown on Figure X (INCLUDE FICO PECAN GROVES ON LOCATION MAP FOR OVERALL MINE WATER SUPPLY). Based on a reported annual groundwater withdrawal of 23,765 af by FICO for 2006, and assuming an irrigation efficiency of 75% for pecan groves (ADWR 1999), incidental recharge from irrigation of pecan groves in the study area is estimated to average approximately 5,941 af/yr. 


· Seepage from mine tailing impoundments in the study area historically or currently occurs from the Sierrita tailing (estimated at approximately 7,500 af/yr in 2006); Esperanza tailing (estimated to no longer be discharging); and Twin Buttes tailing (estimated to no longer be discharging). Locations of the tailing impoundments are shown in Figure X (INCLUDE MINE TAILINGS IMPOUNDMENTS ON LOCATION MAP FOR OVERALL MINE WATER SUPPLY). Published seepage rates for the impoundments are presented in the 2009 technical memorandum (Montgomery and Associates 2009b). 


Artificial recharge is attributable to four USFs in the area: Pima Mine Road Recharge Project (PMR), Robson Ranch Quail Creek (RRQC), San Xavier Arroyos Project (SXAP), and Sahuarita Wastewater Treatment Plant (SWWTP) (pending USF permit). Green Valley Wastewater Treatment Plant (GVWWTP) was historically recharging the aquifer; however, effluent from the plant is now recharged at RRQC. Recharge locations are shown in Figure X (INCLUDE USFs ON LOCATION MAP FOR OVERALL MINE WATER SUPPLY). All four USF facilities are currently recharging the aquifer. Source water and reported 2007 recharge rates (most recent year available for all sites) are as follows: 


· PMR – CAP water: 21,506 af/yr 


· RRQC – effluent from Green Valley: 1,590 af/yr 


· SXAP – CAP water: 1,200 af/yr 


· SWWTP – effluent from Sahuarita: 50 af/yr 


Groundwater withdrawals for agricultural irrigation, mining, public water supplies, domestic uses, and recreational supplies in the study area have resulted in groundwater-level declines in the area. Historic and present groundwater withdrawals are one of the principal factors influencing direction of groundwater movement in the area. Approximate 2006 groundwater withdrawals (based on ADWR published data) by non-exempt well owners in the study area were approximately 82,000 af: 


· Agricultural – FICO pumped approximately 30,000 af for pecan grove irrigation at several pumping locations within the area


· Mining – Pumping associated with ASARCO Mission and Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita mines for 2006 was 33,400 af. Groundwater withdrawals by ASARCO occur from wells located west of the Santa Cruz River in the north-central part of the model study area, approximately west of the PMR recharge site. Groundwater withdrawals by Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita occur from wells located in the Canoa Land Grant area in the southern part of the study area, from wells located immediately west from Green Valley, and from wells located along the western edge of the Sierrita Mine tailings impoundment near the western margin of the basin. 


· Public and recreational supply – Pumping by public water providers in the area during 2006 was 18,700 af. Major water providers include Community Water Company of Green Valley, Green Valley Domestic Water Improvement District, Las Quintas Serenas Water Company, Farmers Water Company, Rancho Sahuarita Water Company, and Quail Creek Water Company. Withdrawals include pumping for recreational purposes; predominantly for golf course irrigation. 


Future groundwater withdrawals include the following proposed increases in groundwater pumping in the study area (Montgomery and Associates 2009b): 


· Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) – Sahuarita Area Conceptual Plan: ASLD has submitted an application for an Analysis of Assured Water Supply to ADWR for a total committed demand of 14,973 af/yr on state lands that are in the immediate vicinity of Rosemont’s properties. Pumping is simulated to begin in 2012, with full build-out reached in 2031. 


· Sahuarita Water Company (SWC): SWC has submitted an application for modification to ADWR to increase SWC’s Designation of Assured Water Supply to 10,983 af/yr to accommodate new residential developments. Pumping is simulated to begin in 2010, with full build-out reached in 2037. At its closest point, the SWC service area is located approximately 2 to 3 miles west of the Rosemont properties. 


Overall, groundwater levels in the study area have declined because more groundwater has been withdrawn from the regional aquifer during the past several decades than has been replenished by recharge. 


Trends in groundwater-level changes vary by location within the area. Some general observations include: 


· The rate of groundwater-level decline has decreased since 1980, compared with the rate of decline from the previous four decades. 


· Measured groundwater levels during the past 10 years for wells nearest the Rosemont properties are generally declining at a rate of 1 to 2 feet per year.

· Measured groundwater levels during the past 10 years for wells in the northern part of the area are declining at rates that are similar to those nearest the Rosemont properties, but in some cases they are rising, 


Measured groundwater levels during the past 10 years for wells in the southern part of the area are declining at a faster rate than areas to the north. Groundwater recharge at PMR and flood recharge along the Santa Cruz River have mitigated or reversed groundwater-level declines in the central and northern portion of the area; relatively larger groundwater-level declines to the south are associated with pumping in the Green Valley area. 


Groundwater levels in shallow residential wells located near the western Rosemont property are higher than groundwater levels measured deeper in the aquifer. Groundwater levels in shallow wells also appear to vary less in response to seasonal agricultural pumping than deeper groundwater levels. The average annual groundwater elevation in the shallow residential wells is approximately 60 feet higher in the area on the west of the Rosemont property, a difference that decreases to a negligible amount on the eastern Rosemont property. There is no indication of a perched shallow groundwater system in the vicinity of the Rosemont properties. Rather, the data indicate a measurable downward gradient chiefly as a result of pumping stresses from irrigation wells that are pumping from the deeper part of the aquifer, at the pecan groves west from the Rosemont properties. 


Patterns of groundwater movement in the area are controlled by location and quantity of groundwater recharge and discharge, including groundwater pumped from wells, and by the aquifer properties. Groundwater-level measurements from the ADWR Groundwater Site Inventory were used to prepare late 2004 through early 2005 groundwater-level contours as shown in Figure X [Use Figure 7 from Montgomery Pumping Model Report]. 


Direction of groundwater movement along the Santa Cruz River channel is generally parallel to the Santa Cruz River from south to north. In general, groundwater movement west of the river is toward the northeast, and groundwater movement east of the river is toward the northwest. Groundwater-level altitude contours in the vicinity of the Rosemont properties indicate that groundwater flow gradient is toward the northwest.


Pumping tests were conducted at Rosemont test wells (D-17-14)17bdd [E-1] and (D-17-14)21add [RC-2] during March and November 2007, respectively. Locations of these two wells are shown in Figure X [Use Figure 4 from Montgomery Pumping Model Report]. Detailed pumping test results are provided in Montgomery and Associates (2007, 2009a). Based on the results of pumping tests, the sustainable long-term pumping rates for production wells installed at these two locations were estimated to be approximately 1,500 and 500 gpm, respectively.

Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies, and Plans


Table 3.2-1 lists the applicable laws, regulations, and policies related to the use, protection, and management of surface and groundwater resources that would apply to the development and operation of the project. These laws, regulations, and policies, which will collectively be referred to in the following sections as “regulation(s),” are outlined in more detail in the following sections. 


Table 3.2-1. Summary of the Federal, State, and Local Regulatory Requirements Applicable to the Project with Respect to Surface and Groundwater Water Resources


		Law/Regulation

		Regulates

		Applies to



		

		

		Mine Site – Surface Water

		Mine Site - Groundwater

		Off-site – Mine Water Supply



		Federal

		

		

		

		



		Safe Drinking Water Act

		Primacy given to Pima County

		

		

		



		Clean Water Act – Section 402 

		Primacy given to State of Arizona

		

		

		



		Clean Water Act – Section 404

		Dredge or fill of waters of the United States

		√

		

		√



		Executive Order 11988 – Floodplain Management

		Occupancy and modification of floodplains

		√

		

		√



		Executive Order 11990 – Wetlands

		Destruction, loss, degradation of wetlands

		√

		

		√



		Forest Service Manuals 2520, 2530, 2880 and FS-881 Technical Guide

		Watershed protection and management, water resource management, geological resources, and groundwater management

		√

		

		



		State

		

		

		

		



		Clean Water Act – Section 401 State Water Quality Certification

		Surface water quality

		√

		

		√



		Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

		Surface water quality from point and non-point sources, including stormwater

		√

		

		√



		Aquifer Protection Permit

		Discharge of pollutants to surface or aquifer

		

		√

		√



		Well Permits and Well Construction Standards

		Drilling and completion of wells or borings

		

		√

		√



		Dam Safety Permit

		

		√

		

		



		Surface Water Rights

		Diversion of springs, surface flow, and certain wells

		√

		√

		



		Groundwater Rights/Water Transfer

		Pumping of groundwater from within an AMA; transfer of water outside an AMA

		

		

		√



		Local

		

		

		

		



		Public Water System

		New source approval and construction of public water system

		

		

		√



		Septic system 


		

		

		

		



		Floodplain permit


		Construction activities in the floodplain

		

		

		





Federal


Safe Drinking Water Act (Public Law 93-523)


As mandated by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) passed in 1974, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulates contaminants of concern to domestic water supply. Contaminants of concern relevant to domestic water supply are defined as those that pose a public health threat or that alter the aesthetic acceptability of the water. The EPA regulates these types of contaminants through the development of national primary and secondary maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for finished water. 


In Arizona, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) administers the SDWA (AAC R18-4), but Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) has the authority to review and approve new construction and new source approval for a public water system. The public drinking water system at the mine facility requires approval from PDEQ prior to construction and operation.


Clean Water Act (33 USC 1251–1376)


The Clean Water Act (CWA), as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987, is the major federal legislation governing water quality. The objective of the CWA is “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.” Important sections of the CWA are as follows:


CWA Section 401


Section 401 (Water Quality Certification) requires an applicant for any federal permit that proposes an activity that may result in a discharge to waters of the United States (WUS) to obtain certification from the state that the discharge will comply with other provisions of the Act. Section 401 certification will be required to be obtained from ADEQ for any Section 404 permits obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).


CWA Section 402 / Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (ARS 49-255.01)


Section 402 of the CWA establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), a permitting system for the discharge of any pollutant (except for dredged or fill material) into WUS. Since 2002, the ADEQ has primacy over Section 402 through implementation of the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES). The AZPDES program regulates discharge of pollutants into navigable WUS; historically, ADEQ has considered virtually all waterways in Arizona, including dry washes, to fall under the jurisdiction of the AZPDES program.


The AZPDES program regulates both point and nonpoint sources of discharge. The most common nonpoint source regulated is stormwater runoff from construction activities and industrial sites. Coverage under AZPDES may be obtained either through issuance of an Individual Permit, or under a General Permit issued by ADEQ (R18-9-C901). There are five General Permits that historically have been issued: de minimis discharges, stormwater runoff from construction activities (the Construction General Permit [CGP]), stormwater runoff from concentrated animal feeding operations, and stormwater runoff from industrial sites (the Multi-Sector General Permit [MSGP]), and discharge of stormwater from municipal stormwater systems. 


The De Minimis permit previously used by ADEQ has expired. A new draft permit is under consideration (as of July 2009); however, ADEQ may still authorize de minimis discharges under existing authority. The CGP is currently active, and authorization may be requested from ADEQ at this time. The MSGP permit previously used by ADEQ has expired. A new draft permit is under consideration (as of July 2009); at this time, discharge of stormwater from industrial sites requires issuance of an Individual AZPDES permit. However, it is believed that by time of construction, the MSGP will be in place and AZPDES coverage will be obtained under the MSGP. 


Sector G of the MSGP specifically applies to stormwater runoff from industrial activities related to metal mining, including tailings, waste rock, haul roads, milling, and ancillary facilities. A key condition for using the MSGP is that stormwater runoff is not mixed with mine drainage or process water. If the MSGP is found to be applicable to the mine site, the stormwater discharge is deemed acceptable provided that the MSGP conditions are followed, including best management practices (BMPs), stabilization measures, good housekeeping measures, sediment controls, inspection requirements, and record-keeping requirements. Additionally, the draft MSGP contains benchmark water quality requirements specifically for copper mining operations.


Multiple AZPDES permits will be required for this project. Minor temporary discharges, such as pipeline hydrostatic testing or well testing, may be covered as de minimis discharge. Off-site construction activities, including road building, utility line construction, and other ground disturbance greater than 1 acre in size, may be covered separately under the CGP. Construction and operation of the mine facility itself will require an Individual AZPDES permit.


CWA Section 404


Section 404 establishes a permit program for the discharge of dredged or fill material into WUS. This permit program is jointly administered by the USACE and the EPA. In recent history, implementation of Section 404 has been problematic; the jurisdiction of the CWA has been frequently modified through various court decisions, and there has been inconsistent implementation among districts of the USACE. As such, the definitions as to what constitutes “dredged or fill material” and what constitutes “waters of the United States” are of continual debate. In any case, the immediate regulatory decision as to what activities fall under Section 404 of the CWA lies with the USACE Los Angeles District. 


In general, there are three methods of obtaining a permit under Section 404: authorization under a Nationwide Permit, authorization under a Regional General Permit, or issuance of an Individual Permit. Nationwide Permits have been issued for 50 common activities which, under certain conditions, the USACE has determined have minimal impacts to WUS (Federal Register, March 12, 2007). Nationwide Permits may be either non-notifying (i.e., activities are considered to be authorized provided all conditions are met) or notifying (i.e., the USACE must approve the use of the Nationwide Permit before the activity may be undertaken). 


The decision as to what activities are jurisdictional will be made by the USACE. It is likely that Nationwide Permits will be acceptable for most road and utility line crossings of streams or washes but that an Individual Permit will be required for impacts at the mine site itself.


Executive Orders


Executive Order (EO) 11988 (May 24, 1977) directs each federal agency to take action to avoid the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains. Agencies are required to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain development whenever there is a practicable alternative.


EO 11990 (May 24, 1977) directs federal agencies to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial value of wetlands in carrying out programs affecting land use.


Forest Service Guidance


Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2520 provides guidance for watershed protection and management. Specific areas of responsibility include planning, implementing, and monitoring watershed improvements (including abandoned mine lands), management of riparian areas for long-term conservation, productivity, biological diversity, ecosystem integrity, and management of wetlands and floodplains. 


FSM 2530 provides guidance for water resource management. Specific areas of responsibility include integration of water resource management with land management plans, coordination with other agencies, conduct water resource investigations and collect hydrologic data, and water quality management and monitoring. Water quality management and monitoring have the specific objective of protecting and improving water quality to allow beneficial uses on Forest Service land.


FSM 2880 provides guidance for analysis of geological resources, hazards, and services. With respect to water resources, FSM 2880 provides guidance for the inventory and analysis of groundwater-dependent ecosystems. Hydrologic investigation techniques are further elaborated in FS-881, Technical Guide to Ground Water Resource Management. 


Forest Service Guidance is non-prescriptive in nature. It does not provide absolute requirements for managing water quality or water resources but assigns responsibilities to Forest Service personnel for data collection and decisions and provides general objectives to be considered when making resource decisions.


State


Aquifer Protection Permits (ARS 49-241)


Any discharge of a pollutant from a facility either directly to an aquifer, or to the land surface or the vadose zone in such a manner that there is a reasonable probability that the pollutant will reach an aquifer, requires issuance of an Aquifer Protection Permit (APP) by the ADEQ. Unless the discharge is either specifically exempted by statute (ARS 49-250), or if the discharge is authorized under one of the General APPs issued by ADEQ (AAC R18-9, Article 3), then the discharge requires issuance of an Individual APP by the agency.


Temporary discharges associated with construction (hydrostatic line testing or well testing) will likely be covered under existing General APPs. An Individual APP will be required for potential discharges at the mine site associated with retention ponds, leaching, and potential acid mine drainage.


Well Permits/Well Construction Standards (AAC R12-15, Article 8)


All wells drilled within the State of Arizona, as well as borings greater than 100 feet deep, must comply with well construction standards, as administered by the ADWR. Authorization is obtained by filing of a Notice of Intent with ADWR. Well construction standards also apply to proper capping and abandonment of wells and borings when no longer needed. 


The well field located in the Santa Cruz basin will require ADWR approval prior to construction.


Dam Safety Permit (AAC R12-15, Article 12)


ADWR regulates the safety of dams within the State of Arizona. Dam safety rules are applicable only to certain dams, with exemptions based on purpose, height, and capacity. The compliance dam located in the Barrel Canyon drainage may require ADWR approval prior to construction. Retention structures within the mine site may also require approval, unless exempted under the dam safety rules.


Surface Water Rights


Water rights within the State of Arizona operate within a bifurcated legal framework in which surface water rights are considered completely separately from groundwater rights. Surface water rights are assigned under the legal doctrine of prior appropriation, or “first in time, first in right.” However, historically, the administrative process of claiming or registering a surface water right has not considered other water rights already claimed on the same water source. Thus, most water sources within the state are over-appropriated, with multiple claims on the same water. The process of sorting through the priority of these conflicting rights is being handled by the Superior Court under the Arizona General Stream Adjudication. In addition to surface water sources, withdrawals from certain groundwater wells will eventually also be prioritized as surface water rights, depending on their effect on surface water sources.


Surface water rights that are located within the project area fall under the General Stream Adjudication of the Gila River. Currently, the Gila River Adjudication is focusing only on the first sub-watershed, that of the San Pedro River. No prioritization has yet occurred for surface water rights within the project area.


Groundwater Rights/Water Transfer


The water supply for the mine will be withdrawn from wells located within the Tucson AMA, an administrative region established by the Arizona Groundwater Management Act of 1980. Within an AMA, almost all pumping of groundwater requires some form of groundwater right or groundwater withdrawal permit (ARS 45-451). In the case of the mine water supply, it is expected that ADWR will issue a Mineral Extraction and Metallurgical Processing Permit (ARS 45-514). ADWR is required to grant this permit, provided all conditions under the statute are met, including the condition that no other alternative water supplies are available.


The groundwater pumped from the well field within the Tucson AMA will be transferred outside the AMA for use at the mine site. There are provisions within the Groundwater Management Act restricting the transfer of water from within an AMA; however, the code provides for transfer of water pumped under a groundwater withdrawal permit, subject to payment of damages (ARS 45-543).

3.2.1.3
Environmental Consequences


Impacts Common to All Alternatives


Impacts to groundwater quantity are associated with the mine water supply pumping in the valley to the west of the Santa Rita Mountains and the drawdown from the mine pit located east of the Santa Rita Mountains.  Both the mine water supply pumping and the mine pit are actions common to all alternatives; therefore, the impacts from these activities are common to all alternatives.


The water table in the Santa Cruz Valley is in decline due to existing municipal, residential, agricultural, and mining withdrawals.  Results of the mine water supply pumping model (Montgomery 2009) 
indicate additional drawdown of the water table will occur due to both existing and future public and private pumping and the proposed mine water supply withdrawal (Table A).  Drawdown predictions are presented in cross-section on Figure A.  
The values in Table A represent predicted average annual drawdown; however, a seasonal variation of 10–100 feet above and below the average annual level is expected due to FICO agricultural pumping.  The effect of seasonal agricultural withdrawal may decrease if the agricultural land is converted to residential use.  The maximum extent of the additional drawdown as approximated by the 1-foot drawdown contour is approximately 10 miles north of the well field (Figure B).  
 

TABLE A -  ESTIMATED AVERAGE ANNUAL GROUNDWATER TABLE DRAWDOWN AT A DISTANCE OF 2-MILES FROM MINE WATER SUPPLY WELL FIELD


		Time

		Estimated Drawdown without Mine Water Supply Pumping (feet)

		Estimated Drawdown with Mine Water Supply Pumping (feet)

		Estimated Additional Drawdown Due to Mine Water Supply Pumping (feet)



		Year 10

		0 – 30

		12 – 88

		12 – 58



		Year 20

		20 – 125

		30 – 187

		10 – 62





The potential effect on water availability to households dependent on residential water wells in the vicinity of the mine water supply well field was evaluated in the groundwater model report.  The report concludes that while general groundwater levels at the relatively shallow depths reached by local residential wells may be 0–60 feet higher than the model predictions it is not possible to reliably predict the impact of overall pumping on the shallow residential wells.  In response to this Rosemont has developed a well owner protection program to mitigate the potential impact of their groundwater withdrawal on local households who elect to participate in the program (Reference well owner protection program).


A potential effect on general water availability in the Santa Cruz Valley due to the mine water supply pumping exists within the maximum extent of the drawdown as depicted on Figure B.  However, the maximum predicted additional drawdown due to the proposed mine water supply pumping ranges 12–62  feet at a distance of 2 miles from the well field, which is not considered to have a negative impact on general groundwater availability in the Santa Cruz Valley.  The Santa Cruz Valley is within the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin which, along with the adjacent Tucson Sub-basin, forms the Tucson AMA.  To mitigate the impact of the mine water supply pumping on overall groundwater availability Rosemont has implemented purchase of CAP water for recharge at existing facilities within the Tucson AMA.  Such CAP water recharge is part of an ongoing water management plan administered by the ADWR.  Rosemont plans to recharge 105% of their expected groundwater withdrawal; however, to date this recharge has occurred at facilities throughout the Tucson AMA and not specifically within the area affected by the mine water supply pumping.


The results of the groundwater model in the Upper Cienega Basin indicate that the mine pit will create a permanent drawdown of the water table (Montgomery 2010)
.    Groundwater will flow towards the mine pit in perpetuity from the time the excavation intersects the water table.  The resultant drawdown of the water table will migrate outwards for a very long period of time until reaching equilibrium approximately 500
 years in the future.  The estimated growth of the groundwater drawdown over time is shown on Figures X and Y
.  


Both Cienega Creek and Davidson Canyon generally exhibit intermittent flow directly related to precipitation, both from direct runoff and shallow recharge.  Both drainages have reaches that are deemed to have perennial flow; however, sections within these reaches are known to go dry in response to seasonal variation in precipitation.  Likewise, seeps and springs within the area typically go dry or have greatly reduced flow due to seasonal or annual variation in precipitation.  The flow in perennial flow reaches in drainages and seeps and springs may be related to the regional water table, localized shallow water systems not related to the regional water table, or a combination of the two.  Determining the potential effect of the groundwater drawdown on the flow at a specific drainage reach, spring, or seep may be difficult due to the unique attributes of such features; however, relating the geographic extent of the predicted drawdown, depth to the water table, comparing the estimated drawdown to the historical fluctuations in the water table, consideration of local geological features, and evaluating the water chemistry, particularly with regard to the time since the water last fell as rain, all allow conclusions to be drawn regarding the source of the water (Montgomery 2010a, 2010b
; TetraTech 2010
).


The relationship among the long-term drawdown estimate, depth to regional groundwater table, and the geographic location of the perennial flow reaches, seeps, and springs is indicated on Figure W
.  As shown on Figure W, there are no perennial reaches of Cienega Creek within the X-foot drawdown 
contour; therefore, it is considered unlikely that perennial flow in Cienega Creek would be impacted by the groundwater drawdown associated with the mine pit.  The perennial reach of Davidson Canyon and the seeps and springs in the area are within the X-foot drawdown contour and may potentially be impacted by the drawdown.  An evaluation of these features was done (TetraTech 2010) and concluded the following (locations shown on Figure Q):


Springs are the most likely groundwater resources to be impacted by the Project. Springs near the Open Pit will likely be impacted by the pit disturbance. The springs nearest the pit are McCleary, MC-1, MC-2, Fig Tree, Sycamore, Helvetia, Peligro Adit, Ruelas, SW, Locust, and Deering Spring …. If the source areas that supply water to these springs are disturbed by the pit they will likely experience decreased or terminated flows. Long-term pit dewatering will reduce water levels in the low storage bedrock forming the crest of the Santa Rita Mountains. This may not alter the local flow system since it appears to be disconnected from the regional flow system. The rationale for suggesting potential reductions in discharge at these springs is based solely on their proximity to the pit.


Papago, Mulberry, Crucero, Lower Mulberry, Scholefield, SC-2, and Barrel Spring …. may not be impacted by the Project. These springs appear to be fed by local recharge, are not connected to the deeper, regional flow system, and are probably of a sufficient distance from the pit.


Questa Spring …. is likely fed by the regional flow system. Pit dewatering and alteration of the recharge mechanisms may or may not affect flows at this spring. Questa Spring is located over three (3) miles from the pit, and the hydraulic connection between the pit area and the spring is unclear. The proximity of Rosemont Spring to the pit and the pit depth make it likely that it will have reduced or terminated flows. The maximum measured discharge from the Rosemont Spring is about 0.79 gpm. Any change in the flow system supplying groundwater to this spring could easily terminate flow at this location.


Davidson Spring, Reach 2 Spring, and Escondido Spring are located in the lower reach of Davidson Canyon …. at distances of nine (9) to 14 miles from the pit. Davidson Spring is likely fed by recharge from the Empire Mountains and is likely disconnected from the upper reaches of Davidson Canyon. No data are available to conclusively determine the source of water to Davidson Spring. Evidence suggests that the Reach 2 Spring and Escondido Spring are fed largely by summer recharge from surface-water flows and not by regional groundwater. The lack of a persistent hydraulic connection of the springs and surface flows to the regional groundwater flow system makes it unlikely that these springs and surface flows will be impacted by Project activities. Climatic variations and groundwater pumping will likely obscure any impacts due to the mining operation.


In addition, regarding the overall impact to groundwater quantity around the mine pit the report concludes (TetraTech 2010):


The long-term impacts to the water resources in Davidson Canyon and the larger Cienega Creek basin need to be evaluated in the context of long-term pit inflows. The reduction of water to the flow system cannot exceed the steady-state groundwater inflow to the pit. Pit-inflow estimates from the …. groundwater flow model are over 300 gpm at the end of mining and decrease to about 120 gpm after 100 years …. This reduction of water from the flow system would likely be distributed over the groundwater flow system.


Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects


Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

The direct impact on the groundwater quantity in the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin due to mine water supply pumping is the annual withdrawal of up to 5000 af of groundwater over the approximate 20-year mine life and the associated additional drawdown of the water table.  However, in the overall Tucson Basin there will be a net gain of 5% in the groundwater quantity due to Rosemont’s commitment to recharge 105% of their mine supply withdrawal using water purchased from the CAP and recharged at facilities throughout the Tucson Basin as availability allows.  This net increase assumes that CAP water is available for purchase and recharge to meet the total commitment.


The indirect impact on groundwater quantity in the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-basin due to mine water supply pumping is the potential reduction in water availability for users of shallow residential wells within the area adjacent to the mine water supply wells.  However, as there is no reliable method of predicting whether or to what extent individual residential wells may be affected, Rosemont has instituted a Well Owner’s Protection Program to mitigate such an impact by having Rosemont bear the cost of well modification or repairs caused by the mine withdrawal drawdown for well owners who subscribe to the program.


The cumulative impact on groundwater quantity in the Upper Santa Cruz Sub-Basin due to mine water supply pumping is accounted for by the inclusion of all known present and future groundwater demand in the sub-basin into the predictive groundwater model.  However, as actual future water use may vary, the cumulative impact would change accordingly.


The direct impact on groundwater quantity in the Upper Cienega Basin due to groundwater flow into the mine pit is the withdrawal of approximately 300 gpm by the end of mine life, with an approximate 120 gpm withdrawal in perpetuity once equilibrium conditions are established.  In addition, the direct impact includes the predicted drawdown of the water table.  Indirect impacts include the potential effects on flow in the perennial reaches of Davidson Canyon and springs and seeps in the area.  Impacts to riparian habitat and other resources from any such effects are described elsewhere.  There are no future major groundwater withdrawals projected for the Upper Cienega Basin; therefore, the cumulative impacts to groundwater quantity are reasonably predicted by the existing modeling work.  However, as actual future water use may vary, including the possible expansion of mining, the cumulative impact would change accordingly.  Any expansion of mining would require additional agency action, including compliance with all relevant rules and regulations in effect at the time.

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative


Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects


Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

�Location Map showing TAMA with Santa Cruz & Tucson sub-basins, Cienega Basin, well field location, pit location, CAP recharge facilities, and FICO


�Issue 4 is specific to riparian habitat but is the only issue that mentions the potential impact to seeps and springs; therefore it is included in the groundwater quantity section to allow a seep and spring discussion in the same section as the groundwater model and Davidson Canyon reports.


�To be completed


�Reference Montgomery Mine Water Supply Pumping Report


�Reference all MWH review Tech Memos


�Reference Montgomery mine site groundwater model report


�Reference TetraTech Davidson Canyon report


�Reference SRK review Tech Memos yet to be completed


�Base Figure D on Figure 51 from Montgomery mine site groundwater model report augmented by information from TetraTech’s Davidson Canyon report; include spring & seep locations from TetraTech’s Davidson Canyon report.  Use the legend to assign different symbols to the seeps, springs, and perhaps the perennial flow reaches to indicate the range of flow rate.





�TO BE COMPLETED





However, included in this section is a preliminary description of Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans for both Surface Water and Groundwater Resources prepared for an earlier draft of Chapter 2 that preceded the currently approved outline.  It is included here to be the basis for review of the level of detail and format for developing this section within the approved outline. Recommend considering moving this section to an introductory section at the very beginning of the Water Resources section as the laws & regulations do not conform to Groundwater Quantity, Groundwater Quality, Surface Water Quantity & Surface Water Quality.


�Will on-site wastewater be treated at a plant, or by septic system? Either way, will need to include appropriate permits.


�Are any proposed activities within a FEMA-designated floodplain?


�Reference Montgomery Mine Water Supply Pumping Report


�Cross-Section prepared by MWH as part of their review of the Montgomery Pumping Model Report


�Figure 36 from Montgomery Rpt


�Insert appropriate reference for well owner protection program


�Reference final mine site groundwater model report when completed


�Check value when final groundwater model is available


�Figure X to be a plan map showing selected drawdown contours for various time intervals including the equilibrium prediction.





Figure Y to be two sections showing the water table drawdown over time for the same time periods as Figure X.





Both figures to be developed from the final mine site groundwater report when it is completed.


�Reference final mine site groundwater report when available and Montgomery Comparison of Natural Fluctuation reports


�Reference TetraTech Davidson Canyon Report


�Figure to show extent of selected drawdown contours, perennial reaches, seep, and springs with legend symbols to denote ranges in depth to regional groundwater.


�Select appropriate contour when final mine site groundwater report is available.





Also check this conclusion against findings of final mine site groundwater report.


�Base Figure Q on Figure 8 in TetraTech Davidson Canyon Report


�Simply quoting the summary from TetraTech’s Davidson Canyon report appears to be the cleanest way to present the information.  Trying to paraphrase the conclusions or reduce them to a table did not appear to offer a better description.  I think this may serve the purpose and a reader wanting more can go to the Davidson Canyon report for more detail.


�Reference TetraTech Davidson Canyon report


�Simply quoting the summary from TetraTech’s Davidson Canyon report appears to be the cleanest way to present the information.  Trying to paraphrase the conclusions or reduce them to a table did not appear to offer a better description.  I think this may serve the purpose and a reader wanting more can go to the Davidson Canyon report for more detail.


�To be completed when Mitigation is finalized; however I do not believe there will be any Mitigation proposed for groundwater quantity effects in the Upper Cienega Basin.  Also, as the commitment to recharge 105% of mine water supply withdrawal with CAP water is in the MPO and we need a decision if it can be included as Mitigation.  Also, the Well Owner’s Protection plan in the vicinity of the water supply wells could be attributed to the MPO or included as Mitigation; this too needs a decision.
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Rosemont DEIS Review - Kriegel
Date: 01/22/2010 01:41 PM

I have reviewed the January 15, 2010 DEIS.  My comments are provided in 2
separate documents filed in J:\fsfiles\fstmp\Rosemont DEIS Review Jan. 2010.

DEIS_Review_January_2010_Kriegel (Comments on entire DEIS)
Ch 3_Draft_EIS_Affected Environment_011510_Recreation_Comments_DK
(Edits to section 3.11 Recreation, with tracked changes)

Please ensure that my comments are forwarded to authors, including SWCA.

Thanks.

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason
Cc: tciapusci@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont discussions today-Cooperators, Website & Assignments
Date: 05/15/2009 02:52 PM

I stopped by the Forest Service this morning to deliver the Arch Survey CDs to Mary. While I was
there, I went to see TA today to give her copies of things from one of the Cooperating Agency
records that she requested. We began speaking about the website postings and Reta passed by and
got pulled into the conversation. Here is an overview of our conversation:
 
Cooperating Agency website postings will be a storybook of the meeting in one pdf that includes:
Agenda
Explanation letter: listing of invitees and attendees with an explanation of what happened at the
meeting
Presentations
Handouts: These include a heading that includes the agenda topic and purpose
**All pages will have a footer that states “Draft Work Product- Intended for Deliberative Use Only”
and the page # of #**
These packages will meet prior approval before they are given to John- the exact process is still
being figured out.
 
I was asked to create a template for the handouts as well as the Explanation letter.

I was also asked to draft the Explanation for the 12th and 13th meetings.
 
Reta also requested that, in her absence next week, we begin putting similar packages together for
all of the scoping meetings as well.
 
I copied all of the ladies in case they had any revisions or additions.
 
Teresa Ann and I have a meeting scheduled Tuesday after our PM mtg to go over drafts.
Let me know any thoughts or questions that you might have.
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: karnold@augustaresource.com
Subject: Rosemont Drilling Plan BA/E
Date: 02/12/2008 11:11 AM

Bev,
 
I just wanted to let you know that I spoke with Debbie Sebesta regarding the BA/E for the Rosemont
drilling program plan of operations.  Debbie indicated that the plan had a lot of relevant information in
it, and that she was working on the BA/E and would have it completed by the end of the week.  As
such, we do not currently intend to submit a BA/E, but will support Debbie fully in her efforts.
 
Just wanted to keep you in the loop.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Senior Project Manager
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson, AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518
 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson; Mark E Schwab; Michael A Linden
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: Rosemont- Dry stack tailings ppts
Date: 05/15/2009 10:02 AM

Hello Gentlemen-
These files are much too large to email. I can either post them to an ftp site or send a CD with the
files. Please let me know what you would prefer. I will also need your mailing addresses.
Thank you for your patience!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2009 6:06 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; Mark E Schwab; Michael A Linden
Subject: Dry stack tailings ppts
 

Melissa, could you please send copies of the powerpoint presentations from Tuesday to Mark Schwab
and Mike Linden?  Thank you. 

Mike and Mark, the presentations were given by Derek Wittwer and John Lupo of AMEC in Elko and in
Englewood, Co.  Derek's at 775.778.3200, and John is at 303.433.0262, in case you have questions
about the powerpoints. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mschwab@fs.fed.us
mailto:mlinden@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Cope, Larry'; 'Jim Davis'; Hale

Barter
Cc: 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont East Side Groundwater Conference Call - 4/7/09
Date: 04/06/2009 05:55 AM

East Side Groundwater Conference Call Agenda
 
Time: 2:00 PM (Arizona Time)
Date: 4/7/09
 
Conf. Call Number: 866-866-2244
Code: 9550668#
 
Agenda:
 

1.       Attendee Introduction – Each attendee to announce their name so Melissa can get a role
for the Admin Record

2.       SWCA Input – SWCA representative to give any pertinent input and follow-up from last
conference call

3.       Montgomery Update– Montgomery representative to give progress update and any other
pertinent information

4.       SRK Input – SRK representative to give any pertinent input
5.       CNF Input – CNF representative to give any pertinent input
6.       Open Discussion
7.       Action Items

 
 
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:lcope@srk.com
mailto:jdavis@elmontgomery.com
mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Kathy Arnold'; 'Jim Davis'; Hale Barter
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont East Side Groundwater Technology Transfer Conference Calls
Date: 01/30/2009 04:07 AM

The first of the scheduled East Side Groundwater Technology Transfer Conference Calls is set for

Tuesday, February 3rd at 2:00 PM (Arizona Time).  In order to streamline the process I want to
substitute a simple conference call rather than using the Go to Meeting format.  Also, I want to
limit the participants to only those necessary to inform the various parties as to pertinent aspects
of the ongoing work.  The conference call process will be:
 

Schedule:            1st & 3rd Tuesday of each month
 
Time:                     2:00 PM Arizona Time
 
Invitees:              CNF – Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah,  and CNF staff as necessary
                                SRK – Claudia Stone and/or Cori Hoag and SRK staff as necessary
                                Montgomery & Associates – Jim Davis and/or Hale Barter and Montgomery staff as
necessary
                                Rosemont – Kathy Arnold as she determines necessary
                                SWCA – Dale Ortman, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard
 
Process:               Conference Call Center Telephone Number: 866-866-2244
                                Code: 9550668
 
Please confirm receipt of this e-mail.
 
If you have any questions contact me (contact information below) or Melissa Reichard (520-325-
9194).
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
 
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:choag@srk.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:jdavis@elmontgomery.com
mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Roger D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; Kent C Ellett; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard';

'Keith Pohs'
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Geology & Minerals
Date: 03/11/2009 08:01 AM
Attachments: Draft Chapter 3 Geo-Min Headings_memo_3 11 2009.doc

Roger,
 
Again, with both Bev and Salek on vacation it looks like it falls to you to review the draft Chapter 3
headings for the Geology and Minerals section.  Your expertise is the best fit for this section of the
IDT available IDT members.
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:kpohs@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE






Office: (520) 896-2404


Consulting Engineer







Mobile: (520) 449-7307

PO Box 1233








E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com

Oracle, AZ 85623









PROJECT MEMORANDUM


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT

		To:

		Roger Congdon (USFS)



		Copy to:

		Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah, Kent Ellett (CNF); Charles Coyle, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Keith Pohs (SWCA)



		From:

		Dale Ortman PE



		Date:

		11 March 2009

		

		



		Subject:

		Draft Chapter 3 Headings – Geology and Minerals 





Presented below are our draft headings for the Hydrology section of Chapter 3.  Please review and comment as per CNF direction.


3.2. Geology and Minerals

3.2.1. Regional Geology 

3.2.2. Mine Site Geology


3.2.2.1. Geology (basic geology and structure)


3.2.2.2. Mineral Exploration and Mining History


3.2.2.3. Rosemont Deposit (Rosemont Deposit geology with emphasis on difference between sulfide and oxide ore which is basic to potential ARD issues)


3.2.3. Geologic Hazards


3.2.3.1. Seismicity


3.2.3.2. Landslides (this may be just an “Other” category)

3.2.3.3. Subsidence (limited to the known subsidence issues in the Santa Cruz Valley due to groundwater withdrawal)


3.2.4. Other Geologic Resources


3.2.4.1. Fossils


3.2.4.2. Caves
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Roger D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; Kent C Ellett; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Rion

Bowers'; 'CHRISTOPHER GARRETT'
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Hydrology
Date: 03/11/2009 07:55 AM
Attachments: Draft Chapter 3 Hydrology Headings_memo_3 11 2009.doc

Roger,
 
Both Salek and Bev are on vacation, so I’m forwarding the draft headings for Hydrology in Chapter 3
for your review.  Please review and comment as per CNF direction.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rbowers@swca.com
mailto:rbowers@swca.com
mailto:lcgarrett77@msn.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE






Office: (520) 896-2404


Consulting Engineer







Mobile: (520) 449-7307

PO Box 1233








E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com

Oracle, AZ 85623









PROJECT MEMORANDUM


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT

		To:

		Roger Congdon (CNF)



		Copy to:

		Charles Coyle, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Rion Bowers, Chris Garrett (SWCA); Bev Everson, Salek Shaffiqullah, Kent Ellett (CNF)



		From:

		Dale Ortman PE



		Date:

		11 March 2009

		

		



		Subject:

		Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Hydrology 





Presented below are our draft headings for the Hydrology section of Chapter 3.  Please review and comment as per CNF direction.

3.1. WATER RESOURCES

3.1.1. Regional Hydrologic Setting


3.1.1.1. Hydrometerology


3.1.1.2. Surface water 


3.1.1.3. Groundwater

3.1.2. State and Local Water Resources Management

3.1.3. Water Resource-Related Regulations


3.1.4. Mine Site Water Resources

3.1.4.1.  Surface Water


Washes and Creeks (Natural Drainages)


Waters of the United States


Springs and Seeps Inventory


Surface Water Quality


3.1.4.2. Groundwater

Groundwater Investigation & Modeling


Well Inventory


Groundwater Occurrence and Quantity

Groundwater Flow Direction 

3.1.5. Offsite Water Resources


3.1.5.1
Mine Water Supply


Santa Cruz Valley Groundwater Resources (Mine Water Supply)

Groundwater Investigation & Modeling

Groundwater Flow

Groundwater Quantity


Groundwater Quality

3.1.5.1. Tucson AMA Model


3.1.5.2. Sierrita Sulfate Plume Model (FMI-ADWR Consent Order)


3.1.5.3. CAP Recharge


3.1.5.4. Water Resources Down-gradient from the Mine Site


Davidson Canyon


Cienega Creek 
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; Kent C Ellett; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Rion Bowers';

'CHRISTOPHER GARRETT'
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Hydrology
Date: 03/11/2009 07:42 AM
Attachments: Draft Chapter 3 Hydrology Headings_memo_3 11 2009.doc

Salek,
 
Attached is a draft of the Chapter 3 headings for Hydrology I Word format for your review.  Please
review and comment as per the CNF direction.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:kellett@fs.fed.us
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rbowers@swca.com
mailto:lcgarrett77@msn.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE






Office: (520) 896-2404


Consulting Engineer







Mobile: (520) 449-7307
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM


ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT

		To:

		Salek Shafiqullah (CNF)



		Copy to:

		Charles Coyle, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Rion Bowers, Chris Garrett (SWCA); Bev Everson, Kent Ellett (CNF)



		From:

		Dale Ortman PE



		Date:

		11 March 2009

		

		



		Subject:

		Draft Chapter 3 Headings - Hydrology 





Presented below are our draft headings for the Hydrology section of Chapter 3.  Please review and comment as per CNF direction.

3.1. WATER RESOURCES

3.1.1. Regional Hydrologic Setting


3.1.1.1. Hydrometerology


3.1.1.2. Surface water 


3.1.1.3. Groundwater

3.1.2. State and Local Water Resources Management

3.1.3. Water Resource-Related Regulations


3.1.4. Mine Site Water Resources

3.1.4.1.  Surface Water


Washes and Creeks (Natural Drainages)


Waters of the United States


Springs and Seeps Inventory


Surface Water Quality


3.1.4.2. Groundwater

Groundwater Investigation & Modeling


Well Inventory


Groundwater Occurrence and Quantity

Groundwater Flow Direction 

3.1.5. Offsite Water Resources


3.1.5.1
Mine Water Supply


Santa Cruz Valley Groundwater Resources (Mine Water Supply)

Groundwater Investigation & Modeling

Groundwater Flow

Groundwater Quantity


Groundwater Quality

3.1.5.1. Tucson AMA Model


3.1.5.2. Sierrita Sulfate Plume Model (FMI-ADWR Consent Order)


3.1.5.3. CAP Recharge


3.1.5.4. Water Resources Down-gradient from the Mine Site


Davidson Canyon


Cienega Creek 
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Richmond Leeson Jr.'
Cc: 'Charles Tang'; Steve Taylor - MWH; 'Beverley A Everson'; Tom Furgason - SWCA; 'Charles Coyle'
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Mine Site Surface Water Control Technology Transfer Meeting
Date: 09/10/2009 01:30 PM

Toby,
 
The date for the Mine Site Surface Water Control Technology Transfer Meeting has been set for

Tuesday September 22nd with a tentative start time of 11:00 AM.  Please confirm that Charles
Tang will be available for that date and let me know when he would be arriving in Tucson as I’ll
pick him up at the airport and provide transportation to and from the meeting.  It appears the
meeting may last until around 3:00 in the afternoon.  If it works with Charles’ schedule I would like
to have a couple of hours following the meeting to discuss the presentation and the next steps in
the review process.  I am assuming that Rosemont will submit the design report in concert with
the meeting, but I have no verification of that at this time.
 
I have not yet received the requested cost estimate for Charles to attend the meeting; would you
please get this to me in the near future so SWCA can get you a formal approval for the
expenditure.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:Charles.Tang@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:stephen.taylor@mwhglobal.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Richmond Leeson Jr.'
Cc: Steve Taylor - MWH; 'Charles Tang'; 'Beverley A Everson'; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Surface Water Control Technology Transfer Meeting - Final Schedule
Date: 09/11/2009 11:51 AM

Toby,
 
The final schedule for the upcoming meeting is:
 
Date:  Tuesday September 22
 
Time: 1:00 PM
 
I will happily provide transportation for Charles.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:Toby.Leeson@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:stephen.taylor@mwhglobal.com
mailto:Charles.Tang@us.mwhglobal.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Alan Belauskas - CNF; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Units of Measure
Date: 09/11/2009 08:58 AM
Attachments: Issues and Units to Measure_DO_9-11-09.doc

Alan & Salek,
 
As per direction from the CNF and SWCA please find attached my version of Units of Measure for
the following issues:
 

·         Noise & Vibration – to be reviewed by Alan
·         Water Resources – to be review by Salek

 
Please review these areas assigned to you by the CNF and return comment.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:abelauskas@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com

		Table X. Issues and Units to Measure Change





		Issue

		Units to Measure Change



		1. AIR QUALITY 


Issue – Potential impacts to air quality. Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, coupled with local weather patterns, may result in an increase in dust, airborne chemicals, and vehicular emissions, further leading to the potential for:


1. Increased risk of health issues for area residents;


2. Reduced visibility for area residents, motorists, recreationists, astronomical observatories, and area amateur astronomers and stargazers; 


3. Reduced visibility in Class I Wilderness Areas.




		1. Concentration of air quality constituents (NAAQS) (EPA health standards).

2. Concentration of air particulates (PM-10 or PM-2.5 and others), visibility in miles.

3. Visibility range in miles.



		2. HERITAGE RESOURCES


Issue – Potential impacts to heritage resources. Heritage Resources may be affected by the siting of the open pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, transportation and utility corridors, and tailings and waste rock piles; and by drilling and blasting.  Potential impacts include: 


1. Destruction of or damage to cultural resource sites, including ancestral habitation sites; 


2. Desecration or destruction of human burials;


3. Loss or reduction of future archaeological research potential;


4. Loss or desecration of traditional homelands of Native American groups;


5. Loss or reduction of traditional resource collection areas and other cultural practice opportunities;


6. Potential for physical and spiritual harm to the earth, as seen from the perspectives of the religious and cultural traditions of Native American groups.




		1. Number of archaeological sites (NRHP eligible prehistoric and historic) removed or damaged.


2. Number of burials removed, damaged or buried. Qualitative discussion of desecration.

3. Number of archaeological sites removed, buried, or damaged.


4. Qualitative description of Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP) and cultural landscape impacts. Numbers of TCPs impacted and acres of cultural landscape lost. Numbers of springs lost.

5. Number of acres of traditional resource collection areas altered.


6. Qualitative discussion regarding physical and spiritual harm to the earth.





		3. NIGHT SKIES 

Issue – Potential impacts to night sky values. Increased light emissions, air particulates, and gases from mine-related facilities, equipment and vehicles may diminish dark skies. Impacts include the potential for:


1. Increased sky glow reducing visibility of stars, planets, satellites, and other celestial objects;

2. Increased light directly visible from roadways and other key observation points; and by area residents, recreationists, research and amateur astronomers, and stargazers. 



		1. Increase in sky brightness (in nanoLamberts (nL))

2. No known quantitative measures for visual impacts from direct visibility of light sources. Qualitative assessment based on areas from which light sources may be directly visible. 






		4. NOISE AND VIBRATION 


Issue – Potential impacts from noise and vibration. Drilling and blasting, mine construction and operations, equipment use, and vehicular traffic may increase noise and ground vibrations, presenting the potential for:


1. Vibration damage to historic sites and private property;


2. Decreased qualities of solitude, quiet, and naturalness for area recreationists, residents, and visitors.




		1. Vibration detected at historical sites and private property as measured in in/sec peak particle velocity (ppv).

2. Incidents (number of events per day), time of day, and amplitude (in decibels), and frequency (in hertz) of audible events related to mining in key recreation areas or residents near the project area.





		5. PLANTS AND ANIMALS


Issue – Potential impacts to plants and animals.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, may affect wildlife species and their habitats, including the potential for:  


1. Loss of population viability of species of conservation concern;


2. Impacts to individuals of species of conservation concern; 


3. Reduced forage and available water for wildlife;


4. Increased vehicle/wildlife collisions;


5. Loss or fragmentation of wildlife habitat;


6. Increased establishment and/or expansion of non-native species; 


7. Loss or conversion of vegetation communities.



		1. Acres of habitat lost (direct and indirect), loss of abiotic features (stock tanks, springs, etc.) relative to total available. If possible, document species of conservation concern with population numbers and locations relative to the Project Area and region of the project area.

2. Number of individuals impacted.

3. Acres of habitat lost or modified, loss of springs or other water features.


4. Estimated road kills per mile as modeled by AGFD.

5. Ratio of removed habitat compared to overall habitat, acres of altered linkages, length of “edge effect”, in miles.

6. Acres of disturbance

7. Acres of vegetation, by community, lost or converted.



		6. RECLAMATION PLAN


Issue – Potential impacts of reclamation design, planning, implementation, and long-term success on multiple resources.  Mining and reclamation will cause long-term or permanent changes to the landscape and land uses.  Concerns with reclamation include:


1. Adequacy of funding and bonding;

2. Post-reclamation land use opportunities;

3. Successful recontouring and revegetation to mimic pre-disturbance conditions;

4. Adequacy of monitoring programs;

5. Long-term or permanent resource impacts.




		1. Amount of bonding (in dollars) versus estimated environmental liabilities.

2. Qualitative assessment of post-reclamation land use opportunities.


3. Qualitative assessment of recontouring and vegetation mapping through long-term sampling of random vegetation plots by plant community.


4. Review of annual monitoring reports to ensure that metrics are maintained or implement adaptive management techniques.


5. Quantitative and qualitative descriptions of permanent resource impacts (as detailed in other resource areas)





		7. RECREATION


Issue – Potential impacts to recreation.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities may alter recreational quality, quantity, and opportunities, and include the potential for:


1. Loss of access to recreation lands in the area;


2. Loss or reduction of solitude, remoteness, rural setting, and quiet;


3. Permanent changes to recreation settings;


4. Changes in the types of recreation activities pursued in the area;


5. Impacts to other recreational areas due to displaced visitors.




		1. Acres of recreation opportunity lost and/or affected.

2. Qualitative assessment of the solitude, remoteness, rural setting, and quiet. 

3. Acres of Recreational Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) class changed. 


4. Hunting permits/opportunities modified or lost, loss of recreation sites such as ATV loading areas, miles of trails, dispersed camp sites, etc.

5. Qualitative analysis of impacts to other areas.



		8. RIPARIAN HABITAT


Issue – Potential impacts to riparian habitat.  Riparian habitat may be affected by the alteration of surface and subsurface hydrology, as well as by disturbance due to the siting and operation of the pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, tailings and waste locations, and transportation and utility corridors.  These impacts may result in:


1. Loss of riparian habitat, 


2. Loss of species diversity, 


3. Fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors.




		1. Acres of riparian habitat lost.

2. Change in species diversity.


3. Acres and numbers of fragmented patches created. (needs input from Debbie and Larry) 



		9. SOILS
 


Issue – Potential impacts to soils. Ground disturbance from clearing of vegetation, grading, and stockpiling of soils may result in: 


1. Increased erosion and subsequent sediment flows into drainages, 


2. Reduced soil productivity. 




		1. Tons per acre lost. Increased turbidity in ___ Units. 

2. Loss of productivity as it pertains to reduced vegetation volume or available forage.





		10. TRANSPORTATION 


Issue – Potential impacts to road safety, traffic patterns and transportation infrastructure. Construction, operation, and maintenance of new and reconstructed roadways; increased traffic, including oversized vehicles; and the transport of personnel, equipment, supplies, and materials related to the mine project, have the potential for:


1. Reduced roadway safety for school buses and other vehicles;


2. Increased traffic congestion and delays;


3. Increased dust, sedimentation, noise, and light;


4. Increased vehicle emissions; 


5. Increased number of vehicle and wildlife collisions.


6. Reduced access to National Forest lands.




		1. Number of reported accidents. 


2. Level of Service (LOS) for a two-lane State Route.

3. Emission of air particulates (PM-10 or PM-2.5) in tons, (sedimentation?), noise related to traffic in decibels, and light in nL. 


4. Tons of NAAQS emissions.

5. Covered under Plants and Animals.

6. Miles of Forest System Roads that are lost.  Acres of recreation opportunities lost.





		11. VISUAL RESOURCES


Issue – Potential impacts to visual resources.  Landscape alterations as a result of the open pit, tailings and waste rock piles, facilities, and transportation and utility corridors, may affect visual resources in the area. Impacts may result in:


1. Transformation of natural landscapes to industrial landscapes;


2. Degradation of scenic quality from numerous viewpoints and travelways;


3. Loss of mountain views from numerous viewpoints and travelways;


4. Displacement of visitors to the area; 


5. Loss of scenic road designation for all or part of State Route 83;


6. Reduced visibility due to increased dust.




		TBD between Debby and SWCA

1. Qualitative assessment; Meeting Visual Quality Objectives and Scenic Integrity Objectives in Coronado National Forest Plan.

2. Visual Contrast Rating Analysis (including visual simulations) from sensitive travelways and viewpoints.


3. Viewshed analysis for project area relative to Scenic Byway Corridor Management Plan objectives for SR 83.

4. Need team input


5. Miles lost of scenic road designation State Route 83

6. Visibility Range in Miles 





		12. WATER RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water quantity and quality.  


Construction, mining, reclamation activities and transportation and utility corridors may affect water at wells, springs, seeps, and creeks. Potential impacts include:


1. Reduction of water quality downstream due to failure of process water and stormwater control facilities; 


2. Degradation of groundwater and surface water chemistry from exposure of acid-producing bedrock, waste rock, and tailings to air and water; 


3. Degradation of water quality from erosion or destabilization of operational and/or reclaimed areas;


4. Reduction of water quantity downstream;


5. Lowering of groundwater elevation due to the presence of the mine pit; 


6. Increased risk to both human and ecological receptors due to exposure with contaminated water.

		1. Concentration of water quality constituents as per Arizona Water Quality Standards (AWQS). ADEQ-listed contaminants (in milligrams per liter)

2. Concentration of water quality constituents as per Arizona Water Quality Standards (AWQS). ADEQ-listed contaminants (in milligrams per liter)

3. Concentration of water quality constituents as per Arizona Water Quality Standards (AWQS). ADEQ-listed contaminants (in milligrams per liter)

4. Flow rate and quantity in gallons/minute, cubic feet/second, or appropriate to scale of flow; quantity in and acre feet.

5. Elevation of the phreatic surface water table (in feet).

6. Concentration of water quality constituents as per Arizona Water Quality Standards (AWQS). ADEQ-listed contaminants (in milligrams per liter)







From: Debby Kriegel
To: mbidwell@swca.com
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; Beverley A Everson; ccoyle@swca.com; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Visual Resources
Date: 02/12/2009 10:53 AM

Marcie:

It was good to finally speak with you on the phone.  Glad to hear that the change
order is likely complete so you can get back to work on the project, and it's good to
know that your schedule should be open to spend significant time on Rosemont for
the next few months.

I'll look for your timeline/proposal on Thursday morning, and we'll discuss it at
10:00.  Be sure to include:
1.  Steps from my email dated November 5
2.  Tasks from your December draft proposal, as well as my comments on this (sent
to you via email on Dec 12)
3.  Standard tasks for EISs (what you mentioned in an earlier voicemail message)
4.  Coordination with Daniel Roth sometime soon 
5.  A meeting with biologists and hydrologists to brainstorm and discuss criteria for
changing the shape of the waste rock and tailings piles.  May I suggest a McHarg-
type process, where you would get maps for the northern Santa Rita mountains
showing archaeological sites, important wildlife areas, and visible areas, and overlay
them to identify possible locations to pile tailings and waste rock that might
minimize impacts to these resources?

You mentioned that you might want to review a reclamation plan for one of the
mines the team visited last summer.  Please let me know which one and I'll see if a
plan is available.

I've been in touch with Dan Purvance at Goldcorp USA.  Dan is a geologist with
much experience in mine reclamation (including reshaping waste dumps and land
sculpting).  He is currently reviewing the Rosemont reclamation plan and hopefully
will be able to direct us to one or more good examples of similar mine reclamation
(ideally very large mines in climates similar to the Rosemont site).  He mentioned
some mines along the Colorado River and in southern California that might be good. 
I'll keep you posted, but don't wait for this information...you'll want to proceed with
your research too.

Thanks!

Debby Kriegel, Forest Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont EIS - Water Resources - Update on Rosemont Submissions
Date: 03/22/2010 09:53 AM

Salek,
 
We have recently received several water resource submissions from Rosemont; the current
disposition of each is outlined below:
 
A Scope-of-Work and a Request for Cost Estimate has been issue to MWH to review the following,
but no response has been received to date:
 

1.       Montgomery (2010), Response to MWH October 23 Review of Groundwater Modeling
Conducted for Rosemont Copper Company’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping, February 9,
2010

 
Scopes-of-Work and Requests for Cost Estimate have been issued to SRK to review the following,
but no responses have been received to date:
 

1.       TetraTech (2010), Infiltration, Seepage, Fate and Transport Modeling Report, February
2010

2.       TetraTech (2010), Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model, February 2010
3.       AMEC (2010), Rosemont Copper Project Responses to Dry Stack TSF Comments Provided by

SRK, January 26, 2010
 
No action has been taken to date to have a technical subconsultant review the following:
 

1.       Montgomery (2010), Comparison of Natural Fluctuation in Groundwater Level to
Provisional Drawdown Projections, Rosemont Mine, March 1, 2010

2.       TetraTech  (2010), Technical Memorandum Rosemont Hydrology Method Justification,
January 27, 2010

3.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Mine Plan of Operations Stormwater
Assessment, March 5, 2010

4.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Barrel Only Alternative Stormwater Assessment,
March 5, 2010

5.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Barrel and McCleary Alternative Stormwater
Assessment, March 5, 2010

6.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Partial Pit Backfill Alternative Stormwater
Assessment, March 5, 2010

7.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Scholefield Tailings and McCleary Waste
Alternative Stormwater Assessment, March 5, 2010

8.       TetraTech (2010), Technical Memorandum Sycamore Canyon and Barrel Waste Alternative
Stormwater Assessment, March 5, 2010
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SWCA recommended on March 16, 2010 forwarding the following document to Rosemont for their
consideration, but we have received no confirmation of that action:
 

1.       SRK (2010), Technical Memorandum Preliminary Geochemistry Review – Proposed
Rosemont Copper Project, February 10, 2010

 
I suggest we get together to discuss the above; let me know if you agree and, if so, when would be
convenient for you.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Kent C Ellett; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Jeanine Derby
Subject: Rosemont EIS and SWCA's work
Date: 03/06/2009 07:52 AM

I continue to be concerned about the fact that SWCA is not doing what we have told
them is needed to complete specialist work for the EIS.  But perhaps more
potentially problematic is that Rosemont is not only unaware of what the Forest
Service needs, but perhaps thinks that SWCA is doing fine.  SWCA's recent change
order is a great example of ignoring FS input and providing Rosemont with
incomplete information (for example: the visual, recreation, and wilderness sections
are unacceptable or missing).

Below is an email from SWCA's landscape architect.  I've highlighted words that
she's also told me on the phone.  Who should telling Rosemont what's needed?

Is there a reason why the Forest Service can't tell Rosemont directly that SWCA is
not doing the necessary work?  Shouldn't we be straightforward with them and keep
communication open?  What's the downside?

(By the way, the schedule Marcie refers to is something I've been asking for since
early November!)

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 03/06/2009 07:26 AM -----

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> 

03/05/2009 03:10 PM

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Diagram~

Debbie, 

I talked with Tom Furguson and have some better insight into next steps; he agrees
that the schedule/excel would be a good visual; and he had good intel as to why the
EIS terms have changed. Just as I explained, Rosemont is managing the project very
differently and every single line item is being scrutinized. As I mentioned yesterday,
the USFS will need to make the case to RCC why certain steps are required and
what is adequate to address those (i.e. specific visual studies, etc).

Also, I have a better understanding of the timing and that certain pieces of the
process have to come before alternative development, or the USFS could be
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accused of being pre-decisional that x,y,z is driving the alternative development prior
to the definition of the scoping issues being formalized.

So more on that soon. I got pulled into some last minute proposal work, and did not
get the graphic done yesterday. Will send it tomorrow morning!

Happy afternoon!
Marcie 

Marcie Demmy Bidwell 
Environmental Planner 
515 East College Avenue 
Durango, Colorado 81301 
Office: 970.385.8566 
Fax: 970.385.1938 
www.swca.com 
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; jrigg@swca.com
Subject: Rosemont EIS Outline considerations
Date: 05/21/2010 03:03 PM

After talking to Sarah Davis, I suggest we reorder the Social Environ. section of
Chapter 3 as follows:

Heritage
Land Use
Livestock Grazing
Visual Quality
Dark Skies
Recreation
Fire and Fuels
Hazardous Materials
Transportation and Access
Noise and Vibration
Public Safety
Socioeconomic
Environ. Justice

With these suggestions, I would also suggest a modified order of some of the issues
in Chapter 1.  I'll be following up on Chapter 1 with Reta today (I hope!  She's been
tied up all day and we haven't yet gotten to my 8:00 appt.!@?*!)

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Walter

Keyes; Heidi Schewel; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Kent C Ellett; Tami Emmett;
gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;
mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us;
awcampbell@fs.fed.us

Cc: mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Rosemont EIS preparers info needed
Date: 10/14/2009 01:42 PM

Melissa is asking for some basic information to draft the Chapter that lists who prepared the EIS ,
roles, and education...  Please answer the following questions and email back to me and cc
mreichard@swca.com.  thanks in advance.  (If you supplied this info at the IDT meeting 10/14, no need
to reply again.) 

Name 
IDT/Project responsibility 
Education, Degree, Institution, Yr. 
Years experience 

Example: 
Melinda Roth 
NEPA process oversight 
B.S Agriculture, Range Conservation major, Univ. of Arizona 1982 
27 years federal land management experience 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Beverley A Everson'
Subject: Rosemont EIS Project - SOW & Request for Cost Estimate - Tailings Seepage Model Response
Date: 03/17/2010 08:59 AM
Attachments: 20100317_ortman_stone_tailseepresponserevu_sow_memo.pdf

2009-7-19_Ortman_SRK-MWH_TechRevuMemoPrep_memo.pdf

Claudia,
 
Attached is a memorandum with an SOW and request for cost estimate to review the response to
the SRK technical review of the Rosemont tailings seepage model.  Also attached is the guidance
document for the preparation of a Technical Review Memorandum referenced in the SOW
memorandum.
 
Should you have any questions please contact me.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
 
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK) 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA); Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson 
(CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 17 February 2010   


Subject: 
Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate 
Responses to Dry Stack TSF Comments Provided by SRK 


 
This memorandum presents the scope of work and requests a cost estimate for the technical 
review of the following document (attached) for environmental resource areas that may be subject 
to impact from the project: 
 
Document: 


1. AMEC (2010). Rosemont Copper Project Responses to Dry Stack TSF Comments 
Provided by SRK, January 26, 2010 


 
The referenced document comprises the response to issues raised by the subconsultant in a 
previous review.   
 
The subconsultant will review and be familiar with the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) 
submitted to the Coronado National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. 
Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007) and will 
review the subject document in the context of the MPO.   
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POINTS OF CONTACT 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 


• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation 


and report review  
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Scope of Work 
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the 
memorandum of July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for 
Preparation of Review Memoranda and include the specific tasks listed below:  
 


Task 1: Review subject report including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or 
selected by subconsultant and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject 
report and the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine 
Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 
 
Task 2: Verbally consult with SWCA and CNF as to whether the responses satisfy the 
issues raised in the previous subconsultant review. 
 
Task 3 (Optional at SWCA/CNF Direction): Attend a one-day meeting in Tucson, 
Arizona to resolve any outstanding issues in the previous subconsultant review. 
 
Task 4: Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare draft Technical Review 
Memoranda as per the schedule of deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in 
black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 
 
Task 5: Final Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare final Technical Review Memoranda 
following SWCA and CNF review as per the schedule of deliverables.  Cost estimate to 
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assume one round of SWCA/CNF review only resulting in editorial comments.  Any 
additional technical review requested by the SWCA/CNF review will be out of the scope 
of this work.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch 
format, unless approved by SWCA. 


 
Schedule of Deliverables 
 


• Tasks 1 & 2: One week following Notice to Proceed 
• Task 3: As negotiated 
• Task 4: Two weeks following completion of Task 2 or Task 3, depending on inclusion of 


Task 3 in the SOW.  In the event Task 3 in implemented but does not resolve all 
outstanding issues the subconsultant will complete the draft Technical Review 
Memorandum indicating all remaining issues. 


• Task 5: One week following receipt of final SWCA and CNF comments.  
 
Cost Estimate 
 
Please provide a spreadsheet showing a T&M cost estimate for each task with hourly unit rates 
for all anticipated labor. 







AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. 
304 Inverness Way South, Suite 490 
Englewood, Colorado 80112 
Tel:  (303) 433-0262 
Fax:  (303) 433-0362 www.amec.com 
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January 26, 2010 Project 84201191 


Kathy Arnold, P.E. 
Rosemont Copper 
P.O. Box 35130 
Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 


Re: Rosemont Copper Project 
Responses to Dry Stack TSF Comments Provided by SRK 


Dear Ms. Arnold: 


AMEC Earth and Environmental has reviewed the comments provided by SRK, which were received via 
email on December 14, 2009.  The comments that require further clarification or discussions are included 
below.  The comments have been numbered and are shown in italics and offers the following responses 
(highlighted in blue). 


Comment and Response 5: SRK has reviewed the response and believes the original question was not 
completely answered.  Tailings at moisture contents exceeding 18 percent will be placed in the core of 
the TSF.  These tailings will likely be quickly buried, and therefore, limited evaporation will occur and 
excess moisture content will drain the field capacity (11 percent).  Please provide an upper bound 
seepage analysis using the maximum allowable moisture content.


Response:  In response to the above comment, a seepage analysis was conducted using the finite 
element seepage code SV-Flux. SV-Flux was used to simulate the draindown of moisture in a typical 50-
foot column of tailings. The tailings properties used for this analysis were the same as those used for the 
dry stack tailings design. The model simulated draindown seepage through the tailings column at varying 
initial gravimetric water contents, ranging from field capacity (11 percent gravimetric) to fully saturated 
(approximately 24 percent gravimetric).  To minimize external effects that can influence the outcome (e.g. 
climate), the draindown models were conducted without the affects of climate. As noted in previous 
submittals, the net evaporation conditions at the site actually reduce the overall seepage from the tailings 
column. Each tailings column was modeled with a uniform initial moisture content (initial condition) and 
was allowed to run for a period of 1 year.  The results of the seepage simulations are presented on Figure 
1, which plots initial gravimetric water content (%) against seepage (gpm/acre). As noted on Figure 1, the 
seepage rate from the tailings column does increase with increasing initial moisture content. However, 
there is an upper bound to seepage from the column, once the saturated tailings moisture content is 
reached. The seepage rates for fully saturated conditions agree with the maximum calculated values 
referenced in the BADCT application found in Appendix A of the Final Design Report.   


While the results from the seepage model show increased seepage with moisture content, the following 
must be noted: 


 As discussed in the dry stack Operations and Maintenance (O&M) manual, tailings with moisture 
contents greater than 18 percent gravimetric will be deposited into the center of the facility. These 
tailings are to be re-worked, using dozers with rippers, to reduce the in-place moisture content to 
within the specified moisture range. These materials will not be quickly buried as implied in the 
SRK question. 


 As noted above, the seepage model was used to evaluate draindown without including climate 
affects. The seepage models completed for the design of the dry stack facility indicate climatic 
conditions at the site and are anticipated to reduce seepage by an order of magnitude (see Figure 
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1). Therefore, the seepage values presented on Figure 1 represent temporal upper limits to 
seepage, not long-term seepage from the facility. 


Comment and Response 8: On Figure 1, the notes state that “the above data represent a typical 50 
foot column of tailings.”  The figure only shows 25 feet.  In general, at what depth does the moisture 
content of the as-placed value (18 percent) to the field capacity (11 percent).


Response:  The figure mentioned in the above comment was developed using a model with a 50-foot 
column of tailings. Only the upper 25 feet of this model is shown on the figure to provide sufficient 
resolution for the model results. At a scale showing the entire 50-foot tailings column, the model results 
for the upper 10 feet were difficult to read.  As a result, It was decided that it was not necessary to show 
the entire 50-foot column of tailings because the moisture content below 25 feet did not change in the 
model.


The depth at which the tailings draindown to the field capacity is a time dependant process, not simply a 
geometric problem.  To illustrate this issue, the SV-Flux model was used to simulate draindown from a 
50-foot column of tailings. The initial moisture content for the tailings column was set at a uniform 18 
percent gravimetric moisture content, which is consistent with the upper specified moisture content limit.  
The model was used to simulate draindown for 10, 25, and 50 years with and without climatic influence so 
that the impact of environmental factors such as evaporation could be assessed.  The results of the 
model are presented on Figure 2. As shown, the column of tailings modeled with climate can reach field 
capacity, but this is limited to the upper 8 to 10 feet for the time durations under consideration, which 
represents the store and release capability of the tailings.  The majority of the tailings will take longer to 
reach field capacity, which may not be a linear relationship with time due to localized variations in 
moisture content.  


Comment and Response 9 Part b: The original question (seepage volume) was not fully addressed in 
the analysis or in Response 9 Part b.  The “seepage analysis” in the original question (below) was in 
regards to seepage flow rather than seepage water chemistry. 


 “The seepage analysis does not include an analysis of potential infiltration through the rock 
 buttress contactingg the underlying tailings and subsequently exiting the toe of the tailings facility 
 to commingle with discharging storm water; what is to prevent this occurrence?”


Response:  In response to the above, a two-dimensional seepage analysis was conducted using the 
finite element seepage code SV-Flux modeling a 100-yr / 24-hour storm event followed by average yearly 
values of evaporation.  The tailings properties used for this analysis were the same as those used for the 
dry stack tailings design.  The results are shown on Figure 3 and indicate that for the particular storm 
modeled, the amount of precipitation exiting the facility is approximately 5 percent as runoff and 6 percent 
as interflow (shallow subsurface migration of meteoric waters in the upper, more porous zone, which is 
conveyed during or shortly after the precipitation event).  Migration of meteoric waters into the underlying 
tailings mass is very small (<1 percent over a month duration) because the tailings are compacted prior to 
the rock buttress placement and are subjected to high confining pressures due to the overlying material 
weight inducing consolidation over time.  The majority of the precipitation is stored within the rockfill 
buttress and lost to evaporation over time. 


Meteoric waters that flow either over the surface of the rockfill or within the shallow subsurface do not 
commingle with the underlying tailings and therefore are not considered impacted water.  Storage of 
meteoric water within the rockfill mass migrates laterally downward through the buttress until it is 
eventually lost to evaporation. 


Although the original question was not in regards to chemistry, it is pertinent to note the inert nature of the 
tailings.  Since the tailings are inert, and if meteoric waters commingled and were subsequently released, 
there would be a negligible impact to the environment and underlying aquifer systems. 
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If you have any questions or comments regarding these responses or would like to discuss the design in 
further detail, please contact us. 


Sincerely, 


AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc.


                 
John F. Lupo, Ph.D., P.E.       Justin Hall, P.E.  
Principal Engineer        Project Engineer 


JWH:jwh 
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DALE ORTMAN PE       Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer        Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233         E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK); Rebecca Miller (MWH) 


Copy to: Charles Coyle, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 19 July 2009   


Subject: 
Review of Rosemont Technical Documents 
Guidelines for Preparation of Review Memoranda  


 
This memorandum presents guidelines for the preparation by SWCA’s technical subconsultants MWH and 
SRK of technical memoranda reviewing various documents submitted by Rosemont in support of the 
Rosemont Copper Project EIS.  The purpose of each document review is to provide SWCA with a concise 
professional opinion as to whether the data, assumptions, methods, and results presented in each document 
are reasonable and in conformance with standard accepted practice.  In addition, each technical memorandum 
prepared by a subconsultant must be developed under the direct supervision of a staff member having 
professional experience meeting or exceeding that required in the most current version of the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the Coronado National Forest and Rosemont Copper.  In general, the minimum 
requirements are a bachelor’s degree in the specific technical field and at least 10-years experience in the 
technical field with an emphasis on hardrock mining applications.  SWCA must approve the subconsultant’s 
responsible staff member prior to initiation of work.   The technical subconsultant will include a statement 
signed by the responsible staff member attesting that the review was prepared under their direct supervision.  
In addition, a current resume confirming that the responsible staff member meets the necessary requirements 
will be attached to the technical review memorandum. 
 
Technical review memoranda will be based on the report and any supporting documents provided to the 
technical subconsultant by SWCA.  The review will consist of reading the pertinent sections of the report and 
supporting documents and rendering a professional opinion regarding whether or not the data, assumptions, 
and methods used in the report conform to currently accepted industry practice.  In addition, the technical 
subconsultant will render a professional opinion whether or not the conclusions reached in the report appear 
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reasonable.  Review of conclusions will be limited to those elements of the report that are predictive of 
potential environmental impacts to resources unless specifically directed otherwise by SWCA.   
 
The technical subconsultant will develop the review as a professional opinion based on the information 
presented in the report and its supporting documents without extensive calculations or modeling to confirm 
results presented in the report.  In the event the technical subconsultant determines the data, assumptions, 
and methods do not appear to be in conformance with accepted industry practice or are otherwise suspect, or 
the results are not reasonable, the technical subconsultant will include this opinion in the technical review 
memorandum.  
 
Technical review memoranda will be concise and targeted to the four elements of a technical report, namely 
data, assumptions, methods, and results.  In addition, the technical review memoranda will contain a concise 
summary of the conclusions regarding potential environmental impacts to resources presented in the reviewed 
report. 
 







From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; jrigg@swca.com; Reta Laford; Charles A Blair

Subject: Rosemont extended IDT DEIS review
Date: 01/15/2010 04:11 PM

I'd like to remind the team that we will be receiving the DEIS from SWCA by COB
today.  In order to effectively and efficiently review the DEIS, please focus on
reviewing chapter 2, your resource areas, and making note of omissions in the
DEIS.  Don't spend time word-smithing, as the document still faces a lot of editing.

I would like to have an IDT meeting on Wednesday the 20th (9:00, 6V6) so that we
can all compare notes and see how the review is going for everyone.  This will
probably be a very short meeting, unless some of us see the need to work with
others in completing the review and want to work as a group or in smaller groups.

Since both the core and extended team are involved in the review, I would like for
all team members to attend the meeting.  Nogales folks can join by phone if you
prefer.

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; jrigg@swca.com; Reta Laford; Charles A Blair

Subject: Rosemont extended IDT DEIS review
Date: 01/15/2010 04:11 PM

I'd like to remind the team that we will be receiving the DEIS from SWCA by COB
today.  In order to effectively and efficiently review the DEIS, please focus on
reviewing chapter 2, your resource areas, and making note of omissions in the
DEIS.  Don't spend time word-smithing, as the document still faces a lot of editing.

I would like to have an IDT meeting on Wednesday the 20th (9:00, 6V6) so that we
can all compare notes and see how the review is going for everyone.  This will
probably be a very short meeting, unless some of us see the need to work with
others in completing the review and want to work as a group or in smaller groups.

Since both the core and extended team are involved in the review, I would like for
all team members to attend the meeting.  Nogales folks can join by phone if you
prefer.

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Walter

Keyes; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us;
kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; William B
Gillespie; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; mreichard@swca.com;
tfurgason@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com; Heidi Schewel

Subject: Rosemont FAQs
Date: 09/08/2009 03:34 PM
Attachments: FAQ list.docx

I'd like to develop and post to our website some basic project information.  Basic information could help
1) educate the public about the project 2) answer general questions 3) limit mis-information 4) limit the
time required to answer basic questions...  I'd like to ask you all to review the list of questions I have
and give me some input on other basic questions that come to mind.  Thanks. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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Frequently Asked Questions

Rosemont Copper Project

Coronado National Forest, Arizona

September 2009





What is this project?  



Where is this project?



What products would the mine produce?



What is the expected life of the proposed mine?



What is the planning and decision-making timeline?



When would this project be implemented?  



Who is involved in this project?



What is “NEPA”?  



How has the public been involved?



How can the public remain involved?



Why is the Forest completing an Environmental Impact Statement?



Why not just “say no”?



Are there other actions connected to the mine proposal?



What assures that post-mine reclamation will be successful?



Where can I go for more information?















From: Tom Furgason
To: John Able; beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Tom Euler; Jeff Connell; Keith Pohs; Harmony Hall
Subject: Rosemont FTP Sites (Client Work Spaces)
Date: 03/05/2008 08:31 PM

John and Bev,
 
Per our earlier conversation today, we have set up two client workspaces (secure ftp sites).  The first
site is exclusively for Forest Service/SWCA.  To access this:
1) log on to http://swca.com/login/
2) the user name is "RCPagency" and the password is "ZoroasterGranite"
3) in the upper left hand corner click on  the link "Rosemont Copper Project-Agencies"
 
From this point you can upload documents or download files.
 
The second workspace was created for Rosemont Copper Company and their consultants to transfer
documents to the Forest Service and SWCA.  The user name is "RCPconsultants" and the password is
"CU_29 Copper".  While this is technically a secure site, it will be open to a wide number of
organizations and individuals and we should not use it to transfer any sensitive information.
 
At this point, neither workspace has any documents, but I'm sure that will change soon.  Please let me
know if you have any issues accessing these sites or suggestions to improve the transfer of files.  We
will probably want to cover electronic document transfers in the upcoming Communication Plan. 
 
Tom Furgason

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jable@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:teuler@swca.com
mailto:jconnell@swca.com
mailto:kpohs@swca.com
mailto:hhall@swca.com
http://swca.com/login/
http://www.swca.com/


From: Hoag, Cori
To: Beverley A Everson; Salek Shafiqullah (sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us)
Cc: Bowell, Rob; Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: Rosemont geochem conference Tuesday morning 8:30
Date: 10/12/2009 03:31 PM

Hello Bev and Salek,
To confirm, Rob Bowell will call in tomorrow at 8:30 Arizona time to the Number listed below to
answer any questions you have about the SRK review of the Rosemont geochem test work we
were given to review.  Charles Coyle will not be available and Tom Ferguson is tentative.  Dale will
call in.  So it will be a small number of participants.
Regards, Cori
 

Toll-Free Access Number in U.S.: 1-866-321-0159
PIN: 396523#
 
Corolla K Hoag, R.G.
Principal Geologist
SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc.
3275 W. Ina Rd. Suite 240
Tucson, AZ 85741
Work: (520) 544-3688 
Fax: (520) 544-9853
Mobile: (520) 400-4135
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Steve Day; 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda

D Roth'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
Date: 06/09/2010 03:46 PM
Importance: High

All,
 
Rosemont informs me that scheduling the geochemistry teleconference any later than next week is
unacceptable due to the impact on the DEIS schedule.  Please review your schedules and let me
know when on Monday or Tuesday (June 14-15) you are available for no more than a 2-hour
teleconference or conference call.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:sday@srk.com
mailto:vugorets@srk.com
mailto:choag@srk.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Steve Day; 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Sieber, Mike'; 'Larry Cope'; 'Salek Shafiqullah';

'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Cc: Tom Furgason - SWCA; Jonathan Rigg - SWCA; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Rosemont Geochemistry Teleconference
Date: 06/07/2010 05:06 PM

All,
 
Rosemont has requested we approach resolving geochemistry issues in a collaborative manner
similar to that currently ongoing for the mine groundwater model review.  We would like to hold a

teleconference on June 17th among the various parties to discuss the SRK review of the Pit Lake
Geochemistry, Infiltration Fate & Transport, and Davidson Canyon reports.  The review of the
Baseline Geochemistry reports may be included where the information is pertinent to the three
predictive reports.  The intent of the teleconference is to determine the nature of the issues raised
by SRK and discuss various approaches to resolving the issues.  A specific goal for the
teleconference is to determine if a face-to-face follow-up meeting is required or if sufficient
agreement can be reached via teleconference to resolve the issues.
 

Please let me know your availability for the 17th of June.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Day, Stephen'; 'Hoag, Cori'; 'Ugorets, Vladimir'; 'Cope, Larry'; 'Sieber, Mike'; 'Salek

Shafiqullah'
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'
Subject: Rosemont Geochemistry Update
Date: 06/28/2010 08:48 AM

All,
 
As of this morning we have not received any information from Rosemont or TetraTech regarding
their progress on responding to the review of the Pit Lake and Infiltration Fate & Transport
reports.   I will keep you updated as to this matter.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Subject: Rosemont geology figures
Date: 09/03/2008 05:01 PM

Hi Jamie,

I went to your website, and also tried to download figures from the composite CD
for the project, and was unsuccessful with both formats, ie., I couldn't download
individual figures.  I can't even print them.

What I'm looking for are figures showing:

    project and pit area geology, in plan view (including with pit outlines)

    project and pit geology in cross section (including with pit outlines)

    geologic history (deposition of Paleozoics, erosion of Paleozoics and deposition of
younger stratigraphy on top of Paleozoics, mineralization, weathering and formation
of oxides)

Most of these figures are not on the website nor on the CD; they are figures I
remember from the presentations that Scott and Jeff gave the day that the ID team
visited the core shed.  I hope that you can allow me to use them for my
presentation next Wdnesday and the core and extended ID Team kick-off meeting.

Thanks, Jamie.  Please call me if you have questions about my request.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Vladimir Ugorets'; 'Larry Cope'; 'Mike Sieber '; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Roger D Congdon';

'Beverley A Everson'; 'David Krizek'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Mark Thomasson'; 'Jonathan Whittier'; 'Grady O'Brien -
TetraTech'

Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: Rosemont Groundwater Model Review - Revised Conference Call and Meeting Schedule
Date: 04/06/2010 05:39 AM
Importance: High

All,
 

The meeting scheduled for April 9th has been cancelled and replaced with the following:
 

·         Teleconference Update April 12th @ 2:00 PM Arizona Time ( 866-866-2244  Participant
Code: 9550668 ); if Montgomery wants to present graphics they will issue a GoToMeeting
invitation shortly before the teleconference

·         Meeting April 29 at Montgomery’s office, Tucson
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
                                                                                                                      
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; 'Vladimir Ugorets'; 'Larry Cope'; 'Mike Sieber '; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Roger D Congdon';

'Beverley A Everson'; 'David Krizek'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Mark Thomasson'; 'Jonathan Whittier'; Grady O'Brien -
TetraTech

Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont Groundwater Model Update - Possible Reschedule for Monday Conference Call
Date: 04/01/2010 02:25 PM

All,
 
Hale Barter has a schedule conflict with the 2:00 PM Arizona Time for the Monday conference call.
 
Please let me know if you can reschedule the call for 12:00 (noon) Arizona Time on Monday. 
Unless I hear by midday on Friday that all the critical participants can make the rescheduled time
we will stick with the original 2:00 PM and Jonathan Whittier will need to carry the ball without
Hale.
 
I’ll send out an email with the final decision on the timing of the call no later than the end of
business on Friday.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:vugorets@srk.com
mailto:lcope@srk.com
mailto:msieber@srk.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com
mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com
mailto:mthomasson@elmontgomery.com
mailto:jwhittier@elmontgomery.com
mailto:Grady.OBrien@tetratech.com
mailto:Grady.OBrien@tetratech.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Kendall Brown
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont IDT homework - core and extended teams
Date: 10/29/2009 04:35 PM
Attachments: 2200_zero_code.doc

Bev,
I came up to visit with you but didn't catch you in your office. From what I
understand you to want, I looked over the DEIS and did not see any fatal flaws or
huge holes. There is definately some editing and work that needs to be done, but
other than that I think we are OK (one fairly large thing to look at is the inclusion of
state and BLM lands). They mention these lands and talk about some of the effects
to these. Are we going to do anayslis on these lands or just FS lands?

Also, will there be information included about how they are going to do vegetation
reclaimation? Will they be using livestock? We may want to ask these questions. I
don't know if it is necessary that it is included in the EIS the "how" or just that they
will and the end result.

As for legal framework, they list some Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies that
need quite a bit of tweaking. The first law, for example, that they list is the Taylor
Grazing Act - which deals with BLM land, not FS lands. So here I'm attaching a more
complete and accurate Statutory Authorities.

D. Kendall Brown
Range Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
(520) 237-3702
E-mail: kbrown03@fs.fed.us

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

10/26/2009 04:04 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
gmckay@fs.fed.us, kbrown03@fs.fed.us,
kellett@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Re: Rosemont IDT homework - core and extended
teams - EXTENDED IDT MEETING THIS WEDNESDAY!

mailto:CN=Kendall Brown/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
notes://entr3b/072578420001A141/0/78BBDBFA9B11F0A10725784200029399
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2201 - AUTHORITY

2201.1 - Statutory Authorities

Authority to protect, manage, and administer the National Forest System, and other lands under Forest Service administration for range management purposes, emanates from the following acts:


1.  Organic Administration Act of June 4, 1897 (Ch. 2, 30 Stat. 34, as amended; 
16 U.S.C. 551).


2.  Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, Title III, of July 22, 1937, Sections 31-33 (Ch. 517, 50 Stat. 525, as amended; 7 U.S.C. 1010-1012).


3.  Granger-Thye Act of April 24, 1950, Sections 1, 5, 7, 11, 12, 18, 19, (Ch. 97, 64 Stat. 82; 16 U.S.C. 571c; 16 U.S.C. 572; 16 U.S.C. 580d; 16 U.S.C. 580g; 580h; 16 U.S.C. 580k; 
16 U.S.C. 580).


4.  Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of June 12, 1960 (P.L. 86-517, 74 Stat. 215, 
16 U.S.C. 528-531).


5.  Wilderness Act of September 3, 1964, Section 4 (P.L. 88-577, 78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 1133).


6.  National Environmental Policy Act of January 1, 1970 (P.L. 91-190, 83 Stat. 852; 
42 U.S.C. 4321 (note), 4321, 4331-4335, 4341-4347).


7.  Wild Horses and Burros Protection Act of December 15, 1971 (P.L. 92-195, 85 Stat. 649, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1331-1340).


8.  Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of August 17, 1974 
(P.L. 93-378, 88 Stat. 476, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1601 (note), 1600-1614).


9.  National Forest Management Act of October 22, 1976 (P.L. 94-588, 90 Stat. 2949, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 472a, 476, 500, 513-516, 518, 521b, 528 (note), 576b, 594-2 (note), 1600 (note), 1601 (note), 1600-1602, 1604, 1606, 1608-1614).


10.   Federal Land Policy and Management Act of October 21, 1976, Sections 206, 310, 401, 402, 403, 404, (P.L. 94-579, 90 Stat. 2743, as amended; 43 U.S.C. 1716; 43 U.S.C. 1740; 43 U.S.C. 1751; 43 U.S.C. 1752; 43 U.S.C. 1753).


11.   Public Rangelands Improvement Act of October 25, 1978 (92 Stat. 1803, 43 U.S.C. 1752-1753, 1901-1908).


2201.2 - Regulatory Authorities

Pursuant to regulations issued by the Secretary of Agriculture, the Chief, Forest Service, is authorized to develop, administer, and protect range resources, and permit and regulate grazing use of all kinds and classes of livestock on all National Forest System (NFS) lands and on other lands under Forest Service control.  This authority extends to the National Forests, National Grasslands, and those State and private lands for which the Forest Service has been given control of through lease, agreement, waiver or otherwise.


Regulations relating to the range program which confer authority to the Chief, Forest Service are:


1.  Grazing and Livestock Use on the National Forest System, 36 CFR Part 222, 
Subpart A.


2.  Management of Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros, 36 CFR Part 222, Subpart B.


3.  Grazing Fees, 36 CFR Part 222, Subpart C.


4.  Administration of Lands Under Title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act by the Forest Service, 36 CFR 213.


5.  General Prohibition, 36 CFR 261, Subpart A.


6.  Administrative Review Procedures, 36 CFR 211.18, Subpart B.



7.  Wilderness-Primitive Areas, 36 CFR 292.7.


2201.3 - Secretary's Administrative Orders

The Secretary of Agriculture sets forth responsibilities mandated by statutory authority through Departmental regulations and memorandums.  Policy relating to range resources and coordination of range activities of the USDA agencies and other executive agencies, organizations, and individuals is included in the following:


1.  Secretary's Administrative Order of August 1963, Administration of Lands Under Title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act; Establishment of National Grasslands.


2.  Departmental Regulation, Number 9500-5, dated December 15, 1983; Subject:  Policy on Range.


2202 - OBJECTIVES

2202.1 - National Forest System

Objectives of the range management program for the National Forests and National Grasslands are:


1.  To manage range vegetation to protect basic soil and water resources, provide for ecological diversity, improve or maintain environmental quality, and meet public needs for interrelated resource uses.


2.  To integrate management of range vegetation with other resource programs to achieve multiple use objectives contained in Forest land and resource management plans.


3.  To provide for livestock forage, wildlife food and habitat, outdoor recreation, and other resource values dependent on range vegetation.


4.  To contribute to the economic and social well being of people by providing opportunities for economic diversity and by promoting stability for communities that depends on range resources for their livelihood.


5.  To provide expertise on range ecology, botany, and management of grazing animals.


2202.2 - National Grasslands

In addition to the above objectives, the following apply to National Grasslands:


1.  To promote the development of grassland agriculture and sustained yield management of the soil, water, forage, fish and wildlife, recreation, and timber resources.


2.  To demonstrate sound and practical principles of land use to favorably influence nearby areas and economies.


2203 - POLICY

2203.1 - National Forest System

Basic policies for range management on National Forests and National Grasslands are to:


1.  Use appropriate methods, such as grazing use by livestock or wild ungulates, prescribed fire, and mechanical or chemical treatments, for managing range vegetation.


2.  Identify and inventory range resource values, including riparian, upland, and other critical areas to determine which areas meet or do not meet Forest land and resource management plan objectives.


3.  Implement and monitor measures to restore and enhance plant diversity and productivity, water quality, and soil stability.


4.  Enhance or maintain the habitat of threatened, endangered or sensitive species of plants and animals.


5.  Determine suitability and potential capability for producing forage for grazing and browsing animals and for maintaining and enhancing habitat for fish and wildlife Management Indicator Species.


6.  Consistent with Forest land and resource management plans, make forage available to qualified livestock operators from lands that are suitable for livestock grazing.


7.  Issue term permits, generally for ten-year periods with appropriate terms and conditions, to allow use of range vegetation and promote stability for livestock enterprises.


8.  Coordinate, cooperate and consult with grazing permittees and grazing associations, and other interested parties in the development of allotment management plans.


9.  Emphasize permittee and association responsibility and accountability for meeting terms and conditions of permits, allotment management plans, and annual operating plans.


10.  Recover administrative costs of permit transactions initiated by the permittee.


11.  Manage wild free-roaming horse and burro populations in a thriving ecological balance within established territories.


12.  Manage noxious weeds, using integrated pest management techniques in close coordination and cooperation with adjacent landowners and agencies.


13.  Use cost effectiveness in range vegetation management.


14.  Optimize involvement of expertise within the Forest Service, from other agencies, organizations, permittees, and others in range vegetation management.


15.  Integrate range management and resolve conflicts through Coordinated Resource Management by promoting voluntary cooperation among agencies, groups and individuals responsible for range resources on other land ownerships (FSM 1531.12e).


2203.2 - National Grasslands

In addition to the policies above, the following policies apply to National Grasslands:


1.  Encourage user groups to assist in administering National Grasslands, where such groups clearly demonstrate the capability to participate in resource management in the public interest.


2.  Demonstrate management flexibility and innovation in the design and implementation of resource management activities on National Grasslands that will promote improvement in resource management on similar lands in other ownerships.


2204 - RESPONSIBILITIES

2204.1 - Deputy Chief, National Forest System

The Deputy Chief, National Forest System, is responsible for:


1.  Establishing national policy for inventory, management, and monitoring of range vegetation.


2.  Establishing national policy for allotment management planning and for administering livestock use.


3.  Establishing grazing fee systems and the national policy and standards for their application.


4.  Establishing national policy for managing wild free-roaming horses and burros, and establishing wild free-roaming horse and burro ranges.


5.  Establishing national policy for betterment of range condition.


6.  Establishing national standards for use of range betterment or other improvement funds.


7.  Approving cooperative range improvement projects on lands outside the National Forest System under the authority of section 11 of the Granger-Thye Act.


8.  Establishing standards for range information required at the national level.


2204.2 - Regional Foresters

Regional Foresters have responsibility and authority to:


		Responsibility/Authority

		May be delegated to


Forest Supervisor



		     1.  Establish Regional standards and guidelines for:




		No



		          a.  Managing ranges. 

		



		          b.  Structural and nonstructural range improvement. 

		



		          c.  Evaluating and monitoring management systems. 

		



		          d.  Range analysis. 

		



		          e.  Using Range Betterment Funds. 

		



		

		



		     2.  Establish minimum base property and livestock ownership requirements to qualify for a term permit (FSM 2230).




		Yes






		     3.  Establish upper and lower limits and approve special limits for term permits (FSM 2230).




		Yes






		     4.  Establish criteria for authorizing free use by livestock.




		No



		     5.  Approve nonuse of term permits for permittee convenience.




		Yes



		     6.  Close areas to livestock grazing or open previously closed range, when justified by the Forest land management planning process.




		Yes



		     7.  Approve allotment management plans involving wilderness, primitive, or wilderness study areas.




		Yes



		     8.  Approve agreements under the 1966 memorandum of understanding with the Bureau of Land Management (FSM 2251.4).




		Yes






		     9.  Approve agreements and memoranda of Understanding with Soil Conservation Service, Bureau of Land Management, and Extension Service (FSM 1531.12e).




		Yes






		     10.  Approve plans and enter into agreements for control of estray or unbranded livestock, noxious weeds, and forage destroying insects.




		Yes






		     11.  Approve management plans involving wild free-roaming horses and burros.




		Yes








		Responsibility/Authority

		May be delegated to


Forest Supervisor



		     12.  Adjust or abolish wild free-roaming horse and burro territories in accordance with Forest Plans.




		Yes






		     13.  Issue term permits to Indian tribes on the basis of rights reserved by treaty.




		Yes






		     14.  Approve nonuse for Conservation Reserve up to the length of the approved agreement.




		Yes



		     15.  Establish criteria for allowable administrative costs and conservation practice requirements on National Grasslands and Land Utilization Projects (FSM 2245.03). 




		No








2204.3 - Forest Supervisors


Forest Supervisors have responsibility and authority to:


		Responsibility/Authority

		May be delegated to District Ranger



		    1.  Establish range allotments. 


               

		Yes



		    2.  Approve Allotment Management Plans. 


        

		Yes



		    3.  Approve applications for and issue term permits (FSM 2231.1).




		Yes



		    4.  Approve nonuse of term permits for the following purposes:


        a.  Permittee convenience for up to three consecutive grazing seasons 


        on a year-by-year basis.


        b.  Resource protection.         


        c.  To conduct research, administrative studies, or other fact finding, 


        for the length of the proposed activity. 




		Yes


Yes


Yes






		    5.  Confirm waivers of term grazing permits.




		Yes



		    6.  Modify term permits.      


                 

		Yes



		    7.  Establish criteria for issuing, extending, modifying, suspending, or canceling term, temporary grazing, or livestock use permits.




		No





		Responsibility/Authority

		May be delegated to District Ranger



		    8.  Suspend or cancel up to 100 percent of a term, temporary grazing, or livestock use permit for violation of terms or conditions.




		Yes






		    9.  Approve applications for and issue temporary grazing and livestock use permits.




		Yes






		   10.  Issue free livestock use permits.  


        

		Yes



		   11.  Make seasonal extensions of term, temporary grazing, or livestock use permits.




		Yes






		   12.  Determine allowable administrative costs and conservation practice requirements on National Grasslands and Land Utilization Projects (FSM 2245.03).




		Yes






		   13.  Establish audit schedules for National Grassland Grazing Associations.




		No






		   14.  Approve refund or credit of grazing fees.




		Yes



		   15.  Establish requirements for and approve performance bonds.  




		Yes



		   16.  Determine the adjusted value of permanent range improvements; negotiate and settle cases involving compensation for permittee interests.




		No






		   17.  Establish and terminate livestock driveways.




		No



		   18.  Negotiate and authorize exchanges of grazing uses with Federal and State agencies.




		No






		   19.  Recognize and withdraw recognition of local livestock associations and approve special rules.




		Yes






		   20.  Administer Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act.




		Yes



		   21.  Establish base property requirements within limits established by the Regional Forester.




		No





2206 - REFERENCES

Handbook on Range Seeding Equipment.  This handbook describes equipment adapted to or designed for use in site preparation, seeding, and control of undesirable plants.  The Vegetative Rehabilitation and Equipment Workshop (VREW), formally Range Seeding Equipment Committee (RSEC), prepared this handbook.  It was published jointly by the Department of Agriculture and Interior.  Handbook can be obtained from Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.  20402 - Stock No. 001 - 001 - 00518 - 5.


2209 - RANGE MANAGEMENT HANDBOOKS

2209.1 - Internal Service-wide Handbooks

2209.11 - Range Project Effectiveness Analysis Handbook

This handbook provides methodology for analysis of cost-effectiveness of allotment projects.


2209.13 - Grazing Permit Administration Handbook

This handbook provides instructions for the administration of grazing permits.


2209.14 - Service-wide Range Analysis and Management Handbook

This handbook provides guidelines and other direction for the conduct of range analysis, including the determination of suitability, ecological status, resource value ratings, scorecards, and the determination of trend.


2209.15 - Range Management Annual Reports Handbook

This handbook provides instructions for processing Range Management Annual Reports 
(FS-2200-A, FS-2200-B, FS-2200-E, FS-2200-J).


2209.2 - Internal Unit Handbooks

2209.21 - Range Analysis and Management Handbook

This code and caption are reserved for Regional handbooks on range analysis and standards.


2209.21a - Range Management Vegetation Scorecard Handbook

This code and caption are reserved for Regional handbooks containing range management vegetation scorecards.


2209.22 - Structural Range Improvement Handbook

This code and caption are reserved for Regional handbooks on this subject.


2209.23 - Nonstructural Range Improvement Handbook

This code and caption are reserved for Regional handbooks on this subject.
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I have to ask everyone to have your review of the draft DEIS done by
Friday, with your written comments to me by close of business the
same day.  Once again, this should not be a lengthy review, and
should not involve any editing.  Focus on what is missing from the draft
document and whether or not you feel that the legal framework is
correct.  I sent you the draft DEIS last week, but can send it again if
needed. 

Also, there will be an exteneded IDT meeting this Wednesday
from 9:00 to 10:30 in 6V6.  Reta has requested this meeting,
and she will be talking to us about 2010 program of work. 
District personnel can teleconference into the meeting to save
a drive to the S.O. 

Thank You! 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

10/19/2009 06:54 PM 
To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,

ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Deborah K
Sebesta/R3/USDAFS 

cc

Subject Rosemont IDT homework - core and extended teams

For core and extended, the following homework needs to be completed by the dates
indicated. A lot of this work is not new to the team, however, at this point the work needs to
have a wrap-up date. 



1.  Read all public comments on the project that are applicable to your resource area
(October 30 deadline; this is something that I have asked the team to do for several months). 

2.  Review the draft DEIS, located in the “EIS” folder and divided into chapters to make
downloading easier (November 6 deadline).  This a very, very draft DEIS, and your review
should be BRIEF...the intention is to identify holes in the draft DEIS (of which there are lots)
and to check the legal framework of the document. 

3.  Complete the past present and future actions table, to be forwarded to you shortly
(November 6 deadline; note that the deadline has been extended from October 30). 

4.  Review the alternatives disposal task list, also to be forwarded shortly (Nov. 6
deadline); note that a few people have specific tasks to complete. 

Please let me know if you have questions, or if there is something I can do to help everyone
make the deadlines). 

Thanks - 

Bev 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305



From: Beverley A Everson
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Deborah K Sebesta

Subject: Rosemont IDT homework - core and extended teams
Date: 10/19/2009 06:54 PM

For core and extended, the following homework needs to be completed by the dates indicated. A
lot of this work is not new to the team, however, at this point the work needs to have a wrap-up
date.

1.  Read all public comments on the project that are applicable to your resource area (October
30 deadline; this is something that I have asked the team to do for several months). 

2.  Review the draft DEIS, located in the “EIS” folder and divided into chapters to make
downloading easier (November 6 deadline).  This a very, very draft DEIS, and your review should
be BRIEF...the intention is to identify holes in the draft DEIS (of which there are lots) and to
check the legal framework of the document.

3.  Complete the past present and future actions table, to be forwarded to you shortly
(November 6 deadline; note that the deadline has been extended from October 30).

4.  Review the alternatives disposal task list, also to be forwarded shortly (Nov. 6 deadline); note
that a few people have specific tasks to complete.

Please let me know if you have questions, or if there is something I can do to help everyone make
the deadlines).

Thanks -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; tfurgason@swca.com

Subject: Rosemont IDT meeting tomorrow
Date: 12/15/2009 02:01 PM

We do not have a meeting tomorrow, however, please be prepared to review a
comprehensive table of mitigation that compiles our mitigation, Rosemont's,
mitigation from public comments, and cooperating agency mitigation.  A portion of
this table will be submitted by close of business today, and I will forward the
remainder as it comes in.

Also, I want to remind everyone that there will be a presentation on groundwater
models in the morning session of the cooperating agency meeting on Thursday. 
That presentation will be from 9:30 to 11:00.  The meeting is in 4B.

Additionally, I want to remind you that there will be a meeting with Rosemont to
discuss mitigation next Monday.  Core and extended, please attend if possible.  The
meeting starts at 10:00 and will go through lunch and possibly until the end of the
day.  This meeting is also in 4B.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; tfurgason@swca.com

Subject: Rosemont IDT meeting tomorrow
Date: 12/15/2009 02:01 PM

We do not have a meeting tomorrow, however, please be prepared to review a
comprehensive table of mitigation that compiles our mitigation, Rosemont's,
mitigation from public comments, and cooperating agency mitigation.  A portion of
this table will be submitted by close of business today, and I will forward the
remainder as it comes in.

Also, I want to remind everyone that there will be a presentation on groundwater
models in the morning session of the cooperating agency meeting on Thursday. 
That presentation will be from 9:30 to 11:00.  The meeting is in 4B.

Additionally, I want to remind you that there will be a meeting with Rosemont to
discuss mitigation next Monday.  Core and extended, please attend if possible.  The
meeting starts at 10:00 and will go through lunch and possibly until the end of the
day.  This meeting is also in 4B.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Alan Belauskas; Andrea W Campbell; Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel;

Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George McKay; Heidi Schewel; Janet Jones; John Able; Keith L Graves; Kendall
Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell; mriechard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; Salek
Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Tami Emmett; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B
Gillespie

Subject: Rosemont IDT meeting tomorrow
Date: 04/07/2009 10:48 AM

We will be meeting tomorrow at 9:00 in 4B.  We will be developing alternatives, so it
should be an interesting day.

Please note the meeting time, as I told a couple of people that the meeting would
start at 8:30.  We'll be going to 4:30.

Also, core team, please plan on Wednesday meetings for the rest of the month. 
We'll continue to work on alternatives after tomorrow's meeting.

Thanks, everyone.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Charles Coyle'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Rosemont Impact Analysis - Dry Stack Tailings Design Report Questions
Date: 06/05/2009 11:08 AM
Attachments: 2009-06-05_Ortman_Shaffiqullah et al_Dry Stack Tail Questions_memo.pdf

2009-06-05_Ortman_Shaffiqullah et al_Dry Stack Tail Questions_memo.pdf

Salek & Bev,
 
Attached is a memo presenting draft questions I believe should be addressed by Rosemont
regarding the final design report for the dry stack tailings facility.  Please review, edit as you see fit,
and forward a final set of questions to Rosemont.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson (CNF) 


Copy to: 
Charles Coyle, Melissa Reichard, Tom Furgason (SWCA); Claudia Stone, Clara Balasko, 
Mike Sieber (SRK) 


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 5 June 2009   


Subject: 
Questions for Rosemont 
Dry Stack Tailings Final Design Report  


 
Presented below are draft questions I believe should be addressed by Rosemont prior to the CNF, SWCA, 
and SWCA’s subcontractor SRK proceeding with impact analysis for the dry stack tailings facility described 
in the report titled Rosemont Copper Company Dry Stack Tailings Storage Facility Final Design Report, 
April 15, 2009 prepared by AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. of Englewood, Colorado.  Please review 
these questions, comment as you feel appropriate, and forward a final set of questions to Rosemont for their 
consideration. 
 


1. The design report sets a 15 day limit for evaporation of accumulated storm water on the top surface 
of the tailings but the BADCT demonstration included as an appendix sets a 5 day limit; please 
confirm which is correct and provide a corrected report. 


2. The tailings design is based on two tailings samples, Colina and MSRD-1 that, based on the submitted 
geotechnical test results, appear to have almost identical physical properties.  The report states that 
although there are several ore-bearing rock types the high degree of similarity between the two 
tailings samples indicates a uniformity of tailings properties throughout the deposit.  However, the 
report does not present any discussion of the origin of the samples, the rock types from which they 
were prepared, or the rationale as to why they are a reliable basis for design; please provide such a 
rationale.   


3. The text of the report indicates the tailings to have a USCS classification of SM when, in fact, the 
presented data indicates both samples to classify as ML; please correct the report. 
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4. The report states that tailings in excess of 18% moisture may be safely placed within the core of the 
facility at a distance of no more than 1100 feet from the inside crest of the rock buttress.  However, 
no analysis is presented to support this statement; please provide such an analysis including an upper 
bound limit on the allowable moisture content.  Additional related questions are: 


a. Is there a contingency plan for upset conditions at the tailings filtration plant other than the 
allowance to place tails at greater than 18% moisture in the core of the disposal facility? 


b. How will the conveyor and radial stacker system be aligned and operated to allow selective 
placement of tailings between the core and the outer portions of the tailings in the event of 
cyclical changes in tailings moisture content? 


5. The seepage prediction is based on a placed tailings moisture content of 18% however the plan allows 
for placement of tails at moisture contents exceeding 18% in the core of the facility.  Please provide 
an upper bound seepage analysis using the maximum allowable moisture content from Question #4 
for tailings placed in the core of the facility. 


6. The report does not contain a Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) to ensure long-term conformance of the 
tailings facility construction with the design; please provide a QAP. 


7. The report indicates the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 2, but omits the same for Diversion 
Channel No. 1; please provide the design criteria for Diversion Channel No. 1. 


8.  The seepage analysis states that no ponding of storm water was included in the analytical boundary 
conditions.  However, the design includes a top surface drainage grade of only 0.25% and 
construction using a radial stacker placing 25-foot lifts, and it is doubtful that both the construction 
method will allow grading control to maintain the 0.25% slope or the 0.25% slope will effectively 
drain the tailings top surface except during extreme flooding.  Please provide additional rationale for 
the exclusion of ponding of storm water in the seepage analysis. 


9. Will the surface water control design report due for submission in July 2009 include engineering 
details for the storm water control facilities for the dry stack tailings?  Additional questions are: 


a. The Central Drain (chimney drain) has been removed from the design, however the rock 
buttress on the north side of the Phase I tailings, that will be buried by the Phase II tailings, 
may allow storm water from the surface of the tailings to be routed to the Flow-Through 
Drain and comingle with discharging storm water; what is the plan to prevent this occurrence? 


b. The seepage analysis does not include an analysis of potential infiltration through the rock 
buttress contacting the underlying tailings and subsequently exiting the toe of tailings facility 
to comingle with discharging storm water; what is to prevent this occurrence?   


 








From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: John MacIvor other; Tom Euler; Jeff Connell; Keith Pohs; Melissa Reichard; Harmony Hall; Ken Houser
Subject: Rosemont in the news
Date: 02/19/2008 02:52 PM

From Inside Tucson Business:

“Anti-Rosemont copper mine group issues study on infrastructure costs”
http://www.azbiz.com/articles/2008/02/15/news/doc47b4816cd1312380099357.txt

and

“EDITORIAL: So little imagination Is anyone surprised by anti-mine study?”
http://www.azbiz.com/articles/2008/02/15/opinion/editorials/doc47b5c74d98434544443075.txt
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Debby Kriegel; bidwell@swca.com
Subject: Rosemont information request
Date: 02/04/2010 09:25 AM

Bev and Mindee,

I have read the MPO and Reclamation and Closure Plan and attend regular
Rosemont meetings, but I continue to be surprised by learning about additional
mine-related features that would effect visual quality and recreation.  This is due to
my lack of experience on large mines, and I simply don't understand the scale and
appearance of many of these features.

We have good information on the pit, plant, and access road, and will be getting
more information on the power line and grading for the waste rock and tailings
piles.  It's the rest of the stuff that I find myself unclear about.

I would like to formally request information from Rosemont.  This information will be
needed for both visual quality and recreation analyses, and is likely of value to other
IDT members.  I will need complete information for each feature (written
descriptions, sizes, photos of equivalent items from other mines, details, etc.), as
well as maps of where these features will be located.

1.  All above-ground constructed features (other than the pit, plant, access road,
and power line) that will be needed for mine operations, including, but not limited
to: buildings, drainage structures (headwalls, hardened drainageways, etc.), well
enclosures/housings, conveyors, slabs, roads, fences, and above-ground water lines.

2.  All facilities and other improvements that must remain after mine closure,
including, but not limited to: buildings, constructed drainage structures (headwalls,
hardened drainageways, etc.), well enclosures/housings, slabs, roads, fences, and
above-ground utility lines.  

3.  Areas (other than the pit and waste rock and tailings piles) that will require major
grading during mine operations or will not be returned to natural topography after
mine closure.  This would include embankments (sediment ponds, containment
areas, compliance dams, diversion basins, etc.), grading for the plant site and mine
access road, perimeter roads, and other similar areas.

Please forward this request to Rosemont.

Thanks.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont Information Requests - Visual Quality and Recreation
Date: 06/15/2010 02:50 PM
Attachments: Review_Rosemont_Reports_Viewshed_and_Scenic_Road.doc

Review_Rosemont_Reports_Viewshed_Analysis_MPO_and_Alternatives.doc
Review_Rosemont_Report_Viewshed_Analysis.doc
Rosemont_Data_Gaps_042110.docx
Rosemont_Research_Trees_and_Shrubs_Scope_of_Work.docx

Here's a list of what I still need from Rosemont:

Follow-up on Visual Quality Reports
1.  Viewshed Analysis 6/29/07 – See Kriegel letter 9/14/09 (attached)
2.  Rosemont Copper Project KOP Viewshed Analysis 12/31/09 – See Kriegel letter 1/15/10
(partially addressed) (attached)
3.  Viewshed Analysis reports for each alternative 3/8/10 – See Kriegel letter 4/21/10
(attached)

Follow-up on Recreation Report
State Route (SR) 83 Scenic Road Evaluation 5/11/09 – See Kriegel letter 9/14/09 (attached,
same letter as item 1 above)

FS Data Requests to Rosemont
1.  Rosemont Data Gaps for Recreation and Visual Quality 4/21/10 (similar to 1/7/2010
request) (attached)
2.  Scope of Work – Research on establishing trees and shrubs on the Rosemont Mine site
5/27/10 (attached)
3.  Any outstanding data requests from Marcie (David Krizek should contact Marcie Bidwell
directly to ensure she has what she needs)

FS Data Request that SWCA is working on (but Rosemont needs to provide info as needed) 
Rosemont Mine – Facilities and features within EMA boundary other than pit, waste/tailings
piles, and plant 4/13/10 (Excel spreadsheet, not attached) 
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		To:  Bev Everson, Project Manager





I have reviewed two reports related to the proposed Rosemont Mine: “Viewshed Analysis” (June 29, 2007) and “State Route (SR) 83 Scenic Road Evaluation for Rosemont” (May 11, 2009).  Both reports were prepared by Tetra Tech and provided by Rosemont Copper.  My comments follow. 




Viewshed Analysis (June 29, 2007) 



This report provides a study of what lands are visible from several points within the proposed mine during various phases of the mine.  While the study provides information about where some of the project elements are visible from some locations, it is not consistent with the Forest Service’s process for managing visual resources.  Both the Visual Resource Management System (VRMS) and the Scenery Management System (SMS) require that visually sensitive travelways (roads and trails) and viewpoints be identified first; then potential views of a proposed project are mapped from these locations to determine what project elements would be visible, and from what distance.  Reversing the viewpoints generally yields very different results, especially when only a limited number of viewing points from the project are used, such as in this study.


This report concludes in section 2.0 that the “bulk of the operations will be screened from the public view”.  This statement ignores the largest visual impact resulting from the project: the waste rock and tailings piles.  Reclamation plans to restore natural landforms and vegetation patterns on these piles could help mitigate this impact.  The report states that “concurrent reclamation plans currently being developed will break up this view and make the facilities blend in with the nearby areas” and that “Reclamation of the upper benches of the pit is planned”.  The Coronado NF awaits this information.


The last sentence of the report states that 0.7 acres of the pit would be visible from the turnout on Highway 83 at mile marker 44.  While this may be accurate, the related cross section (figure 7) does not provide complete information about how this was calculated.  Additionally, the elevation in this figure minimizes the effect of the project from this viewpoint by compressing the vertical scale.  Finally, because Highway 83 is a popular scenic drive (and a State of Arizona Scenic Road) it will be necessary to assess project effects from more than one point.


This report was provided over 2 years ago and was likely meant to be only a small first step in the investigation of potential visual impacts.  Complete visual analysis of the project for the EIS will be necessary, and some of this is underway under the direction of the Coronado NF with the assistance of SWCA.  


I recommend that Rosemont Copper provide the following:


1.  Information on the restoration of natural landforms and vegetation patterns on the waste rock and tailings piles.


2.  Options for removing horizontal benches in the upper portions of the pit.


State Route (SR) 83 Scenic Road Evaluation for Rosemont (May 11, 2009)


State Highway 83 is currently designated as and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Scenic Road.  This report provides a summary of the proposed mine’s possible effects to the designation.


Although the conclusion that “The development of the Rosemont Copper Project should not effect the designation of the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road” may be correct, I have a number of concerns and recommendations.


In section 4.0 Conclusion


· I am curious how the study calculated that the project would represent “less than 10% of the entire roadway” and “an actual visual impact of less than 5%”.


· The fact that the project is located in a historic mining district does not mean that the project will add to the intrinsic qualities of the route.  Visitors to this area, scenic byway travelers, and people recreating on National Forest lands often value small, historic sites, including remnants of mining activity.  A large, modern, industrial mine that blocks mountain views and contrasts with the natural scenery in entire viewsheds is unlikely to be a positive element.


· The “screening berm” results in a permanent loss of a major scenic mountain view.  Although the berm potentially mitigates the visual impacts from the pit and plant, it creates an equally large, if not greater, impact.


· It is unclear how maintaining public access for recreation within the vicinity of the project site would “mitigate potential impacts”.  Thousands of acres will be off-limit to public recreation for 20+ years. 


· The statement that “the proposed Rosemont Copper Project is not expected to have significant negative visual impacts to the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road” is simply not true.  The project’s visual effects are expected to be enormous.


Finally, I do not believe that the visual simulations from Mileposts 44 and 46 on the last page of the report are representative of the visual impacts from the project.  According to SWCA’s current 3D model, the view of the mountains from these areas would be nearly entirely obstructed by the waste rock and tailings piles.  Why was year 10 chosen for these simulations?  What assumptions were made about revegetation depicted in the simulations?  Do the simulations represent seeding only?  Were trees or other container plants planted?  How many years of supplemental irrigation would be needed to ensure successful revegetation?  How was erosion or slope failure corrected?


I recommend that Rosemont Copper provide the following:


1.  Information about how “less than 10% of the entire roadway” and “an actual visual impact of less than 5%” were calculated.


2.  Input from Arizona Department of Transportation on whether the proposed mine would affect designation of either the entire Scenic Road or some portion of it.


3.  Simulations of the mine at year 20, and information about how depiction of the revegetation shown on the simulations was determined to be accurate.
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		To:  Bev Everson, Project Manager





This letter provides feedback on 6 “Viewshed Analysis” reports dated March 8, 2010.  The reports were prepared by Tetra Tech and provided by Rosemont Copper Company. 

These reports provide cumulative analysis of visibility for the MPO and 4 alternatives from a group of Key Observation Points (KOPs), and an assessment of how a partial pit backfill alternative would be different.


The reports are helpful; they provide additional information for visual resource analysis and should be useful as SWCA begins creation of visual simulations.  I do, however, have some comments:

1.  Label all of the reports “Draft Cumulative Viewshed Analysis for Select KOPs” rather than “Viewshed Analysis”.  Alternatives for this project are still being refined and therefore these reports should all be considered draft for now.  Once alternatives are approved and better defined, these reports should be revisited and updated as needed.  Additionally, these are not comprehensive viewshed analyses, but rather cumulative analyses for specific KOPs, so the title should clearly state this.  In the final versions, be sure to run the visibility using proposed contours for all mine elements including the heap leach, plant site grading, access road grading, diversion channels, etc.

2.  Replace the sentence in the first paragraph of each report that reads “This analysis quantifies the visible disturbance areas associated with each of the alternatives” with “This analysis provides cumulative analysis of visible disturbances associated with each of the alternatives from select KOPs.”  These are not comprehensive viewshed analyses, nor do they provide quantities (acres).

3.  Explain why KOPs 4 and 5 were not used (something like “Per FS and SWCA direction, only KOPs within 5 miles of project were used to focus the results on foreground and middleground visibility”).


4.  On the Scholefield/McCleary report’s ultimate year map, the visibility (colors) within the pit are obscured by the strong contour lines.  Correct this to be consistent with the other maps (showing the pit outline only).


5.  On the Sycamore/Barrel report, section 2.0 does not indicate that KOP 9 (Sahuarita Road) was used (though the maps indicate that it was included).


6.  Include a statement on each report that indicates the metadata/process used for the mapping, such as:

This viewshed analysis utilizes GIS (program) to select the cells from a digital elevation model (DEM) as visible or non-visible from one or more observation points or lines.  The viewshed for each KOP observation point was derived from the United States Geologic Society’s xxx Quadrangle of 10 × 10 meter cell resolution.  Viewshed analysis parameters were defined for each KOP to account for viewer height and to focus the analysis field of view. These parameters produce a more accurate viewshed result, and also reduce processing time and file size.  The parameters used for this analysis include xxxxx.

Thank you.


/s/ Debby Kriegel


DEBBY KRIEGEL


Forest Landscape Architect
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		To:  Bev Everson, Project Manager





This letter provides feedback on the report titled “KOP Viewshed Analysis”, with a cover letter dated December 31, 2009.   The report was prepared by Tetra Tech and provided by Rosemont Copper Company. 

This report provides a study of what portions of the “Phased Tailings” alternative would be visible from 12 Rosemont-selected Key Observation Points (KOPs).  While the work is admirable and appears to be very accurate, it would be better to follow Forest Service guidelines and coordinate work with SWCA and other subcontractors.  The report could be useful if utilized the Forest Service’s KOPs and if visibility analysis showed areas beyond the Rosemont project features (i.e., visibility on adjacent undisturbed lands).

Where the public primarily views a landscape while traveling (in a vehicle or on foot), visibility should be evaluated for the travelway (road or trail), or appropriate section of travelway, not a KOP.  KOPs are carefully selected to represent the views along a travelway and provide places to complete visual simulation work.  Visibility from individual KOPs are generally only useful if they represent a visitor experience.  However, it is positive to see that some of the KOPs selected by Rosemont’s team (the pullout on Hwy 83, the Arizona Trail, the OHV trailhead, and Sonoita) are the same KOPs selected by the Forest Service’s team.  And for the KOP locations in this report in which SWCA will complete simulations, this report will help them focus the simulations on project areas visible from these points.

I’d also like to comment on a couple of items that I noticed in the graphics.  First, the landforming work shown is an improvement from the original drawings because it reduces the flatness of the top of the pile and varies the side slopes.  However, the changes do not mimic adjacent landforms, and there are numerous, very long horizontal benches.  Second, the proposed fenceline shown would affect the Arizona Trail in 4 different areas.  Can the fenceline be pulled closer to the waste rock pile to avoid so many conflicts?  

I recommend that Rosemont do the following:

1.  Continue to fund work by SWCA, Golder Associates (George Annandale), and Horst Schor.


2.  Ensure the coordination of subcontractors to efficiently direct work.  I would welcome a meeting with Rosemont, Tetra Tech, and SWCA in order to help us all to work together as a team.

/s/ Debby Kriegel


DEBBY KRIEGEL


Forest Landscape Architect
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April 21, 2010, Debby Kriegel





Needed to Finalize a Set of Alternatives



The Forest Service requests that Rosemont support additional refinement of the landforming idea.  Recommended next steps would be:

· Hire Golder Associates to review Horst Shor’s final report, determine whether there are major erosion or stability concerns, and provide advice on how to correct any problems.

· Rosemont’s review of Horst Schor’s landformed design to determine where to best place the heap leach, tailings, and waste rock within the landforms, evaluate buildability, and identify concerns.

· Fund a contract for a team comprised of Horst Schor, Tetra Tech, and possibly Golder Assoc. to work together (and in consultation with SWCA and the Forest Service) to resolve issues while retaining the essential design concepts (irregular ridgeline, no uniform slopes, no large plateaus, no benches, no repetitive artificial undulations, etc.).  The team would develop at least one alternative using the concepts and explore landforming options for each alternatives.



This is needed to develop one or more alternatives and/or apply to other alternatives as mitigation.  Landforming would minimize effects to visual resources and recreation, and would likely also minimize effects to other resources including hydrology and wildlife habitat.





Needed to Fully Describe MPO and/or Alternatives



1.  This winter, Rosemont/Tetra Tech provided a narrative description for Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing for stormwater and reclamation design for each alternative ( description only; maps and typical details were not included with this document). More recently, Rosemont submitted the Reclamation Concept Update which includes a high level of resolution for the Phased Tailings alternative including maps, typical details, and simulations. In the text, Tetra Tech states that this documents “updates” the original information in the Reclamation Plan, without referencing how this concept would be applied to the other alternatives. 



The MPO (July 2007) lists options for surface water management on the waste rock and tailings piles, but does not clearly propose a method or specifics.  The Reclamation Concept Update (March 2010) states that it is “intended to supplement and refine information presented in previous submittals” (p. 6), but does not clearly state whether the concepts shown are intended for the MPO and/or phased tailings alternative.  The Reclamation Concept Update also states that “The reclamation concept presented herein is for informational purposes only and is not intended to be a final design package” (p. 6).  Again, we need complete surface water information.



Further clarification from Rosemont/Tetra Tech is needed to understand how Rosemont intends to integrate the Reclamation Concept Update and which elements of the original Reclamation Plan would be applied to the USFS EIS process.  Specifically, further clarification of the Preliminary Stormwater Control and Sequencing document is requested to illustrate in a plan/map view what water management would be applied to the MPO and each alternative and generally or specifically at what locations (starting with the phased tailings alternative), including:

· grading/contour data for entire project area (primarily for the waste rock and tailings piles, but also for other areas such as the plant and access road), 

· typical details where appropriate (e.g., drainage structures), and 

· specific locations where details apply.



In addition, the Forest Service and Rosemont need to discuss the level of detail required for the EIS analysis of the alternatives with regards to stormwater control and reclamation for the alternatives in light of the recent work by Tetra Tech and Golder. 



Finally, the Forest Service requests that Rosemont explicitly state how the Forest Service is to evaluate the Reclamation Concept Update as part of the proposed action. Specifically, does Rosemont intend for the Reclamation Concept Update to replace the Phased Tailings alternative or the Reclamation Plan, or does it merely substitute specific sections? If so please state so in writing and submit the contour data for Forest Service consideration. 



This is needed to provide complete descriptions of alternatives and will also be necessary for analysis (SWCA cannot begin visual simulations without this information, and this will be critical for effects analysis for visual resources).



2.  The Forest Service requests the following information (most of these items are from the list submitted in January):

· 3D model of the plant facilities, plant grading, plant reclamation grading, access road grading, and required improvements to existing roads, perimeter collector channel grading for the MPO, and infrastructure locations (powerline, waterline easement, etc), with detail to the point that USFS and Rosemont can agree is sufficient for simulations. These need to be georeferenced.  

· Representative photos of proposed facilities for use in simulations for alternatives where the facilities are visible from Scenic Road 83.

· Information on which plant buildings and facilities cannot be painted earthtones. 

· Details about what mitigation lands and/or conservation easements would be offered by Rosemont (plat maps, easement language, and timeline). 

· Map or GIS point for Sentinal Peak (and recommendations for possible spur trail location, if available).

· Information about the appearance of the outermost waste rock (sometimes referred to as “growth medium” or “topsoil”) and visible back parts of the pit.  This data will be necessary for both analysis of visual resources and for creating accurate simulations.  Information needed:

· The color range of the rock types that will comprise the outermost waste rock.  This could be as simple as providing samples of the rock, identifying field sites where the material can be viewed (such as on the test plots), and photographs.  Note: the rock color technical reports “Final Open Pit Wall Coloration” and the “Final Open Pit Wall Coloration” are a start, but use terms like “tan” and “grey” which are ambiguous to interpret, and some rock types are a range of colors.  Need photos and/or actual quarried rock samples.

· Desert varnish (Permeon and/or Natina) tests to determine application rates for the back of the pit, and outermost waste rock if it is light in color.  Representatives from both companies are in the Tucson area periodically.  If Rosemont could provide locations to test the correct rock types (which should be newly excavated rock, not weathered locations), they are willing to travel to the site to test various application rates.  Note:  The test areas do not need to be on test plots, and could be located on National Forest land (to avoid Rosemont’s concerns about water quality on their lands). 

· Post-mine options for breaking up the uppermost horizontal benches in the back of the pit, or if this is not possible, a description of what natural failing might be expected over time.  Depending on the alternative, up to 20 benches would be visible from travelways, including Highway 83.  Note:  Dale Ortman has provided a memo describing some options (to be provided via email).  A combination of double benching and randomized benching on the high (west) wall of the pit would reduce visual impacts from the strong unnatural horizontal lines created by these benches.  Need Rosemont’s response.

· A study of establishing trees and shrubs on reclaimed slopes.  The current research on seeding is an excellent start, but reclamation should also include trees and shrubs (and possibly cacti) in order to more quickly stabilize the slopes and meet visual quality goals.  Coordination with U of A’s Dr. Fehmi would be a good place to start, and perhaps he could recommend a consultant (Dr. Fehmi is in Iraq for 18 months).  Kathy has granted permission for Stu Bangston to communicate with Marcie or Debby.  Stu may have some ideas for estimating growth rates of various plants for simulations, and we can ask him for suggestions on how to get information on the items below.  The Reclamation Concept Update (March 2010) mentions tree planting on benches and slopes (p. 3). The study would answer the following questions: 

· Which species and sizes of plants would be most successful on the outermost material?  Native plants should be selected from those currently growing at the site, and would include salvage/transplants, seedlings, and/or container plants.  Patterns of plants on the new slopes should mimic those of the surrounding landscape.   

· A review of research on native transplant “plugs” and “topsoil islands”.  I can provide a research paper that explains how these are used. 

·  Where can the needed plants be obtained in sizes and quantities that would likely be necessary?  Options include salvaging from the site, purchasing from local nurseries, contracting propagation, or some combination.  Landforming work and alternative selected will affect the exact quantities, but a rough examination of existing numbers of plants and species per acre in the area would provide a good starting point,.  And I know of one local plant expert with a nursery who might be available to provide information on the success of propagating species not typically sold in nurseries and/or to could help propagate plants. 

· If there are different suites of native plants best adapted to different "growth mediums", a plan should be developed to place that material/plant or seed those suites of vegetation to achieve targeted reveg and biology needs.  Specifically this applies to Agave/bat concerns, but also to many plant species obligates.  An example of how this could go wrong inadvertently would be that if a "growth medium" which is best for Agave survival is placed on slopes which are not conducive to Agave survival, we all would have missed a huge opportunity.  At a later date, this information would be used to resolve what "growth medium" goes where--for visual and plant growth needs.



This is needed to understand the proposed project elements and will also be needed for effects analysis.



3.  The Forest Service requests that Rosemont provide an explanation of the changes to the Reclamation Plan since July 2007.  The plan was revised in November 2007, December 2007, February 2008, and April 2008.  Although it is clear that figures 44-51 were added, and private lands were added to figures, other changes are not obvious.  Rosemont should provide a summary for each item (introduction, figures, appendices) of what changed between July 2007 and April 2008.



This is needed to understand the proposed project and proposed reclamation.



4.  The Forest Service requests Rosemont to provide additional information about areas on the waste/tailings pile that will be over 3:1 slope (locations, number of acres, and proposed slope). 



This is needed to understand the proposed project.



5.  The Forest Service requests that Rosemont provide information related to numerous items on list of “Facilities and features within EMA boundary other than pit, waste/tailings piles, and plant”.  See Excel spreadsheet titled “Other_Mine_Elements_041310.xlsx” provided by Bev Everson.



This is needed to understand the proposed project (MPO and alternatives), will be needed for visual simulations, will be important for effects analysis, and will be critical for determining mitigation needs and benefits for both visual resources and recreation.





Needed for Analysis (Note: many of the above items are also needed for analysis)



The Forest Service requests that Rosemont fully fund SWCA to complete visual quality assessment work tasks required by the Forest Service.  Marcie Bidwell can provide a list of tasks that are currently not funded.



This is needed for visual simulations, will be important for effects analysis, and will be critical for determining mitigation needs and benefits for both visual resources and recreation.


Scope of Work - Research on establishing trees and shrubs on the Rosemont Mine site

May 27, 2010



The purpose of this research is to develop a strategy for the success of trees and shrubs on reclaimed lands in the proposed Rosemont Mine area (primarily the waste rock and tailings piles).  The current research on seeding is an excellent start, but reclamation also needs to include trees and shrubs (including cacti) in order to more quickly stabilize the slopes and meet visual quality and other resource goals.  



Recommended Tasks

· Review previous revegetation research for establishing trees and shrubs on similar projects (i.e., mines or other large projects, similar vegetation types, similar elevation and climate, etc.).  One contact should be Dr. John Harrington (joharrin@nmsu.edu).

· Review the research paper “Flora and Vegetation of the Rosemont Area”, McLaughlin and Asdall, 1977 (Debby Kriegel or Larry Jones can provide this document) and contact Brian Lindenlaub (WestLand).  Consider both pre-settlement densities (e.g., using old photo points as references) as well as the desire to make mine blend in with vegetation surrounding the site.  Patterns of plants on the reclaimed slopes should generally mimic those in the surrounding landscape, but fewer trees may be appropriate.

· Determine how re-establishment of some Madrean Encinal habitat would benefit N-S and E-W wildlife corridors and gene flow for wildlife species.  Coordinate this work with Larry Jones.

· Identify and locate (with maps, GPS, stakes, or a combination) control plots of nearby vegetation that will not be disturbed by mining activities (this is typically referred to as a comparison approach to developing a reclamation standard).  Control plots should be selected to identify sites that represent early disturbance through late sere plant community stages, the various aspects and slopes that would be typical of the mine site to be reclaimed, and a reasonable set of trajectories.  In most cases, prior to mining a late sere vegetation community exists.  Provide evaluations for both short-term and long-term reclamation/revegetation expectations.  

· Develop evaluation criteria for success of trees and shrubs, including species diversity, plant density, and canopy cover.  Review studies on developing these criteria and a range of case studies.  Care needs to be taken when looking at canopy cover, as comparison sites are typically older and more mature.  Consider what is achievable during bond release periods.

· Determine which species and sizes of trees and shrubs would be successful on the outermost materials (rock and growth medium) planned for the mine site.  Plants could include salvaging/transplanting, seedlings, and/or container plants.  Review studies of stock size and transplant success.  Determine the best planting methods (season, site prep, supplemental moisture, etc.).  Consider salvaging mature shrubs to develop off-site seed production blocks.

· Determine whether any of the tree or shrub species have genetics so unique to the Santa Rita Mountains that the only approved source would be stock grown from seeds collected locally or transplants.  The use of local stock (seeds from the Santa Ritas and transplants from operations or surrounding area) is recommended, unless it can be documented that genetics are not significantly divergent between source and destination.  For species that are not unique to the Santa Ritas, determine the appropriate range of seed sources to protect genetics (for example, plants from other SE Arizona sky islands might be acceptable for some species).  Coordinate this work with Debbie Sebesta (CNF) and Charlie McDonald (USFS Regional Office).

· Determine whether the success or failure of the seed mix plants would have influence on any of the tree and shrub species.  For example, if the seed mix plant growth is very robust, would clearing be required prior to planting trees/shrubs?  Set standards for invasives on other seed contaminates.  Determine whether the direct seeding (hydro or drilling) be done simultaneously with the transplanting.

· Determine whether there are specific species or groups of trees and shrubs best adapted to the different "growth mediums" planned for reclaimed areas.  An example if the growth medium best for Agave survival is placed on slopes which are not conducive to Agave survival, an opportunity would be lost.  At a later date, this information would be used to resolve what "growth medium" goes where -- for both visual and plant growth needs.

· Evaluate proposed treatment of topsoil.  Provide recommendations for handling, stockpiling, and placing toposil that will protect the microflora population and other qualities.  

· Provide recommendations for backfill mix, fertilizer, mulch, irrigation, and weeding necessary for the successful growth of trees and shrubs.  The use of fertilizer should be minimized to reduce impacts to the environment (including water quality).

· Provide typical planting plan layouts for various reclamation areas, and planting details.

· Estimate the approximate growth rates of plants on various slopes (this is needed for simulations and effects analysis, and can also be used to develop a performance based reclamation standard).  Consider the difference of transplant growth rate vs. naturally-occurring growth rate

· Evaluate whether native transplant plugs and topsoil islands would be beneficial to establishing revegetation (including trees and shrubs) on reclaimed areas.  Debby Kriegel can provide research papers on this topic.

· Determine where the needed plants can be obtained in the species, sizes, quantities, and appropriate time frame that would be necessary for various phases of reclamation.  Options could include salvaging from the site (or nearby), purchasing from local nurseries, contracting propagation, or some combination.  Contract propagation would require working with nurseries early, especially be specific about seed sources and minimum stock parameters; determine propagation protocols necessary to generate the stock types necessary for the reclamation.  Determine what is needed to collect, process, and storing native seed (for seeding and propagation) in order to provide plants needed for revegetation throughout mine reclamation.

· Provide draft and final written reports that address all of the above.

· Coordinate all work with the Coronado National Forest (Debby Kriegel, Craig Wilcox, and Larry Jones).



From: Van Reed
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Bruce Mackenzie'; 'Keith L Graves'
Cc: 'Craig W. Beasley'; 'Mike Clarke'
Subject: Rosemont IP/NSAMT Zonge Survey
Date: 01/03/2008 02:49 PM

Field work for this geophysical survey was completed on December 22nd.    Geophysical equipment
and receiver wire used on the grid were removed by the crew on the 22nd. 
 
Transmitter wire and current/high-voltage electrodes used for the transmitter dipole were removed from
the field during the week of Dec 24th .   
 
Zonge Engineering has completed the ground geophysical work program.  If there are any questions,
please contact me.
 
Best Regards,
 
Emmett V Reed  (Van),  Managing Geophysicist
Zonge Engineering & Research Organization
3322 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona USA 85716
Voice:1 (520) 327-5501 Fax:1 (520) 325-1588
EMAIL:  van@Zonge.us
 

mailto:van@zonge.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:brucemack@worldnet.att.net
mailto:klgraves@fs.fed.us
mailto:cwbeasley@wavegeophysics.com
mailto:mclarke@augustaresource.com


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson; Arthur S Elek
Cc: Alan Belauskas; Andrea W Campbell; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel; Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel;

George McKay; Heidi Schewel; Janet Jones; John Able; Larry Jones; Mark E Schwab; Mary M Farrell;
mriechard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; Salek Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Shane Lyman; Tami
Emmett; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Kent C Ellett

Subject: Rosemont Issue Statement Review - help needed!!!!!
Date: 01/22/2009 11:43 AM

Hello Team,

Work yesterday and last week by the Rosemont Core and Extended team on Issue
Statement Review went very well and everyone involved accomplished a lot,
especially in making sure they all understood what is needed in order to do a good
review.  However, there is still much work to be done within a short time frame. 
Because of that I am asking for your help, tomorrow and Monday, to complete the
review and to begin describing cause and effect for significant issues.  These
meetings will be held in the SWCA conference room from 8:30 to 4:30 on both days.

Please RSVP to me and to Melissa Reichard (mreichard@swca.com) concering
whether or not you can attend one or both of the meetings.  Melissa needs a head-
count for the meeting space and arrangements.

Thank you!

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont Issue statements
Date: 08/06/2009 09:58 AM
Attachments: 07302009_ final_issue_statements.doc

Here is the latest version of Issue Statements.  Bev asked me to send them again.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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NEAR FINAL ISSUE STATEMENTS 

ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT

AIR QUALITY

Issue – Potential impacts to air quality. Construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, along with local weather patterns, may result in an increase in dust, airborne chemicals, and vehicular emissions, further leading to the potential for:

· Increased risk of health issues for area residents;

· Reduced visibility for local residents, motorists on State Route 83, recreationists, astronomical observatories, and local amateur astronomers and stargazers; 

· Reduced visibility in Class I Wilderness Areas within 100 km.

HERITAGE RESOURCES


Issue – Potential impacts to heritage resources. Heritage Resources may be affected by the siting of the open pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, transportation and utility corridors, and tailings and waste rock piles; and by drilling and blasting.  Potential impacts may include: 

· Loss or damage to existing prehistoric and historic sites, 

· Loss or reduction of cultural practice opportunities, 

· Loss or reduction of future scientific research potential.

NIGHT SKIES

Issue – Potential impacts to night sky values. Increased light emissions from buildings, lighting fixtures, equipment, and vehicles may diminish dark skies. Impacts include the potential for:


· Reduced visibility of stars, planets, satellites, etc.;

· Increased light directly visible from State Route 83 and other key observation points; and by local residents, recreationists, local astronomers, amateur astronomers, and stargazers. 

NOISE AND VIBRATION


Issue – Potential impacts from noise and vibration. Drilling and blasting, mine operations, equipment use, and vehicular traffic may increase noise and ground vibrations at the mine and along transportation and utility corridors, and present the potential for:

· Vibration damage to historic sites and private property;

· Decreased qualities of solitude, quiet, and naturalness for recreationists, local residents, and other area visitors.

RECREATION

Issue – Potential impacts to recreation.  Construction, mining, and reclamation activities may alter recreational quality, quantity, access, and opportunities and include the potential for:


· Loss or reduction of solitude, remoteness, rural setting, and quiet;

· Changes in the types of recreation activities pursued in the area;

· Increased visitation to other recreational areas.

RIPARIAN HABITAT


Issue – Potential impacts to riparian habitat.  Riparian habitat may be affected by the alteration of surface and subsurface hydrology, as well as by disturbance due to the siting and operation of the pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, tailings and waste locations, and transportation and utility corridors.  These impacts may result in:

· Loss of riparian vegetation, 

· Loss of species diversity, 

· Loss or fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors.

PLANTS AND ANIMALS


Issue – Potential impacts to plants and animals.  Mine construction, operations, and transportation corridors may affect wildlife species and their habitats, including the potential for:  

· Loss of species of conservation concern;


· Disruption of mating, foraging, and other behaviors; 


· Conflicts with existing conservation plans and recovery goals; 


· Reduced forage and available water for wildlife;


· Increased vehicle/wildlife collisions;


· Loss or fragmentation of wildlife habitat;


· Increased potential for establishment and/or expansion of non-native species; 


· Loss or conversion of vegetation communities.

TRANSPORTATION 

Issue – Potential impacts to traffic patterns and transportation infrastructure. Transport of supplies and equipment for construction, operation, and reclamation of the mine; movement of mine employees and vendors; and transport of concentrates, copper plate, and other materials from the mine site would result in increased motorized traffic in the general project vicinity. In addition, mine-related traffic has the potential for:


· Increased traffic congestion and delays;


· Increased dust, noise, light, and litter;


· Increased vehicle emissions; 


· Reduced safety along area roadways;


· Increased numbers of collisions.

WATER (Salek wants to closely review once more)

Issue – Potential impacts to groundwater and surface water quantity and quality.  


Groundwater flow into the mine pit may lower the groundwater table and may create a pit lake. Stormwater runoff or failure of water control features could move contaminants offsite. Exposure of sulfide-bearing and other waste rock, tailings, and pit wall rock to air and water may affect groundwater and surface water chemistry. These potential occurrences could lead to: 


· Loss or reduction in surface and subsurface flows, including wells, springs, seeps, and creek baseflow;  


· Contamination of surface and subsurface waters as a result of acid rock drainage and other sources;


· Erosion or destabilization of operational and/or reclaimed slopes;


· Human and wildlife exposure to contaminated water bodies.


VISUAL RESOURCES

Issue – Potential impacts to visual resources.  Landscape changes resulting from the siting of the open pit, processing facilities, administrative facilities, transportation and utility corridors, and tailings and waste rock piles would alter form, line, texture, and color in the area. The project also has the potential for:


· Increased dust and reduced visibility,

· Reduced scenic quality from numerous viewpoints, 


· Loss of Scenic Road designation for all or part of State Route 83.

RECLAMATION PLAN


Issue – Potential impacts of reclamation design, planning, implementation, and long-term success on multiple resources.  Implementing the Mine Plan of Operations would result in long-term alteration of the area and subsequent land use changes.  The Reclamation Plan must be designed to achieve the long-term, fundamental goals of:


· Physical and chemical stabilization of the site,

· Mitigation of long-term natural resource and social impacts,

· Development of the appropriate post-mine beneficial land uses.


SOILS



Issue – Potential impacts to soils. Ground disturbance from clearing of vegetation, grading, and stockpiling of soils has the potential to result in: 

· Increased erosion and subsequent sediment flows into drainages, 

· Reduced soil productivity. 
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont KOPs and Desired Condition
Date: 06/02/2009 01:21 PM
Attachments: Rosept_KOPs.zip

DesiredCondition.doc

Bev,

At our meeting on May 7th, David Krizek (Tetra Tech) and Joy Lyndes (Sage) asked
for KOPs (Key Observation Points) from SWCA and a desired condition statement
from the USFS.

Here is a draft desired condition statement:

The message below contains a zip file with the KOPs identified so far.

Please forward to David and Joy.  David's email is david.krizek@tetratech.com.  Joy's
email is jlyndes@sagelandscape.com.

Thanks!

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/02/2009 01:13 PM -----

"Trent Reeder"
<treeder@swca.com> 

06/02/2009 08:18 AM

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont KOP shapefile

 

From: Trent Reeder 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2009 10:29 AM

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



Rosept_20090528.dbf

			NAME			COMMENTS			KOP			OFFSETA			AZIMUTH1			AZIMUTH2			LAT			LONG			KOP 001			Maderia Canyon - 1.2 mi			1			1.79090000000			0.00000000000e+000			0.00000000000e+000			3.17585969446e+001			-1.10887103311e+002


			KOP 002			Duval Mine Road Overpass			2			1.79090000000			0.00000000000e+000			0.00000000000e+000			3.19063707782e+001			-1.10983687641e+002


			KOP 003			Corona de Tucson			3			1.79090000000			0.00000000000e+000			0.00000000000e+000			3.19627575174e+001			-1.10772718896e+002


			KOP 004			SR 83 Roadside Table			4			1.79090000000			2.00000000000e+002			3.15000000000e+002			3.18520891056e+001			-1.10697219097e+002


			KOP 005-2			Arizona Trail- South Project			5			1.79090000000			0.00000000000e+000			0.00000000000e+000			3.18004820494e+001			-1.10743457380e+002


			KOP 006			Arizona Trail- southern project			6			1.79090000000			0.00000000000e+000			0.00000000000e+000			3.18039528186e+001			-1.10740649091e+002


			KOP 007			Arizona Trail- Barrel Canyon he			7			1.79090000000			0.00000000000e+000			0.00000000000e+000			3.18080547546e+001			-1.10738342550e+002


			KOP 008			Sonoita Junction			8			1.79090000000			3.15000000000e+002			3.50000000000e+002			3.16822261356e+001			-1.10655749015e+002


			KOP 009			SR 83 and Fellows Ranch Road			9			1.79090000000			2.90000000000e+002			3.52000000000e+002			3.17503269741e+001			-1.10671255399e+002


			KOP 010			Empire Ranch/BLM road			10			1.79090000000			0.00000000000e+000			0.00000000000e+000			3.17505095893e+001			-1.10671191510e+002


			KOP 011			BLM kiosk and entry			11			1.79090000000			2.80000000000e+002			3.46000000000e+002			3.17693867979e+001			-1.10667937024e+002


			KOP 012			SR 83 View Stop			12			1.79090000000			2.00000000000e+002			1.30000000000e+001			3.18240331899e+001			-1.10714373278e+002


			KOP 013			Arizona Trail and USFS 4064			13			1.79090000000			0.00000000000e+000			0.00000000000e+000			3.18242112088e+001			-1.10723402413e+002


			KOP 014			USFS 231			14			1.79090000000			0.00000000000e+000			0.00000000000e+000			3.18365527313e+001			-1.10725768417e+002


			KOP 015			USFS 231 ATV Staging Area			15			1.79090000000			0.00000000000e+000			0.00000000000e+000			3.18484267894e+001			-1.10703411256e+002


			KOP 016			Hilton Road (rural dev.)			16			1.79090000000			2.09000000000e+002			2.59000000000e+002			3.18801333122e+001			-1.10656010531e+002


			KOP 017			Mt. Wrightson (trail near summit)			17			1.79090000000			1.50000000000e+001			6.00000000000e+001			3.16963464976e+001			-1.10847894346e+002


			KOP 018			San Xavier Mission (hill)			18			1.79090000000			1.33000000000e+002			1.50000000000e+002			3.21068766604e+001			-1.11006098930e+002


			KOP-019			Rincon Peak			19			1.79090000000			2.04000000000e+002			2.26000000000e+002			3.21195148204e+001			-1.10523107673e+002
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PROJCS["NAD_1983_UTM_Zone_12N",GEOGCS["GCS_North_American_1983",DATUM["D_North_American_1983",SPHEROID["GRS_1980",6378137.0,298.257222101]],PRIMEM["Greenwich",0.0],UNIT["Degree",0.0174532925199433]],PROJECTION["Transverse_Mercator"],PARAMETER["False_Easting",500000.0],PARAMETER["False_Northing",0.0],PARAMETER["Central_Meridian",-111.0],PARAMETER["Scale_Factor",0.9996],PARAMETER["Latitude_Of_Origin",0.0],UNIT["Meter",1.0]]
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Desired Condition – Northern Santa Rita Mountains – Scenic Quality and Recreation

Debby Kriegel, May 8, 2009


The diverse landscapes of the northern Santa Rita Mountains offer a variety of settings for a broad range of recreational opportunities and a place for visitors to escape from busy urban life into quiet, natural, wild places.  Visitors enjoy vast open space, canyon bottoms with mature trees, golden rolling grasslands dotted with oak and juniper, and rugged, rocky mountain ridgetops.  Visitors rarely see utilitarian structures (such as power lines and buildings), and mines that are no longer operational have been completely naturalized by restoring topography and vegetation to blend with the surrounding landscape.

Lands along the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road (AZ Hwy 83) and along Forest Service roads appear natural.  Visitors find occasional developed recreation facilities (such as picnic tables, an OHV staging area, and trailhead signs), but these facilities are in character with the National Forest setting.


Dispersed recreation activities in the area include scenic driving, hiking, horseback riding, birdwatching, camping, hunting, and more.  Visitors use off-highway vehicles responsibly and stay on designated roads.  Dispersed campsites are small and clean, and resource damage is not a problem.

Landscapes away from roads, and lands along the Arizona Trail, provide opportunities for solitude and spending time in pristine wildlands with minimal evidence of human activity.  The Arizona Trail is well-marked and well maintained.  Access roads to trailheads are open and maintained, and trailheads provide adequate parking and turnaround space.  Damage to resources at trailheads is minimal, and wildcat trails are rare.



To: 'Debby Kriegel'
Cc: Marcie Bidwell
Subject: Rosemont KOP shapefile

Hi Debby,

 
Here's a shapefile consisting of all project KOP locations.  Please let me know if you
need anything else.

 
Trent Reeder
GIS Specialist
SWCA Environmental Consultants
treeder@swca.com
130 Rock Point Dr.  Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81303
Work (970) 385-8566
Fax (970) 385-1938
www.swca.com

 

mailto:treeder@swca.com
http://www.swca.com/


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Horst Schor
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; 'Tom Furgason'; Jonathan

Rigg; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont Landform Report - Review Comments
Date: 05/04/2010 06:59 AM
Attachments: 20100504_ortman_schor_draft-landform-rpt-review-comments_memo.pdf

Horst,
 
Attached are the review comments for the draft landform report and response to Rosemont
constraints.  Please let me know the timeframe for revising the report in response to the
comments.
 
If you have any questions please contact me.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:hjschor@jps.net
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Horst Schor 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard, Marcie Bidwell (SWCA); 
Mindee Roth, Bev Everson, Debby Kriegel, Salek Shafiqullah (CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 4 May 2010   


Subject: 
Review Comments  
Landform Design Report for the Rosemont Mine Project 


 
This memorandum presents a compilation of the pertinent comments provided for the review of 
the draft report titled Landform Design Report of the Rosemont Mine Project, April 2010.  
Comments were provided by the Coronado National Forest, Rosemont Copper Company, and 
SWCA.  The review is divided among General Comments, Requested Additional Information, and 
Editorial Comments. 
 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
General Comment 1: The report contains reference to and photographs of other mine facilities in 
the area with the implication that they represent the Proposed Action.  The implication that the 
references and photographs explicitly represent the Proposed Action in not correct and both must 
be removed from the report. 
 
General Comment 2: The report contains several instances of personal value judgments and 
prejudicial language that must be removed from the report.  Examples of such are: 


• Page 6, Paragraph 1: ….just create a dump as it is often referred to in the industry but for 
better or worse a LANDFORM, unsightly, and artificial as it may be…. 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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• Page 6, Paragraph 2: … the intrusion of an alien, manufactured rigid structure devoid of 
geomorphic features into an otherwise pristine and highly variable natural landscape. 


 
General Comment 3:  The information presented in Section VII. OTHER CANYON 
ALTERNATIVES does not fulfill the requirements of SOW; Task 3: Review and comment on the 
landform potential of an additional three alternative mine waste disposal plans. Revise Section 
VII to provide comments on the potential to apply landform design to the three specific 
alternatives and what general ramifications such application would have on the design, including 
the viability of such a design approach.   
 
General Comment 4: Please include the response to the constraints presented by Rosemont as an 
appendix to the report.  It is suggested that this appendix may be referenced and perhaps replace 
the last paragraph of the report.  Editorial comments on the response are included as Attachment 
1. 
 
REQUESTED ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 


1. Reference examples of similar scale landforming projects. 
2. Include the total acres in the landformed design. 
3. Explain what parts of the landform design that Golder Associate’s parameters do not 


apply (or where Golder’s parameters simply weren’t provided).  An example might be the 
slope of the new Barrel Canyon drainage (which is ~2.5 miles at ~6%). 


4. Add the boundary of the Barrel Canyon drainage basin to appropriate figures to indicate 
that runoff is contained within the basin, or where engineered structures are necessary to 
direct all runoff into the basin. 


 
EDITORIAL COMMENTS 
 


1. Table of contents and list of figures:  Correct the page numbers (many are wrong). 
2. Page 1, first sentence:  delete the word “certain”. 
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3. Page 2: consider adding “sideboards” to this figure or somewhere in text (Cienega 
watershed to south, Hwy 83 to east, pit/plant/ridge to west, and McCleary Canyon to 
north). 


4. Page 4, figure 5:  Tucson is misspelled. 
5. Page 5, figure 6:  Tucson is misspelled. 
6. Page 9:  Text states that “The 500 foot setback from the pit rim was maintained”, but 


figures 22 and 23 do not show this. 
7. Page 13:  Explain what gold lines are (or better yet, remove them). 
8. Page 23:  State contour interval and/or enlarge elevation labels (they are unreadable even 


with a magnifier or zoomed in on the electronic document). 
9. Page 29, first sentence:  Should “tear” be “tier”? 
10. Page 30, first sentence:  Delete the word “project . 
11. Page 10, second to last paragraph, second sentence: change “created” to “create” 
12. Page 27, paragraph 4, reword as “ … would have an outer shell comprised of material 


with a d50 not less than 3-5 inches providing……….” 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 


 
 
 
 
 







From: Melissa Reichard
To: USDA Forest Service, Roger Congdon
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason
Subject: Rosemont latest tech reports
Date: 04/14/2010 02:43 PM

Roger-
I sincerely apologize that you keep receiving alerts with links to the website that you can’t use. I’m
sure that could be very frustrating. I hope that our client workspace will help facilitate getting
documents to you for review. I have uploaded all the most recent reports that we have received. If
you look and don’t find something you are looking for, please call me.
 
Go to www.swca.com, click on Login in upper right corner-
Login: CNF
Pswd: coronado956
 
All of the documents will finish uploading in the next half hour. Let me know if there is anything I
can do for you.
Thanks!
 

Melissa Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520)325-9194 ofc.  (520)250-6204 cell
 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
http://www.swca.com/


From: Debby Kriegel
To: Jeanine Derby; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Salek Shafiqullah; Francisco Valenzuela; Roger D Congdon;

Kent C Ellett
Subject: Rosemont Mine - Landforming Expert
Date: 10/13/2009 07:35 AM
Attachments: Biography-Resume for Rosemont Copper Project in Arizona.doc

Draft proposal for Rosemont Copper Project in Arizona.doc

I learned of Horst Schor after reading his book "Landforming", which describes how
to re-contour man-made landscapes to restore natural hydrology and mimic the
surrounding landscape.

Last week I called him to discuss whether he might be able to help with the
Rosemont project.  He has a consulting business which specializes in geomorphic
restoration and revegetation, and he told me that his personal mission in life is to
"scar up less of the earth's surface."  He has 30 years experience in this work, his
background includes civil engineering, environmental studies, geotech, and urban
planning.  He's worked on hard rock mines, including a molybdenum mine in New
Mexico with 1000' high tailings dumps.  He's worked with numerous government
agencies, the EPA, the public, and others.

He has a truly unique set of skills, and I recommend that we get him involved in
Rosemont immediately.  The land forms associated with Rosemont are an integral
part of the alternatives that will be fleshed out soon, so his input would be timely. 
Landform shaping is not mitigation; it effect the footprints of alternatives, hydrology,
how tailings would be placed, etc. 

It is clear that the Forest Service, SWCA, and Rosemont do not have the skills
necessary to do this type of work.  We need help.

I asked Horst to provide a resume and a proposal for an initial visit to Tucson and
the project site.  See his message and attachments below.

How can we make this happen?

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 10/13/2009 06:57 AM -----

"Horst"
<hjschor@jps.net> 

10/12/2009 08:34 AM

To "'Debby Kriegel'" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Rosemont Copper Project

Dear Debby,

 
I have reviewed some of the essential components of the data concerning the above referenced
project you submitted to me and have the following general observations to make:

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Jeanine Derby/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Francisco Valenzuela/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Roger D Congdon/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Kent C Ellett/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



       



    HORST J. SCHOR
      


      RESUME/BIOGRAPHY

Mr. Schor’s professional career spans more than 30 years and has included civil engineering and land planning for, and the management of the development of large scale hillside mixed use Planned Communities in southern California, i.e. Anaheim Hills  4,300 acres and Talega, 3,000 acres both in the County of Orange.  During this time he developed his Landform Grading and Revegetation Concept to replicate natural slope and landforms as a means to mitigate for natural topography and landscape destroyed by human activities or natural processes.

Since 1991 he has been an independent consultant to private and public entities specializing in Land Development Projects and in Landform/Geomorphic Creation or Restoration Projects for various private clients and public entities, such as The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, The United States Environmental Protection Agency, Syncrude Oil of Alberta, Canada, the State of Kentucky EPA, the Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy, the State of New Mexico Land Office, Chevron Mining Corporation and the Navajo EPA Water Quality Division.

In 1999 he was appointed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency to a six member panel of experts as a landform/geomorphic restoration specialist to develop improvements in the mining reclamation process in the mountain top removal/valley fill of coal mining in the Appalachian Mountains. He also participated in numerous forums conducted by OSM (Office of Surface Mining), EPA, Mining Engineers Panels, and others.

He has provided mine reclamation consulting in diverse locations including the oil sands operations at Fort McMurray in Northern Alberta, Canada, coal mining in the Appalachian Mountains and on the Navajo Reservation, and most recently, in northern New Mexico on a large molybdenum mine.


He holds degrees in Civil Engineering and Land Surveying and in Geography with a specialization in Urban Planning.  He is a member of the American Society of Civil Engineers.

Articles on his “Landform Grading and Revegetation” concept have been published by the American Society of Civil Engineers Geotechnical Journal, the Urban Land Institute, Landscape Architect and Specifier News, the Los Angeles Times and others.  He has also received an Award of Merit from the American Planning Association for his concepts.


Mr. Schor has regularly presented his concepts as a guest lecturer at the University of Wisconsin College of Engineering, the University of California at Irvine and also, at the invitation of the University of Dresden’s, (Germany) School of Landscape Architecture.

In 2007 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. published his book entitled “Landforming; an Environmental Approach to Hillside Development, Mine Reclamation and Watershed Restoration.”



       H.J. SCHOR CONSULTING  (  626 N. PIONEER DR. (  ANAHEIM, CA. 92805  ( (714)778-3767  (  FAX: (714) 778-1656  ( E-mail:  hjschor@jps.net




HORST J. SCHOR
DRAFT PROPOSAL FOR INITIAL CONSULTING ASSIGNMENT
ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT

October 12, 2009

Three day trip to Tucson and the project site consisting of:

1. First day – am flight in - pm introductory meeting and initial review of plans and documents.


2. Second day – all day office meetings and field trip to site.


3. Third day – am follow up meetings and discussions, pm return flight

While there, I would like to review any full size plans available including maps of the existing topography and hydrology, aerial photos, mine grading and drainage plans and proposals, available geologic and soils maps and any geotechnical reports and findings, EIS documents as well as anything else that would help me formulate a picture of the situation and to arrive at possible alternative approach concepts to it.

I would to also like to be informed of the following:

1. A brief  history of events that led to the current stage 

2. The mine proponent’s position regarding his proposal


3. A summary of the various inputs both pro and con that have been received so far

4. The local, regional, state and federal agency positions and politics of this proposed project

I am estimating the cost to be as follows:

Three days consulting: 3 days x 8 hours x $250/hr = $6,000


Travel expenses …………………………. ……… =$1,500

Total estimated proposal…………………………..=$7,500

The travel expense estimate is based upon a round trip flight from Orange County to Tucson, two nights accommodation in Tucson, three days car rental and gas, three days meals.


       626 N. PIONEER DR. (  ANAHEIM, CA. 92805  (  (714)778-3767  (  FAX: (714) 778-1656  (  E-mail:  hjschor@jps.net






 
It is obvious that the proposal as outlined will represent a radical and permanent alteration of the
of the entire gemorphology, hydrology and vegetative cover of the area – all of which  will of
course have a direct impact on the visual quality.  Not only will the site that is directly impacted by
the massive, proposed fill structure be effected, but also the surrounding landscape, in particular
the land downstream.

 
Diversions and concentration of flows in large (hardened?) channels will destroy the surrounding
downstream runoff patterns thereby damaging the plant life it once supported.  This is particularly
critical in sparse rainfall regimes such as yours.

 
The proposed monolithic dump structure is clearly devoid of any natural topographic features or
natural analogs characteristic of the local landscape and purely designed for efficient excavation,
hauling and placement.  The design plan developed appears fairly refined and advanced and
probably in the mind of the future operator meets his ultimate business plan.

 
Because of the magnitude of this proposal the challenge will clearly be how to develop a more
environmentally responsible and responsive reclamation and restoration plan that will also meet the
operational needs of the mine proponent.

 
However – if there is the will - there is also a way.  An “engineered” fill structure with all the
characteristics of the conventional, traditional approach to reclamation design is neither the best
nor the only alternative available in today’s world.  Short term efficiency must be weighed against
long term impact and performance.

 
I am of the belief that future generations deserve better from us and that we have a responsibility
to leave a more environmentally concerned legacy behind after we extract the “valuables” from the
earth.

 
Debby, attached you will find my Resume/Biography and the Draft Proposal.

 
Please do call me after you have reviewed this and let me know if there are any questions.

 
Best regards,

 
Horst

 



From: Debby Kriegel
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; cablair@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us;

dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; Kendall Brown;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
seanlockwood@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Rochelle Desser

Subject: Rosemont Mine - List of "other" facilities and features
Date: 03/22/2010 03:00 PM
Attachments: Other_Mine_Elements_032210.xlsx

We all are very familiar with the Rosemont pit, plant, and waste/tailings piles (the
"Big 3").  However, I continue to learn about other project elements beyond these
areas.  In recent weeks I re-read both the MPO and Reclamation Plan, met with Dale
Ortman to clarify, and compiled a list.  Although I'm not sure exactly how we might
use this, at a minimum it provides a good tickler list for analysis of impacts to each
resource.  I'll be presenting this at our IDT meeting on Wednesday.  If you have
time before then, please look it over and bring your comments and questions. 
Thanks!
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Sheet1

		DRAFT - DELIBERATIVE - INTERNAL USE ONLY

		Rosemont Mine - Facilities and features within EMA boundary OTHER than pit, waste/tailings piles, and plant

		March 22, 2010



		Note:  "Plant" is defined as all facilities shown on MPO Figure 2-8 "Ancillary Facilities".



		Category		Description		During Mine		Post-Mine		Notes

		Roads		Main access road (3.7 miles, 68+ ft easement and at least 52 ft wide corridor, cuts/fills, ditches, signs, culverts, gunnite embankments, bollard barricades)		Yes		Yes

				Secondary access road over ridge from Santa Rita Rd to plant (11 ft wide road)		Yes		Yes		 

				Highway 83 widening at intersection with access road (~500 ft N & S) 		Yes		Yes

				Numerous mine roads between pit, crusher, and plant (120-130 ft wide haul roads)		yes		No

				Haul roads N, E, and S around pit		Yes		No

				Roads around perimeter of waste rock & tailings piles		yes		yes

				Roads to re-connect public access around mine		yes		yes

				Roads for power lines (to each pole)		Yes		Yes

				Water line roads (probably the same as secondary access road)		Yes		Yes

				Slurry pipeline roads (if used)		Yes		No

				Well access roads		Yes		Yes

				Conveyor roads		Yes		No

		Buildings		Filter plant, if not located within plant area		Yes		No

		Power Lines		Construction power line (138 kV, pole height 90 ft., span 800 ft on level ground (less on steep topo)		Yes		No

				Permanent power line (138 kv, pole height 90 ft, span 800 ft on level ground (less on steep topo)		Yes		Unknown

				Upgraded power line through Box Canyon (alternative)		Yes		Yes

				Power line around perimeter of pit		Yes		No

		Other mine waste		Heap leach, if not located within other waste rock pile (including road, acid system, PLS pond, PLS to SX plant channel/line, tanks/warehouse, pumps, stormwater ponds, etc.)		Yes		Yes

				Landfill (foundations, parking lots, pond liners, and other non-hazardous waste)		Yes		Yes

		Conveyors		MPO and phased tailings alt: behind waste rock buttress		Yes		No

				Upper Barrel alt: partially behind waste rock buttress		Yes		No

				Scholefield alt: conveyor on east side of project between the plant and pile, including over the outer shell of waste pile, or if filter plant is located near tailings, pipes to the plant (with roads) and conveyor over the outer shell of waste pile		Yes		No

				Sycamore alt: across ridge to Sycamore Canyon (potentially could be in a tunnel)		Yes		No

				Second conveyor on upper ridge area (MPO section 2, p. 27)		Yes		No		Location unknown.  Probably connects the filter plant with active tailings deposition area.

		Pipelines		Water supply lines and associated roads, 20" black iron pipe		Yes		No

				Slurry line (if used) and associated roads, black pipe <24"		Yes		No

				Irrigation pipelines (if used)		Yes		Maybe

				Pumps/booster system facilities for pipelines (boosters in MPO figure 2-10). Building, likely metal, about the size of a big garage, with a good sized pump and electrical control gear inside. Each would also include a power line, and perhaps electrical equipment in a small yard next to the building.		Yes		No

		Wells		Point of compliance wells around waste piles.  Each includes a concrete slab, 6" capped pipe 24" high, and a small sign.		Yes		Yes		Water may be pulled with a truck mounted pump.  If this is not available, each well may need a dedicated pump with power supplied from a truck mounted generator brought to the well each time a sample is taken.

				Dewatering wells around pit: concrete slab, machinery, 5-6' high, power pole and line, and electric box		Yes		No		Unknown number and exact locations.

				Groundwater monitoring wells "downgradient of facility (MPO section 2, p. 28 and reclamation plan p. 33)		Yes		Yes		May need information on number and locations.  Typically, there are monitor wells located at the boundary of the PMA (Pollutant Management Area as per the APP) and Alert Well located between the facilities and the PMA.

				Hydrogeologic characterization and pit characterization wells		Maybe		Maybe		Wells installed by Rosemont during groundwater investigations.  Will remain in existence only if used for monitoring, which we don't know at this time.  Unknown quantity and locations.

		Fences		Perimeter security fence: 4-stand barbed wire (range fence), frequent signs		Yes		No

				Pit fence on road side: chain link, 6-8' high with signs, possibly barbed wire on top 		Yes		Yes

				Pit fence on remote side: range fence with frequent signs		Yes		Yes

				Resource protection fences (cultural sites, biologically sensitive sites, etc.): unknown material		Yes		Maybe

		Drainage Structures		Diversion channels around entire mine operation (plant, pit, and waste/tailings piles).  Rip-rap lined channels.  120 ft wide, with concrete weirs 15'w x 4'h typical max as needed for stability.  Some options to concrete may be possible (e.g., rock).		Yes		Yes		 

				Ends of MPO Central drain.  Inlet possibly a large concrete structure associated with retention pond.  Outlet probably rock only.  Inlet and outlets for alternatives would be smaller.		Yes		Yes

				Stormwater (settling) ponds.  Similar to large stock ponds (<10' earthen berms with armored embankments and spillways).  Allow sediment to settle out before moving into creeks.		Yes		No

				Ponds along pipelines in all locations where pipes could break (stock pond sized)		Yes		No

				Lined ponds (such as heap leach if not located under waste rock)		Yes		No

				Compliance dam (MPO figure 2-11), also known as final monitoring dam at outlet of Barrel Canyon.  Porous dam with 6 ft. high earth embankment and large waste rock (Reclamation plan, p. 33).  		Yes		Probably		See section 2.9.5 of the MPO.  Likely the Compliance Point Dam would be removed once ADEQ was satisfied that the APP could be terminated following final reclamation.

				90 ft. dam (MPO section 2, p. 47)		Yes		Maybe		This dam retains the PWTS pond.  It would only remain post-mine if incorporated in the toe of the waste rock buttress.

		Other  		"Growth Media/Topsoil" stockpiles		Yes		No

				Vegetation test plots (two, approx. 4 acres each)		Yes		No

				Mitigation measures: AZ Trail stock water/trail to Sentenal Peak/interp signs, etc. 		Yes		Yes		Should IDT review mitigation list and add other items?

				Other communication lines/towers? (phone lines, cell towers, etc., such as MPO section 2, p. 15)		Yes		No		Location and number are unknown

				Piezometers at base of dry stack tailings (Reclamation Plan p. 30)		Yes		Yes		Sensor is buried.  Above ground there would be an electrical box to protect the plug-in connection port.  

				Sand & gravel quarry (MPO section 2, p. 62)		Yes		No?		Location is unknown, but likely to be within plant site or other area to be disturbed by mine facilities, such as the waste disposal area.

				Berm around pit (MPO p. 78 mentions fence and/or berm)		Yes		Yes		May be a berm, fence, or combination of the two.

				Other sub-surface items: liners (process water ponds, heap leach collection ditches, heap leach pipeline containment ditches, and heap leach pile), foundations, landfilled items, septic system, utility lines (water, sewer, electrical, etc.), geotextile drains under waste pile 		Yes		Yes, but only below ground		No lined ponds will remain post-mine (except heap leach).

				Constructed wetland (Reclamation Plan p. 50)		Yes		Maybe		This appears to be mentioned as an option to be used on an "as needed" basis.  Location not clear.

				Weather stations and/or air quality monitoring facilities.  Likely they will be the standard monitoring station with precipitation, wind, temperature and humidity monitors; there may also be an evaporation pan. Power is often supplied with a solar panel if the station is not near another facility with power.  They may also have particulate monitors or these may be located separately.		Yes		?
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From: Rion Bowers
To: Kathy Arnold; jdavis@elmontgomery.com; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tim J. Allen; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Tom Euler; Tom Furgason
Subject: Rosemont Mine Geotech Arch/Agave Clearance (SWCA File 12267)
Date: 04/16/2008 11:54 AM

Project Update: 4/16/2008

SWCA was on-site Monday and Tuesday and met with representatives of Tetra Tech and Montgomery
& Associates. We have cleared and staked sites: C7/RP3, C11, HC2, C15/RP5, C8, C9, and C14. 

Site C8 has (1) agave and C15 has (12) agaves that will need to be transplanted/mitigated. 
At the request of Tim Allen (Montgomery), HC2 was relocated and now encroaches into a wash. We
may need re-evaluate the location of this site, as I am not aware of the site-specifics of why it was
moved from the original location.

Clearance is going to take a little longer than I indicated yesterday.  SWCA is not on site today, but will
clear the remaining sites Thursday and Friday.

I understand that Tim Allen asked about clearing another short access road that may no be covered in
the current Plan of Operations. We will not clear any areas not covered in the current POO without
approval from the CNF.  

Please call with any questions. 

Regards, 
-------------------------------------------------------- 
Rion J. Bowers 
Senior Project Manager - Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
e-mail:  rbowers@swca.com 
Phone: (520) 325-9194 
Fax: (520) 325-2033
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From: Rion Bowers
To: Kathy Arnold; jdavis@elmontgomery.com; Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tim J. Allen; jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Tom Euler; Tom Furgason
Subject: Rosemont Mine Geotech Arch/Agave Clearance (SWCA File 12267)
Date: 04/16/2008 11:54 AM

Project Update: 4/16/2008

SWCA was on-site Monday and Tuesday and met with representatives of Tetra Tech and Montgomery
& Associates. We have cleared and staked sites: C7/RP3, C11, HC2, C15/RP5, C8, C9, and C14. 

Site C8 has (1) agave and C15 has (12) agaves that will need to be transplanted/mitigated. 
At the request of Tim Allen (Montgomery), HC2 was relocated and now encroaches into a wash. We
may need re-evaluate the location of this site, as I am not aware of the site-specifics of why it was
moved from the original location.

Clearance is going to take a little longer than I indicated yesterday.  SWCA is not on site today, but will
clear the remaining sites Thursday and Friday.

I understand that Tim Allen asked about clearing another short access road that may no be covered in
the current Plan of Operations. We will not clear any areas not covered in the current POO without
approval from the CNF.  

Please call with any questions. 

Regards, 
-------------------------------------------------------- 
Rion J. Bowers 
Senior Project Manager - Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
e-mail:  rbowers@swca.com 
Phone: (520) 325-9194 
Fax: (520) 325-2033

mailto:rbowers@swca.com
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth';

Terry Chute
Subject: Rosemont Mine Groundwater Model - Request for Cost Estimates
Date: 07/18/2010 05:23 PM
Attachments: 20100718_ortman_stone_fnldavidsoncynrpt_sow_memo.pdf

20100718_ortman_stone_tetratech-hydroframewk_sow_memo.pdf
20100718_ortman_stone_tetratech-hydpropest_sow_memo.pdf

Claudia,
 
Attached are three memoranda each requesting SRK to review and prepare a Technical Review
Memorandum for documents submitted as part of the mine area groundwater evaluation.  All the
documents were prepared by TetraTech with the first being a final Davidson Canyon Report
revised in response to the previous SRK review.  The latter two are technical memoranda submitted
as part of TetraTech’s  groundwater modeling effort; as such, please feel free to combine efforts
such as the conference call to include both document reviews. 
 
Melissa……… please make the subject documents available to SRK on the FTP site.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK) 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard (SWCA); Salek Shafiqullah, 
Bev Everson, Mindee Roth, Terry Chute (CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 18 July 2010   


Subject: 
Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate 
Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment of 
Spring Impacts Report (Final Report) 


 
This memorandum presents the scope of work and requests a cost estimate for the technical 
review of the following documents for environmental resource areas that may be subject to impact 
from the project: 
 
Documents (provided under separate cover): 
 


• TetraTech (2010). Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment 
of Spring Impacts, July 2010 


 
The subject report was submitted in response to the 11 May 2010 Technical Memorandum 
prepared by SRK.  The intent of the requested review and Technical Memorandum is to 
determine if the subject report resolves the issues presented in SRK’s review. 
 
The subconsultant will review and be familiar with the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) 
submitted to the Coronado National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. 
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Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007) and will 
review the subject document in the context of the MPO.  In addition, the subconsultant will 
incorporate the knowledge of the general groundwater regime and geochemistry gained in their 
review of other project documents.   
 
POINTS OF CONTACT 
 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 


• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation 


and report review  
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Scope of Work 
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the 
memorandum of July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for 
Preparation of Review Memoranda and include the specific tasks listed below:  
 


Task 1: Review subject reports including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or 
selected by subconsultant and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject 
report and the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine 
Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 
 
Task 2: Conference call to discuss the initial findings from the review. 
 
Task 3: Draft Technical Review Memorandum – Prepare draft Technical Review 
Memorandum as per the schedule of deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be 
in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 
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Task 4: Final Technical Review Memorandum – Prepare final Technical Review 
Memorandum following SWCA and CNF review as per the schedule of deliverables.  Cost 
estimate to assume one round of SWCA/CNF review only resulting in editorial comments.  
Any additional technical review requested by the SWCA/CNF review will be out of the 
scope of this work.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 
inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 


 
Schedule of Deliverables 
 


• Task 2: Conference call – One week following Notice to Proceed 
• Task 3: Draft Technical Review Memoranda – One week following Task 2: Conference 


Call 
• Task 4: Final Technical Review Memoranda – One week following receipt of final SWCA 


and CNF comments.  
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK) 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard (SWCA); Salek Shafiqullah, 
Bev Everson, Mindee Roth, Terry Chute (CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 18 July 2010   


Subject: 
Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate 
TetraTech Technical Memorandum 
Hydrogeologic Framework Model 


 
This memorandum presents the scope of work and requests a cost estimate for the technical 
review of the following documents for environmental resource areas that may be subject to impact 
from the project: 
 
Documents (provided under separate cover): 
 


• TetraTech (2010). Technical Memorandum Hydrogeologic Framework Model, July 9, 
2010 


 
The subconsultant will review and be familiar with the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) 
submitted to the Coronado National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. 
Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007) and will 
review the subject document in the context of the MPO.  In addition, the subconsultant will 
incorporate the knowledge of the general groundwater regime and geochemistry gained in their 
review of other project documents.   
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POINTS OF CONTACT 
 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 


• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation 


and report review  
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Scope of Work 
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the 
memorandum of July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for 
Preparation of Review Memoranda and include the specific tasks listed below:  
 


Task 1: Review subject reports including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or 
selected by subconsultant and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject 
report and the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine 
Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 
 
Task 2: Conference call to discuss the initial findings from the review. 
 
Task 3: Draft Technical Review Memorandum – Prepare draft Technical Review 
Memorandum as per the schedule of deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be 
in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 
 
Task 4: Final Technical Review Memorandum – Prepare final Technical Review 
Memorandum following SWCA and CNF review as per the schedule of deliverables.  Cost 
estimate to assume one round of SWCA/CNF review only resulting in editorial comments.  
Any additional technical review requested by the SWCA/CNF review will be out of the 
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scope of this work.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 
inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 


 
Schedule of Deliverables 
 


• Task 2: Conference call – One week following Notice to Proceed 
• Task 3: Draft Technical Review Memoranda – One week following Task 2: Conference 


Call 
• Task 4: Final Technical Review Memoranda – One week following receipt of final SWCA 


and CNF comments.  
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK) 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard (SWCA); Salek Shafiqullah, 
Bev Everson, Mindee Roth, Terry Chute (CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 18 July 2010   


Subject: 
Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate 
TetraTech Technical Memorandum 
Hydraulic Property Estimates 


 
This memorandum presents the scope of work and requests a cost estimate for the technical 
review of the following documents for environmental resource areas that may be subject to impact 
from the project: 
 
Documents (provided under separate cover): 
 


• TetraTech (2010). Technical Memorandum Hydraulic Property Estimates, July 9, 2010 
 
The subconsultant will review and be familiar with the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) 
submitted to the Coronado National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. 
Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007) and will 
review the subject document in the context of the MPO.  In addition, the subconsultant will 
incorporate the knowledge of the general groundwater regime and geochemistry gained in their 
review of other project documents.   
 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com





Rosemont EIS Project Memorandum Page 2 
 
 


Document for Deliberative Purposes Only 
Not for Public Distribution 
 


POINTS OF CONTACT 
 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 


• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation 


and report review  
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Scope of Work 
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the 
memorandum of July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for 
Preparation of Review Memoranda and include the specific tasks listed below:  
 


Task 1: Review subject reports including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or 
selected by subconsultant and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject 
report and the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine 
Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 
 
Task 2: Conference call to discuss the initial findings from the review. 
 
Task 3: Draft Technical Review Memorandum – Prepare draft Technical Review 
Memorandum as per the schedule of deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be 
in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 
 
Task 4: Final Technical Review Memorandum – Prepare final Technical Review 
Memorandum following SWCA and CNF review as per the schedule of deliverables.  Cost 
estimate to assume one round of SWCA/CNF review only resulting in editorial comments.  
Any additional technical review requested by the SWCA/CNF review will be out of the 
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scope of this work.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 
inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 


 
Schedule of Deliverables 
 


• Task 2: Conference call – One week following Notice to Proceed 
• Task 3: Draft Technical Review Memoranda – One week following Task 2: Conference 


Call 
• Task 4: Final Technical Review Memoranda – One week following receipt of final SWCA 


and CNF comments.  
 







From: Debby Kriegel
To: hjschor@jps.net; tfurgason@swca.com; mbidwell@swca.com; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson; Francisco

Valenzuela
Cc: Roger D Congdon; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont Mine Landforming - Horst Schor's Visit Oct 9-11
Date: 12/04/2009 01:00 PM
Attachments: SchorAgendaDec2009.docx

Attached is an agenda for Horst Schor's initial visit to Tucson next week.  We'll meet
at SWCA's office on Wednesday at 2:00.  Beyond that, times and topics are flexible
and can be adjusted as needed.

Horst:  I'm assuming that you will be staying at Hotel Arizona.  The SWCA office is
about 4 blocks north of the hotel.  It might be easiest for you to park at the hotel
and walk, as parking in downtown Tucson can be troublesome.

Tom:  Please forward this message to Dale, let Jamie and Jeff know where to meet
us on Thursday morning (MP 44 at 9:45), and arrange a large vehicle for Thursday. 
There will likely be 6 of us: Horst, Marcie, Dale, Bev, you, and me.  Salek will not be
on the field trip.  Bev has a vehicle that seats 4 if additional people plan to attend.

Francisco:  Please let me know if you can attend any part of this meeting.  It would
be great to have you involved.

Thanks.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:hjschor@jps.net
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mbidwell@swca.com
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mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Francisco Valenzuela/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Francisco Valenzuela/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Roger D Congdon/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

Rosemont Mine Landforming – Horst Schor Initial Visit – December 9-11, 2009 





Wednesday, December 9 



12:45 	Horst’s flight arrives Tucson



2:00 	Meet at SWCA office, 343 W. Franklin St.

· Introductions, roles, responsibilities (All)

· Goals for the three days (Debby and Marcie)

· Project overview and background: scoping, issues, MPO, alternatives, EIS process (Bev)

· Review maps, aerial photos, and other documents (All)

· Introduction to landforming (Horst)

· Open discussion - blending Horst’s expertise with project needs (All)

· Discuss Wed. field trip agenda, order lunches, etc. (All)



5:00 	Adjourn 





Thursday, December 10 (Site Tour)



8:00 	Depart Hotel Arizona



8:30	Drive Highway 83:  Hilton Rd, past project area, then to MP 44



9:45 	MP 44:  Meet Rosemont representatives and biology/hydrology tour



10:30	Tour mine site, drive to Sonoita and (if time) Box Canyon Rd.



12:00	Lunch (in field)



12:30	Tour other areas and/or workshop at Singing Valley or SWCA office

· Box Canyon Rd, I-19 Duvall Overpass, Sahaurita Rd,  Corona de Tucson, Tucson, etc.

· Site Analysis exercise to summarize findings and opportunities (SWOT)

· Landforms- brainstorm (what are the major signatures, structures, etc.), discussion, etc.



4:30	Arrive back at Hotel Arizona 

 



Friday, December 11



8:00	Meet at SWCA office

· Wrap up exercise and brainstorm from Wed.

· Process definition- what land forming can happen, schedule, roles, needs

· Horst's reactions, sketching exercise (to bring first reactions to the foreground)

· Discuss coordination with George Annandale, next steps, etc.



11:30 	Adjourn (Horst’s flight dep Tucson 1:10, Marcie’s flight dep Phoenix 2:00 pm)



From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'
Cc: 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model SRK-Montgomery Meeting
Date: 02/17/2010 03:08 PM

Salek,
 
As discussed, the two-day meeting between SRK and Montgomery is scheduled to begin on
Monday (Feb 22) with a working session starting at 2:00 PM at Montgomery’s office.  The intent is
for SRK and Montgomery to develop a plan to address SRK’s concerns with the current model.  It is
tentatively planned to have SRK and Montgomery present a plan to resolve the issues in the
afternoon on Tuesday (Feb 23).  The time of such a presentation will be determined based on
progress towards the plan.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'; Vladimir Ugorets; Larry Cope; Mike Sieber; Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; Roger D Congdon;

'Beverley A Everson'; David Krizek; 'Hale Barter'
Cc: 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Kathy Arnold'; Rochelle Dresser
Subject: Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Update Conference Call
Date: 03/29/2010 06:42 AM
Attachments: 20100317_Hydro mtg_DO.doc

All,
 
This is a reminder that the second groundwater model update conference call is scheduled for

Tuesday, March 30th, at 2:00 PM Arizona/Pacific time.
 

As with the last call on March 17th, the audio will be supplied via SWCA’s conference number
(8656-866-2244, Pass Code 9550668) and Montgomery will provide computer graphics via
GoToMeeting.  Montgomery will issue GoToMeeting invitations shortly before the scheduled time
for the conference call.
 

Draft meeting notes for the March 17th call are attached; please note that there are highlighted
points on the draft notes that have not yet been resolved.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:vugorets@srk.com
mailto:lcope@srk.com
mailto:msieber@srk.com
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Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 


DRAFT- DELIBERATIVE- NOT FOR PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 


Hydrology Team Meeting


March 17, 2010

2:00 pm – 3:10 pm


Attendees:


		Forest Service

		SWCA

		Other



		Salek Shafiqullah

		Dale Ortman

		Hale Barter- Montgomery & Assoc



		Roger Congdon

		Melissa Reichard

		Mark Thomasson- Montgomery & Assoc



		

		Mike Sieber- SRK

		John Wittier- Montgomery & Assoc



		

		Claudia Stone- SRK

		Derek Blazer- Montgomery & Assoc



		

		Vladimir Ugorets- SRK

		Grady O’Brien- TetraTech



		

		Larry Cope- SRK

		





 


Topics Discussed:


Boundary conditions

30 day pump test


Projection timeframe for model

 


Progress  Made:


Montgomery updated boundary conditions- 

· extended contours ½ mile to GHP boundary to help eliminate skewed conductivity due to presence of Alluvium

· Fixed head location where no projected impacts


· No boundaries where projected impacts


· Eliminating alternating boundary

 


Issues Raised:


· Vladimir- Alluvium contributions to groundwater beyond the ½ mile

· Vladimir- has doubts on the use of PEST when reviewing transient results and wants to see reasonable conductivity in all layers without the use of delineated zones


· Roger- Hydraulic connectivity is unique and he doesn’t want to see “bullseyes”- dealing with a variable fractured system- not specific zones


· Project Timeframe – Transient calibration will not be complete by April 9 meeting, but adequate progress will have been made to allow review of work and to discuss any problems encountered in the calibration.

 


Issues Resolved & Agreements:


· Put no boundary condition to the East to see full impact 

· Change in flux of boundary conditions, observe and adjust boundaries accordingly


· Still consider and calibrate to a lack of response on those wells to ensure correct vertical distribution to include all the layers 

 


Next Steps/Assignments:


· Conference Call at 2pm (Arizona time) on 3/31/2010

· Meeting at Montgomery’s office on 4/9/2010


· Montgomery- Technical memorandum with brief description of transient calibration with larger report of sensitivity analysis and model to follow









From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; Roger D Congdon; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Stone, Claudia'; Vladimir Ugorets; Larry

Cope; Mike Sieber; David Krizek
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Hale Barter'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Subject: Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Update Conference Call - March 17, 2010
Date: 03/14/2010 05:51 PM

All,
 
The first of two conference calls regarding the Rosemont mine site groundwater model will be

convened on Wednesday March 17th at 2:00 PM Arizona Time (3:00 PM Mountain Time).  The
audio will be supplied via the following SWCA conference call number and passcode:
 
Number: 866-866-2244
Passcode: 9550668
 
Video for presenting graphics will be supplied by Montgomery via a GoToMeeting connection; each
participant in the To and CC list above will receive instructions from Hale Barter (Montgomery) on
how to connect to the GoToMeeting site.
 
SWCA will take the meeting notes for the EIS administrative record.
 
The conference call is intended to afford Montgomery the opportunity to present their work to

date regarding the resolution items developed at the February 23rd meeting in Tucson, and to
allow comment and interaction among all participants regarding the work.  The agenda for the
meeting is:
 

·         Introduction – Dale Ortman
·         Participant List – SWCA
·         Update on Groundwater Model – Montgomery
·         Discussion – All Participants

 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont mitigation table - finalize by June 4
Date: 06/01/2010 02:21 PM

I have an assigned task to " finalize" the mitigation table and share it with Rosemont
and SWCA by this Friday.  There is a meeting next Tues. with Rosemont to reach
agreement on every item so mitigation can be applied to alternatives, alternatives
described, and alternatives analyzed.  There are a number of notes for you to
finalize wording, combine similar measures, etc in the Hydrology section, pages 8-
12. Jonathan (SWCA) sent this on May 7th.  Let me know if I need to send it to
you.  Will you be able to complete your piece this week?  If not, I will do the best I
can.  Please let me know.  Thanks.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; gcheniae@cox.net
Cc: Reta Laford; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont MOU Mod. #5
Date: 12/15/2009 08:38 AM
Attachments: Mod5_attachment_12152009.doc

Here is the final draft of the MOU modification we've been reviewing .  I will have
copies for signature on Monday.  We will be meeting Monday, December 21, 2009 in
room 4B of the Forest Service offices beginning at 0900.  Other than mitigation,
what other topics are vital?

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:gcheniae@cox.net
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES

FS Agreement No. 08-MU-11030510-010


12/15/2009




Attachment 1 


to


MODIFICATION #05


to


AGREEMENT NO. 08-MU-11030510-010


between


USDA FOREST SERVICE


and


ROSEMONT COPPER COMPANY


These sections and/or specific clauses are modified by deleting existing text, in its entirety, and replacing it with the following: 


A. (first paragraph). The purpose of this MOU is to articulate the working arrangement whereby a third-party environmental contractor (Prime Consultant) will support the Forest Service, in consultation with the Proponent, to conduct an environmental impacts analysis of the Rosemont Copper Project (Project) to serve as documentation of Forest Service compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Public Law 91-190). 


C.1. As the lead agency in the NEPA review, the Forest Service will have primary responsibility for the content of the EIS.  In order to reduce duplication of effort, the Forest Service plans to inform and/or invite other Federal, state, and local agencies having jurisdiction by law or special expertise related to the proposal to participate as “cooperating agencies” during the NEPA review (40 CFR 1501.6).  The Prime Consultant will be required to deliver an EIS that conforms in format and content to the requirements established by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508),  36 CFR 220, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Compliance, and  Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.15, Environmental Policy and Procedures.


C.8. As soon as the scoping process is underway, the Proponent will limit its communications with the Prime Consultant to matters of scope, budget, schedule, and fulfillment of information requests, unless otherwise requested or approved by the Forest Service. 


D.3. Designate a Forest Service point of contact for all matters related to the preparation of the EIS.  This individual will direct the Prime Consultant in conducting the NEPA 


review and will interface with the Proponent to resolve issues and address questions that 


arise during EIS preparation.  This person will also interface with the Forest’s Rosemont 


Project Manager on questions of a highly technical nature that arise during EIS preparation. 


D.13. Consider Freedom of Information Act in the release of Proponent-provided materials (F.9). 


D.20. Direct the Prime Consultant to maintain the NEPA Administrative Record (AR) for the project until the Forest Service ROD is signed.  At that time, the AR will be delivered to the Forest Service.


a. The Forest Service will provide direction to the Prime Consultant for design, organization, indexing, preparation, maintenance and safe storage of the hard copy and electronic AR. 


b. The Prime Consultant and its sub-contractors will document sampling, testing, field observations, literature searches, analysis, recommendation, phone conversations, and other work that provides source material for the analysis, and any supplements to them.  The Prime Consultant and its sub-contractors will also document the Forest Service’s records in a similar and compatible manner. 


c.   The documentation will be organized by specific categories of information and chronologically within categories for easy retrieval.  An index of the information in the AR will show the date, author, address, title, type of record, number of pages, summary, recipient, and document or page number. 

 d. Two complete copies of the AR will be made available to the public during the Draft EIS comment period. 


D.21. Assume responsibility for preparation of the Record of Decision (ROD). 


E.3.  Develop and execute a contract with a Prime Consultant to cover all costs associated with the NEPA review of the Project, with the exception of those related to preparation of the ROD.  The Proponent will be responsible for all costs and any continuing costs incurred by the Prime Consultant until the contract has expired or is terminated. 


E.4. Ensure that all Prime Consultant and sub-contractor staffs provide to the Forest Service signed copies of a “Disclosure Statement” confirming they do not have any interest, financial or otherwise, in the outcome of the project. 


E.7. Provide all relevant technical and environmental information necessary for environmental analysis and documentation, including draft for review and final versions, in a timeframe that allows for the completion of the EIS on schedule.  Information will be submitted in formats requested by the Forest Service. At a minimum:


· All reports will be provided as paper (four copies each) and electronic copies.  


· Electronic copies will be submitted on compact disks or DVDs in .pdf.


· Geographical Information System (GIS) data will be submitted as shape files with Forest Service-specified metadata that are compatible with ESRI ArcMap.


E.14. Bear sole responsibility for the costs of: 


· Preparing and providing the number of requested copies of the Draft and Final EIS, including Summary DEIS and FEIS, for public review. 


· Reproducing and distributing the EIS and ROD.  


· Providing an electronic copy of the EIS and related documents that is suitable for reproduction by the Forest Service. 


F.6. Electronic and hardcopy materials relevant to the decisions to be made will be included in the NEPA AR.


F.9. Any information furnished by the Proponent to the Forest Service under this MOU is subject to public release under the authority of the Freedom of Inform Act (5 USC 552). Specific exemptions in FOIA may protect proprietary and confidential information related to the project.  When providing materials to the Forest Service, the proponent must notify the Forest Service of any materials it requests to be exempt from release under FOIA. Forest Service will evaluate such information to determine whether or not it may be withheld.  The Proponent will have a right to object the Forest Service’s determination. When materials are released that include redactions of Proponent-provided materials, a courtesy copy of the FOIA transmittal letter will be provided to the Proponent.


F.12. The principal contacts for this MOU are: Jamie Sturgess, Vice President Sustainable Development, Rosemont Copper Company, 4500 Cherry Creek South, Suite 1040, Denver, CO 80246;  and Forest Supervisor, Coronado National Forest, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701. 


Attachment 1, Section I, bullet 9. Distributing public notices and NEPA documents, including the ROD; and


Attachment 1, Section I C. bullet 8. Distribute the DEIS for public review; and 


Attachment 1, Section II.  The Prime Consultant will provide reports and other deliverables to the Forest in both written and electronic formats.  Electronic formats will be delivered via WebEx or as attachments by electronic mail, compact disks, DVDs, or posted to a file transfer protocol (ftp) site as requested by the Forest Service.  All electronic deliverables will be submitted in the formats requested by the Forest Service and may include, but are not limited to Microsoft Office, .pdf, and shape files with Forest Service-specified metadata that are compatible with ESRI ArcMap.  Paper copies will be prepared for all documents supporting the decisions to be made and placed in the Administrative Record in accordance with Forest Service direction.  Additional paper copies will be submitted to the Forest Service upon request.  Maps will be prepared in consultation with Forest GIS staff in a format consistent with Forest Service specifications. Deliverables will include, but are not limited to:


· NEPA Administrative Record


· Checklist of environmental requirements


· Project Description


· Field surveys and reports


· Copy of all comment letters as received from the public and as coded by SWCA analysts. 


· Copies of all attachments to scoping letters, organized to demonstrate that all attachments were considered, and if appropriate, coded as comments or sent to the appropriate Forest specialists to be considered during analysis of potential impacts.


· Evaluation of and Summary of Scoping Comments (Scoping Summary Report #1: Extent of Public Participation, Scoping Summary Report #2: Theme of Comments Rosemont Copper Project, and Scoping Summary Report #3: Comment Disposition).


· Biological Assessment


· Biological Evaluation


· Biology Specialist Report


· Migratory Bird Report


· Management Indicator Report


· Draft letter to Fish and Wildlife Service for Endangered Species Act Consultation


· Heritage Field Work and Assessment


· Draft Letter to the State Historic Preservation Office for NHPA Consultation 


· Annotated Outline of the EIS


· Process papers as requested by the Forest Service


· Internal review draft DEIS


· Camera-ready version of the DEIS and Summary


· Public notices and meeting materials


· DEIS comment evaluation


· Comment response Summary for FEIS


· Internal review draft FEIS


· Camera-ready version of the FEIS and Summary 


These clauses are added to the MOU:


E.16. Bear the cost of notifying the public of the availability of the DEIS and FEIS.  Methods may include, but are not limited to legal notice, news releases, direct mailings, and paid advertisements. 


E.17. Bear the cost of public meetings the Forest Service uses related to the DEIS and FEIS.  These costs may include, but are not limited to, production of meeting materials, procurement of facilities, insurance, and security services. 

E.18. At the request of the Forest Service, the Proponent will host and bear the cost of “Technical Transfer Meetings” by the Proponent’s specialists and technical consulting team.  These technical transfer meetings provide an opportunity for review of Proponent work products. 


1





From: Beverley A Everson
To: rose@laposadagv.com
Subject: Rosemont MPO for Rob Robuck
Date: 03/18/2008 10:19 AM

Rose, please share this information with you husband.  Thank you.

http://www.augustaresource.com/section.asp?pageid=6320

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:rose@laposadagv.com


From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; tjchute@msn.com; Jess DeBusk
Subject: Rosemont Paleo Section
Date: 07/22/2010 12:58 PM
Attachments: PROJECT_BUDGET_TEMPLATE Rosemont paleo.xlsx

Bev,
 
Attached for your review is the SOW Jess DeBusk put together for the Paleo section.  Here is her
brief description of the work:
 

1.       Background Review and Records Search. Published and unpublished literature and
geologic maps will be reviewed in order to thoroughly assess the paleontological resource
potential of the study area. Using the results of the geologic map search, locality searches
and literature review, the Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) of all geologic units
within the project areas will be evaluated and analyzed in accordance to professional
standards set forth by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) and in accordance to
the requirements of the Forest Service.
 

2.       Paleontological Resources EIS Section. Following the background review and records
search, the paleontological resources section of the EIRS will be drafted based on the
results of the paleontological study. The section will describe the geology of the project
area in terms of its paleontological content and sensitivity, present the results of the
paleontological sensitivity analysis, summarize and discuss previously recorded fossil
localities within the project areas (if any); discuss the significance of previously recorded
localities within the project areas and elsewhere in the same geologic units; discuss the
paleontological requirements of the project and compliance with the requirements in the
context of existing legislative authorities; and present paleontological resource mitigation
recommendations.  The section will also include a paleontological sensitivity GIS map that
will depict areas where further mitigation (such as field surveys or construction monitoring)
may be recommended.

 
Please let me and Tom know if this meets your expectations for this section.  Jaime has approved
the cost, but your approval of the SOW is required prior to finalization.
 
Many thanks,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com

mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:jdebusk@swca.com

Project

		Rosemont EIS- Paleo Section



										SubTask 1.1 				SubTask 1.2				SubTask 1.3				SubTask 1.4				SubTask 1.5				SubTask 1.6				SubTask 1.7				SubTask 1.8				SubTask 1.9				SubTask 1.10

										Ch 3 Paleo Resources																[Sub-task Name here]				[Sub-task Name here]				[Sub-task Name here]				[Sub-task Name here]				[Sub-task Name here]				[Sub-task Name here]

		LABOR

		Labor Category		Project Role		Name (Last, First)		Rate		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost

		Specialist VIII		Paleontologist		DeBusk, Jess		$   131.00		60.00		$   7,860		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

		Subject Matter Expert		QA/QC 		Murphey or Corsetti		$   173.00		8.00		$   1,384		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

		Specialist III		GIS Specialist		Mitchell, Lara		$   79.00		2.00		$   158		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

								$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

								$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

								$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

								$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

								$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

								$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

								$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

								$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

								$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

								$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

		Labor Total										$   9,402				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -

		EXPENSES  

		Description				Unit		Rate		# Units		Cost		# Units		Cost		# Units		Cost		# Units		Cost		# Units		Cost		# Units		Cost		# Units		Cost		# Units		Cost		# Units		Cost		# Units		Cost

		Communication (of Labor Total)				auto-calculated-DO NOT CHANGE		0%		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Car Rental				per day		$   40.00		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Car Rental (4 × 4)				per day		$   61.00		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Copies (B&W)				per page		$   0.10		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Copies (Color)				per page		$   1.00		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Graphic Plots				per plot		$   17.00		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Lodging				per night		$   60.00		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Mileage				per mile		$   0.50		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Per Diem				per day		$   46.00		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		 Permits				 enter rate/units or lump cost		$   - 0		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Overnight Delivery				per package		$   15.00		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Supplies				enter rate/units or lump cost		$   - 0		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		ASM records search				enter rate/units or lump cost		$   250.00		1		$   250		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Misc.				enter rate/units or lump cost		$   - 0		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Misc.				enter rate/units or lump cost		$   - 0		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -		-		$   -

		Expenses Subtotal										$   250				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -

		Administrative Fee						15%				$   38				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -

		Expenses Total										$   288				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -

		SUBCONTRACTORS						Rate		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost		Hours		Cost

						enter rate/hours or cost quoted		$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

						enter rate/hours or cost quoted		$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

						enter rate/hours or cost quoted		$   - 0		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -		- 0		$   -

		Subcontractor Fee Subtotal										$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -

		Administrative Fee						20%				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -

		Subcontractor Fee Total										$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -

		Project SubTask Totals										$   9,690				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -				$   -



		Project Totals

		SWCA Labor Total		9,402.00

		Expenses Total		288.00

		Subcontractors Total		- 0

		Project Total		$   9,690

		Note--labor, expense, and subcontractor totals are rounded to the nearest whole dollar.

		Communication expense is not subject to 15% administrative fee.
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Standard Rates

		Title		Rate

		Principal-In-Charge		$300.00

		Project Manager XI		$173.00

		Project Manager X		$158.00

		Project Manager IX		$142.00

		Project Manager VIII		$131.00

		Project Manager VII		$121.00

		Project Manager VI		$110.00

		Project Manager V		$100.00

		Project Manager IV		$89.00

		Project Manager III		$79.00

		Subject Matter Expert		$215.00

		Specialist XI		$173.00

		Specialist X		$158.00

		Specialist IX		$142.00

		Specialist VIII		$131.00

		Specialist VII		$121.00

		Specialist VI		$110.00

		Specialist V		$100.00

		Specialist IV		$89.00

		Specialist III		$79.00

		Specialist II		$68.00

		Specialist I		$58.00

		Technician II		$47.00

		Technician I		$37.00

		Administrative VI		$89.00

		Administrative V		$79.00

		Administrative IV		$68.00

		Administrative III		$58.00





Expenses

		Equipment		Unit		Rate

		35mm Camera		per day		$   20.00

		Aluminum Boat  (14' w/ 8HP)		per day		$   75.00

		Anonmeter		per day		$   1.00

		ASM Additional Fee		per field person >4 days		$   20.00

		ASM Project Registration Fee		one time rate		$   80.00

		ATV		per day		$   35.00

		BaroTroll datalogger		per day		$   25.00

		Car Rental		per day		$   40.00

		Car Rental (4 × 4)		per day		$   61.00

		Class A Evaporation Pan		per day		$   15.00

		Copies (B&W)		per page		$   0.10

		Copies (Color)		per page		$   1.00

		Datalogger Communication Cable		per day		$   10.00

		Digital Camera		per day		$   45.00

		Digital Hygrometer		per day		$   5.00

		Dip Net		per day		$   3.00

		GPS		per day		$   15.00

		Graphic Plots		per plot		$   17.00

		Hand Auger		per day		$   25.00

		LaMotte Chlorine Test Kit (1-10 ppm)		per day		$   5.00

		Lodging		per night		$   60.00

		Mileage		per mile		$   0.50

		mini-Troll water level dataloggers 		per day		$   25.00

		Misc.		enter rate/units or lump cost		$   - 0

		Osprey/ Achilles boat		per day		$   100.00

		Overnight Delivery		per package		$   15.00

		Per Diem		per day		$   46.00

		Permits		enter rate/units or lump cost		$   - 0

		pH/Temp/Cond Meter		per day		$   25.00

		Supplies		enter rate/units or lump cost		$   - 0

		Temperature/Humidity dataloggers		per day		$   10.00

		Trimble GPS		per day		$   40.00

		Water Level Sounder 		per day		$   25.00







From: Sarah L Davis
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Rochelle Desser; tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson
Subject: ROSEMONT PROJECT RECORD SCHEMA -  New DEIS outline vs. Project Record outline
Date: 03/29/2010 01:57 PM

I evaluated Melissa's recommendations (see below) and conferred with Mindee; she
and I both agree with all of the recommendations for the following reasons:
1) in this situation it is better to be "splitters" rather than "lumpers" because that is
the most useful way to find a document   
2) we don't know which topic area may be challenged so even those that don't stand
out now, e.g., Wilderness or Livestock Grazing would be good to have separate
(there could also be an internal need to track an area, e.g., Climate Change, if FS
Climate Change direction changes in the future.
3) personnel will be changing over time so having the topics more finely split would
help future folks locate documents  

Melissa - unless Reta has other preferences - keep Riparian separate, Livestock
Grazing separate, as well as Climate Change, Wilderness, and Land Use.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
----- Forwarded by Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS on 03/29/2010 12:44 PM -----

"Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 

03/24/2010 12:31 PM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Mindee
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>

cc "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Rochelle
Desser" <rdesser@fs.fed.us>, "Sarah Davis"
<sldavis@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>

Subject New DEIS outline vs. Project Record outline

 
All-

 
Knowing that the direction from Reta was to mimic the DEIS in the Record (and vice versa), I
compared the new DEIS outline to review the possible implication it could make on the Record
schema. This is a list of what the differences are as well as my thoughts:

 
Soils & Geology is combined in the record, not in the outline. I think it is useful to keep these
together because the Record has Reclamation completely out of the “Resource” area- because it

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Rochelle Desser/OU=WO/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


really is not a Resource. I think leaving them combined still enables quick record retrieval because
Soils & Geology is the actual name of the section.

 
Riparian is separate in the Record but combined into Biology in the outline. Honestly, combining
these does make sense because they have a lot of the same documents that feed into both areas
combined. However, we did discuss the need for a separate section because there is a separate
Issue for Riparian. 

 
Livestock Grazing is separate in Record, not in outline. This section of the record would be
incredibly small anyway, so it wouldn’t take much to combine, if you choose.

 
Public Health & Safety is separate in the Record from HazMat, Fire & Fuels and Transportation, and
combined in the outline. It makes sense to combine the HazMat and Fire & Fuels, because these
really are a part of Safety and I’m not sure what would be documented in the Health & Safety
section as a stand-alone. Transportation, on the other hand, does have an Issue and a number of
documents. The outline states Transportation Safety but in this project Transportation includes
more than just safety. It would be worth keeping separate for the time involved to integrate it.

 
Light, Noise & Vibrations is separated in the Record as “Dark Skies” and “Noise & Vibration”,
combined in the outline. Again, combining would go against the separate section for issues
guideline we were using before. They will also be decent sized sections on their own. Knowing that
and the fact that the sections are named appropriately, I suggest keeping them separate. 

 
These resources are called out in the Record but omitted from the outline- not sure what you want
done with these:
Climate Change (Currently combined with Air in Record)
Wilderness (Currently combined with Recreation in Record)
Land Use

 

 
Note: any change in the resource sections would require relabeling of tabs, sections, forms, and
locator sheets dispersed throughout the record now. This would require about 1-3 days work,
depending on how many changes there are. However, it is important to have the record best
reflect our NEPA process and hard work, so I suggest looking at it from this point of vie:. By
combining sections, does it create less documentation and work in the long run (Riparian comes to
mind)? Does it still reflect the work that went toward that resource? Will the Region/lawyers still
be able to locate documentation they look for? By keeping sections separate, does it create
what looks like a gap in work, effort or analysis?

 



Melissa Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520)325-9194 ofc.  (520)250-6204 cell

 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: jrigg@swca.com; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: Rosemont schedule details
Date: 05/05/2010 10:33 AM
Attachments: Tasks&TimelineOptionsApr2010.xlsx

Here's the latest draft.  Note questions in DEIS section.  I think we missed
something here and need to add a month.  

Reta, This schedule relies on 1) concurrent RO, Coop Agency, Rosemont reviews
and  2) meets only the minimum requirements based on RO policy (Feb 9, 2007
memo and Apr 2006 Policy) and 3) is less than what the forest told the Region we
would be asking for with this project (June 6, 2008 memo).

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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Sheet1

		Rosemont Copper Project Timeline                                                                            5/5/10



		TASKS				Target Dates for Completion		Responsible Parties		Notes

		Chapter 1				10/1/10

		FS Concur with EIS Outline				5/7/10		FS

		RO Informal Review				5/14/10		FS

		Incorporate Plan amendment language as needed				6/18/10		FS

		RO, Cooperating Agency, and Proponent Review (see Chapter 2)				9/15/10		FS

		Incorporate comments				10/1/10		SWCA, FS

		Final Chapter 1  				10/1/10		SWCA, FS

		Chapter 2				10/1/10

		Decision on Alternatives for detailed analysis				5/7/10		FS

		SRK review of Alternatives Considered but Dismissed				5/28/10		SWCA

		Draft for review of Alternatives Considered but Dismissed section				5/28/10		SWCA

		Mitigation finalized				6/15/10		SWCA, FS, Rosemont

		Forest Plan Consistency review and Plan amendment language				6/18/10		FS

		Submit Draft Chapter 2 to CNF				7/1/10		SWCA

		Forest Review of Chapter 2				7/15/10		FS

		Incorporate comments				8/2/10		SWCA

		RO, Cooperating Agency, and Proponent Review Chapters 1 and 2				9/15/10		FS

		Incorporate comments				10/1/10		SWCA, FS 

		Final Chapter 2 				10/1/10		SWCA, FS, Rosemont

		Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences				1/31/11

		Finalize Bounds of Analysis				5/14/10		SWCA, FS

		CNF review of Regulatory Framework				5/14/10		FS

		RCC submits reports 				7/30/10		Rosemont

		Review and finalize all Tech Reports				8/30/10		SWCA, FS, Rosemont

		Informal Regional Review				8/30/10		FS

		Submit draft Chapter 3 fo CNF				9/30/10		SWCA, FS

		Forest Review of Chapter 3				10/15/10		FS

		Incorporate comments				10/29/10		SWCA

		RO, Cooperating Agency, and Proponent Review Chapter 3				11/30/10		FS

		Incorporate comments				1/31/11		SWCA

		Chapters 4-7				11/30/10

		Finalize Chapters 4 and 5				9/15/10		SWCA, FS

		Finalize Chapters 6 and 7				11/30/10		SWCA, FS

		DEIS 				3/15/11		  

		Submit Draft to CNF				1/31/11		SWCA

		Review and comments				2/15/11		FS

		Incorporate comments				3/1/11		SWCA

		Final review of DEIS				3/15/11		FS

		Publishing at GPO				3/15/11		???????????????????

		File DEIS with EPA/Federal Register NOA- FS				3/15/11		???????????????????

		Project Record Compiled				3/15/11		SWCA

		DEIS Public Review				8/30/11		 

		Public Review & 90-day Comment Period begins 4/1				6/30/11		SWCA, FS, Rosemont

		Content Analysis 				8/30/11		FS

		Write and review Review Response to Comments document				9/30/11		FS

		FEIS				1/16/12		 		 

		Incorporate comments				10/31/11		SWCA

		CNF review of draft FEIS				11/30/11		FS

		Final revision				12/15/11		SWCA, FS

		Publishing at GPO- FS				1/16/12		FS

		File FEIS with EPA/Federal Register NOA				1/16/12		FS



		Record of Decision				3/15/12		 

		Submit for printing				2/15/12		FS



		Assumptions:

		Alternatives and EIS Outline will be approved in sufficient time to allow for a 10/30/2010 DEIS  submittal 

		With the exception of SWCA revision of FEIS after comment period and the FS review of FEIS, review and revision periods are each 1 month and comment reconciliation is 2 weeks

		CNF will have completed all internal reviews of DEIS by 10/30/2010

		CNF will not need to reconcile Regional Office comments

		DEIS & FEIS can be published in a one-month timeframe by GPO

		NEPA Services Group can comply with two month timeline for Content Analysis
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From: Tom Furgason
To: mroth@fs.fed.us
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us
Subject: Rosemont Schedule
Date: 08/30/2009 06:22 PM
Attachments: Rosemont Schedule_TF083009.pdf

Mindee,
 
Attached is the Rosemont schedule that I showed you on Friday.  I think that we need to spend some
time on this and revise several tasks. Anyhow, this should be a good starting place.  I'll talk to you
tomorrow.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors Resource Names


1 Project Management 793 days Fri 7/6/07 Mon 7/19/10


73 General PM Administration 793 days Fri 7/6/07 Mon 7/19/10


109


110 Project Initiation & Preparation 299 days? Thu 7/5/07 Fri 8/22/08


129 NEPA Scoping 118 days Fri 2/29/08 Fri 8/8/08


156 Regional Pre-decision Review of Scoping 22 days Mon 6/16/08 Tue 7/15/08


157 Scoping Reports 357 days? Fri 5/30/08 Mon 10/12/09


158 Scoping Reports 1 and 2 127 days Mon 1/5/09 Tue 6/30/09 155


159 FS Review of Scoping Reports 1 and 2 8 days Wed 7/1/09 Fri 7/10/09 158


160 Scoping Reports 1 and 2 finalized 11 days Mon 7/13/09 Mon 7/27/09 159


161 Identification of Issues 42 days Mon 2/2/09 Tue 3/31/09


162 Presentation to the Deciding official 0 days Tue 3/31/09 Tue 3/31/09


163 Direction from Deciding Official 0 days Fri 5/30/08 Fri 5/30/08


164 Revision of Issues 70 days Mon 6/2/08 Fri 9/5/08 163


165 Draft Scoping Report 3 15 days? Tue 7/28/09 Mon 8/17/09


166 FS Review of Scoping Report 3 15 days Tue 8/18/09 Mon 9/7/09 165


167 Revision of Scoping Report 3 1 day? Mon 9/28/09 Mon 9/28/09 166


168 IDT Lead Recommend Issues to Deciding Official 0 days Mon 9/28/09 Mon 9/28/09 167


169 Deciding Official Approves List of Significant Issues & Measures, Analysis Plan10 days Tue 9/29/09 Mon 10/12/09 168


170 Pre-Decisional Region Review of Significant Issues 15 days Tue 10/13/09 Mon 11/2/09 169


171 Scoping Report 3 Finalized 5 days Tue 11/3/09 Mon 11/9/09 170


172


173 Chapter 1 113 days Mon 3/10/08 Mon 8/11/08 130


174 Purpose & Need 7 days Mon 3/10/08 Tue 3/18/08


175 Draft Chapter 1 113 days Mon 3/10/08 Mon 8/11/08


176 CNF review of Chapter 1 14 days Mon 3/10/08 Thu 3/27/08


177


178 Chapter 2 427 days Wed 3/5/08 Tue 10/20/09


179 Proposed Action 46 days Wed 3/5/08 Mon 5/5/08 114


180 Line Officer approval of proposed action 0 days Mon 5/5/08 Mon 5/5/08 179


181 Pre-Decisional Region Review of P&N, Site Spec. PA 15 days Tue 5/6/08 Mon 5/26/08 180


182


183 Forest Plan Consistancy Review 5 days Tue 5/27/08 Mon 6/2/08 181


191 FS Define Reasonable Range of Alts. 14 days Mon 7/13/09 Thu 7/30/09 160SS,174SS


192 Deciding Official(s) Approves Range of Alts. & Potential Plan Amend.0 days Thu 7/30/09 Thu 7/30/09 191


193 Pre-Decisional Region Review of Alts 15 days Fri 7/31/09 Thu 8/20/09 192


194 CNF finalize Alts 7 days Fri 8/21/09 Mon 8/31/09 193


195 SO review of EIS Outline & Content Check 14 days Tue 9/1/09 Fri 9/18/09 194


196 Pre-Decisional Region Review of Key Analysis 15 days Mon 9/21/09 Fri 10/9/09 195


197 Finalize Chapter 2 7 days Mon 10/12/09 Tue 10/20/09 196


198


199 Chapter 3 363 days Mon 3/10/08 Mon 7/27/09 130


200 Identify Environmental Concerns 0 days Mon 7/27/09 Mon 7/27/09 160


201 Baseline Data Review 143 days Mon 3/10/08 Mon 9/22/08


202 Description of Affected Env. 14 days Mon 3/10/08 Thu 3/27/08


203 Identify Issues/topics for Imapact Analysis 7 days Mon 3/10/08 Tue 3/18/08


204 Draft Chapter 3 30 days Mon 3/10/08 Wed 4/16/08 203SS


205 CNF Review of Chapter 3 14 days Thu 4/17/08 Tue 5/6/08 204


206 Revision of Chapter 3 14 days Wed 5/7/08 Mon 5/26/08 205


207 Chapter 4 196 days Thu 4/17/08 Thu 1/15/09


208 Assessment of Direct and Indirect Impacts 14 days Thu 4/17/08 Tue 5/6/08 205SS


209 Assessment of Cumulative Impacts 14 days Thu 4/17/08 Tue 5/6/08 208SS


210 Draft Chapter 4 14 days Thu 4/17/08 Tue 5/6/08 209SS


211 FS review of Chapter 4 14 days Wed 5/7/08 Mon 5/26/08 210


212 Line Officer reviews Irreversible & Irretrieveable & long-term productivity0 days Mon 5/26/08 Mon 5/26/08 211


213 Finalize Chapter 4 7 days Tue 5/27/08 Wed 6/4/08 212


214 Chapters 5-x 120 days Fri 4/18/08 Thu 10/2/08


215 Best Available Statement  by Deciding Official(s) 0 days Fri 8/22/08 Fri 8/22/08 127


216 Project Manager Determines Appropriate Appendicies 0 days Fri 8/29/08 Fri 8/29/08


217 Project Manager Determines whether to prepare a "map book" 0 days Fri 8/29/08 Fri 8/29/08 216


218 Appendicies 100 days Fri 8/29/08 Thu 1/15/09 217


219


220 Preliminary DEIS (PDEIS) 87 days Thu 6/5/08 Fri 10/3/08 213


221 Complete remaining sections 7 days Thu 6/5/08 Fri 6/13/08


222 Complete Impacts Comparison 3 days Mon 6/16/08 Wed 6/18/08 221


223 Line Officer Selecst a Prefferd Alt 0 days Wed 6/18/08 Wed 6/18/08 222


224 Compile PDEIS 7 days Thu 6/19/08 Fri 6/27/08 223


225 Produce and Distribute PDEIS to agencies 5 days Mon 6/30/08 Fri 7/4/08 224


226 Agency review of PDEIS 15 days Mon 7/7/08 Fri 7/25/08 225


227 Revision of PDEIS 15 days Mon 7/28/08 Fri 8/15/08 226


228 Agency Review of Revised PDIES 7 days Mon 8/18/08 Tue 8/26/08 227


229 Final revision 7 days Wed 8/27/08 Thu 9/4/08 228


230 FS review of camera-ready DEIS 7 days Fri 9/5/08 Mon 9/15/08 229


231 Publish and distribute DEIS 14 days Tue 9/16/08 Fri 10/3/08 230


232 File DEIS with EPA/Federal Register NOA 0 days Fri 10/3/08 Fri 10/3/08 231


233


234 DEIS Public Review 120 days Mon 10/6/08 Fri 3/20/09 232


235 Public Comment Period 120 days Mon 10/6/08 Fri 3/20/09


236


237 Section 106 (National Historic Preservation Act 660 days Fri 7/6/07 Tue 1/12/10


243


3/31


5/30


9/28


5/5


7/30


7/27


5/26


8/22


8/29


8/29


6/18


10/3


Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec


2009
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors Resource Names


244 Section 7 Consultation (Endangered Species Act 480 days Fri 3/14/08 Tue 1/12/10
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From: Tom Furgason
To: ffentiman@fs.fed.us
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Jeff Connell; Keith Pohs; Tom Euler; jdmacivor@frontiernet.net; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Scoping and Public Participation Plan
Date: 02/01/2008 12:33 PM

Faye,

Bev informed me that you are available to meet next Friday (Feb. 8) to discuss the Scoping
process for the proposed Rosemont Mine.  We are available anytime on Friday, but sometime
around 10:00 would probably work best for us. 

We will be submitting a working draft Public Participation Plan to you by early next week. 
Hopefully this document will provide a good start in creating a clear direction for public
participation.  We anticipate that the CNF will have substantial input beyond what is
presented in the draft Plan, but felt that we could generate a better discussion during the
meeting if you reviewed what we have developed at this point.

Jamie Sturgess is anticipating that Rosemont’s PR firm will also attend this meeting; however,
we have reservations about the project proponent working on the CNF’s NEPA process.  I
would like to suggest that we meet without Rosemont or their consultants next week and
determine if (or when) it might be appropriate to involve Rosemont in the Scoping process.  It
may be helpful if Andrea Campbell is also available to attend this meeting to ensure that we
are following Forest Policy with respect to Scoping.

Finally, SWCA will have reserved meeting places in Tucson, Green Valley, and Patagonia by
the end of next week.  I look forward to working with you on this project. 

Tom Furgason

Program Director

SWCA Environmental Consultants

(520) 325-9194 – office

(520) 820-5178 – mobile

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ffentiman@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:jconnell@swca.com
mailto:kpohs@swca.com
mailto:teuler@swca.com
mailto:jdmacivor@frontiernet.net
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Rosemont Scoping Comment Attachments
Date: 10/01/2009 01:18 PM

Reta-
There were a number of attachments that were resolutions and/or writings by different govt
entities (i.e. Pima County’s resolution against the mine). The resolutions often list a number of
concerns and potential effects. There were general tech memos sent from the County, for example,
to different parties that list concerns as well.
 
How would you like these to be treated? Would you like those to be coded? If we code the
attachments, should they be considered as comments from the original submission letter or do we
need to set these up as new commenters?
 
Let me know what you think.
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us


From: Debby Kriegel
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont Stuff
Date: 09/30/2009 01:43 PM

Tom,

Assorted items and questions...

1.  For the alternatives map that is created for presentations on Friday and next
Thursday, I recommend including the following resource layers for scenery and
recreation:

The latest Concern Level map (Marcie and Trent and Steve have these
shapefiles)
The Arizona Trail

KOPs are optional.

2.  I still need the costs for the simulations for the proposed action.  Marcie told me
that she sent you this information.  Can you provide this sometime soon?

3.  Did you get the revised issue statements and units of measure from Marcie?
(from a week or 2 ago)

Thanks.

Debby  

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Salek Shafiqullah; DeAnne Rietz; Dale Ortman PE; Robert Lefevre; Geoff Soroka
Cc: Tom Furgason; tjchute@msn.com; Beverley A Everson; Kelley Cox
Subject: Rosemont Surface Water Meeting 10:00 at SWCA
Date: 08/09/2010 12:14 PM

All,
 
I have confirmed that everyone is available to meet at SWCA tomorrow morning at 10:00 to go
over the Surface Water sections.  Dale will be calling in from Utah. Terry, did you want to call in as
well?  If so, I will get the ready talk conference call set up and get the call in info to you and Dale. 
 
Dale, if Terry does not need to call in, just call the office and we will patch you in to the conference
room.  I will let you know soon.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com

mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:drietz@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:gsoroka@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:kcox@swca.com


From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Beverley Everson; Tom Furgason; Mindee Roth; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont survey reports
Date: 12/22/2009 03:22 PM

Larry-

Rosemont submitted the PPC, Bat and Ranid surveys yesterday. I have uploaded
them to WebEx and here is the link to one of them.

Thanks!

Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=161543>

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:notify@weboffice.com
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=161543


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Melinda D Roth'; Rochelle Dresser; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont Sycamore Scholefield-McCleary Alternative Cost Review SOW
Date: 04/01/2010 04:06 PM
Attachments: 20100401_ortman_stone_sycamore-scholefield-altcostrevu_sow_memo.pdf

All,
 
The attached SOW and Request for Cost Estimate was forwarded to SRK.  Due to the confusing
applicability of the supporting documents to the various alternatives as presented in Rosemont’s
 memorandum SRK requested I prepare the table included in the SOW and meet with them to go
over the various alternatives prior to them preparing their proposal.  This meeting will occur

tomorrow (Friday, April 2nd)  at 9:30 at SRK’s Tucson office.  Please note that a stretch schedule for

completion by April 9th has been included in the SOW at the request of the CNF; however I truly
doubt this is a realistic target for SRK to complete the work.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:rdesser@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK) 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard (SWCA); Salek Shafiqullah, Bev Everson, 
Mindee Roth, Rochelle Dresser (CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 1 April 2010   


Subject: 
Technical Review Scope of Work & Request for Cost Estimate 
Sycamore & Scholefield Alternative Cost Analysis Review 


 
This memorandum presents the scope of work and requests a cost estimate review of the 
following document: 
 
Document: 


1. Rosemont Copper (2009).  Response to request for additional analysis dated September 
3, 2009, September 25, 2009 


 
The document is a memorandum containing information pertaining to three potential alternatives 
for mine waste disposal at the proposed Rosemont Copper Project; the alternatives are: 
 


1. Sycamore Canyon Alternative – Conveyor Option 
a. Convey dewatered tailings to Sycamore Canyon 
b. Quarry rock buttress material in Sycamore Canyon 
c. Waste rock disposal in Upper Barrel and McCleary canyons 
d. Heap leach facility in Upper Barrel Canyon (Tailings Alternative #3) 


 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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2. Sycamore Canyon Alternative – Slurry Pipeline Option 
a. Relocate tailings filter plant to Sycamore Canyon and slurry tailings from Plant Site 
b. Quarry rock buttress material in Sycamore Canyon 
c. Waste rock disposal in Upper Barrel and McCleary canyons 
d. Heap leach facility in Upper Barrel Canyon (Tailings Alternative #3) 


 
3. Scholefield-McCleary Alternative 


a. Tailings disposal in Scholefield Canyon 
i. Conveyor Option – Convey dewatered tailings to Scholefield Canyon 
ii. Slurry Option – Relocate tailings filter plant and slurry tailings from Plant 


Site followed by conveyor to Scholefield Canyon 
b. Waste rock disposal in McCleary Canyon 
c. Heap leach facility in McCleary Canyon (Tailings Alternative 1, Phases 1 & 2) 


 
The subconsultant will review and be familiar with the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) 
submitted to the Coronado National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. 
Rosemont Project Mine Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007) and will 
review the subject document in the context of the MPO.   
 
The objective of the review is to address the following questions: 
 


1. Are the cost estimates accurate? 
2. Are the methodologies used in the cost estimates appropriate? 
3. Are the cost estimates based on reasonable and efficient technological designs? 


 
The subject document is a memorandum with numerous supporting documents attached.  Table 1 
provides a cross-reference among the various supporting documents and the alternative to which 
they apply. 
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POINTS OF CONTACT 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 


• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation 


and report review  
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Scope of Work 
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the 
memorandum of July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for 
Preparation of Review Memoranda and include the specific tasks listed below:  
 


Task 1: Review subject report including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or 
selected by subconsultant and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the subject 
report and the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine 
Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 
 
Task 2: Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare draft Technical Review 
Memoranda as per the schedule of deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in 
black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 
 
Task 3: Final Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare final Technical Review Memoranda 
following SWCA and CNF review as per the schedule of deliverables.  Cost estimate to 
assume one round of SWCA/CNF review only resulting in editorial comments.  Any 
additional technical review requested by the SWCA/CNF review will be out of the scope 
of this work.  Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch 
format, unless approved by SWCA. 
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Schedule of Deliverables 
 
The Schedule of Deliverables has two possible project schedules for consideration by the 
subconsultant, an accelerated schedule and a non-accelerated schedule.  Please determine if the 
stretch schedule is feasible and, if so, provide a plan including any additional cost items to perform 
within the accelerated schedule. 
 
Accelerated Schedule 


• Draft Technical Review Memoranda – No later than April 9th  
• Final Technical Review Memoranda – One week following receipt of final SWCA and 


CNF comments.  
 
Non-Accelerated Schedule 


• Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Two weeks following Notice to Proceed  
• Final Technical Review Memoranda – One week following receipt of final SWCA and 


CNF comments.  
 


COST ESTIMATE 
 
Please provide a spreadsheet showing a Not-to-Exceed cost with a Time-and-Materials estimate 
for each task and hourly unit rates for all anticipated labor. 
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TABLE 1 – Supporting Document Applicability 


Supporting Document 
Sycamore Canyon 


Alternative Conveyor 
Option 


Sycamore Canyon 
Alternative Slurry 


Pipeline Option 


Scholefield-McCleary 
Alternative 


Updated Summary Table 
Sycamore Canyon (Tails) Upper McCleary/Upper 
Barrel (Waste Rock) Information, As Appropriate 


Scholefield (Tails) and 
McCleary Canyon (Waste) 


Dry Stack Stability 
Review 


Applies as Justification for Same Rock Buttress 
Dimensions as Scholefield-McCleary Alternative 


N/A 


Heap Leach Location 
Review 


Alternative #3 
Alternative #1, Phases 1 & 


2 
Waste Rock Placement 
Alternatives 


Alternative B Alternative A 


General Biological 
Information 


N/A 


Scholefield Canyon 
Information 


   


Mineral Resource 
Location 


N/A – Redacted from Document 


Tailings Facility Layout N/A N/A 
Applicable to Both 


Options 
Filter Plant Relocation 
Information 


N/A N/A 
Apply to Slurry Option 


Only 


Conveyor Information N/A N/A 
Apply to Conveyor Option 


Only 
Sycamore Canyon 


Information 
   


Quarry Material 
Information 


Applicable to Both Alternatives N/A 


Tailings Facility Layout Applicable to Both Alternatives N/A 
Filter Plant Relocation 
Information 


N/A N/A N/A 


Conveyor Information 
Apply to Conveyor Option 


Only 
N/A N/A 


 







From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; Mike Martinez; Tom Furgason
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Jamie Sturgess; Jim Tress
Subject: Rosemont Talussnail meeting
Date: 09/24/2008 06:23 PM

All,
 
We are scheduled to meet at WestLand’s offices on Monday, September 29th to discuss our efforts and
findings to date related to the Rosemont talussnail.  We will be prepared to discuss other biological
resource and sensitive species surveys at that time as well.
 
We look forward to seeing you there.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson, AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518
 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:mike_martinez@fws.gov
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:jtress@westlandresources.com


From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta; Mike Martinez; Tom Furgason
Cc: Kathy Arnold; Jamie Sturgess; Jim Tress
Subject: Rosemont Talussnail meeting
Date: 09/24/2008 06:23 PM

All,
 
We are scheduled to meet at WestLand’s offices on Monday, September 29th to discuss our efforts and
findings to date related to the Rosemont talussnail.  We will be prepared to discuss other biological
resource and sensitive species surveys at that time as well.
 
We look forward to seeing you there.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson, AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518
 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:mike_martinez@fws.gov
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:jtress@westlandresources.com


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Deborah K Sebesta; Geoff Soroka; Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson; Ken Kertell; Charles Coyle; Teresa Ann

Ciapusci
Subject: Rosemont Talussnail request
Date: 06/02/2009 01:31 PM

Larry-
Thank you for bringing this to my attention. I am ccing a few people because I have not heard any
request for a report for the Talussnail.
 
Bev/Tom-
Do you know anything about this? Is there anything I can do to help follow-up on Larry’s request?
 
Thanks!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 1:19 PM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Deborah K Sebesta; Geoff Soroka
Subject: Re: New Tech Reports!
 

Hey Melissa...have you heard anything regarding a Rosemont Talussnail Technical report from
WestLand?  At the tech transfer meeting quite some time ago at NAFRI, WestLand stated that the
Rosemont Talussnail is not a valid taxon, but we need to see some sort of evidence and probably a
peer-reviewed publication that supports that claim.  As you can see from the link, the Federal standard
for taxonomy (ITIS, but also NatureServe) recognizes said taxon as valid.  Also, SWCA folks were
wondering if more surveys are needed (which we figured was pending the findings in this report) and
Fish and Wildlife Service was wanting a report for their species status assessment.  Also, this is a
Species-of-Concern in the plan revision process I am working on, so it is pertinent there, also. 

http://www.itis.gov/servlet/SingleRpt/SingleRpt 

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us 

Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com> 
Sent by: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com>

04/28/2009 03:33 PM

To dmorrow@swca.com, sldavis@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
ehornung@swca.com, sgriset@swca.com, tfurgason@swca.com,
rbowers@swca.com, mjfitch@fs.fed.us, jezzo@swca.com,
tciapusci@fs.fed.us, awcampbell@fs.fed.us, beverson@fs.fed.us,
jable@fs.fed.us, kbrown03@fs.fed.us, teuler@swca.com,
aelek@fs.fed.us, wgillespie@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us,
ccoyle@swca.com, jderby@fs.fed.us, mfarrell@fs.fed.us,

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:gsoroka@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:kkertell@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
mailto:tciapusci@fs.fed.us
http://www.itis.gov/servlet/SingleRpt/SingleRpt


khouser@swca.com, wkeyes@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, jgrams@swca.com, temmett@fs.fed.us,
gsoroka@swca.com, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, kpohs@swca.com, hhall@swca.com,
mbidwell@swca.com, rellis@swca.com, jconnell@swca.com,
rmraley@fs.fed.us, dkeane@swca.com, klgraves@fs.fed.us,
daleortmanpe@live.com, kellett@fs.fed.us, lcgarrett77@msn.com,
devinquintana@fs.fed.us,  rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us,
abelauskas@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com, bgaddis@swca.com,
kserrato@swca.com, dsebesta@fs.fed.us, cbellavia@swca.com

cc  
Subject New Tech Reports!

 
  

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see.
To go directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web
browser. Please note that some email clients require that all the letters
and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right
place.

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=3&id=10213

https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=3&id=10213


From: Melinda D Roth
To: dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us;

hschewel@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; seanlockwood@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us

Cc: mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Rosemont Tech Report Tracking
Date: 10/15/2009 11:45 AM

Please review this list  for reports that apply to your resource area. This list and all reports are filed in
WebEx/Documents/Team Working/Resources. Also, please fill in the" REVIEW" and "COMMENTS"
columns for the ones you have reviewed.  For "review" put your name and approx date of review.  For
"comments", please include notes about the report's adequacy, brief summary of comments you
provided, who else was consulted, etc.  This table will be appended as additional reports come in for
your information and review.  Questions...give me a call or email.  Thanks. 

ps  Thanks, Melissa, for getting this list and tracking mechanism started. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:sldavis@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:wkeyes@fs.fed.us
mailto:hschewel@fs.fed.us
mailto:temmett@fs.fed.us
mailto:gmckay@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:aelek@fs.fed.us
mailto:abelauskas@fs.fed.us
mailto:ecuriel@fs.fed.us
mailto:mfarrell@fs.fed.us
mailto:wgillespie@fs.fed.us
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: lmitchell@swca.com; sldavis@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; mthrash@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com;

tfurgason@swca.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; mrobertson@swca.com; beverson@fs.fed.us; jhider@swca.com;
jhesse@swca.com; aelek@fs.fed.us; treeder@swca.com; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us;
khouser@swca.com; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; sleslie@swca.com;
cwhite@swca.com; temmett@fs.fed.us; gsoroka@swca.com; rrausch@swca.com; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; mstanwood@swca.com; mbidwell@swca.com; rellis@swca.com; jconnell@swca.com;
dkeane@swca.com; mroth@fs.fed.us; daleortmanpe@live.com; lcgarrett77@msn.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
rlefevre@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; kkertell@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; bgaddis@swca.com;
kserrato@swca.com; mandres@swca.com; cbellavia@swca.com

Subject: Rosemont Tech Reports Received
Date: 06/09/2010 02:33 PM

All-
I uploaded a list that I provided to the Forest and RCC last month. These are all the
Tech Reports that we have in the record. If you see something on this list that is not
on the tech report tracker or is not uploaded in your resource section, please let me
know. I have tried to keep up to date on uploading documents, but I am far from
perfect :-)

Thanks for taking a minute to be aware of the information that we currently have!
It's important to have this in mind while we move forward to get this EIS done on
time.
Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=170487>
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Geselbracht.Jeanne@epamail.epa.gov
Subject: Rosemont technical reports
Date: 10/06/2009 04:09 PM

Hi Jeanne,

Here's a list of technical reports that we have received from Rosemont Copper Company.  Our
website doesn't have them all yet, or link to them all on Rosemont's (and I don't think Rosemont
has them all).  Please take a look at the list and let me know if there are reports that you would like
to see, and I'll get copies for you.

Good talking to you today.

Bev

AMEC (2008) Rosemont Copper Company Filtered Tailings Dry Stacks Current State of Practice
Final Report, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated November 2008
2. AMEC (2009) Dry Stack Tailings Storage Facility Final Design Report – Volumes I and II,
Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated April 2009
3. Anzalone, S. A., 1995, The Helvetia Area Porphyry Systems, Pima County, Arizona; in Porphyry
Copper Deposits of the American Cordillera: F. W. Pierce and J. G. Bolm (eds.), Arizona
Geological Society Digest, n. 20, p. 436–441.
4. Applied Environmental Consultants, Inc. (2009) Summary of Ambient Air Quality and
Meteorological Data Collected from Startup through the First Quarter 2009 Rosemont Copper
Mine Monitoring Site Pima County, Arizona, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report
dated April 2009
5. Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ), 1999. Draft Policy for the Evaluation of
Mining Rock Materials for the Determination of Inertness.
6. Augusta Resource Corporation (2007) Disposition of Existing Mine Workings Technical
Memorandum, Prepared for U.S. Forest Service, Memo dated November 2007
7. Call & Nicholas (2007) Dewatering for the Planned Rosemont Mine Technical Memorandum,
Prepared for U.S. Forest Service, Memo dated November 2007
8. Cheniae & Associates, Inc. (2007) Clarification of “controlled by Augusta Resource
Corporation”, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Memorandum dated October 2007
9. Cheniae & Associates, Inc. (2007) Clarification of “Rosemont Land Position”, Prepared for
Rosemont Copper Company, Memorandum dated October 2007
10. Dept. of Mines and Mineral Resources State of Arizona and Seidman Research Institute ASU
(2009) Study of Mineral Production with Reference to the Rosemont Copper Project, Report
dated July 2009
2
11. Dickinson, W. R., 1989, Tectonic Setting of Arizona through Geologic Time; in Geologic
Evolution of Arizona: J. P. Jenney and S. J. Reynolds (eds.), Arizona Geological Digest, n. 17, p.
1–16.
12. E. L. Montgomery, (2009), Results of Construction, Development, and Testing for Production
Water Well (D–17–14)21add[RC–2] Pima County Arizona, Prepared for Rosemont Copper
Company, Report dated April 2009

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:Geselbracht.Jeanne@epamail.epa.gov


13. E. L. Montgomery, (2009), Results of Phase 2 Hydrogeologic Investigations and Monitoring
Program – Volumes I and II, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated February
2009
14. E.L. Montgomery (2007) Conceptual Groundwater Model, Rosemont Project Technical
Memorandum, Prepared for U.S. Forest Service, Memo dated November 2007
15. E.L. Montgomery (2007) Groundwater Well Information, Rosemont Project Technical
Memorandum, Prepared for U.S. Forest Service, Memo dated November 2007
16. E.L. Montgomery (2008) Updated Groundwater Monitoring Program for the Rosemont Mine
Technical Memorandum, Prepared for U.S. Forest Service, Memo dated February 2008
17. E.L. Montgomery (2008), Update to ADWR Model in Sahuarita/Green Valley Area, Prepared
for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated December 2008
18. E.L. Montgomery (2009) Analysis of Long–Term, Multi–Well Aquifer Test November 2008
through January 2009, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated May 2009
19. E.L. Montgomery (2009) Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Rosemont
Copper’s Proposed Mine Supply Pumping Sahuarita, Arizona, Prepared for Rosemont Copper
Company, Report dated April 2009
20. E.L. Montgomery (2009), Second Update to ADWR Model in Sahuarita/Green Valley Area,
Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated April 2009
21. Fennemore Craig, P.C. (2007) Rosemont Copper Project Unpatented Incorporation Documents
Technical Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Memorandum dated
November 2007
22. Fennemore Craig, P.C. (2007) Rosemont Copper Project Unpatented Mining Claims and Sites
Technical Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Memorandum dated
November 2007
23. Fennemore Craig, P.C. (2007) Rosemont Copper Project Water Rights Data Technical
Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Memorandum dated November
2007
24. M3 Engineering (2007) Staging Areas for Pre–Production Memorandum, Prepared for
Rosemont Copper Company, Memo prepared November 2007
25. M3 Engineering (2007) Water Balance Plan Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont Copper
Company, Memo prepared June 2007
26. M3 Engineering (2009) Process Water Pond, Temporary Storage Pond, and Settling Basin
Design Report, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated May 2009
27. M3 Engineering (2009) Rosemont Mine Outdoor Lighting and Pima County Outdoor Lighting
Code Technical Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated June
2009
28. Maguire & Pearce (2007) Letter Addressing Water Rights, Prepared for U.S. Forest Service,
Letter dated November 2007
3
29. Menges, C. M., and Peartree, P. A., 1989, Late Cenozoic Tectonism in Arizona and Its Impact on
Regional Landscape Evolution; in Geologic Evolution of Arizona: J. P. Jenny and S. J. Reynolds
(eds.), Arizona Geological Society Digest, n. 17, p. 649–680.
30. Mosher, G. Z, 2005, Technical Report on the Rosemont Property, Pima County, Arizona
(Revision 1): Private Report Prepared by Wardrop Engineering, Inc. for Augusta Resource
Corporation, August 16, 2005



31. Mosher, G. Z, 2005, Technical Report on the Rosemont Property, Pima County, Arizona,
Prepared by Wardrop Engineering, Inc. for Augusta Resource Corporation, June 2005
32. Rosemont Copper Company (2008) Letter responding to a Request for Clarification Response
by Roger Congdon, Prepared for US Forest Service, Letter dated February 2008
33. Stantec (2007) Water Supply Pipeline Design Repor,. Prepared for Augusta Resource
Corporation. Report Dated 2007.
34. Stantec (2009) Water Supply Project Design Concept Report, Prepared for Rosemont Copper
Company, Report dated July 2009
35. Tetra Tech (2007) Baseline Geochemical Characterization. Prepared for Augusta Resource
Corporation. Report Dated June 2007.
36. Tetra Tech (2007) Dry Tailings Facility Design Report. Prepared for Augusta Resource
Corporation. Report Dated June 2007.
37. Tetra Tech (2007) Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Prepared for Rosemont Copper
Company, Report dated November 2007
38. Tetra Tech (2007), Geotechnical Investigation Report, Prepared for Augusta Resource
Corporation, Report dated June 2007
39. Tetra Tech (2007) Hazardous and Industrial Materials and Quantities Technical Memorandum,
Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Memo dated November 2007
40. Tetra Tech (2007) Leaching Facility Design Report. Prepared for Augusta Resource
Corporation. Report Dated June 2007.
41. Tetra Tech (2007) Operational Areas Soil Salvage Estimates, Prepared for Augusta Resource
Corporation. Report dated June 2007
42. Tetra Tech (2007) Procedures to be Implemented in the Event of a Temporary Shut–Down in
Operations Technical Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Memo dated
November 2007
43. Tetra Tech (2007), Reclamation and Closure Plan, Prepared for Augusta Resource Corporation,
Report dated July 2007
44. Tetra Tech (2007) Rosemont Ridge Perimeter Stormwater Retention Basins Technical
Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Memo dated November 2007
45. Tetra Tech (2007) Rosemont Stream Classification Technical Memorandum, Prepared for
Rosemont Copper Company, Memo dated November 2007
46. Tetra Tech (2007) Site Water Management Plan. Prepared for Augusta Resource Corporation.
Report Dated June 2007.
47. Tetra Tech (2007) Storage Areas Soil Salvage Estimates, Prepared for Augusta Resource
Corporation. Report dated June 2007
48. Tetra Tech (2007) Survey of Salvage Topsoil Resources Report. Prepared for Augusta Resource
Corporation. Report dated June 2007
4
49. Tetra Tech (2007) Viewshed Analysis Technical Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont Copper
Company, Memo dated June 2007
50. Tetra Tech (2007) Waste Rock Facility Design Technical Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont
Copper Company, Memo dated November 2007
51. Tetra Tech (2007), Waste Management Report, Prepared for Augusta Resource Corporation,
Report dated June 2007
52. Tetra Tech (2008) Background Ambient Noise Study, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company,



Report dated October 2008
53. Tetra Tech (2009) Aquifer Protection Permit Application Volumes 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, Prepared for
Rosemont Copper Company, Application dated February 2009
54. Tetra Tech (2009) Geotechnical Addendum Volumes 1, 2, and 3, Prepared for Rosemont
Copper Company, Report dated February 2009
55. Tetra Tech (2009) Rosemont Heap Leach Facility Permit Design Report Volumes I and II,
Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated May 2009
56. Tetra Tech (2009) Rosemont “T” Intersection Analysis – Acceleration Lane Technical
Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated June 2009
57. Tetra Tech (2009) Rosemont “T” Intersection Analysis – Bypass Lane Technical Memorandum,
Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated June 2009
58. Tetra Tech (2009) Rosemont “T” Intersection Analysis – Stop Sign and Speed Reduction
Technical Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated June 2009
59. Tetra Tech (2009) State Route (SR) 83 Scenic Road Evaluation for Rosemont Technical
Memorandum, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated May 2009
60. Tetra Tech (2009) State Route 83 School Bus Stop Improvements Technical Memorandum,
Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated June 2009
61. Tetra Tech (2009) Supplemental Noise Study, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report
dated April 2009
62. Tetra Tech (2009) Traffic Analysis Report, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report
dated April 2009
63. Tetra Tech and Errol Montgomery & Associates (2007), Groundwater Protection Plan,
Prepared for Augusta Resource Corporation, Report dated June 2007
64. University of Arizona Project (2007) Final Report for Phase 1, Prepared for Augusta Resource
Corporation, Report dated July 2007
65. University of Arizona Project (2008) Phase II – Project Report Final, Prepared for Rosemont
Copper Company, Report dated December 2008
66. Vector Arizona(2006) Preliminary Trip Report and Phase I Sampling & Analysis Plan, Prepared
for Augusta Resource Corporation, Memo dated July 26, 2006
67. Vector Colorado(2006) Conceptual Heap Leach Pad Design Layout Technical Memorandum,
Prepared for Augusta Resource Corporation, Memo dated June 2006
68. Vector Colorado (2006) Geology and Seismotectonic Review for the Rosemont Mine Siting
Study Technical Memorandum, Prepared for Augusta Resource Corporation, Memo dated
June 2006.
69. Vector Colorado (2006) Rosemont Tailings Siting Study, Technical Memorandum, Prepared for
Augusta Resource Corporation, Memo dated May 2006
5
70. Vector Colorado (2006) Siting Study – Pond Sizing Memorandum, Prepared for Augusta
Resource Corporation, Memo dated June 2006
71. Washington Group International (2006), Preliminary Assessment and Economic Evaluation for
the Rosemont Deposit Pima County, Arizona, USA, Prepared for Augusta Resource
Corporation, Report Dated June 2006
72. WestLand Resources, Inc. (2007) Mine Plan of Operations, Prepared for Augusta Resource
Corporation, July 11, 2007.
73. WestLand (2007) Electrical Power Supply and Water Supply Supplement, Prepared for Augusta



Resource Corporation, July 2007
74. WestLand (2007), Preliminary Evaluation of Springs Information Transmittal, Prepared for U.S.
Forest Service, Transmittal dated December 2007
75. WestLand (2009) 2008 Ranid Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity, Prepared for
Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated April 2009
76. WestLand (2009) Agave Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity, Prepared for Rosemont
Copper Company, Report dated March 2009
77. WestLand (2009) Lesser Long–Nosed Bat Survey of the Rosemont Holdings and Vicinity,
Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated March 2009
78. WestLand (2009) Pima Pineapple Cactus Survey of the Proposed Rosemont Project Waterline
Alignment, Prepared for Rosemont Copper Company, Report dated March 2009
79. WLR Consulting Inc, (2006) Mineral Resources Estimate Revised Technical Report for the
Rosemont Deposit Pima County, Arizona, USA, Prepared for Augusta Resource Corporation,
April 2006
80. WLR Consulting Inc, (2006) Mineral Resources Estimate Technical Report for the Rosemont
Deposit Pima County, Arizona, USA, Prepared for Augusta Resource Corporation, February
2006
81. WLR Consulting Inc, (2007) 2007 Mineral Resource Update for the Rosemont Project Pima
County, Arizona, USA: Private Report Prepared by WLR Consulting, Inc for Augusta Resource
Corporation, April 26, 2007

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

▼ Geselbracht.Jeanne@epamail.epa.gov

Geselbracht.Jeanne@epamail.epa.gov 

10/06/2009 03:29 PM

To beverson@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject my info

Jeanne Geselbracht
Environmental Review Office (CED-2)
U.S. EPA Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA  94105



Phone: (415) 972-3853
Fax: (415) 947-8026



From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: mbidwell@swca.com
Subject: Rosemont Test Plot Presentation
Date: 07/21/2010 07:33 AM

I have a hard copy of Holly Lawson's powerpoint presentation from May, but can't
seem to find an electronic version.  I've searched my files, the Cooperating Agency
website, and WebEx.  Do you have this file, or know where to find it?  If so, please
send it to Marcie.  Thanks.

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jeanine Derby
Cc: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Rosemont timeline
Date: 05/10/2010 02:24 PM
Attachments: 20100510ProjectSchedule.xlsx

Today, representatives from the forest, SWCA, and Rosemont met to refine the
project timeline.  We found ways to speed things up by 3 months for the DEIS and
an additional 6 months for the FEIS as compared to the Draft that was shared with
Rosemont on 4/30/2010.  We made up time by planning concurrent review periods,
allowing only the minimum RO review per RO policy, and very tight timeframes for
reviews and incorporation of comments.  We are also assuming all parties working
together much closer on drafting the documents and timely submittal of complete
technical info. SWCA and Rosemont will revise existing alternative descriptions
tomorrow.  Maps will be revised by  May 19th.  We plan to meet May 17th to discuss
the details of reclamation for all alternatives.  We plan to meet May 19th to discuss
all other details of all alternatives.  Mitigation will be finalized by 6/15. These pieces
should set the complete stage for efficient and effective environmental analysis. The
latest schedule revision is attached.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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Sheet1

		Rosemont Copper Project Timeline                                                                                                  5/10/10



		TASKS				Target Dates for Completion		Responsible Parties		Notes

		Chapter 1				6/18/10

		FS Concur with EIS Outline				5/5/10		FS

		RO Informal Review				5/14/10		FS

		Incorporate Plan amendment language as needed				6/18/10		FS

		Chapter 2				10/1/10

		Decision on Alternatives for detailed analysis				5/7/10		FS

		Alternatives Considered but Dismissed				5/28/10		SWCA

		Mitigation finalized				6/15/10		SWCA, FS, Rosemont

		Forest Plan Consistency review and Plan amendment language				6/18/10		FS

		Submit Draft Chapter 2 to CNF				7/1/10		SWCA

		Forest Review of Chapter 2				7/15/10		FS

		Incorporate comments				8/2/10		SWCA

		RO, Cooperating Agency, and Proponent Review Chapters 1 & 2				9/15/10		FS

		Incorporate comments Chapters 1 & 2				10/1/10		SWCA, FS 

		Final Chapters 1 & 2 				10/1/10		SWCA, FS, Rosemont

		Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences				10/15/10

		Finalize Bounds of Analysis				5/14/10		SWCA, FS

		CNF review of Regulatory Framework				5/14/10		FS

		RCC submits reports 				6/30/10		Rosemont

		Review and finalize all Tech Reports				7/30/10		SWCA, FS, Rosemont

		Informal Regional Review				concurrent		FS

		Submit draft Chapter 3 fo CNF				8/16/10		SWCA, FS

		Forest Review of Chapter 3				9/7/10		FS

		Incorporate comments				9/14/10		SWCA

		RO, Cooperating Agency, and Proponent Review Chapter 3				10/6/10		FS

		Incorporate comments				10/15/10		SWCA, FS

		Chapters 4-7				10/15/10

		Finalize Chapters 4 and 5				7/15/10		SWCA, FS

		Finalize Chapters 6 and 7				10/15/10		SWCA, FS

		DEIS 				12/15/10		  

		Submit Draft to CNF				11/1/10		SWCA

		Review and incorporate comments				11/15/10		SWCA, FS

		Publishing at GPO				12/15/10		FS

		File DEIS with EPA/Federal Register NOA- FS				12/15/10		FS

		Project Record Compiled				12/15/10		SWCA

		DEIS Public Review and Comment				6/15/11		 

		Public Review & 90-day Comment Period begins 12/15/2010				3/15/11		FS, Rosemont

		Content Analysis 				5/13/11		FS

		Write and review Response to Comments document				6/15/11		FS

		FEIS				9/19/11		 		 

		Incorporate comments				7/15/11		FS

		CNF review of draft FEIS				8/5/11		FS

		Final revision				8/19/11		 FS

		Publishing at GPO- FS				9/19/11		FS

		File FEIS with EPA/Federal Register NOA				9/19/11		FS



		Record of Decision				10/19/11		 

		Final draft and review of ROD				10/19/11		FS

		Submit for printing				10/19/11		FS

		Project Record Compiled				10/19/11		FS



		Assumptions:

		~Alternatives final sign off week of May 10, 2010

		~Finalized Alternatives' technical details and outstanding detail needs will be finalized on May 19th

		~With the exception of SWCA revision of FEIS after comment period and the FS review of FEIS, review and revision periods are each 1 month and comment reconciliation is 2 weeks

		~CNF will stay in regular communication with their regional counterpart for informal reviews

		~SWCA resource specialists and FS ID Team collaborate to revise DEIS together to reduce review cycles and times

		~DEIS & FEIS can be published in a one-month timeframe by GPO

		~NEPA Services Group can comply with two month timeline for Content Analysis

		~NEPA Services Group will supply a final product that outlines all revisions needed to the DEIS
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: Rosemont to do (2).docx
Date: 09/25/2009 03:57 PM
Attachments: Rosemont to do (2).docx

Bev,
 
Attached is the file that you requested.  See you tomorrow.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us

ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT DEIS

NOTES ON OUTSTANDING TASKS / NEEDS

(RL 9/23/09)



OVERALL APPROACH

Where we’ve been:  Our large IDT approach has ensured a thorough and comprehensive consideration of public comments and exploration of potential issues and alternatives.

Where to go:  I believe we are now to a point in the process where we need to designate a smaller group of individuals to focus on specific tasks and coordination to ensure a timely development of the DEIS.  Below is a potential multi-part realignment to that end:

1. Mindee be assigned the responsibility and accountability for project coordination and execution.

2. A handful of passionate staff be designated to work on the project near full-time for the next two months, with the objective of producing a DEIS.  These hand-selected individuals would be given specific tasks to accomplish, both within and outside of their areas of expertise.  Tasks would vary as needed.  Tasks could potentially include items such as:  co-authoring products with SWCA; conducting individual and interdisciplinary product review; facilitating the filling of data gaps; providing documentation necessary for the record; consolidating information from external sources; etc.

FS action: Identify passionate staff, define roles, responsibilities, and time commitments.

SWCA action: Same as FS above.

3. Bev be re-prioritized to participate as part of the aforementioned hand-picked staff, while retaining IDT Leadership.  Additional tasks could include various items such as:  coordinating clarification of Rosemont’s water permits and recharge; coordinating clarification to questions about claims; coordinating clarification on the Agency’s bonding process, coordinating clarification of land ownership matters (e.g., disposition of private land under the waste rock and tailings pile), compilation of monitoring elements, etc.

4. Andrea be assigned to the pre-RO review of draft Chapter 3 materials.





*** NEED DRAFT MOU / COLLECTION AGREEMENT CHANGES FOR MONDAY, SEPT 28th ***



MOU / COLLECTION AGREEMENT CHANGES

Anything new noted in the above, such as HTMLs, GIS shape files.

Schedule revision.

Review/revise ITD and SWCA counterparts

Anything not previously covered such as meeting costs (facility rental, products, court reporter…)

Provide clearer direction regarding the use of SWCA’s sub consultants. (C 6).

Include language about other decision makers (BLM and COE) (C 7)???

Identify as draft for Monday, Sept. 28th.



Consider following word/language changes:

Revise Purpose to articulate not only the selection of the Prime Consultant but also the responsibilities of the FS, Proponent, and Prime Consultant.  Furthermore, the Purpose should include discussion of the establishment of communication protocols between the three parties and other agencies.

D 1. Current language is out of date

D 2. FS assistance preparing contract.

D 4. Strike “will” from sentence.

D 6 (e) Change wording to match prior bullets (e.g., strike “prior” add review).  Consider combining bullets b and e.

D 6  Include bullet addressing FS making substantial changes to staffing allocation to the project as it pertains to additional cost or schedule. 

D 11 Replace first sentence with “Ensure that adequate information is provided for the regulatory and stylistic framework of the EIS.”

D 12 Replace entirely with “Ensure that pertinent information and data from the FS and other outside sources is provided to the Prime Consultant for use in the analysis of potential impacts.”

D 20 Sarah should validate that this direction is correct.

D 21 Is the FS required to bear the responsibility for cost and preparation of the ROD?

E 5 Incorporate specifications listed in Attachment X of Modification 2.

E 7 Insert “final” before “technical”; add to the end of the sentence “in a timeframe to allow for the completion of the EIS on schedule.”  And “Information will be submitted in a format requested by the FS.  All reports will be provided in paper (four copies each) and electronic copies.  Electronic copies will be submitted on compact disks, or DVDs, in .pdf and HTML formats.  Geographical Information System (GIS) data will be submitted as shape files that are compatible with Esri’s ArcMap.

E 8 Review contract between the Company and SWCA.

E 9 add “…in a timely fashion.” To the end of the sentence.

E 14 Include costs for paper and electronic media (including, but not limited to compact disks, DVDs, web-based, and HTML)

E X Bear the cost of all methods the FS uses to notify the public of the availability of the DEIS and FEIS.  This may include, but is not limited to, direct mailings, paid advertisements, public meetings, etc.

E X At the request of the FS, arrange for and bear the cost of  “Technical Transfer Meetings” between FS Specialists, Prime Consultant (and when appropriate their subconsultants), and the Company’s Specialists and technical consulting team.  These meetings may include Cooperating Agencies.  These meetings will be an opportunity to provide an interim review by the FS, Cooperating Agencies, and the Prime Consultant to review and evaluate progress on a variety of technical analyses, validate the processes, and provide the opportunity for dialogue between all parties.

F 6  Include language that clarifies that all data, etc. relevant to the decision to be made will be included in AR.

F 12.  Who should be the FS Principal Contact?


Attachment

I. Responsibilities

First sentence include at the beginning “ At the request of the Forest Service…)

3. Revise completely.  “Distribute DEIS, FEIS, ROD, and any supplemental information, and all notices announcing public participation opportunities.”

5. Change “Indian tribes” to “Tribal Governments”.

9. Strike entirely.

Last paragraph. Change “resources” to “resource”

Include new item: FS may invite, as deemed necessary, Cooperating Agencies and other Consulting Parties to  participate during meetings.



A 2. Revise first sentence to “ Prepare a checklist of all environmental requirements per Federal, state, and local agencies…”





*** NEED DRAFT TASKS AND SCHEDULE FOR MONDAY, SEPT 28th ***



CHAPTER 1

FS Action:  Purpose and Need – Dust off/Review/Finalize text using Federal Register Notice w/previously discussed clarification about rights of mining claimant, etc.  Add acknowledgement of public misunderstanding and cooperating agency input, with restatement of Forest position.  (Reta)

FS Action:  Decision Framework – Text done for FS.  Need COE and BLM review of revised paragraphs regarding their decisions to be made.  (Reta/TA)

FS Action:  Proposed Action Summary – Finalize using essentially previous materials such as Federal Register Notice and public meeting items.  (Reta)

SWCA Deliverable:  Revised Vicinity Map based on FS input.

(Note – See Chapter 3 section for expectations related to maps.)

FS Action:  Submit entire Chapter for formal RO review, concurrent w/Proponent and Cooperating Agency review.

FS Action:  Determine how to use received input.

FS Action:  Revise text incorporating review items deemed appropriate.  (Reta)

SWCA Deliverable:  Final text in DEIS template.



CHAPTER 2



Scoping Report 1 (DONE)

Scoping Report 2 (DONE)



SWCA Deliverable:  Paper copy of coded comment materials, including attachments.  (Reta wants working copy set to read and mark up.  Reta can share with other FS staff if needed to reduce the need for extra copies.)

FS Action:  IDT member sign statement that they read comments coded X, Y, Z for their areas of responsibilities.

FS Action:  IDT Leader sign statement that she read all comments.

FS Action:  FS/DFS sign statement that they read all comments.



SWCA Deliverable:  Listing of form letter attachments that consist of original input, as opposed to a copy of an existing publication.  List elements should at a minimum identify: submittal date, submitter(s), name of each attachment, number of pages in each attachment, and nature of each attachment.

SWCA Deliverable:  Verification that form letter attachments constituting original input were coded and appropriately considered (e.g., Jimmy Pepper et al comment letter attached to cover letter).  Verification findings can be added to the aforementioned list.

SWCA Deliverable:  If verification cannot be made that form letter attachments constituting original input were coded and appropriate considered, coding and disposition will be required.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.



SWCA Deliverable:  Recommendation on how each comment attachment that is not original, such as an attached publication, be addressed in the project.  (Later will need to make sure there is follow through on the consideration.)

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.



Scoping Report 3 (PENDING…)



FS/SWCA TBD:  Identification of Issues recommended as driving Alternatives and Units of Measures.

FS/SWCA TBD:  Identification of Issues recommended as focusing Effects and Units of Measures.



FS/SWCA TBD:  Identification of Issues recommended as Address the Process.  SWCA to provide rational for each.  FS to Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.



FS/SWCA TBD:  Identification of Issues recommended as Out of Scope.  SWCA to provide rationale for each.  FS to Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.



SWCA Deliverable:  Identification of Conceptual Alternatives recommended to be Considered in Detail.



SWCA Deliverable:  Identification of recommended Features Common to All Action Alternatives.  Include citation to source entity and document.

SWCA Deliverable:  Identification of recommended Features Common to More than One Action Alternatives.  Include citation to source entity and document.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.



SWCA Deliverable:  Identification of Alternatives and Alternative Elements recommended to be Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Study.

SWCA Deliverable:  Comprehensive rationale for Dismissing an Alternative or Alternative Element from Detailed Study.  Include citation to source entity and document.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.



(Note – See Chapter 3 section for expectations related to maps)



FS/SWCA Action:  Prepare for and provide informal presentation to RO staff on issue and alternative process.



FS Action:  Submit entire Chapter for formal RO review, concurrent w/Proponent and Cooperating Agency review.



(Note:  Later NFMA consistency review will identify if an alternative needs to include Forest Plan Amendment)



CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES



SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Section headers/subheaders.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.

(Note:  Sections should be in order of their importance)



SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Contents of each section in Affected Environment.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.



SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Relevant past actions for each section.

SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Relevant ongoing actions for each section.

FS Action:  Review/Concur or Identify additions/deletions, consider input from Cooperating Agencies.



SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Planned map products for each section of Affected Environment.

FS Action:  Review/Concur or identify additions/deletions.

(Note:  Maps may be designed to show multiple items of interest)



SWCA Deliverable:  Affected Environment GIS map layers (shape files) with metadata to Federal standards.

FS Action:  Review/Concur or send back for Rework, compare to Forest and Cooperating Agency information.

(Note:  Approved map layers will be posted to County web site w/link from www.RosemontEIS.us)



SWCA Deliverable:  Affected Environment GIS map products formatted for DEIS text and map packet.

FS Action:  Review/Concur or send back for Rework.

(Note:  Maps for DEIS text and map package should be B&W, unless otherwise agreed)

(Note:  Maps for DEIS text should not exceed 8 ½” x 11”, unless otherwise agreed)

(Note:  Maps for map package should be at the same scale and orientation, unless otherwise agreed)

(Note:  Maps in text that are included in the map package should have such notation)



SWCA Deliverable:  Bounds of analysis for each section (work w/FS IDT specialist or point).

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.

(Note:  Individual bounds can be reviewed and finalized as they are developed)



SWCA Deliverable:  Regulatory framework for each section (work w/FS IDT specialist or point).

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.

(Note:  Individual frameworks can be reviewed and finalized as they are developed)



SWCA Deliverable:  Draft write-up for each section of Affected Environment (work w/FS IDT specialist or point).

FS/SWCA Action:  Dialogue with and consider input from Cooperating Agencies (e.g., Stormwater Tech Transfer).

FS Action:  IDT specialist review of draft write-up for each section of Affected Environment.

FS Action:  IDT core review of draft write-up for each section of Affected Environment.

FS Action:  Consideration of input from select external sources TBD.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.



FS Action:  Informal Regional specialist of draft write-up for each section.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.



FS Action:  Formal Regional review of Chapter 3, concurrent with Proponent and Cooperating Agency review.

FS Action:  Determine how to use received input.

SWCA Deliverable:  Revised draft text incorporating items deemed appropriate by Forest.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.



SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Contents of each section in Consequences.

FS Action:  Review/Edit/Finalize or send back for Rework.



SWCA Deliverable:  Outline/List – Relevant reasonably foreseeable actions for each section of Consequences.

FS Action:  Review/Concur or Identify additions/deletions, consider input from Cooperating Agencies.



SWCA/FS:  Repeat above Affected Environment process and requirements for Consequences.

(Note:  Since No Action and Proposed Action are givens, effects analysis of those can begin immediately)



PROJECT RECORD



FS Action:  Review and Finalize Sarah’s draft requirements.



SWCA Deliverable:  Project Record index, through date of DEIS Federal Register Notice.



SWCA Deliverable:  Paper copy of DEIS record.

(Note:  Do we need one for SO and one for District to meet NEPA and Minerals requirements?)



SWCA Deliverable:  Electronic copy of record in pdf and HTML.

FS Action:  Post electronic record to www.Rosemont EIS.us at time of DEIS availability.  (Use Enterprise Team)



OTHER

· Clarification/documentation of claim stuff.

· Clarification/documentation of bonding process.

· Clarification/documentation of Rosemont Water permit from ADEQ (John Bodenchuk), CAP water recharge, CAP water storage credit.

· Add weblink to TEP site.

· Have more working sessions between IDT, SWCA, Rosemont Consultants, and Cooperating Agencies.

· Tech report tracking sheet (SWCA/FS received date, SWCA review date, SWCA transmit review to FS, FS review date, Final accepted date.

· IDT Specialist review and follow-up on Tech reports.

· All products to be provided in pdf and HTML.

· FS paying for Limehouse purchase and management for taking on line comments.

· FS WO NEPA Services Group DEIS Comment collection and analysis.

· Preparation, printing, and mailing DEIS update postal card.

· Preparation and GPO printing of DEIS summary document.

· FS GPO printing of DEIS summary document and DEIS.



MISC. PENDING / NOT CONFIRMED

EPA review of reclamation plans.

WO-contracted third party auto-generation of socio-economic data for comparison/validation to the other two economic reports.

Page 1 of 5



From: Debby Kriegel
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont units of measure
Date: 09/08/2009 01:32 PM

I guess I said something at last week's meeting that may have confused you.  I'm
ok with the units of measure for visual and rec on the issue statements.  However,
as I put some of these units into the resource matrix, I had many questions about
how to do the matrix properly.  Bev says that there will be some IDT discussion on
the matrix at the meeting tomorrow.  This will be good.  

mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: sldavis@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; ehornung@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;

rbowers@swca.com; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; awcampbell@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us;
jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; jhesse@swca.com; aelek@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us;
hschewel@fs.fed.us; ccoyle@swca.com; jderby@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; khouser@swca.com;
wkeyes@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; jgrams@swca.com; temmett@fs.fed.us;
gsoroka@swca.com; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; kpohs@swca.com;
hhall@swca.com; mbidwell@swca.com; rellis@swca.com; jconnell@swca.com; rmraley@fs.fed.us;
dkeane@swca.com; klgraves@fs.fed.us; daleortmanpe@live.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; lcgarrett77@msn.com;
devinquintana@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; kkertell@swca.com;
mreichard@swca.com; bgaddis@swca.com; kserrato@swca.com; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; cbellavia@swca.com

Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Virtual Tour
Date: 05/07/2009 01:12 PM

Hello All-

I just got the Virtual Tour from Rosemont. Basically, it is Jamie Sturgess talking
about Rosemont's plans, the current and future operations. Some explanation of
Core samples and the type of ore deposit is also discussed. Although it is from their
website and is done according to that audience, it does offer some good shots of
the area and the land where the pit is proposed and also some views out to SR83
etc. So, take a look if you are interested.

Thanks!

Mel

P.S. It will probably require your computer to have Quicktime or other movie
viewing software installed.

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go
directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please
note that some email clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link
appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=144756>
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Stone, Claudia'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'CHRISTOPHER GARRETT'; 'Terry Chute'; 'Melissa Reichard'; 'Salek

Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Beverly Everson'
Subject: Rosemont Water Resource Document Review - Revised SRK SOW & Request for Cost Estimate
Date: 12/02/2010 01:57 PM
Importance: High
Attachments: 20101202_ortman_stone_waterresourcerevu_sow_memo.pdf

Claudia,
 
Please find attached a revised SOW and Request for Cost Estimate for review of various Water
Resource reports and supporting documents.  We have received additional documents from
Rosemont and I have incorporated all into a single SOW, as such this SOW replaces the previous
less complete SOW.
 
If you have any questions please contact me.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:cstone@srk.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:lcgarrett77@msn.com
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com



Page 1 
 


DALE ORTMAN PE     Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer      Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233       E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Claudia Stone (SRK) 


Copy to: 
Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Chris Garret, Terry Chute, Melissa Reichard 
(SWCA); Salek Shafiqullah, Roger Congdon, Bev Everson (CNF)  


From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 2 December 2010   


Subject: 
Technical Review Scope of Work - Request for Cost Estimate & Schedule 
TetraTech Mine Water Resources Reports and Technical Memoranda 


 
This memorandum presents the scope of work for the technical review of the following 
documents for environmental resource areas that may be subject to impact from the project: 
 
Documents: 
 


1. TetraTech (2010)  Regional Groundwater Flow Model, Rosemont Copper Project,  
November 2010 


a. TetraTech (2010)  Responses to SRK’s Technical Review Comments on 
TetraTech’s Groundwater Flow Model Technical Memoranda, Technical 
Memorandum, November 17, 2010 


2. TetraTech (2010)  Infiltration, Seepage, Fate and Transport Modeling Report – Revision 
1, August 2010 


a. TetraTech (2010)  Rosemont Infiltration, Seepage, Fate and Transport Response 
to Comments, Technical Memorandum, November 17, 2010 


3. Tetra Tech (2010) Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model Revision 1, ,  November 2010 
a. TetraTech (2010)  Response to Comments on February 2010 Geochemical Pit 


Lake Predictive Model Report, Technical Memorandum, November 16, 2010 
 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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The documents are available on the WebEx site for the project as indicated in Table 1. 
 
TABLE 1 – WebEx DOCUMENT REFERENCES 


REPORT WebEx DOCUMENT REFERENCE 


TetraTech (2010)  Regional Groundwater 
Flow Model, Rosemont Copper Project,  
November 2010 


20101129 TT Regional Groundwater Flow 
Model  (Folder) 


TetraTech (2010)  Responses to SRK’s 
Technical Review Comments on 
TetraTech’s Groundwater Flow Model 
Technical Memoranda, Technical 
Memorandum, November 17, 2010 


20101117 TT Response to SRK on GW 
Modeling.pdf 


TetraTech (2010)  Infiltration, Seepage, 
Fate and Transport Modeling Report – 
Revision 1, August 2010 


201008 TT Infiltration Seepage Fate 
Transport Modeling Report – Rev 1.pdf 


TetraTech (2010) Rosemont Infiltration, 
Seepage, Fate and Transport Response to 
Comments, Technical Memorandum, 
November 17, 2010 


20101123 TT RCC Infiltration Seepage FT 
response.pdf 


Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model 
Revision 1, Tetra Tech,  November 2010 


201011 Geochemical Pit lake Predictive 
Model Rev 1 16Nov10.pdf 


TetraTech (2010) Response to Comments 
of February 2010 Geochemical Pit lake 
Predictive Model Report, Technical 
Memorandum, November 16, 2010 


20101116 TT Response to Comments on 
Geochem Pit Lake Predictive.pdf 


 
The subconsultant will review the subject document in the context of the issue resolution process 
undertaken for the groundwater modeling review.  The objective of this review is to determine if 
the information is in conformance with the agreements and action items developed during the 
issue resolution process and satisfies the subconsultant’s professional judgment as to the issues 
raised during the issue resolution process.  Please note that the discussion incorporating the 
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revised groundwater model into the assessment provided in Davidson Canyon report (Tetra Tech 
(2010) Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment of Spring Impacts,  
July 2010) is included in Document 1 TetraTech (2010) Regional Groundwater Flow Model, 
Rosemont Copper Project, November, 2010. 
 
A cost estimate and schedule is requested for each of the three revised reports including the 
associated supporting technical memoranda, both the cost estimate and  schedule must be 
approved by SWCA prior to initiation of the work.  
 
POINTS OF CONTACT 
The subconsultant points of contact for the work are: 


• Tom Furgason (SWCA) – Contract, budget, and invoice 
• Dale Ortman PE (Dale Ortman PE Consulting Engineer PLLC) – Technical consultation 


and report review  
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 
The Scope of Work and Schedule of Deliverables are to be repeated for each of the three revised 
reports including the associated supporting technical memoranda. 
 
Scope of Work 
The scope of work will conform to the requirements presented in this memorandum and the 
memorandum of July 19, 2009 Review of Rosemont Technical Documents Guidelines for 
Preparation of Review Memoranda and include the specific tasks listed below:  
 


Task 1: Review subject report including pertinent documents provided by SWCA or 
selected by subconsultant and approved by SWCA from the references listed in the 
subject report and the current Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) submitted to the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF) by Rosemont (Westland Resources, 2007. Rosemont Project Mine 
Plan of Operations, Project No. 1049.05 B 700, July 11, 2007). 
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Task 2: Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare draft Technical Review 
Memoranda as per the schedule of deliverables.  Figures and tables in the reports will be 
in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, unless approved by SWCA. 
 
Task 3: Final Technical Review Memoranda – Prepare final Technical Review 
Memoranda following SWCA and CNF review as per the schedule of deliverables.  
Figures and tables in the reports will be in black & white and 8 ½ x 11 inch format, 
unless approved by SWCA. For cost estimating purposes the subconsultant should 
assume only one round of SWCA/CNF comment and that the comments will be primarily 
of an editorial nature and not require significant additional work. 


 
Schedule of Deliverables 
The subconsultant is requested to provide a schedule for completion of the deliverables indicated 
below that conforms as closely as possible to the schedule indicated. 
 


• Draft Technical Review Memoranda – Two weeks following issuance of SOW 
• Final Technical Review Memoranda – One week following receipt of final SWCA and 


CNF comments.  
 







From: Tom Furgason
To: Charles Coyle; Dale Ortman PE
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont weekly update
Date: 05/04/2009 04:38 PM

Charles and Dale,
 
We’ll be holding the weekly meeting tomorrow at 9:30 in Reta’s office.  It will be fine if both of you just
call in.  The only agenda item is to determine how best manage the meeting on May 13th.  Feel free to
forward Bev any other agenda items, but I’d really like to focus on the alternatives meeting on the 13th.
 
Tom
 
(866) 866-2244
Participant Code: 9550668#
 
 
 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Rebecca A Miller'; 'Toby Leeson'; 'Jim Davis'; Hale

Barter; 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont West Side Conference Call Agenda - 2/17/09
Date: 02/16/2009 08:04 AM

West Side Groundwater Conference Call Agenda
 
Time: 12:30 PM (Arizona Time)
Date: 2/17/09
 
Conf. Call Number: 866-866-2244
Code: 9550668#
 
Agenda:
 

1.       Attendee Introduction – Each attendee to announce their name so Melissa can get a role
for the Admin Record

2.       SWCA Input – SWCA representative to give any pertinent input and follow-up from last
conference call

3.       Montgomery & Associates Update– Montgomery representative to give progress update
and any other pertinent information

4.       MWH Input – MWH representative to give any pertinent input
5.       CNF Input – CNF representative to give any pertinent input
6.       Open Discussion
7.       Action Items

 
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Rebecca A Miller'; 'Toby Leeson'; 'Jim Davis'; Hale

Barter
Cc: 'Charles Coyle'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont West Side Groundwater Conference Call Agenda - 4/7/09
Date: 04/06/2009 05:52 AM

West Side Groundwater Conference Call Agenda
 
Time: 12:30 PM (Arizona Time)
Date: 4/7/09
 
Conf. Call Number: 866-866-2244
Code: 9550668#
 
Agenda:
 

1.       Attendee Introduction – Each attendee to announce their name so Melissa can get a role
for the Admin Record

2.       SWCA Input – SWCA representative to give any pertinent input and follow-up from last
conference call

3.       Montgomery & Associates Update– Montgomery representative to give progress update
and any other pertinent information

4.       MWH Input – MWH representative to give any pertinent input
5.       CNF Input – CNF representative to give any pertinent input
6.       Open Discussion
7.       Action Items

 
Note that Montgomery may want to use GoToMeeting to present visual information, but that will
be determined at the beginning of the conference call.
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Rebecca A Miller'; 'Kathy Arnold'; 'Jim Davis'; Hale Barter
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Rosemont West Side Groundwater Technology Transfer Conference Calls
Date: 01/30/2009 03:57 AM

The first of the scheduled West Side Groundwater Technology Transfer Conference Calls is set for

Tuesday, February 3rd at 12:30 PM (Arizona Time).  In order to streamline the process I want to
substitute a simple conference call rather than using the Go to Meeting format.  Also, I want to
limit the participants to only those necessary to inform the various parties as to pertinent aspects
of the ongoing work.  The conference call process will be:
 

Schedule:            1st & 3rd Tuesday of each month
 
Time:                     12:30 PM Arizona Time
 
Invitees:              CNF – Bev Everson, Salek Shafiqullah,  and CNF staff as necessary
                                MWH – Rebecca Miller and MWH staff as necessary
                                Montgomery & Associates – Jim Davis and/or Hale Barter and Montgomery staff as
necessary
                                Rosemont – Kathy Arnold as she determines necessary
                                SWCA – Dale Ortman, Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard
 
Process:               Conference Call Center Telephone Number: 866-866-2244
                                Code: 9550668
 
Please confirm receipt of this e-mail.
 
If you have any questions contact me (contact information below) or Melissa Reichard (520-325-
9194).
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
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Oracle, AZ  85623
 



From: Sarah L Davis
To: cbellavia@swca.com
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Rosemont, update on your questions
Date: 06/30/2010 03:40 PM

Talked with Mindee this afternoon about my request for you to copy your questions
to her to Jim Pepper.  She agrees that you should.  The Mountain Empire Action
Alliance has contracted Dr. Power so it is appropriate. The reason that I think it will
be helpful to you is that Mr. Pepper may be able to assist Dr. Power with the needs
that you have for information, or at least get him going in the right direction due to
his knowledge of the area.

 Also, Mindee is going on vacation this Friday for two weeks.  

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Alan Belauskas; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford; Larry Jones; Debby Kriegel; Robert Lefevre; Art Elek;

Jeanine Derby; Kent Ellett; Sarah Davis; Salek Shafiqullah; George     McKay; Charles Coyle; Eli Curiel; Dale
Ortman; Debbie Sebesta; Mary Farrell; Walt Keyes; Beverley Everson; Mindee Roth; Melissa Reichard; William
    Gillespie

Subject: Rosemont's Alternatives comparison
Date: 07/15/2009 04:03 PM

Here is the link to the table that Rosemont handed out today:
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=150240>

 

Tom
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us;

ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M
Farrell; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Kent C Ellett

Subject: Schedule for various Rosemont meetings
Date: 10/26/2009 04:16 PM

For those of you interested in non-IDT meeting scheduling for Rosemont, here is the
schedule:

Rosemont strategy meetings, 1:30 on Mondays.

SWCA/FS overview meetings, 9:30 on Tuesdays

(core IDT every Wednesday, extended every second Wednesday of the month)

Status meetings with company twice a month, date variable and set at previous
meeting.

EPG powerline stakeholders meetings, no regular date; Kent do you know when the
next meeting is?)

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Scholefield Canyon Tailings Capacity Question - 9/9/2009 IDT Meeting
Date: 09/13/2009 08:48 AM
Attachments: 2009-9-13_Ortman_Furgason_Scholefield Canyon Tail Capacity Question_memo.pdf

2009-9-13_Ortman_Furgason_Scholefield Canyon Tail Capacity Question_memo.pdf

Tom,
 
Please find attached a memorandum answering the tailings capacity question posed during the IDT
meeting of 9 September 2009.  The answer is that Scholefield Canyon does have the capacity to
contain the dewatered tailings from the proposed project.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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DALE ORTMAN PE       Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer        Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233         E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Tom Furgason (SWCA) 


Copy to: Bev Everson (CNF); Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 13 September 2009   


Subject: 
Scholefield Canyon Tailings Capacity Question 
9 September 2009 IDT Meeting 


 
During the Rosemont EIS IDT meeting of 9 September 2009 in regard to an alternative proposed by Pima 
County it was requested that I confirm that Scholefield Canyon is capable of containing the dry stack tailings 
facility for the proposed Rosemont Copper Project.  Based on the findings reported in the attached memo of 
21 June 2009 it is confirmed that Scholefield Canyon does have the capacity to contain the 596 million tons 
of tailings from the project.  It should be noted that the preliminary analysis reported in the 21 June 2009 
memo does not confirm that a dry stack tailings facility in Scholefield Canyon would include the 150-foot 
thick waste rock buttress proposed for the tailings disposal facility in Barrel Canyon. 
 
Attachment 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE Office: (520) 896-2404
Consulting Engineer Mobile: (520) 449-7307
PO Box 1233 E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com
Oracle, AZ 85623


PROJECT MEMORANDUM
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT


To: Tom Furgason (SWCA)
Copy to: Charles Coyle, Melissa Richard (SWCA)
From: Dale Ortman PE
Date: 21 June 2009


Subject: Tailings & Waste Rock Relocation Alternative Development


This memorandum was prepared at the request of SWCA to summarize the preliminary development of the
tailings and waste rock relocation alternatives for the proposed Rosemont Copper Project.  The CNF IDT,
meeting on May 20, 2009, developed and recommended seven draft alternatives for possible inclusion in the
Rosemont EIS.   The seven preliminary draft alternatives are itemized in the May 26, 2009 memorandum
Interdisciplinary Team’s Draft Alternatives from Tom Furgason (SWCA) as follows:


• Alternative A – Proposed Action (MPO 2007)
• Alternative B – No Action
• Alternative C – Rosemont’s Proposed Alternative (Rosemont 2009)
• Alternative D – Alternative C + Mitigation + Tailings Slurry pipeline to Sycamore Watershed and


Waste Rock located in McCleary, Wasp and possibly spilling into Upper Barrel
Canyons


• Alternative E – Alternative C + Mitigation + Tailings Slurry pipeline to Scholefield Canyon and
Waste Rock located in McCleary, Wasp and possibly spilling into Upper Barrel
Canyons


• Alternative F – Alternative C + Mitigation + Tailings Slurry pipeline to Sections 7 and 8 and Waste
Rock located in Scholefield Canyon


• Alternative G – Alternative C + Mitigation + Tailings Slurry pipeline to Upper Wasp going into
Upper Barrel Canyons and Waste Rock located in McCleary and Scholefield Canyons



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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Of these alternatives the last four, namely Alternatives D, E, F and G, all involve the relocation of the dry
stack tailings and waste rock disposal/heap leach facilities to sites other than the combined Barrel and
McCleary canyon site proposed by Rosemont in both Alternatives A and C. During the alternative evaluation
process prior to the May 20 IDT the potential impact to visual resources was the primary driver for the
development of alternatives involving relocation of tailings and waste rock. However, at the May 20 IDT
meeting the IDT concluded that additional drivers for alternative development were the archeological,
heritage site, riparian habitat, and recreational resources primarily located within the footprint of the
proposed tailings and waste rock/heap leach facilities in Barrel Canyon.  Therefore, the fundamental driver
for possible alternatives relocating the tailings and waste rock facilities was to move them out of the Barrel
Canyon drainage.


In response to the driver to relocate the tailings and waste rock/heap leach facilities so as to eliminate or
substantively reduce the placement of mine waste in Barrel Canyon the IDT developed four possible siting
alternatives, all of which meet the IDT’s fundamental objective of eliminating or substantively reducing the
direct impact to the Barrel Canyon drainage and its archeological, heritage site, riparian habitat, and
recreational resources. Following the May 20 meeting and the subsequent memorandum of May 26 the CNF
requested that SWCA evaluate the possible waste relocation siting alternatives with regard to capacity and
potential layout and report the finding to the IDT. In reviewing the four possible waste relocation
alternatives developed by the IDT it was determined that they included the following siting options, each of
which was evaluated for potential layout and capacity relative to the required tailings, waste rock, and heap
leach facility volumes as indicated in the MPO (Table 1).


• Scholefield Canyon as either a potential tailings disposal or partial waste rock disposal and heap leach
facility site;


• McCleary Canyon as a potential waste rock disposal and heap leach facility site;
• Upper Barrel Canyon as either a potential tailings disposal or partial waste rock disposal and heap


leach facility site; and
• Sycamore Canyon, including parts of Sections 7 and 8, as a potential tailings disposal site.
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Table 1 – Required Mine Waste Volume


Mine Waste
Material


Waste Tonnage
(million dry tons)


Unit Weight
(pounds/cubic foot)


Waste Volume
(million cubic


yards)
Tailings 596 109 405


Waste Rock 1,228 125 763
Heap Leach 75 125 44


Waste Rock + Heap
Leach


1,303 125 808


The layout and capacity evaluation included the following additional criteria:
• Sideslope = 3.5v:1h;
• Contour interval used for volume estimation = 200 feet;
• Maximum elevation of facilities to be less than or approximately equal to the elevation of the Santa


Rita Mountains adjacent to the facility;
• Heap leach facility assumed to be contained within the waste rock disposal facility;
• Tailings must be disposed in a single facility so as to eliminate multiple tailings filter plants; and
• Waste rock may be disposed in one or more facilities.


The general results of the capacity evaluation are summarized below and in Table 2 and the site locations are
indicated on Figure 1.


Scholefield Canon


The Scholefield Canyon site includes the three un-named drainages north of and tributary to Scholefield
Canyon upstream of Hidden Valley Ranch.  The layout shown on Figure 1 has an estimated total volume of
441 million cubic yards; capable of containing all the required 405 million cubic yards of tailings and an
allowance for the waste rock buttress, or approximately half of the waste rock and heap leach material.


McCleary Canyon


The McCleary Canyon site (Figure 1) has an estimated volume of 902 million cubic yards; capable of
containing all the required 808 million cubic yards of waste rock and heap leach material.
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Upper Barrel Canyon


The Upper Barrel Canyon site includes two options (Figure 1) with estimated volumes as follows:
• Option 1 – 199 million cubic yards, capable of containing a quarter of the waste rock including all of


the heap leach facility; and
• Option 2 – 402 million cubic yards, capable of containing approximately half of the combined waste


rock and heap leach material or, with marginal increase in size, all of the tailings with an allowance for
a waste rock buttress.


Sycamore Canyon


The Sycamore Canyon site, on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains (Figure 1), has an estimated
capacity of 490 million cubic yards; capable of containing all the tailings. However, due to the distance from
the mine pit and the unattractive option of a 150-foot wide haul road over the Santa Rita’s to transport waste
rock from the mine it is unlikely this tailings disposal alternative would include the 150-foot thick waste rock
buttress incorporated in the MPO.


Table 2 – Waste Relocation Site Capacities


Site
Estimated Capacity
(million cubic yards)


Tailings Capacity (%)
(1)


Waste Rock + Heap
Leach Capacity (%)


Scholefield Canyon 441 109 55
McCleary Canyon 902 200 112


Upper Barrel Canyon
Option 1


199 49 25


Upper Barrel Canyon
Option 2


402 99 50


Sycamore Canyon 490 121 Not Applicable


( 1) Not including allowance for waste rock buttress
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From: Bruce Ellis
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Sandy Eto
Subject: Scope of FS EIS on Augusta Mine Development
Date: 02/12/2008 02:33 PM

Beverley - I understand you are the point of contact for the Coronado
National Forest regarding the proposed mine development by Augusta
Resources.  Sandy Eto and I with the Bureau of Reclamation here in
Phoenix have had conversations with Community Water Company of Green
Valley and Augusta and their consultants about a proposed CAP water
delivery pipeline to Green Valley, which would be paid for by Augusta,
and used to recharge CAP water in the vicinity of Green Valley.  Because
the pipeline would deliver Community Water Company's CAP water
entitlement, we have a role to play in carrying out the NEPA review for
Community's plans for taking and using CAP water.  We would like to
discuss with you the relationship between the EA which we will be
preparing, and the EIS that you are currently preparing for the mining
development.  Please give me a call at the number below and we can have
a preliminary discussion of the relationship between these two projects,
and the scope of our respective NEPA documents.  If I am not available,
you can reach Sandy at 623-773-6254.  Thanks.  bde

Bruce D. Ellis
Chief, Environmental Resource Management Division
Phoenix Area Office
Bureau of Reclamation
6150 W. Thunderbird Road
Glendale, AZ  85306-4001
623-773-6250
FAX 623-773-6486
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: rgerhart@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; awcampbell@fs.fed.us; sgriset@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;

rbowers@swca.com; gmckay@fs.fed.us; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; mrobertson@swca.com;
beverson@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us;
jhesse@swca.com; klgraves@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; treeder@swca.com; jhider@swca.com;
hschewel@fs.fed.us; ccoyle@swca.com; jderby@fs.fed.us; mfarrell@fs.fed.us; khouser@swca.com;
wkeyes@fs.fed.us; mthrash@swca.com; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; gsoroka@swca.com;
tklarson@swca.com; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; devinquintana@fs.fed.us; rmraley@fs.fed.us;
mbidwell@swca.com; rellis@swca.com; jconnell@swca.com; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; dkeane@swca.com;
mroth@fs.fed.us; daleortmanpe@live.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; lcgarrett77@msn.com;
bschneid@email.arizona.edu; rlaford@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; kkertell@swca.com;
dkriegel@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; bgaddis@swca.com; kserrato@swca.com; jsautter@fs.fed.us;
cbellavia@swca.com

Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Scoping comment attachments- Rosemont
Date: 10/09/2009 06:58 PM

Hello Everyone!

I have enclosed a link to the resource folders in WebEx. You will find all the resource
studies that have been submitted by Rosemont or the consultants to date within that
applicable resource folder. You will also notice in most folders a subfolder labeled
"Scoping attachments". I have uploaded all the attachments that were submitted
within the scoping comments that could assist you in your analysis. These
attachments are all different things from pictures, maps, specialist reports and
everything in between. If you are working with more than one resource, you may
find duplicate files in the different resources, as some files applied to more than
area. If you have any questions, please contact Bev (for FS) or Tom (for SWCA). If
you have any issues accessing files, please contact me.

 

Some of these files are pretty interesting. Thank you for all of your hard work!

 

Thanks!

Mel
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=24542>
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Scoping comment attachments
Date: 10/05/2009 09:58 AM

Reta-
This is a chart that we put together as a tracking of the attachments that came in during scoping.
The next step- that I will be doing within the next few days- is to upload all the applicable
attachments into folders for their resource on WebEx. At that point, the specialists will be able to
review them and incorporate them into the effects analysis.
 
I am still working on my assignments from Friday night. I hope you were able to get some relaxing
done this weekend!
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Sarah L Davis
To: mreichard@swca.com
Cc: tfregason@swca.com; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Scoping Documents and OCR - confirmation
Date: 01/11/2010 05:29 PM

This message is to confirm, per our FS/SWCA meeting on January 5th:

The already scanned scoping comments were not scanned using OCR. It is OK to
leave these documents scanned in this manner. 

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Mindee Roth; Beverly Everson; Reta     Laford
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Scoping Report #2 (w/o appendix)
Date: 06/15/2009 09:16 AM

I posted .pdf copies of Scoping Reports #1 and #2 on Webex for your review.  I will
be delivering two hard copies at our meeting today at 1:00 pm.  Please let me know
if you would like copies of the MS Word files for review purposes.  Please note that
the graphics will not be included in the MS Word version because they were created
in CADD and/or GIS formats that do not transfer into Word without substantial loss
in resolution.

 

Tom

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=147228>
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Beverley Everson; Reta Laford; Mindee Roth
Subject: Scoping Report #2
Date: 07/28/2009 03:18 PM

Here's the link to Scoping Report # 2 (.pdf format):
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=151074>
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: Scoping Report #3 review
Date: 08/26/2009 10:06 AM

Reta will be out next week and is booked this week, so we will have to schedule a
face-to-face review after Labor Day.  What is your schedule?  In the mean time, I
will coordinate a "track changes" review from the forest to give you some early
feedback.

ps You mentioned yesterday that SWCA is somewhat stalled until alternatives have
been formally accepted.  To move that ahead, I think we need an executive
summary of the process, all ideas  considered, rationale to drop or keep
alternatives...  We need an introductory paragraph or 2, a section describing the
alternative generation process, a section listing alternatives dropped from detailed
consideration - along with a brief rationale for each alt or group of like ideas (ie
alternate mining techniques, alternative transportation), and a section listing and
briefly describing the alternatives considered in detail - along with a brief desciption
of what drove their development.  We expect SWCA to produce such a product. 
Please share with Bev your estimated timeline.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason
Subject: Scoping Report 3- final dispositions
Date: 09/25/2009 12:46 PM

Reta-
I am working on the tables of the themes that go into the different 4 categories as decided by line.
There are two additional reasons that things were out of scope from the reasons that are already
included in the drafted report. These reasons are: Not relevant to the decision and Doesn’t
consider the effects from the Proposed Action. One additional reason themes were dismissed was
because they were ideas for alternatives and/or mitigations. I’m not sure if you would like this to
be included in the “addressing process” section or make this an additional out of scope reason.
You will notice these are also noted on the tracking sheet with yellow highlights because I need
your direction for that piece as well.
 
I plan on working on this the remainder of today and this weekend. As Tom said it best- if you are
working on this over the weekend to meet deadlines, so are we. You can either call or email me
whenever your schedule allows.
 
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Charles Coyle
Cc: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Scoping Report 3, Comment Disposition
Date: 02/11/2009 01:09 PM

Hi Charles,
 
Bev called and was inquired what our schedule was for delivering Scoping Report 3, Comment
Disposition.    
 
Tom
 
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520) 325-9194 Office
(520) 820-5178 Cell
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Reta Laford
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason; Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Scoping Report 3
Date: 10/06/2009 11:08 AM

Reta-
I want to make sure that we are on the same page on what came out of Friday’s work.
 
These are the changes that we need to do:
Worksheet changes to be printed and given to you for review
Worksheet 1- Add title “Issue/Non Issue Screening”
                Add Disposition table in Rationale section

Edit and remove watermark
 
Worksheet 4- Add Disposition table above recommendation options
                Remove Proposed Action option entirely
                Minimize other recommendation boxes

Edit and remove watermark
 
The new Appendix section includes:

A-     Theme Statements: remove watermark, change title and number statements
B-      Samples of worksheets- packets for Non Issue, Not Significant and Significant
C-      Non Issue Disposition table- needs to be created
D-     Not Significant Disposition table- needs to be created
E-      Tracking Sheet- update with SR2 category codes, replace “Significance Elements” column

with Disposition that correlates to worksheet options
 
What we still need from you:
Exact terminology on “Issues Addressed in/Focusing Effects”
Confirmation of final disposition of all the theme statements, including highlighted items on
tracking sheet
All text review and changes from the ISSUES AS DETERMINED BY THE DECIDING OFFICIAL section
on
 
Please let me know if I missed anything. Also, we didn’t speak of deadlines. Do you know what your
timeline is so I can be sure to get our section done by then or before?
Thanks!
 
 
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
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Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes



From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford
Subject: Scoping Report Draft
Date: 06/09/2009 01:36 PM

Bev-
As an appendix to our draft Scoping Report #2, we intend to include pdf versions of all of the
database output. For the purpose of your agency review of this document, could we leave the bulk
of this paper out and put in a place holder? I have all of these reports uploaded to WebEx and,
considering these reports are volumes, I was hoping to save some paper for the review copy.
 
Please let me know your thoughts and preference.
Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Reta Laford; Mindee Roth; Beverly     Everson
Cc: Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Scoping Reports
Date: 07/02/2009 05:17 PM

Reta, Bev, and Mindee,
 
I have posted the revised Scoping Report #1 on WebEx for your review
(https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=24155).  Please note that the
graphics in the MS Word version are of a lower resolution due to the compression of
an Adobe .pdf file into a .jpg file.  This manipulation is required to include graphics
into Word.  Please let me know if this report is acceptable to submit to Region. The
final version will be created using Adobe InDesign and will have graphics with much
higher resolution.
 
We anticipate submitting a revised Scoping Report #2 next week. Thank you for all
of your comments and working with us to promptly resolve questions and
discrepancies.  I expect this will get easier as we move forward. 
 
Have a wonderful weekend and enjoy your independence!
 
Tom
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From: Tom Furgason
To: sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; mroth@fs.fed.us; Melissa Reichard
Subject: SDCP Riparian Data
Date: 07/02/2009 12:52 PM

Salek,
 
Per our conversation earlier, you can review Pima County's riparian data (and spring locations) in the
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan database: (http:www.dot.pima.gov/cmo/sdcpmaps/).  Just click on
the SDCP MapGuide Map link and you should be able to access their GIS layers.  The map does
include Important Riparian Area (IRA) Underlying Classifications.
 
Teresa Ann should be able to obtain the shape files from Pima County without any problem.  I can
provide you with information regarding the classification system if you need.  SWCA can also assist in
preparing some maps of riparian resources based on the SDCP maps if needed. 
 
Hopefully, we won't need to do field work to narrow down alternatives.  Usually, once you need to do
field work it is time to retain an alternative.  Please call me if you have any questions.
 
 
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: send me Lefevre report on revegetation
Date: 07/02/2010 11:59 AM

 
 

Melissa Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520)325-9194 ofc.  (520)250-6204 cell
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it
is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable
law. If you are not the intended recipient or an authorized representative of the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any review, dissemination or copying of this email and its attachments, if any, or the information contained
herein is prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by return email and
delete this email from your system. Thank you.
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: Sept. 2 Core IDT Meeting, change in agenda
Date: 09/01/2009 04:41 PM

Tomorrow's meeting will be focusing on alternative refinement, rather than the items
I mentioned in my last email to you.  The reasons for the change are as follows:

SWCA had stated that they would have a list of Units of Measure prepared for the
meeting, but the list has not been completed.

After spending two days in and around the project area recently (August 21 and 22,
on a field trip with Mountain Empire Action Alliance), Debby Kriegel has new
concerns with visual impacts with the Sycamore Canyon Alternative, and would like
to look at revising that alternative to address her concerns.

Rosemont Copper Company is objecting to placement of waste rock on mineralized
ground on their private land north of the proposed pit area with the Sycamore
Alterative and the Schofield Mcleary Alternative.  The company's concerns are valid,
as these mineralized areas could at some point (depending on future metals prices
and technology) become viable ore deposits.  We need to look at revising the
alternatives so that there is no diposal on the patented claims.

I had intended to talk about the project schedule and work obligations for 2010, but
we are behind in the schedule, and are going to be formally revising it.  This won't
change the number of days you'll be working on the project in the coming year, but
when, in the course of the year, you'll be working on the different parts of the
analysis.  I had intended to share a Gantt chart with you tomorrow, but it won't be
completed until the project schedule is changed.

See you at 9:00 in 6V6.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Tami Emmett;
tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Sept. 23 IDT meeting cancelled; homework to follow shortly
Date: 09/22/2009 12:18 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Beverley A Everson

Subject: Sept. 9, 2009 IDT Meeting Agenda
Date: 09/08/2009 03:13 PM
Attachments: Sept. 9, 2009 IDT Meeting Agenda.doc

See you in the morning.  Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

 - Sept. 9, 2009 IDT Meeting Agenda.doc
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September 9, 2009


Rosemont Copper Project IDT


Meeting Agenda


Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ.  85701, Rm. 4B. 


Time:  9:00 – 12:00, 12:30 to 4:30

Attendees:  Rosemont Copper Project Extended Interdisciplinary Team

Agenda:


Overview of meeting

WebEx refresher


Issue matrix and units of measure

Cooperating Agency comments on alternatives

Update on project status and meetings



From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: September 16 Rosemont Copper Project Core IDT Meeting
Date: 09/11/2009 03:29 PM

Hi Team,

Thanks to all of you who participated in this week's IDT meeting.  We worked very
hard, and got a lot done.

Please plan on a full day core team meeting next Wednesday, September 16, from
9:00 to 4:30.  Plan on a half hour lunch, either bringing your lunch or ordering out
with whoever else is doing that.

We will continue to review cooperating agency (CA) comments on alternatives in the
meeting on the 16th.  Please read all the CA letters prior to the meeting, and
be prepared to discuss them.  I've sent all of you links to the letters in WebEx
and a link to the letters posted to our new website.  Team members were also
provided hard copies of the letters this past Wednesday, and I have other binder
sets of the hard copies for those of you who still need them (let me know if you'd
like one).

Mary and Bill, it would be helpful if one of you can attend the meeting next week,
for heritage and TCP input.  Please let me know if either of you can make it.

Lastly, I want to talk about conduct in team meetings.  In the meeting this past
Wednesday, there were lengthy side conversations and note passing occurring while
Tom Furgason was presenting the issues and units of measure.  This kind of
behavior is distracting and disruptive for the presenter and other meeting
participants, and it's unprofessional.  Please come to the meetings prepared to focus
on the work at hand, engage in group discussion, and most importantly, maintain
respect for presenters and other meeting attendees.

Thanks, and see you Wednesday.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; Tami
Emmett; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: September 23 Rosemont Copper Project IDT meeting
Date: 09/18/2009 01:49 PM

Please plan on a full day in 4B (bring your parkas) to wrap up discussion of
cooperating agency input on alternatives, and to begin discussion of effects
analysis.  We will start at 9:00 and have a half hour lunch.

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: September 9 EXTENDED TEAM meeting
Date: 09/04/2009 03:47 PM

We will be meeting in 4B, from 9:00 to 12:00, 12:30 to 4:30.  We will be reviewing
units of measure and alternatives, and the matrix that I sent out to everyone. 
Please submit your matrices to me by COB on Tuesday, if you haven't already done
so.

We'll also have a WebEx overview, and may have a short R.O. presentation on
professional interactions.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;

gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell;
Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; wgillespie@fs.fed.us

Subject: September 9 IDT meeting
Date: 09/04/2009 04:25 PM

For those of you not in the meeting this week, please review the cooperating agency
letters that I sent out links to, before next week's meeting.  Thank you.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: abelauskas@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; ccolyle@swca.com; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us;

ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; Kent C Ellett;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth; mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@fs.fed.us; tfurgason@swca.com;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Septmber 30 Core IDT meeting. - please plan on half day in 6V6 (9:00 to 12:00)
Date: 09/28/2009 11:44 AM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Debby Kriegel; Dale Ortman PE; Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson;

Melinda D Roth
Subject: Site tour request for Horst Schor on Dec 10
Date: 11/18/2009 12:28 PM

Kathy,
 
The Coronado would like Rosemont to assist with a tour of the Rosemont Project area on Thursday,
December 10. Horst Schor would like to visit the site on that day to gain a better understanding of the
terrain and the surrounding geography.  Debby and I also think that it would be useful if a
representative from Rosemont accompanied the tour along with your surface water hydrologist(s) (Tetra
Tech?).  It is unclear what exactly Horst will be interested in discussing during the site visit, but I’d like
Rosemont to be prepared to discuss issues related to managing hydrology with respect to placement of
the waste and tails. 
 
Horst will also be meeting with the Coronado on the morning of December 11.  We are uncertain if
he’ll have any follow-up questions for the Rosemont team, but would there be any way to have your
surface water hydrologists tentatively hold a few hours open at that time?
 
Please note that this is the second of two surface water/landforming site visits.  The first will be
conducted with Annandale next week.  Feel free to call me or contact Debby directly (388-8300) if you
have any questions.  Thank you for your assistance.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: jsturgess@augustaresource.com; Debby Kriegel; Dale Ortman PE; Melissa Reichard; Beverley A Everson;

Melinda D Roth
Subject: Site tour request for Horst Schor on Dec 10
Date: 11/18/2009 12:28 PM

Kathy,
 
The Coronado would like Rosemont to assist with a tour of the Rosemont Project area on Thursday,
December 10. Horst Schor would like to visit the site on that day to gain a better understanding of the
terrain and the surrounding geography.  Debby and I also think that it would be useful if a
representative from Rosemont accompanied the tour along with your surface water hydrologist(s) (Tetra
Tech?).  It is unclear what exactly Horst will be interested in discussing during the site visit, but I’d like
Rosemont to be prepared to discuss issues related to managing hydrology with respect to placement of
the waste and tails. 
 
Horst will also be meeting with the Coronado on the morning of December 11.  We are uncertain if
he’ll have any follow-up questions for the Rosemont team, but would there be any way to have your
surface water hydrologists tentatively hold a few hours open at that time?
 
Please note that this is the second of two surface water/landforming site visits.  The first will be
conducted with Annandale next week.  Feel free to call me or contact Debby directly (388-8300) if you
have any questions.  Thank you for your assistance.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Reta Laford
To: Beverley A Everson; tjchute@msn.com
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Tom Furgason; Reta Laford; Katherine Arnold; Jonathan Rigg; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: SO has letter.  No response drafted.  Question for Terry on whether to include as mitigation.  Follow-up

needed by Bev with RO on policy - yet. -Re: Fw: Elements Common / Mitigation:  Loose Ends
Date: 08/23/2010 06:14 PM

I have the incoming letter.  No reply letter has been drafted.  I'll have the front desk
scan it tomorrow.  

I wasn't thinking of it as mitigation when it came in.  We can consider it as
mitigation if we want, or not since I'm sure that there is countless other CFR stuff
that needs to be followed that we are not restating in the DEIS.  (Terry, I defer to
you once you look at it.)

The Rosemont letter conveyed the opinion of an MSHA inspector that the berms on
NFS and private land were not adequate to protect the public.   Specifically he cites
that berms need to be at least mid-axle height of the largest self-propelled mobile
equipment which usually travels the roadway.  For the NFS lands, I am not inclined
to pre-decisionally allow an increased berm height as the MSHA inspector seems to
be seeking.  On the private lands, Rosemont says the roadways are under NFS
jurisdiction.  That will need to be checked.

Bev, once you read the scanned letter, please discuss with the RO our position to
not be pre-decisional in responding to an MSHA inspection prior to project
authorization.  Also, I will need you to look into the question about FS jurisdiction on
private land roads.  Thx.

Reta Laford
Deputy Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
Phone:  520-388-8307
------------------------------------
▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

08/23/2010 03:56 PM

To Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tjchute@msn.com

cc

Subject Fw: Elements Common / Mitigation: Loose Ends

Reta,

Can you please help me with the second item on Terry's list, below?  I
don't recall the letter from Rosemont, don't have a copy, and don't
know who would have responded.  I have searched CDB and was
unable to find the response letter.  Do you remember who wrote it for
you?
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FYI, Mindee has a call in to SWCA (Melissa) to see if either the
incoming June 18 letter or our response is in the record.

Thank you,

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 08/23/2010 03:52 PM -----

"Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com> 

08/23/2010 11:05 AM

To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Reta
Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Katherine Arnold"
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Beverley A
Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>

cc

Subject Elements Common / Mitigation: Loose Ends

I've made most of the edits we agreed to last week to the Elements Common section that
will go into Chapter 2.  Here are the loose ends that others agreed to follow-up on.  Once
we get these taken care of, this section will be ready for one last look by Rosemont, then it
can be inserted into Chapter 2.

 
1.  I need the names of the grazing permits held by Rosemont - I think Mindee was going
to get these.

 
2.  We need to track down the Coronado response to Rosemont's June 18 letter to Reta
re: jurisdiction of Gunsite & Lopez roads and MSHA road standard requirements.  I sent an
email to Bev last week asking her to follow up on this.

 
3.  As per our discussion last week, I combined the sections on Riparian and Off-Site Land
Mitigation.  Seems that everything here revolves around whatever we end up with from the Army
Corps of Engineers.  We need to decide whether we want this section "buried" in amongst the rest
of the Elements Common, or if we should make it it's own section in Chapter 2.  I am leaning



towards the second.  Reta and Tom - your thoughts??

 
4.  Jonathan is going to research and write a paragraph under the title Reclamation Plan that
basically talks about the intent of a Reclamation Plan, and generally what types of items the Plan
will address, with a reference back to the Plan itself.   

 
5.  The remaining work is filling references and checking the wording of a couple of measures for
accuracy.

 
Hopefully we can get this wrapped up early this week - with the possible exception of #3 which
may need to wait for the Corps of Engineers.  

 
Holler with comments/questions.

 
Terry Chute

 

 



From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Sarah Davis; Jeff Connell; Cara     Bellavia
Cc: Mindee Roth; Charles Coyle; Melissa     Reichard; Beverley Everson; Reta     Laford
Subject: Socioeconomics
Date: 07/09/2009 10:07 AM

Sara,

I delivered two hard copies of the Seidman Economic Report (Study of Mineral
Production with Reference to the Rosemont Copper Project, July 2009) to
Bev yesterday.  I also placed an electronic copy on WebEx:
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=24553>. 

 

I informed Jamie that our first impression was that the report lacked information on
potential negative effects to local property values and tourism.  He indicated that
Rosemont will likely have Seidman Research Institute address these issues in a
follow up report that formally critiques the Sonoran Institute's December 2007
report.  This too, is now on WebEx.

__________________________

Cara and Jeff,

 

I sent one hard copy of the Seidman report to Phoenix for your reference.  Melissa
has the other copy for the Admin Record.

 

Tom
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: SOW for visual analyses
Date: 03/03/2010 03:46 PM

Hi Tom,

A month or so ago at an overview meeting we talked about you giving me a copy of
the latest SOW for visual analyses for Debby Kriegel's review.  I think you sent
Mindee a copy of an older SOW or Debby's list of what was needed in the way of
analyses in response to my request, but it wasn't what I was looking for.

Can you give me a copy of the SOW that you negotiated with Rosemont most
recently?  I would like to have a chance to review it with Debby, to see how it jives
with the work that she's been requesting.

Feel free to call if it's not clear what I'm asking for.

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Walter Keyes
Subject: SOW work needs and other needs from SWCA
Date: 06/28/2010 04:53 PM

Hi Walt,

This is a follow-up to the phone message I left just now for you.  What information
needs do you have from SWCA?  One you mentioned to me last week was
information on what things Rosemont might have to pay ADOT for relative to the
project, above and beyond what's paid for with taxes.  There were one or two other
things you mentioned to me when I asked you if you had anything you would like to
see added to the SOW work that SWCA is developing for the next few months for
the project for Rosemont.  Can you refresh my memory?

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Debby Kriegel; Salek Shafiqullah; Melinda D Roth; tjchute@msn.com; Sarah L Davis; jrigg@swca.com;

mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; William B Gillespie
Subject: specialists meeting to discuss schedule and goals for completion of Chapter 3 for visual resources, groundwater,

dark skies and heritage
Date: 07/15/2010 01:29 PM

We'll be meeting in 6V6 from 8:30 to 9:30.  See you then.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: Salek Shafiqullah - USFS; 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: SRK Review of Baseline Geochemistry Information
Date: 03/16/2010 02:54 PM
Attachments: Rosemont_Geochem_Review_183101_ckh-rb_20100210_Draft_Issued.pdf

Salek & Bev,
 
Attached is the draft baseline geochemistry Technical Review Memorandum prepared by SRK.  It
has numerous questions regarding the geochemical sampling and testing program in regard to
clarity of description, testing methods, and representative sampling .   The memo text is rather
dense but rather than spend time editing the text I recommend the draft memo be forwarded to
Rosemont with a proposal to hold an issue resolution meeting similar to that done for the mine
site groundwater model.  If you would like, I’ll gladly take the lead with Rosemont of proposing this
and forward them a copy of the draft Technical Review Memorandum.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. 
3275 West Ina Road, Suite 240 
Tucson, Arizona 
USA 85741 
 
choag@srk.com 
www.srk.com 
 


Tel:   520.544.3688 
Fax:  520.544.9853 
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Document for Deliberative Purposes Only – Not for Public Distribution 


Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Tom Furgason, SWCA Date: February 10, 2010 


cc: Dale Ortman, P.E. From: Rob Bowell, Eur.Geol, C.Chem MR
S, C.Geol. FGS 


Corolla Hoag, R.G. 


Subject: Preliminary Geochemistry Review – 
Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 


Project #: 183101 


 
The following comments are related to three documents provided by SWCA concerning geochemical test 
work performed on rock and tailings materials at the Augusta Resource Rosemont Copper Project. These 
documents include the:  


 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan (Vector, 2006) 
 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Rosemont Copper (main text, Appendix A, and Appendix 


B) (Tetra Tech, 2007a), and 
 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Rosemont Copper, (Tetra Tech, 2007b). 


 
SWCA requested that SRK review these documents and provide a professional opinion as to whether the test 
assumptions, test procedures, analytical methods used, types of data collected, and results presented in each 
document are reasonable and in conformance with standard industry accepted practice. The review was 
limited to reading the documents provided although references to other documents, such as the APP 
application (Tetra Tech, 2009a) are made. A review of the laboratory analytical reports included in Tetra 
Tech (2007) was not performed. SRK has not undertaken an extensive literature search outside of documents 
provided so cannot comment on the full adequacy of information available in the public domain to 
supplement those documents submitted through SWCA. It was necessary, however, to refer to selected 
public technical reports as discussed and cited below to find information defining Rosemont waste and ore. 
Additionally, it is difficult for the senior author (Bowell) to confirm complete applicability of the test work 
as he has not been to the site and is not being personally familiar with the site conditions.  
 
SRK was not provided with a formal Sampling and Analysis Plan with sampling and test work protocols; 
industry test protocols are referred to in the documents. General comments on the test program (methods 
used) and specific comments about the suitability of the methods are provided below.  


1 Assessment of Investigation Methods and Protocols 


A brief assessment is provided below of the methods used in the geochemical characterization 
investigation. Documentation was not provided to answer all questions; for example the source of the 
tailings test materials and what stage of tailings deposition the samples represent is not adequately 
provided. The assumptions, sampling collection methods, tests, and analytical methods where 
referenced in these reports are in general conformance with industry standard practice. The results 
presented are reasonable given the background data available based on these reports. The scopes of 
the geochemical programs detailed in these documents, however, do have some deficiencies related 
to the characterization the materials present at the mine site and their long-term geochemical 
behavior. 
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A work plan for geochemical characterization should identify test work appropriate to characterize 
the potential discharging facility under the proposed operational method and address the physical and 
chemical characterization per regulatory guidelines. Rosemont Copper Company submitted an 
application for an Aquifer Protection Permit in February 2009 to the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality (ADEQ). The process recommended by ADEQ to characterize ore and waste 
materials is described in Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT (ADEQ, 2005). ADEQ recommends a tiered approach to 
characterize solid materials and potential leachates derived from the solids.  Static test work and 
studies performed under the Tier #1 stage include: 


 Description of mineralogy and lithology (rock, color, angularity, induration, grain-size 
distribution, mineral types and proportions to assess acid rock drainage and metal 
leachability, sulfide percentages, etc.); 


 Leaching Tests 
o Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP by EPA Method 1212), 
o Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (MWMP), and 
o Leachable Sulfates and Soluble Solids tests, 
o Bottle Roll Tests. 


 Acid-Base Accounting (ABA) Analysis 
o Acid generation potential (AGP), 
o Net neutralization potential (NNP), and 
o Net acid generating (NAG) pH. 


 Physical Characteristics 
o Grain size, density, shear strength, moisture content, permeability.       


 
Kinetic test work may be required under a Tier #2 stage to assess the rates of acid-generation, acid-
neutralization, sulfide oxidation, and metal release. Typical tests performed under Tier #2 include: 


 Humidity cells, column tests, barrel leach tests, and test plots; 
 Total metals analysis; 
 Radiochemical analysis; 
 Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP); and  
 Waste Extraction Test (WET). 


 
The approximate number of static tests by rock type planned to characterize waste rock materials and 
the remaining pit wall materials are listed in Table 1 of Vector (2006). To date, only very brief 
lithology descriptions of the tested samples have been prepared and submitted to ADEQ; no 
information is provided on the mineralogy of the samples tested. ABA and NAG pH  have been 
performed on all or nearly all of the tailings and waste rock samples. SPLP, MWMP, and total 
metals analyses have been performed on more than half the waste rock and tailings samples. 
Humidity cell tests have been performed on two of the four tailings samples and on four waste rock 
types (14 samples) that indicated a potential to generate acid. On-site columns were performed on 
three samples of andesite (potentially acid generating) and three mixed composites of uncertain 
potential. Physical testing of tailings materials include sieve and hydrometer testing, specific gravity, 
Atterberg Limits, Standard Proctor, Consolidation testing, Shear strength, Triaxial permeability, 
Capillary moisture retention, and Laboratory torque vane shear testing.   


1.1 Sample Collection Methods and Representativeness 


Summary – The methods used to collect representative geologic materials for geochemical testing 
follow standard industry practices. Waste rock samples collected for the geochemical investigation 
do appear to represent the rock types to be encountered during the mine life in appropriate 
percentages. Representative life-of-mine or early life-of-mine tailings has not yet been completed. 
Documentation was not provided to assess whether the sample materials actually tested are 
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representative of potential sulfide mill ore (subsequent tailings), oxide ore, or waste rock dump 
(WRD) material based on total copper cutoff grades and contained ore and gangue mineralogy. 
 
The goal of the geochemical investigation program was to perform test work that would characterize 
the geochemistry of potential leachates related to mine waste rock materials, heap leach materials, 
tailings, cover and construction materials, and the rock remaining in the pit walls and then assess 
risks related to the leachates. The geochemical sampling program was intended to represent the range 
of geologic materials including lateral and vertical variation that would influence the types and 
percentages of rocks and minerals to be encountered during the life-of-mine. In order to assess 
whether the sampling program sufficiently represents the materials expected in the waste rock and 
tailings storage facilities, it is necessary to understand the site-specific definition of waste rock, how 
the rock materials were classified in the geology model, what percentages of rocks (including 
mineralization, oxidization) are generally expected life-of-mine, and if the proportion of samples 
selected for analysis match the expected proportions of rock materials.  As mentioned above, 
geochemical programs generally follow a two-tiered approach where a selection of Tier I static tests 
are performed on a large number of samples to classify materials as potentially acid generating, of 
uncertain potential, and/or not acid generating.  Tier II test work such as humidity cells are 
performed on selected Tier 1 materials that were identified to be potentially acid generating or of 
uncertain acid generating potential.     
 
How is “Waste Rock” Defined at Rosemont?  – Waste rock is typically defined as rock material 
overlying an ore deposit or within a mine plan that is below the cutoff grade required for economic 
extraction and processing. The waste rock is removed to access the ore materials and requires 
subsequent disposal in an overburden pile or WRD. Cutoff grades may decrease or increase 
throughout the mine life owing to fluctuations in capital and operating costs, processing recovery 
effectiveness and efficiencies, or other reasons. No definition of the cutoff grade or mineralogical 
description of Rosemont waste rock is provided in the reviewed reports. Based on the description of 
measured and indicated resources reported in the 2007 NI 43-101 Technical Report for the Rosemont 
Copper Project, Updated Feasibility Study (M3 Engineering & Technology Corporation), sulfide 
waste at Rosemont was classified as material that falls below a grade of 0.20 percent total copper 
(%TCu). The current technical reports continue to use this sulfide cutoff grade (M3, 2009). Oxide 
waste is reported to be material with a grade below a 0.10 %TCu (M3, 2009, p. 5).      
 
Percentages of Reported Rock Types Representing Waste, Ore, Tailings  – The percentages of rock 
types comprising potential waste materials at Rosemont are tabulated in all of the reports (i.e. Tetra 
Tech, 2007b, Table 3.1; Tetra Tech, 2009 v. 1, Table 7.28). The percentage of tabulated waste 
relative to ore has decreased over time as additional mineralized material has been delineated. 
Greater than half of the waste materials consist of oxidized and unoxidized arkose and other oxidized 
basin-fill overburden formations; andesite and a variety of Paleozoic formations comprise the 
remaining waste rock materials. Much less documentation is available on the rock types expected to 
be present in sulfide ore (and by extension in tailings) and oxide ore. A tabulation is found in Table 2 
of Vector (2006). The copper sulfide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations 
consist primarily of Horquilla Limestone (50%), Colina Limestone (40%), quartz monzonite 
porphyry (QMP) (5%), and the Earp Formation (5%). Chalcopyrite, chalcocite, bornite,  and 
molybdenite are the dominant sulfide minerals. The sulfide ore will be processed through milling, 
flotation, and concentration processes and the residual material will be subsequently disposed of as 
dry-stack tailings. The copper oxide-bearing materials in potentially economic concentrations consist 
primarily of arkose (50%), QMP (15%), quartz latite porphyry, and andesite (35%). Copper oxide 
mineralization primarily includes copper-bearing limonite, chrysocolla, tenorite, malachite, and 
azurite; oxide ore will be processed by leaching with dilute sulfuric acid on a heap leach facility.  
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Method to Classify Material Types and Select Samples – Although the approximate percentages of 
waste rock and ore materials are tabulated in the reviewed reports1, the process of classifying the 
tested material as “ore” or “waste” was not described in detail in the reports reviewed. The general 
procedures for classifying ore and waste rock are described in more detail in the technical reports 
publically available to potential investors (i.e. WLR Consulting, 2006; M3 Engineering & 
Technology Corporation, 2009). Industry standard mine evaluation and design software was used by 
Rosemont personnel to interpolate the compiled drillhole data within boundaries established by the 
limits of topography, surface geology, and estimated subsurface geologic contacts. Rosemont’s 
three-dimensional geologic and resource block model assigned a rock type, mineralization type (i.e. 
oxide, sulfide), grade, and material type (i.e., waste, leach ore, sulfide mill ore) to each model block 
(50’ x 50’ x 50’) based on the geologic model including the laboratory analyses from surface 
samples, test pits, and diamond drill core. The block model was then used to estimate the percentages 
of various rock types that are potential ore and waste materials within the potential pit area.  The 
model and pit shell was used to identify specific drill core intervals that contain the rock types 
necessary to ensure representative geochemical analyses. Composite samples representing 50-foot 
mine benches at various depths were collected for geochemical analysis from coarse rejects using 
appropriate drilling intervals selected by Rosemont geologists familiar with the site-specific geology 
and mineralogy. 
 
The plan maps shown in Tetra Tech reports2 document the rock types sampled and the depth of the 
bench composite samples; sample depths range between 0 and 1,820 feet below ground surface. The 
sample data are clustered primarily in the center portion of the pit area but do appear to represent the 
major and minor rock types to be encountered within the pit area. The samples also appear to 
represent various bench elevations based the available figures and table. A plan map with labeled 
elevation contours for the proposed pit and the sample depths listed in feet above sea level or a 
profile section with the drillhole sample locations would have been helpful to verify the vertical 
distribution of the samples collected. No copper grades, however, are listed with the sample intervals 
to verify whether the samples are waste, leach ore, or sulfide ore (future tailings).   
 
The Tetra Tech sample location maps appear to provide sufficient lateral and vertical 
representativeness to provide a reasonable indication of the geochemical characteristics of the 
various waste rock types at this stage in the process. Tetra Tech (2007a) summarizes the rock types 
sampled and provides the borehole identification, depth of the sample, and the static test work 
performed. Detailed sample descriptions, however, were not provided that document what specific 
minerals were present in the samples, the proportions of potentially acid generating or acid 
neutralizing minerals that were present, and the oxidation type present.  
 
Only a brief description was found to describe the nature of the ore materials processed to simulate 
the four samples of tailings materials (Tetra Tech, 2009b).  Three tailings samples were evidently 
generated from Horquilla Limestone (May 2006, February 2007, and June 2007) although the rock 
type of the two earliest samples is not confirmed (see Table 1 in Tetra Tech, 2009b).  The last sample 
from July 2008 was generated from mixed rock types (72.9% Horquilla, 21.3% Earp, and 5.8% 
Escabrosa Limestone) that represent sulfide mill tailings in Year 0 to 3. The tailings samples were 
likely generated from coarse rejects from drillhole sample intervals or composites with total copper 
grades that matched the grades and mineralization types expected in the first few years of operation. 
This is an assumption as no sample documentation is provided with the drillhole name and depth 
interval, rock type, oxidation type, and approximate grade. SRK is therefore unable to verify whether 


                                                      
1 The percentage of waste rock types is listed in the all reports including the February 2009 APP application and has 
been updated through time.  The only tabulation listing the relative proportions of various rock types in sulfide mill ore 
(and by extension tailings) appears to be in Vector (2006). 
2Table A.1, Figures 2 and 3 and Table A.1 in Tetra Tech 2007a; Figures 2 and 3 in Tetra Tech 2007b 
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the generated tailings materials are representative of the future processed ore material based on the 
information compiled in the reports.   
 
Presumably, descriptions of the geology, mineralogy, and oxidation type are available in the surface 
sample data and drill logs for the waste, tailings, and other geochemical samples; this information 
was compiled from the drillhole logs in order to select the sample intervals to be tested. The rock 
type, type of copper sulfide/oxide minerals and associated rock-forming, gangue minerals present in 
each sample (and in what proportions), total copper grade, and other relevant characterization 
information should be recorded for each sample analyzed. The three reviewed reports as well as the 
geochemical data compiled in the APP (Tetra Tech 2009a), however, lack this basic information. 
Verification of representativeness is possible based only on the spatial location of the sampled 
intervals within the pit area. No verification was possible during this review for the materials that 
generated the four tailings samples. 
 
Was the Geochemical Sampling Program Representative Given the Stated Proportions of Rock 
Types in the Waste and Tailings? – The documentation for the waste rock sampling program is more 
comprehensive than that for the tailings or other sampling programs. The waste rock samples are 
considerably more numerous than other materials tested. SRK is satisfied that the geochemical 
program did sample and analyze samples representative of the waste rock that will be generated 
during the life-of-mine.  
 
Ore samples are initially drilled and analyzed to define the extent of the ore body; a portion of the 
drill core is kept as a physical record, which reduces the material available for metallurgical, 
geotechnical, or geochemical testing. Material representing mineralized sulfide drill core rejects/core 
of various rock types (or composite mixes) at various grade ranges is limited at this stage of the 
project. The Horquilla Limestone represents 50% of the potential sulfide mill tailings during the life 
of mine, but more than 90% of the tailings material generated and tested to date is this material. This 
may be appropriate based on the dominant sulfide mill tailings expected during the first years of 
operations. Tailings materials generated from rock types in proportions expected during the life-of-
mine (or in the dominant mixes by 5-year increments) have not yet been produced.   
 


1.2 Laboratories, Analytical Methods, and QA/QC Protocols 


The primary and sub-contracted laboratories used during this investigation are certified by the 
Arizona Department of Health Services to perform these types of environmental geochemical 
analyses in Arizona. The methods used for chemical analyses were standard test methods developed 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), ASTM, or by recognized academic experts. In 
addition, the static and kinetic (humidity cell) test work performed is approved by ADEQ for the 
classification of discharges related to mined materials as described in Arizona Mining Guidance 
Manual – BADCT, Appendix B Solution, Ore and Waste Characterization by ADEQ (2005). 
 
The analytical method detection limits reported by the laboratories were appropriate with two 
exceptions – the Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (EPA Method 1312) test work 
performed in May 2006 by Turner Labs (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table 6.1) and the thallium results 
reported for the 2007 humidity cells test analyses by SVL Analytical (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A-6). 
The method detection limits for all 7 of the leachate parameters analyzed for the May 2006 event 
were above the Arizona Aquifer Water Quality Standards (AWQS). Generally, a method detection 
limit that is below the AWQS (or other water quality relevant standard) is preferred. The method 
detection limit for the 2007 thallium analyses was equal to the 0.002 mg/L AWQS for thallium; the 
majority of the results are reported as <0.002 mg/L. The Turner Labs results for May 2006 and the 
2007 SVL humidity cell thallium results should therefore not be used to assess compliance with 
AWQS.  
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The consulting reports reviewed did not list any duplicate samples that may have been sent for 
analysis to the primary laboratory or to a secondary laboratory. Although not required for test work, 
duplicates are typically a standard protocol with a minimum of at least one duplicate per every 20 
samples. SRK was not provided with companion documents that address protocols for QA/QC or 
field instrument calibration but assume they exist. 


1.3 Leaching Tests – Laboratory and Field Procedures 


Two types of kinetic tests were performed on waste materials – 35-week humidity cells under 
laboratory conditions and 21-week on-site column tests under field conditions. The humidity cells 
tests were conducted on 14 samples using an industry standard method published by American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM). The laboratory tests were performed by a qualified 
laboratory - SVL Analytical, Inc. of Kellogg, Idaho. Humidity cell tests are standard kinetic tests 
applicable to mine and waste materials found in a wide variety of climatic conditions including 
southern Arizona. Humidity cell tests are applicable to test work performed on conventional and dry 
stack tailings.  The purpose of humidity cells is to provide a determination of rates of accelerated 
leaching under controlled laboratory conditions. They are not intended as a demonstration of 
weathering rates but as calibration data for further predictive calculations to determine weathering 
rates. As such they are applicable to any form of tailings disposal as baseline or calibration data for 
numerical predictions. 
 
Tetra Tech (2007) provides only a limited description of the construction of the 6 on-site column 
tests and operational protocols, but SRK accepts the general test approach. Details on the column 
dimensions, the size fractions and volumes of materials loaded into the columns, and protocols for 
manual irrigation and leachate sample collection were not provided. Three tests were performed on 
splits of andesitic waste and on leach ore material tested by the humidity cell tests. The materials 
were selected for additional study from those samples that showed the potential (or uncertain 
potential) to generate acid using standard static tests. The field columns were to be subjected to 
ambient rainfall, sun, and temperature conditions. Owing to abnormally low rainfall conditions 
encountered during the test period, the columns were manually irrigated weekly using one liter of 
distilled water over a period of several hours; no details were provided on this field procedure. SRK 
assumes that field personnel performing the work received training to ensure consistency in 
irrigation methods, application rates, and that field instrument calibration was performed and 
documented.  


2 Preliminary Trip Report and Phase 1 Sampling and Analysis Plan, Vector 
Arizona, June 2006 


The 2006 Vector memorandum is essentially a trip report and general work plan for Phase I of 
geochemical characterization. A general work approach and outline of the sampling and analysis 
plan is presented; a formal sampling and analysis plan is not attached. A detailed work plan for the 
later phases, if prepared, was not provided for review. Specific comments and concerns are provided 
below. The geochemical investigation, however, has already been executed. 
 


1. No mineralogical study is proposed during the program to assess which acid-generating and acid-
consuming minerals are present (and in what proportion) and how sulfide minerals occur in physical 
contact with the gangue minerals. This is an oversight because without it the results can only be 
interpreted as generalities, and will not be site-specific.   
 


2. SPLP and Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (ASTM E2242-02) analyses are proposed for 
approximately 20 percent of the waste rock samples. These methods are industry standard tests. 
Application of the SPLP test, however, will likely give a dilute result that is not really representative 
given the fresh nature and low pyrite content of the waste rock material described. A more 
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aggressive static leach test is recommended, such as analysis of Net Acid Generation (NAG) metals 
and/or MWMP-type extraction. 
 


3. The high buffering nature of the material described will also likely give a positive (alkaline) bias to 
the results, especially with the low predicted sulfur. SRK recommends that NAG tests should be run 
to confirm the predicted acid generation behavior. Given the likely alkaline nature of the material, 
the generation of alkaline rock drainage (potentially still with water quality exceedances) may occur, 
and that salinity in the final pit lake may also be an issue. These questions need to be addressed.  
 


4. Sobek and NAG pH, total metals, and SPLP analysis are proposed for tailings samples created 
during the metallurgical test program. As noted above, application of the SPLP method to tailings is 
unsuitable, and SRK advocates using a more appropriate method for prediction of tailings leachate 
chemistry such as NAG metals and MWMP extraction. 
 


5. A review of the heap leach characterization program was not within SRK scope, but comments are 
provided based on the very brief description provided in the memorandum. The method for selecting 
the test materials based on copper grade and the expected leach ore rock types within the pit is a 
reasonable approach. The proposed program based on this work plan consists of analyzing the 
residues from three column leach tests performed by Mountain States R & D International for Sobek 
and NAG pH, whole rock analysis, and SPLP and MWMP extraction. One humidity cell test is also 
proposed. The proposed program will likely present a better impression of the resulting leachate 
chemistry than will actually occur. The high ore alkalinity will have a high acid consumption factor, 
which will cause the precipitation of gypsum – thus the heap may be a source of high sulfate 
concentrations. 


3 Baseline Geochemical Characterization, Tetra Tech, June 2007 


This report is a compilation of geochemical test work completed on 94 waste rock, leach ore, and 
mill ore samples and 2 tailings samples through April 27, 2007.  
 
The report includes a number of compilation tables, illustrations, figures, and two appendices. 
Appendix A contains a compilation of test results. Appendix B provides copies of the analytical 
reports prepared by SVL Analytical, Inc. and Transwest Geochem in 2006 and 2007; no laboratory 
reports were noted for analyses by Turner Lab in 2006. Specific comments are provided below.  
 


1. The number of samples and geologic representativeness appears reasonable for the size and stage of 
the project. 
 


2. The section on mineralogy is poor and is based solely on published works, and thus is not site-
specific and is not directly applicable to the tested samples. 
 


3. The presentation of data is confusing. For example, the bar-chart approach shown in Illustration 5.3 
to represent sulfur speciation is not a standard method. The compiled analytical found in the main 
text and in Appendix A lack basic information such as the laboratory name, lab identifiers to match 
the compiled data to specific laboratory reports, and consistent reporting of analytical units.  
 


4. The data show a strong bias toward neutralizing conditions, but sample-specific mineralogy would 
have helped to confirm if the neutralizing conditions are directly related to carbonate-neutralizing 
potential (NP) or if some of the NP is an artifact of the test itself, as is common. The NAG pH data 
helps and reveals two samples that are clearly acid-generating (not potentially acid-generating, as 
stated in the report). The majority of the waste rock samples are neutralizing, although less strongly 
than predicted by the ABA results. 
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5. Whole rock chemistry indicates that elements mobile in alkaline environments (such as oxyanions, 
e.g. arsenic, antimony, molybdenum, and selenium) are strongly enriched in the deposit (see 
Illustration 5.6, p. 20). As expected, SPLP extraction tests at such high dilution on unweathered 
rocks show low solute leaching. Seven samples were analyzed after both SPLP and MWMP 
extractions were performed. The inclusion of MWMP tests is useful, and the results for selected 
constituents are compared in Illustration 5.8. The MWMP results reveal higher arsenic, selenium, 
and fluoride leaching than do the SPLP tests, although results for many other constituents are quite 
similar. 
 


6. On page 28, Tetra Tech states:  
 


“In general, approximately 73% of the material tested to date can be defined as inert based on the 
ADEQ draft policy titled “Policy for the Evaluation of Mining Rock Materials for the 
Determination of Inertness” (ADEQ, 1998). This policy defines inert materials as having a total 
sulfur concentration of less than 0.3% and an NNP greater than 0 or an NPR greater than 3. 
Those materials that are defined as inert by this definition do not require additional testing. 
However, it should be noted that materials defined as inert can have metals concentrations. 
Based on the data available, zinc and arsenic are present in the rocks and may be of concern 
when placed in the waste rock dump. Metals such as zinc, arsenic, and selenium can be mobile at 
alkaline pH values.” 
 


The reference in the unpublished ADEQ draft policy to what constitutes “inert” material should be 
replaced by the terminology used in guidance published by ADEQ in Appendix B of the Arizona 
Mining Guidance Manual BADCT on the characterization of solution, ore, and waste (ADEQ, 2005). 
Appendix B classifies material as “non-acid generating with a low risk for acid drainage to develop” 
if the ratio of neutralization potential and acid production potential is greater than 3. Approximately 
30 percent of the samples (25 of 94) submitted for acid-base accounting (ABA) and sulfur speciation 
analyses (Tetra Tech, 2007, Table A.2) have one or more components that exceed the criteria 
developed by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) (2005) to classify the 
material as non-acid generating mine rock material. Note that the ADEQ guidance only briefly 
addresses the potential to carry metals in solution under alkaline rock drainage conditions such as is 
discussed in Tetra Tech statement from page 28. 
 


7. Humidity cell tests are reported to 20 weeks, which are not be a sufficient duration to determine a 
trend or to develop meaningful estimates of leaching rates for some constituents. Copper, 
manganese, arsenic, antimony, selenium, and possibly zinc were above detection and/or elevated in 
humidity cells, indicating potential for solute leaching and probable sulfide oxidation. In comparison 
with Arizona AWQS, the leachates measured antimony and selenium in concentrations exceeding 
their respective limits. Selenium initially exceeded the AWQS of 0.05 mg/L but was below detection 
for the remaining weeks; antimony showed elevated concentrations that exceeded the AWQS of 0.06 
mg/L throughout the duration of the humidity cell tests. The on-site column tests show a possible 
early decrease in sulfate concentrations for some columns, which may indicate that flushing of the 
reactive alkalinity has taken place. It would be useful to see data obtained since the date of the June 
2007 report. 
 


8. The use of SPLP on tailings and only 10 weeks of humidity cell testing is insufficient to draw 
conclusions concerning the leaching behavior of the tailings. Additional data and the summary 
reports on test work and analyses completed after June 2007 are essential to complete a meaningful 
review. 
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4 Geochemical Characterization, Addendum 1, Tetra Tech, November 2007 


This report is an addendum to the June 2007 Tetra Tech Report. It summarizes the previous and new 
geochemical characterization data through September 2007. The report focuses primarily on the 
Phase I and Phase II test work performed on waste rock with lesser focus on geochemical 
characterization of tailings, heap leach grade ore, and soil samples. The samples were collected from 
drill core with specific rock types and copper grade, drill core rejects, soil samples, and test pits. The 
coarse rejects from drill core samples were taken to METCON Laboratory of Tucson to be split and 
prepared for analysis by SVL Analytical, Inc. (SVL) of Kellogg, Idaho. SVL is a laboratory certified 
by the Arizona Department of Health Services. Documentation to verify grade (ore/waste 
classification) and mineralogy is absent. 
 


4.1 Waste Rock Characterization 


Two phases of sampling and geochemical analysis have been performed.  Phase I sampling (42 of 
potential waste rock material, 1 composite sample, 4 historic waste rock dump (WRD), and 1 leach-
grade) provided a preliminary indication of rock).  Phase II included 121 samples of potential waste 
rock, 2 leach-grade samples, 4 test pits samples from existing WRDs, and 5 soil samples to 
characterize potential cover and construction borrow materials. Thirty-nine samples were tested by 
SPLP methods; 33 samples were tested using MWMP methods. The leachates from these tests were 
analyzed for a number of constituents – some of which have reference Arizona aquifer water quality 
standards. Humidity cell test were performed on 14 samples of Earp Formation, andesite, arkose, and 
arkose conglomerate based on the conclusions from the ABA tests. 
 


1. On a spatial basis, the waste rock geochem samples appear to be representative of life-of-mine 
materials. No documentation was provided to verify the materials are below the oxide/sulfide cutoff 
grades and are waste materials and what minerals are present such as percentage of silicate minerals, 
pyrite, and carbonate. 
 


2. Illustration 3.1 does not use standard graphing methodology to represent sulfur speciation in the 
ABA results. ABA results, however, do indicate that some waste rock types such as andesite and 
arkose have potential to generate acid in the absence of discharge management. 
 


3. It is very difficult to cross reference the individual samples in the summary tables owing to lack of 
consistent  presentation of sample identification, depth, laboratory identification numbers, and rock 
type. It is not possible without considerable effort to go from tabulated data to graphed data to verify 
conclusions. Verification of trends seen in the humidity cell results, for example, is difficult owing to 
the organizational format presented in data tables and graphs. Table 3.7 provides the rock type 
sampled and a Sample ID (drillhole name with sample number), but no sample footage interval; the 
Sample ID, sample depths, rock type sampled, and test work performed are shown in Appendix A 
Table A.1. The analytical results are tabulated by Sample ID in Appendix A Table A.7 with no 
cross-reference to laboratory job number or to rock type; the analytical results are graphed in 
Appendix A Illustration A.1 (Figures 1a through 15 b) but the Sample ID or rock type is not 
provided. A data compilation and statistical analysis by rock type would have assisted with the 
interpretation of the results based on waste type to be mined.  
 


4. SPLP and MWMP leachate results for waste show that more than half of the results are below 
analytical detection for metals.  There are number of samples, however, that exceeded the reference 
arsenic standard of 0.01 mg/L and isolated AWQS exceedances of other metals.  In some cases the 
method detection limit is at or above the numeric standard so the water quality result with respect to 
the reference standards cannot be assessed.   
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5. There are noticeable differences in results between the humidity cells and the field column tests, 
which is not discussed in the report. Humidity cells tests showed the effluent pH oscillated between 
approximately 7.2 to 8.2 pH; sulfate concentrations decreased from week 0 to week 2 and remained 
below 200 mg/L with minor oscillations throughout the duration of the tests. With increasing time, 
the pH in the field tests decreased approximately 2 pH standard units to between pH 7 and pH 6, and 
sulfate was cyclic with sulfate concentrations ranging from 0 to approximately 500 mg/L (Illustration 
3.7 and 3.8). The field columns appear to have been terminated too early and should have been 
continued until some stabilization of pH and sulfate was observed. The use of a 35-week humidity 
test with only 8 analytical samples over the 35 weeks is probably insufficient to draw any 
conclusions about the tests, especially with respect to metals. Generally, the most significant changes 
would be expected in weeks 0 to 5, and this period is not captured adequately in the metals data 
presented. Although it is true that the majority of reported results are below detection, there are 
several exceedances with respect to AWQSs for various constituents – noticeably antimony, 
selenium (Se), and arsenic (As).  Metal concentrations in leachates are shown in Illustration 3-10, but 
are not shown relative to time so it is not possible to determine changes in metal concentration over 
time. Se and As  show some exceedances with respect to their respective AWQSs in this illustration, 
and copper and manganese are elevated. No compilation or interpretation is provided by rock type or 
by constituent so it is difficult to derive meaningful relationships from the data for this review 
without significant effort.  


 
6. The humidity cell and field test data are not conclusive as to the weathering nature of the rock 


materials, and they cannot be conclusively verified as being non-reactive. The information needs to 
be presented in a clearer fashion in order to support the proposed trends. 


 


4.2 Tailings Characterization 


Four tailings samples were tested using standard industry methods for ABA, SPLP, and whole rock 
analysis; one humidity cell was completed at the time of this report (Tailings-022807). As stated 
previously, no details other basic rock type were provided on the source of the sample material used 
to make the simulated tailings so SRK is not able to verify how representative the samples are.   
 
SPLP results for February and June 2007 tailings samples of Horquilla Limestone indicate the 
leachate is near-neutral and metals are predominantly below detection. The results from May 2006 
are incomplete and not usable owing to the fact that the method detection level was above the 
relevant reference standards. MWMP results were reported for the June 2007 sample and show near-
neutral pH, and metals that are below detection with the exception of molybdenum. Molybdenum 
sulfide is a sulfide ore constituent.  The limited number of MWMP and SPLP tests completed at the 
time of this report is not sufficient to represent all ore types expected during the life of mine. 
 
The combination of sample leachates to represent a five-week period of sampling is not useful. The 
results confirm that the material has low reactivity.  Molybdenum and selenium are potentially 
elevated in the humidity samples. 


5 Summary of Comments and Questions  


SRK comments based on a review of three geochemical test reports prepared to characterize the 
Rosemont waste materials are summarized below.  
 


1. The materials tested are representative of the waste rocks to be encountered during the life of mine. 
A description of the oxidation type, grade, and minerals present in each sample was not provided to 
verify waste classification. 
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2. Mineralogy studies are recommended to assess the physical characteristics of the gangue metals and 
metalloids (for example, what percentage of pyrite is encapsulated in quartz or other silicate minerals 
and is therefore not accessible to be oxidized?).  


3. Insufficient, representative tailings tests have been completed by November 2007 to provide an 
accurate assessment of the tailings leachate. 


4. NAG metals are still recommended to assess the chemical character of tailings leachate to confirm 
potential behavior. 


5. Alkaline or neutral rock drainage with elevated metalloids and sulfate may occur based on the results 
of the 35-week humidity cell tests; this is not adequately addressed in these reports.  The tests need 
to be operated until some stabilization is observed in the field columns. 
 
SRK is aware that two other geochemical reports or summaries exist including Tetra Tech (2009a 
and 2009b), so additional information may be provided in these reports. SRK questions based on a 
review of the three reports are listed below: 


1. Is a description available for the oxidation type, mineralization observed, and total copper grade in 
the tested samples? 


2. Have NAG metals and/or MWMP-type extractions been performed on waste rock and tailings 
materials subsequent to the November 2007 report? 


3. Additional tailings test work was discussed in the Technology Transfer Meeting conducted on 
November 12, 2008 (Williamson, 2008, slide 9). Test work listed as “In Progress” as of November 
2008 included July 2008 samples for ABA, whole rock, SPLP, MWMP, and kinetic tests. Have the 
additional tests been performed on tailings materials and are the results available for review? 
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Profession: 
 
Education: 
 
 
 
 
Registrations/ 
Affiliations 
 
 
 


 
Geochemist 
 
Doctor of Philosophy, University of Southampton, 1988-1991 
Bachelor of Science, Geochemistry/Geology, Class 1 Honours 
Degree, University of Manchester, 1985-1987 
 
Past President, International Association of Applied 
Geochemists (2008 to 2009); President (2005-07); VP (2003-
2004) 
Member, Int. Mine Water Association  
Fellow, Geological Society of London 
Member of the Society of Economic Geology 
Member of the Royal Society of Chemistry  
Visiting Research Associate, Division of Materials and 
Minerals, Cardiff University 1998-present; Aberystwyth 
University 2000-2006 
Chartered Chemist, RSC (1997) 
Chartered Geologist, GSL (2001) 
Chartered Professional European Geologist (2002) 
Accreditation auditor, Cyanide code (2005) 
 


 
Specialization: Application of chemistry and mineralogy in mining projects. This includes metal 


ore, uranium and coal processing; geochemical exploration; evaluation and 
treatment of mine waste and water chemistry. 


 


Expertise: 
 


Eur. Geol. R. J. Bowell Ph.D., C. Chem MRSC,  C. Geol FGS 
Geochemist with 20 years experience. Background in applied geology in tropical 
and deeply weathered terrain’s  and mining consulting in the fields of due 
diligence, financial and technical audits,  process chemistry, environmental 
geochemistry, environmental engineering and mineralogy.  Specializes in the 
application of chemistry and mineralogy to solve engineering problems. 
Experience in gold, copper and uranium mining in North America, Chile, Southern 
and West Africa and in Eastern Europe.   
 


 
Employment Record: 
1995-Present Steffen Robertson and Kirsten (UK), Geochemist, Senior Geochemist (1997); 


Principal Geochemist (1999) 
1994-1995 Freelance Consulting -BHP; Contract lab staff consultancy; Aberystwyth, Open 


University and Southampton Universities. 
1991-1994 Natural History Museum, Senior Research Fellow in Applied Geochemistry. (50% 


of time contracted to BHP Minerals, Africa & Middle East Group). 
1988-1991 PhD Student, University of Southampton; Geologist, Ashanti Goldfields 
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Publications: One hundred & forty two publications in the field of mineralogy, process 
chemistry, and applied geochemistry, ARD, contaminated land and water treatment 
available on request.  Co-author of technical publications on gold mineralogy and 
processing (CRC); water management in the mining industry (UK-EA); and arsenic 
stabilization (MIRO). 
 


 
Languages: English, Spanish (Business) 
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Key Experience:  Due Diligence/Audits 
 
Africa 
 Cluff resources, Ghana, Tazania & Zimbabwe (09/05-01/06) 
 Anglovaal/Avgold/Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, South Africa (gold) (9/98-12/98) 
 African Eagle AIM listing (2004) 
 Involved in 43-101 documents for projects in Namibia, Tanzania, South Africa & Zambia 
 
Europe 
 Minmet/Connary Minerals, UK, Portugal & Brazil (gold) (6/99-9/99) 
 OCK Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (9/00-12/00) 
 KCM Base Metal Smelter, Bulgaria (10/00-11/00) 
 Base metal results (tin), UK (3/03-1/04) 
 Uranium projects, Ukraine (2/06-5/06) 
 Uranium project, Czech Republic (3/06-6/06) 
 Uranium projects, Russia, Kazakhstan and overseas ARMZ (11/07-ongoing) 
 Uranium projects, Slovakia (2/08-ongoing) 
 
North America 
 Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (6/01-8/01) 
 Confidential Carlin Gold Mine, USA (8/02-9/02) 
 
Other 
 Confidential, global mining group (base metals) (7/04-4/05) 
 Confidential junior mining company (base and precious metals) (5/05-1/06) 
 Confidential, global closure costs (8/06) 
 Confidential assessment of RTB Bor, Serbia (9/06-11/06) 
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Key Experience: Involvement in Feasibility Studies 
 
Provided technical involvement in geochemistry, ore mineralogy, process chemistry and environmental 
assessment to feasibility studies for; 
 


 Lisheen SEDEX lead-zinc deposit, Ireland   (1995-1996) 
 TVX low sulfidation epithermal gold projects, Kamchatka (1996) 
 TVX mesothermal gold-base metal deposit, Olympias, Greece  (1996-1997) 
 TVX porphyry copper deposit, Skouries, Greece  (1997) 
 Al Amar gold deposit, Saudi Arabia  (1995) 
 Al Hajar gold deposit, Saudi Arabia (1995-1996) 
 Copper Flat porphyry copper deposit (1996-1998) 
 Varvarinskoye, massive sulfide deposit, Kazakhstan  (1996-1997)  
 Las Cruces massive sulfide deposit, Spain  (1997-1999) 
 Geita Au-hosted banded iron formation, Tanzania (SRK project manager) (1997-2000) 
 Kukuluma Gold Project, Tanzania (1998) 
 Skorpion non sulfide zinc deposit, Namibia  (1999) 
 Kabanga magmatic associated nickel-cobalt-copper deposit, Tanzania (1999-2001) 
 Ngezi nickel-platinum-palladium deposit, Zimbabwe (1998) 
 Dunrobin  Iron Oxide Copper-Gold deposit, Zambia (1997-1998) 
 Carlin-type disseminated gold deposit, Turquoise Ridge, Getchell, Nevada (SRK project manager) 


(1996-2004) 
 Los Pelambres porphyry copper deposit, Chile  (1998-2003) 
 Panorama copper-cobalt tailings re-treatment, Democratic Congo Republic (1999) 
 Tengke Fungamure copper-cobalt deposit, Democratic Congo Republic (1999) 
 Pascua-Lama epithermal high sulfidation, Chile (1999-2000) 
 Goro lateritic nickel deposit, French Caledonia (2000) 
 Equatorial Tonopah porphyry copper, Tonopah, Nevada (2000-2001) 
 Cerrejon coal deposit, Colombia (2002-2003) 
 Sappes epithermal high sulfidation gold deposit, Greece (2002) 
 Kevitsa project, Finland,  Scandinavian Gold (2003) 
 Sasare Iron Oxide Copper-Gold deposit, Zambia (2003-2006) 
 Nkomati nickel deposit, Barberton, South Africa (2004) 
 Atlanta mesothermal gold deposit, Atlanta, Idaho (2004-2005) 
 Mkushi copper-gold deposit, Zambia (2004-2006) SRK project manager 
 European Goldfields, Olympias project, Greece (2005) 
 Miyabi Banded Iron Formation-gold deposit, Tanzania (2005-2006) 
 European Goldfields, Skouries project, Greece (2005-2006) 
 Voskhod chromite deposit, Kazakhstan (2005-2006) 
 Malmbjerg molybdenum deposit, Greenland (2005- 2008)  SRK project manager 
 Mount Hope molybdenum deposit, Nevada (2005-2008) 
 Chita porphyry copper deposit, Russia  (2005-2008)  
 Trekkopje Uranium deposit (2006-2008)   
 Elkon uranium-gold-molybdenum  Russia (2006-ongoing)   
 Rystkuil uranium, South Africa (2007-2008) 
 Reko Diq copper-gold, Pakistan (2006-ongoing)   
 Fedorova PGM, Russia (2007-2008)  
 Goldfields epithermal gold deposit, Nevada, USA (2008-ongoing) 
 Khiagda U-ISR, Russia (6/08-ongoing, project manager) 
 Zarechnoye U-ISR, Kazakhstan (11/08-ongoing, project manager) 
 







  Curriculum Vitae 


R Bowell  October 2007 


 Page 5 


Key Experience:  Arsenic projects 
 
Africa 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Eastern Transvaal Consolidated, Avgold, South Africa (9-11/98, 


with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
 Design and evaluation of arsenic treatment options, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (8/01-10/01) Project 


manager 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Ghanian operations, Ashanti Anglogold (9/08-ongoing). Project 


manager 
 
Europe 
 Chemistry for arsenic removal for groundwater and pit lake water at the Salsigne gold mine, France 


(7/96 – 3/97) Project manager 
 Arsenic treatment, Sappes project, Greece (1999) 
 Assessment of arsenic removal from metallurgical process streams, Olympias gold project, Greece 


(2005) 
 
North America 
 Chemistry for arsenic removal for groundwater and pit lake water at the Getchell mine, Nevada (8/95 – 


3/99 with SRK Reno office), Project manager 
 Stabilization of arsenic from metallurgical waste, Getchell mine, Nevada (1999-2002 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Review of arsenic treatment options, Cameco Uranium Mines, Saskatchewan, Canada (4/99-12/99 with 


SRK Vancouver office) 
 Arsenic specialist, Giant Mine closure workshop, funded by DIAND, Northwest Territories, Canada 


(3/2000 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Arsenic treatment plant evaluation, City of Elko, Nevada (with SRK Elko, 5/02-6/02) 
 Review of arsenic control and treatment, Glamis Gold, Nevada (6/02-11/03 with SRK Elko) 
 Arsenic treatment plant, Atlanta gold project, Idaho (11/03-4/05) 
 Water treatment assessment for arsenic, California (6/07) 
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Key Experience: Hydrogeology, Hydrogeochemistry, Other Acid Mine Drainage and Mine 
Dewatering. 


Africa 
 Environmental geochemistry review, Tsumeb Corporation (8/95-6/96 with SRK Johannesburg) 
 Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
 Environmental geochemistry, ARD, baseline & ongoing monitoring hydrogeochemistry. Geita Gold 


Mine, Tanzania (5/97 to 03/04) 
 Review of geochemistry for closure study, Bulyanhulu gold mine Tanzania (3/98-5/98 with 


Johannesburg office) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment-evaluation, Kriel open cast and power station, South Africa 


(4/97-2/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-12/98 with 


Johannesburg office) 
 ARDML assessment, Rystkuil, South Africa (4/07-8/08) 
 
Asia 
 Hydrogeochemistry of saline groundwaters in the vicinity of the potential gold mine at Mahd ad Dhab, 


Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry for three potential gold mines in Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 ARDML study, Reko Diq Pakistan (12/06-ongoing) 
  
Europe 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
 Geochemistry of mine water as part of a closure plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, hydrogeology and dewatering studies of a potential zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland 


(8/95 –4/97) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and remediation of ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines 


in South Wales (8/95 –6/97) 
 Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97) 
 Review of geochemistry for Wismut Mine, Germany (with SRK Vancouver office, 3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
 ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98) 
 ARD scoping study and water treatment study for Las Cruces project, Spain (11/96-3/97) Project 


Manager) 
 Geochemical characterization, Boulby Potash, UK (8/01-10/01) 
 Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and water treatment assessment for Mynddyd Parys, Wales (4/04-10/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and ecotoxicity of mine waste, Cambourne-Redruth mining district, Cornwall 


(7/04-10/04) 
 ARDML study on tailings disposal, Nalunaq, Greenland (3/06-12/06) 
 ARD assessment, Aguas Teindas base metal mine, Spain (9/06-5/07)  
 ARDML study, Malmbjerg, Greenland (8/05-ongoing) 
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 ARDML study, Fedorovo PGM deposit, Russia (9/07-12/08) 
 


 
Pacific 
 
 Hydrogeochemistry, storage and discharge of hot saline groundwaters at the operating Emperor Mine, 


Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
 
North America 
 ARDML study, Creston Molybdenum deposit, Sonora, Mexico (2008) 
 ARDML study, Goldfields, Nevada (2007-ongoing) 
 ARDML assessment, Mount Hope Mo-porphyry deposit, Nevada (2005-2008) 
 Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel Tailings and Process Plant, Arizona (11/03-8/06) 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
 ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
 Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03 – 8/04 with SRK Elko office) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00 ongoing with SRK Tucson) 
 Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver 
 Hydrogeochemistry of lateritic nickel project, Wind Pass, Oregon (1997 with SRK Reno) 
 Pit Lake Assessment, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Review and geochemistry for Ridgeway Mine, South Carolina (with SRK Denver office, 2/97-6/97) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, main underground mine, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/96 – 9/99, project with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99, project with 


SRK Reno office), Project manager 
 ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99, project with 


SRK Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and 
management of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles 
and tailings material.  Additionally the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public 
enquiries into the mine development. 


 Hydrogeochemistry and water management of flooded pits at the operating Getchell Mine, Nevada (8/95 
– 8/04), Project manager 


 
South America 
 Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-ongoing with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry and remediation study, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-2/01 with SRK Peru) 
 ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-10/03), Project manager 
 Pit lake study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile office), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Other 
 Organise and participate in ARD workshops in the UK (7/95); Czech Republic (9/96); South Africa 


(11/97 & 9/01); Romania (12/00); UK (11/02); Ireland (8/03) 
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining Operations 
 
Africa 
 Assessment of ARDML at Four mouth balled base metal sulfide operations in Namibia (6/09-ongoing) 


Project manager 
 Review of ARDML processes at Obuasi gold mine, Ghana (5/09-ongoing) Project manager 
 Review of water management system, Geita Gold mine, Tanzania (11/08-ongoing) Project manager 
 ARD-metal leaching geochemistry and testwork for Siguri gold mine, Guinea (4/08-ongoing) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for Nkomati nickel project, South Africa (3/02-4/04 with SRK 


Johannesburg) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for South Deeps Mine, South Africa (1/02-6/02 with SRK 


Johannesburg)  
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD open pit and groundwater geochemistry and waste rock 


geochemistry Geita Mine, Tanzania (2/97-12/04), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Ngezi project, Zimbabwe (2/98-11/98 with Johannesburg office), 


Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Kabanga project, Tanzania (6/98-9/98 with Johannesburg office), 


Project manager 
 ARD assessment-evaluation, Nkomati Nickel Mine, South Africa (3/97-11/01) 
 Environmental Assessment of ARD, ZCCM properties, Copperbelt (11/97-1/99, with SRK 


Johannesburg), Project manager 
 Evaluation of ferruginous mine water chemistry and ARD at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96-


12/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 
Asia 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork, base and precious metal deposits, Angouran, Iran (11/02-3/03) 
 ARD geochemistry and testwork for the Sukhaybarat gold mine, Saudi Arabia (1/02-6/02) 
 Waste rock characterization for Mahd ad Dhab, Saudi Arabia (3/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and evaluation of ARD remediation options for three potential gold mines in 


Kamchatka (1/96 – 11/96) 
 
Europe 
 Hydrogeochemistry of Sappes project, Greece, and assessment of chemical stability of paste backfill 


material (10/00-5/02) 
 Testwork for ARD study at the Las Cruces deposit, Spain (3/97 – 2/99), Project manager 
 Hydrogeochemistry and static ARD study for three gold-base metal mines in Greece as part of a new 


mine development (11/96-3/97) 
 ARD Geochemistry, Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 -8/96 with SRK Vancouver office) 
 
North America 
 ARD geochemical modelling and prediction, Hecla Hollister project, Nevada (3/03), Project manager 
 Waste rock management plan and ARD assessment, Turquoise Ridge mine, Getchell, Nevada (10/02-


11/03 with SRK (NA) Inc., Project manager 
 ARD mineralogy Sa Dena Hes project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 ARD mineralogy, Highmont Mo project, British Columbia, Canada (8/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
 ARD mineralogy of waste rock and tailings, Pogo project, Alaska (4/99-7/00 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Waste rock geochemistry, Turquoise Ridge development, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 9/99 with SRK 


Reno office), Project manager 
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Key Experience:  Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Active Mining  
    Operations (cont.) 
 
North America (cont.) 
 ARD scoping study for a potential copper mine at Copper Flats, New Mexico (7/96 – 4/99 with SRK 


Reno office).  This work has also involved a comprehensive review of previous studies and management 
of long term field scale geochemical kinetic testwork into the stability of waste rock piles and tailings 
material.  Additionally, the project has involved being present as an expert witness at public enquiries 
into the mine development. 


 
South America 
 Update project for mine expansion on pit lake, tailings and waste rock geochemistry, Pelambres Mine, 


Chile (3/03-5/04 with SRK Santiago), Project manager 
 ARD Geochemistry, Pierina project, Peru (7/03-8/03) 
 ARD geochemistry, pit lake and waste rock management plans and control and prediction of pyrite 


oxidization associated fires, Cerrejón Coal Operations, Colombia (11/02-10/03), Project manager 
 ARD geochemistry, El Abra, Chile (4-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
 ARD geochemistry Chiliquimbie, Chile (6-8/01 with SRK Santiago) 
 ARD geochemistry and mine waste stabilization, Cerro de Pasco and Lago Junin mining areas, Central 


Highlands, Peru (4/00-7/00 with SRK Peru) 
 ARD mineralogy and geochemistry for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, Chile-


Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
 Pit lake and waste rock geochemistry study, Los Pelambres Mine, Chile (2/99-4/00 with SRK Chile 


office), Project manager 
 Assessment and Evaluation of ARD, Los Pelambres, Chile (9/97-11/98 with SRK Chile office), Project 


manager 
 
Pacific 
 Waste rock geochemistry at the operating Emperor Mine, Fiji (9/95 – 12/97) 
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Key Experience: Waste Rock Geochemistry Characterization, Closed or Abandoned Mining 
Operations 


 
Europe 
 Assessment of ARD and water treatment for the abandoned Parys Mountain complex (07/05-05/06) 
 Evaluation of geochemical risk associated with the WHO site in North Cornwall (07/05-09/05) 
 Risk assessment for Cornish metal mines, UK (06/05-10/05) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Survey of mine wastes in central Wales to determine ranked risk assessment approach to evaluating 


environmental impacts (9/95-4/97) 
 Geochemistry of acid rock drainage, rock pile stability and mine water chemistry as part of a closure 


plan for the St. Salvy Mine, France (9/95-5/96) 
 Hydrochemistry of groundwater and ARD in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/96) 
 Hydrogeochemistry, monitoring and contaminated land remediation of the abandoned Avoca Mine, 


Ireland (8/96 – 6/97)   
 ARD scoping study and water treatment assessment for Rio Tinto Mines, Spain (9/96-9/98)  
 
North America 
 Geochemistry and closure evaluation, San Manuel tailings and process plant, Arizona (11/03-08/05), 


Project manager for geochemistry work 
 ARD geochemistry, San Manuel copper mine complex, Arizona, USA (5/00-08/06 with SRK Tucson) 
 Hydrogeochemistry and ARD assessment, Tonopah Copper project (4/01-4/02 with SRK Reno) 
 Term contract to provide Geochemistry services and review, mine closure group, Eastern Operations, 


Newmont mining company (7/03-01/06 with SRK Elko office) 
 Reviewer, Pit Lake and waste rock studies, Tomkin Springs Closure Plan and EIS with SRK (NA) Inc. 
 Arsenic and Waste Rock Geochemistry, Giant Mine closure project, Canada (12/99-6/01 with SRK 


offices in Vancouver) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
 Mine waste and site geochemistry, Robinson Copper Mining District, Ely, Nevada (11/98-6/02 with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Reviewer, ARD assessment, Leviathan Mine, California (6/98-1/99 with SRK offices in Denver, Reno 


and Vancouver) 
 
South America 
 ARD mineralogy and geochemistry review for open pit and waste rock studies, Pascua-Lama project, 


Chile-Argentina (8/99-11/99 with SRK Chile & Vancouver) 
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Key Experience:  Water Treatment 
 
Africa 
 Evaluation of water treatment options and ARD mitigation at the Grootelvei Mine, South Africa (2/96; 


9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Panorama Resources Kakanda Mine, Democratic Congo Republic 


(3/97-4/98 with SRK Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry of salt removal for water treatment and plant design, Rustenburg Base Metal Refinery, 


South Africa (4/97-5/98 with SRK Johannesburg office), Project manager 
 Geochemistry and effluent treatment at tailings facility, Hartley Platinum Mine, Selous, Zimbabwe (9/98-


6/99 with SRK Johannesburg & Harare offices), Project manger 
 Geochemistry and effluent treatment, Fairview mine, Barberton, South Africa (2/99-5/99 with SRK 


Johannesburg office) 
 Assessment and design of passive and active treatment options, Kukuluma pit, Geita Mine, Tanzania 


(12/00-2/01), Project manager 
 Options to treat water in the Kafue and Zambezi water shed: Industrial effluents and mining related 


impacts (9/99-6/01). 
 Process water chemistry and treatment, Trekkopje heap leach project, Namibia (6/07-2/08) 
 Review of desalination project, Ghana (08/08) 
 
Asia 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Pongkor Mine, Indonesia (8/96-2/98) 
 Scoping for effluent treatment at the Goro nickel facility, New Caledonia (6/00-7/00 with SRK Brisbane, 


Denver and Johannesburg offices) 
 
Europe 
 Remediation of 10 ferruginous discharge from abandoned and operating coal mines in South Wales 


using active (HDS, ion exchange and EDR) and passive techniques (8/95 –6/97) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme design and evaluation of performance at abandoned coal mine sites in the 


Pelenna district, South Wales (8/95-6/96) 
 Passive treatment evaluation and design, Garth Tonmawr colliery, Wales (11/95-6/96) 
 ARD mitigation in the Polkemmet coalfield, Scotland (5/96-10/97) 
 Mine water treatment, St Salvy mine, France (4/94-5/00) 
 Reviewer for tailings geochemistry, Tara Mines, Ireland (5/97-9/98, appointed by Department. of 


Energy, Ireland) 
 Water treatment scheme for dewatering of the zinc mine at Lisheen, Ireland (8/95 –4/97) 
 Mine water and process water treatment, kaolin and paper operations, Cornwall, UK (8/02-10/02) 
 Evaluation of sludge stabilization and stability, Wheal Jane Mine water project, Cornwall, UK (11/02) 
 Cwm Rheidol tailings and mine waste closure assessment. Wales (7/03- 2/04) 
 Closure, reclamation and water treatment assessment for ARD at Mynddyd Parys, Wales (4/04-10/04) 
 Evaluation of water treatment options, Aguas Tenidas mine, Spain (9/03-7/05) 
 Ceyelli mine water treatment, Turkey (9/04-9/04 with SRK Ankara) 
 Water treatment assessment at the Avoca mine, Ireland (4/04-6/04) 
 Mine water treatment, Kaolinite operation, Ukraine (9/06-5/07) 


 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for old tailings facility, Getchell, Nevada (8/95-2/98 with SRK Reno office) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme scoping study at the Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/96 – 8/98, project with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Passive treatment pilot scheme and hydrochemistry at Big Springs Mine, Nevada (6/96-11/96, project 


with SRK Reno office) 
 Evaluation and design of ARD-HDS treatment plant, Chino mining complex, New Mexico, USA (2/01-


8/02 with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
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 Evaluation of mine water treatment requirements, Holden project, USA (3/03 with SRK Vancouver 
office) 


 Review of BioteQ operating system, Bisbee, Arizona (April 2003) 
 Assessment and design for HDS water treatment plant at San Manuel, Arizona (6/05-2/06) and domestic 


water treatment (2/07) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry for tailings design, Forteleza, Brazil (7/96-12/97 with SRK Reno office 
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Key Experience:  Environmental Impact, Mine Closure and Contaminated Land 
 
Africa 
 Geochemical consulting to AECI for inorganic and organic contaminants at several sites in South Africa 


(8/95-2/99, with SRK South African offices) 
 Geochemistry of contaminated land at a smelter, Tsumeb mining complex, Namibia (8/95-6/96) 
 Geochemical consulting for operating and closed cyanide plants, South Africa (4/97-2/98 with SRK 


Johannesburg office)  
 Assessment of mining impact on the environment for a large infrastructure project on the Zambezi River 


Basin (11/97-9/98 with Johannesburg office) 
 Geochemistry for Environmental assessment of Power Station, Gokwe, Zimbabwe (9/98-2/99)  
 Geochemistry of Agrochemicals and Pesticide contamination of groundwater around factory, Zimbabwe 


(11/98-3/99 with SRK Harare office) 
 Geochemistry of cyanide contamination of groundwater around cyanide producing factory, Zimbabwe 


(5/99-10/99 with SRK Harare office) 
 Closure cost, preliminary design and assessment, Bulyanhulu mine, Tanzania (7/03-4/04 with SRK 


Johannesburg and SRK Reno) 
 Development of closure plans, Ghanian mining operations, Ashanti Anglogold (9/08-ongoing) 
 
Europe 
 Closure plan for Perama Hills, Greece (January-April 1999) 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Copper Flats, New Mexico (6/96-12/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry of nitrogen contamination, Commercial Potato Farms, Nevada (9/98-6/99 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry for closure of mine complexes at Robinson copper mine, Nevada, USA (5/00-10/04 with 


SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry and project management for closure of mine and process plant complexes at the San 


Manuel Copper Mine, Arizona, USA (5/00-ongoing with SRK Reno & Tucson offices) 
 Management of pit lakes, open pit closure and waste rock scheduling, Getchell Gold Mine, Nevada 


(9/01-9/04 with SRK Reno) 
 Closure review of Newmont tailings impoundments, Nevada, USA (5/02-4/04 with SRK Elko and Reno 


offices) 
 Supplemental EIS, Marigold Mine, Nevada USA (7/02-4/03 with SRK Elko and Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Atlanta Gold Mine, Idaho (10/03-ongoing with SRK Elko, Vancouver 


and Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for EIS preparation, Coeur Rochester mine, Nevada (11/04-ongoing with SRK Elko, 


Vancouver and Reno offices) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry and closure design for the Poços Caldas Uranium mine and mill complex, Minas Gerias, 


Brazil. (11/05-6/06 with Geotech, Brazil and SRK Fort Collins) 
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Key Experience:  Heap Leach-Cyanide Closure Projects 
 
North America 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Big Springs Heap Leach, Nevada (6/96-8/96, project with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Geochemistry for scoping of heap leach closure plan, Getchell Mine, Nevada (10/97-2/98, with SRK 


Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Toiyabe, Nevada (8/99-8/00 with SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for Aurora pit and heap leach facility closure projects (9/99-6/00 with SRK Reno office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Griffon Peak, Nevada (2/00-9/00 with SRK Reno 


office) 
 Assessment and preliminary design of cyanide treatment options, Colmac Mine, Northwest Territories, 


Canada (8/00-2/01 with SRK Vancouver) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach closure projects, Robinson mining complex, Nevada (9/00-3/01 with SRK 


Elko & Reno offices) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Yankee Heaps, Bald Mountain, Nevada (9/00-4/01 


with SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Gold Acre Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (4/01-9/04, with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for heap leach facility closure project, Robertson Heaps, Cortez, Nevada (10/01-3/03, with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for Closure plans for LBM pad, pit 1/5 pad, pad 2 & 3 heap leach facilities. Bald 


Mountain, Nevada (6/04-9/04 with SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for Closure plan for Casino Winrock heap leach, Bald Mountain, Nevada (6/04-9/04 with 


SRK Elko office) 
 Geochemistry for closure plans, Santa Fe, Bullfrog and Wood gulch heap leach facilities, Nevada 


(06/06-04/08 with SRK Reno) 
 Geochemistry of process solutions and fate-transport model, Round mountain Gold mine, Nevada (5/07-


11/08 with SRK Reno) 
 
 
Europe 
 Closure plan for Perama Hills heap leach facility, Greece (January-April 1999) 
 
Africa 
 Closure planning on gold heap leach facilities at Obuasi (Sansu) and  Iduipriem, Ghana (05/08-ongoing) 
 
 
Asia 
 Closure plans and geochemistry for the Sukhaybarat gold mine (including heap leach facility), Saudi 


Arabia (1/02-6/02) 
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Key Experience: Cyanide audits 
 
Europe 
 Review of cyanide characterization, treatment, and prediction methods as a workshop for the Association 


of Mining Analysts, UK (5/00) 
 Technical report, cyanide audit and review of cyanide treatment with reference to the Brae Mara tailings 


facility failure on behalf of Dresdner (5/00-9/00) 
 Cyanide audit as a precursor to accreditation, Cyanide plant, Czech Republic (10/07) 
 
Africa 
 Cyanide audit, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (11/00-3/01) 
 Cyanide spill assessment, Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (2/02-6/02) 
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Key Experience:  Baseline Assessment 
 
Soil, ARD and water geochemistry as part of EIA’s for mining projects for: 
 
Europe 


 Aguas Tenidas base metal deposit, Spain (9/04-ongoing) 
 
 
Asia 


 Erdenet copper porphyry, Mongolia, Erdenet (1-3/96) 
 Varvarinskoye, polymetallic sulfide deposit, Kazakhstan, KazMinCo (4/96 – 2/98) 
 Mahd d’ Dhab projects (gold, zinc, polymetallic sulfides, phosphates, magnesite) Saudi Arabia         


(2/00-9/00) 
 Asacha gold-silver deposit, Kamchatka, TVX (1/96 – 11/97) 


 
Africa 


 Panorama copper-cobalt tailings retreatment, Democratic Congo Republic, (3/97-1/98, with SRK 
Johannesburg) 


 Tengke Fungamure copper deposit, Democratic Congo Republic (3/97) 
 Kabanga Nickel project, Tanzania (6/96-10/98) 
 Geita Gold Mine, Tanzania (4/98-9/01 with management of environmental monitoring program 


through to 2004) 
 
North America 


 San Flippe nickel laterite, Cuba (2/01-4/01) 
 Atlanta project, Idaho (10/04- ongoing with SRK Elko, Vancouver and Reno offices) 
 Mount Hope, Nevada (10/05- ongoing with SRK Elko and Reno offices) 
  


 
South America 


 La Cruz silver-copper deposit, Bolivia, Billiton (9-11/95) 
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Key Experience:  Uranium projects 
 
Africa 
 Geochemistry for tailings water treatment, Rössing uranium mine, Namibia (11/97-5/98) 
 Process chemistry, metallurgy, heap leach design,  geology, exploration geochemistry, mineralogy, 


assessment of ISL potential and environmental chemistry,  Trekkopje operation, Namibia (10/06-10/08) 
 Process chemistry, mineralogy, geology, exploration geochemistry and environmental chemistry, 


Rystkuil and Beaufort West projects, South Africa (2/07-7/08) 
 Geochemistry assessment, Bakouma project, Central Africa Republic (7/07-12/07) 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, Uranium-calcrete & sedimentary uranium deposits, southern 


Botswana (3/08-ongoing) 
 Review of oxide-uranium project, Zambia (8/08) 
 Review and exploration for a complex uranium-phosphate deposit, Bakouma region, Central African 


Republic (08/08-ongoing) 
 Geological assessment of uranium projects in Argentina for Xenon (8/08-ongoing) 
 Review process chemistry, U-mineralogy and geology, Projects in Niger for Niger Uranium (8/08) 
 Review process chemistry, Uranium calcrete project, Namibia (9/08) 
 Review U- Projects in Niger for Xenon (10/08) 
 Scoping study, Marenica project, Namibia (05/09-ongoing), Project manager 
 
Asia 
 Geochemistry, Well design and process recovery assessment of Uranium- ISL project, Kazakhstan 


(11/06-1/07) 
 Geochemistry for ISL-U project, Inkai, Kazakhstan (3/07-5/07) 
 Evaluation of the Zarechnoye and Akbastau ISR projects, Kazakhstan (11/08-ongoing)  
 
Europe 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy, Stratz and Hem ISL projects, Czech Republic (4/96-10/97) Project 


manager 
 Review of geochemistry for Wismut Mine, Germany (with SRK Vancouver office, 5/96 to 4/98) 
 Evaluation of uranium project, Poland (8/07-ongoing) 
 Evaluation of ISL-U & autoclave-U projects, Ukraine (8/07-12/07) Project manager 
 Evaluation of two autoclave-U facilities, underground and open pit mines (8/07-12/07) 
 Metallurgical assessment of Uranium-Gold-Molybdenum project, Elkon, Russia (6/07-ongoing) 
 Evaluation of Uranium properties, Slovakia (3/08-3/09) Project manager 
 Evaluation of ISR projects at Khiagda in Russia (4/08-ongoing) Project manager 
 Evaluation of a rubble bio-leach, heap leach and VAT leach projects, Transbaikal, Russia (6/08-ongoing) 


Project manager 
 Evaluation of Dalur ISR, Russia (3/09-6/09) 
 
North America 
 Mineralogy, environmental and process chemistry of uranium-nickel-arsenic rich ore & tailings, Cigar 


Lake Mine, Canada (4/99-11/99) 
 Evaluation of process chemistry, Canon City, Colorado (2/06-6/06) 
 Evaluation of vanadium and uranium recovery in tank leach and pressure leach circuits, Confidential 


client, Colorado & Texas (1/06-7/07) 
 Scoping study for hydrogeochemical and hydrogeological studies on a potential ISL operation in 


Wyoming for a Confidential client (5/06-6/06) 
 Scoping study for U-REE project, Mountain Pass, Nevada (8/06) 
 Project evaluation, potential ISR operation, Colorado (2/07) 
 Assessment of Bio-leach and underground mining project, Elliot Lake, Canada (8/08-ongoing) 
 
South America 
 Geochemistry and closure design for the Poços Caldas Uranium mine and mill complex, Minas Gerias, 
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Brazil. (11/04-7/06 with Geotech, Brazil and SRK Fort Collins)  
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Key Experience:  Metallurgy & Mineral Processing 
 
Africa 
 Assessment of assay and gold recovery problems from heap leach, Zimbabwe (12/95)  
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for nickel-cobalt-copper-PGE’s Rustenburg, South Africa (4/97-5/98) 
 Mineralogy for base metal extraction from an oxide ore, Skorpion zinc mine, Namibia (6/98-11/98) 
 Metal recovery from base and precious metal slags, residues and flue dust, Tsumeb smelting and 


processing operations, Namibia (5/05-ongoing) Project manager 
 
Asia 
 Metallurgical and mineralogical assessment of copper and gold project as part of pre-feasibility and 


feasibility studies, Kazakhstan (12/95-7/96) Project manager 
 Geochemistry for Kazan solution mining project, Turkey (with SRK Turkey 10/02). 
 
Europe 
 Metallurgical problems, geology and mineralogy of lead-zinc ore body, Mazzron, Spain (4/96) 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for base metal (zinc-lead), Mazzaron, Spain (4/96) 
 Process chemistry and testwork for metal recovery from base metal waste in Bulgaria (9/00-12/00), 


Project manager 
 
North America 
 Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
 Process chemistry and mineralogy for gold recovery by autoclave and cyanidation processes, Getchell, 


Nevada (2/97-4/99 & 8-10/01), Project manager 
 Process chemistry of gold recovery and cyanidation of sulfide ore, Getchell, Nevada (2-7/01), Project 


manager 
 Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


and assessment of bio-oxidation pre-treatment, Tonopah project, Nevada (4/01-9/01), Project manager 
 Process chemistry, In Situ copper leach project, Arizona (4/01-11/01 with SRK Tucson) 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, complex oxide and sulfide heap leach project, Florida Canyon (5/02-


3/03), Project manager 
 Process chemistry and optimization evaluation, As-rich Au ores, Newmont technical services, Gold 


Quarry, Nevada (4/99-2/01) Project manager 
 Process chemistry and evaluation, Standard mine heap leach facility and control of cyanide solutions. 


Apollo Gold, Nevada (7/02-4/03).  Project manager 
 Process chemistry and heap leach optimisation studies including issues related to ore grind, 


encapsulation, cyanide and lime consumption, alternative reagent and leaching conditions, bio-oxidation 
pre-treatment for Placer Dome PLS on heaps and ores from Bald Mountain, Cortez and Getchell mines 
in Nevada (6/02-2/04 with SRK Elko office), Project manager 


 Process optimization, Penoles operations, Mexico (10/08-ongoing) 
 Assessment of gold recovery, El Chanate, Mexico (1/09-ongoing) 
 
 
South America 
 Process chemistry and leaching optimisation studies including aeration assessment for Copper-SX-EW 


project, Chile (5/01-6/02) Project manager 
 Process chemistry, copper heap leach, Radimiro, Chile (04/05-06/08). Project manager 
 Gold geometallurgy study, Verte Norte, Colombia (12/08-ongoing). Project manager 
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Key Experience:  Exploration 
 
Africa 
 Geochemical exploration for Trio Gold in Ghana (5/96-8/98), Mali (9/97), Benin and Burkina Faso (3/97 


–9/98), Project manager 
 Geochemical exploration for Nevsun in Ghana (1/97 –5/97) and Mali (3/97), Project manager 
 African Resources-Kilembe (copper-cobalt) and regional gold and diamonds, Uganda (9/96-12/96) 
 Gold-shear zone deposit, Wassa, Ghana (1/97) 
 Gold-shear zone/BIF, Geita Mine, Tanzania (4-6/99) 
 Mineralogy of heavy mineral concentrates for diamond exploration in Angola (8/00-11/00) 
 Exploration mineralogy and geochemistry of iron oxide copper gold deposits, uranium, porphyry copper, 


gold, diamonds and nickel. African Eagle in Mozambique, Tanzania & Zambia (6/03-ongoing) 
 Uranium exploration, Namibia (9/07-ongoing) Confidential client 
 Copper exploration, Namibia (8/07-ongoing) Confidential client 
 
Asia 
 Mineralogical and geochemical work as part of mineral exploration programs for gold shear zone, Mahd 


a Dhab, Saudi Arabia (2/96-4/96) 
 Polymetallic sulfide deposit, Varvarinskoye, Kazakhstan (2/96-6/96) 
 Iron oxide-copper-gold project, Afghanistan (2/97) 
 Mineralogy and geochemical mapping of the Sonjiapo copper porphyry, China (3/97) 
 Mineralogy of Murantau gold deposit, Uzbekistan (4/97) 
 Pongkor low sulfidation precious metal deposit-mineralogy and exploration geochemistry, Indonesia 


(4/97) 
 Tin, gold, alluvial heavy mineral sands, diamonds and gemstones, India (2/98) 
 
North America 
 Carlin gold deposit, Getchell Mine, Nevada (6/98) 
 Carlin gold deposit, Rodeo Creek, Nevada (9/98) 
 Assessment of wollastonite resource, Osgood Mountains, Nevada (6/97-11/97) 
 Exploration Hydrogeochemistry study for Getchell mine development, Nevada (3/99-9/99), Project 


manager 
 Epithermal low and high sulfidation gold, Florida Canyon and Standard Mines, Nevada (8/02-ongoing), 


Project manager 
 Carlin and epithermal low sulfidation gold, Bald Mountain Mine, Nevada (2/03-ongoing), Project 


manager 
 
South America 
 Mineralogy for diamond and gold prospects in the Cuiaba Basin, Brazil (7/00-4/01) 
 Mineralogy for gold prospects in the Sierra Pelada area, Brazil (7/00-9/00) 
 Mineralogy and geochemistry for copper-gold projects, Chile (5/01-12/01)  
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Key Experience:  Current Research 
 
Europe 
 Metal recovery from mine waste and tailings in collaboration with, Geochemistry Research Group, 


Aberystwyth and the Materials the School of Engineering, Cardiff University, 11/96-ongoing). Funding 
from Welsh universities core funding; Xstrata; Noranda; Equatorial; Orlake Minerals; Fundy Minerals; 
TCL; Minex; Greenwich Resources; National Research Council. 


 Use of LAICPMS for analysis of trace constituents in solid materials, particularly precious metals in 
refractory ores and impurities in metallurgical products ongoing collaboration since 3/96 with, 
Geochemistry Research Group, Aberystwyth and the the School of Engineering, Cardiff University 


 Protocols for Acid Base Accounting and Kinetic testwork (6/98 – 12/04 with Materials Science 
Department, the School of Engineering, Cardiff University) 


 Kinetics of copper and uranium leaching in ISR environments (3/07-ongoing with the School of 
Engineering, Cardiff University and Mintek, SA) 


 
North America 
 Process optimisation and closure of Heap Leach facilities (10/2000-9/04 with Placer Dome (NA) Inc. 


and SRK Elko office) 
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Key Experience:  Research Post-Doctorate Studies 
 
Africa 
 Mineral exploration in deeply weathered tropical terrains, with BHP Minerals (50% of time between: 


10/91-9/95)- West Africa, Zaire, Uganda & Tanzania 
 Geochemistry of sulfide oxidation and gossans, Tsumeb mine, Namibia  
 Metal distribution in mine waste from Tsumeb type deposits (4/92-4/94) 
 LAICPMS chemistry, with University of Cape Town, Department of Geological Sciences (9/91-9/94) 
 Acid Mine Drainage in Zimbabwe, with British Geological Survey and Institute of Mining Research, 


Zimbabwe, funded by ODA (9/93-9/94) 
 Water quality issues in rural water supply management, with Wateraid, UNDP, and University of 


Westminster (9/91-10/93) 
 


 
Europe 
 Geochemistry and mineralogy of the St. Just mining district, Cornwall (9/91-6/94) 
 Stability of arsenic in mine waste, with Imperial College funded through MIRO (2/92-3/94) 
 
Asia 
 Acid Mine Drainage in Malaysia, with British Geological Survey and Geological Survey of Malaysia, 


funded by ODA (9/93-9/94) 





		GW_ModelReview_Memo_183101_ vu_lc_ms_20100209_FNL_2.pdf

		SRKUS_Vladimir_Resume_Dec2009.pdf

		Specialization

		Expertise

		Employment Record

		2007 – Present 

		1996 – 2007 

		1991 – 1995 

		1978 – 1990 



		Languages

		Publications

		Key Experience:  Mining Hydrogeology

		Key Experience:  Russia and Former USSR (1978-1995)













From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: SRK Review of Rosemont Mine Site Groundwater Model Report
Date: 02/09/2010 02:37 PM
Attachments: GW_ModelReview_Memo_183101_ vu_lc_ms_20100209_FNL_2.pdf

Salek,
 
Attached is the Technical Review Memorandum prepared by SRK for the Rosemont mine site
groundwater model report prepared by Montgomery.  The gist of the review is that Montgomery’s
report does not present adequate information to allow SRK to determine if the model is suitable or
defensible; therefore until adequate information is provided SRK is unable to fully evaluate the
model and its findings.  The SRK memo is relatively specific as to the information that SRK believes
is either not included or not clearly explained.  In addition, SRK makes definitive statements that
the model must include the following:
 

1.       Transient calibration (the model is calibrated to only pre-mining steady-state conditions)
2.       Parametric sensitivity analysis, to evaluate the range of likely results

 
Given the time pressures on the DEIS, I propose that SRK meet with Montgomery the week of
February 22 (the earliest date that the SRK hydrologists are available) to resolve the issues
presented in the SRK memorandum.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Tom Furgason, SWCA Date: February 9, 2010 


cc: Dale Ortman, P.E. 
Cori Hoag, SRK 
File 


From: Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D. 
Larry Cope, M.S. 
Michael Sieber, P.E. 


Subject: Technical Review of M & A (2009c) 
Groundwater Flow Model Report 
Prepared for Rosemont Copper  


Project #: 183101 


This review has been undertaken and the Technical Memorandum prepared at the request of SWCA and the 
Coronado National Forest. The memorandum provides comments related to a review of the report, 
Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of Proposed Rosemont Pit Dewatering and Post-
Closure, (M & A, 2009c) prepared by Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. (M & A) for Rosemont 
Copper Company. These comments were prepared by Dr. Vladimir Ugorets, Mr. Larry Cope, and Mr. 
Michael Sieber of SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. (SRK). The groundwater modeling report and supporting 
documents from M & A regarding the 2008 field program (M & A, 2009a and M & A, 2009b) were 
reviewed as reference materials for preparing this memorandum.  


The technical comments are grouped into four topics:  (1) analysis and interpretation of field data, (2) model 
setup, (3) model calibration, and (4) predictive simulations. In general the comments are requests for:  
information that will clarify the use of measured data in the model, additional model calibration, and 
additional predictive simulations as part of the sensitivity analysis. Without the requested information and 
model outputs, SRK cannot adequately judge the model as suitable and defensible.  


1 Analysis and Interpretation of Field Data 


This section summarizes our review of the analysis and interpretation of field data. The field methods used in 
well construction and aquifer testing are considered acceptable and to standard industry practices.  


Horizontal Hydraulic Conductivity 


It is understood that most wells partially penetrated the geologic units that were pump tested. It appears that 
hydraulic conductivity was calculated from the aquifer test data using the saturated thicknesses of the unit 
being tested. It is unclear how those calculated values were incorporated into the model given that partial 
penetration effects could be significant at the pumped wells over 30 days of pumping. However, the effect of 
partial penetration diminishes with distance from a pumping well. Thus, the data that were used in creating 
the input data set to the model is unclear. A modification of the results tables in 2009b or in Table 4 of the 
reviewed report would help in assessing how the data were used. 


Vertical Hydraulic Conductivity 


The gaped, screened intervals of the pumping test wells and the multiple level standpipe and grouted-in 
piezometers as observation wells likely provide an opportunity for analysis of vertical hydraulic conductivity 
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(Kv). No values for Kv were provided, and as such there is no opportunity to verify the Kv assumptions used 
in the model. It is recommended that values for Kv be estimated, where possible, from the test data. 


Hydraulic Influence of Faults 


Analysis of the long-term pumping test data does not include an evaluation of the influence of faults on the 
values of hydraulic conductivity. The influence of faults on horizontal and vertical hydraulic conductivity 
appears to be implicit in the values applied to the model. Without the influence of the faults estimated from 
the test data, the representativeness of the modeled values for hydraulic conductivity cannot be verified. 


2 Model Setup 


The Rosemont model was constructed using the MODFLOW-SURFACT code (including the LAK2 Package 
for simulation of the pit lake infilling and the graphical modeling interface, Groundwater Vistas). All of the 
programs are industry-accepted codes for groundwater modeling. 


Grid Discretization  


Grid discretization (203 rows, 168 columns, and 10 layers with a minimal lateral cell size of 200 ft by 200 ft) 
is generally adequate to simulate the proposed pit dewatering and post-mining conditions. However, the 
elevation of the layers (especially in the pit area), made flat for the convenience of the pit lake simulation, 
does not match the geological/hydrogeological units or zones. The bottom of the model is about 2,000 ft 
below the ultimate floor of the proposed open pit. The extent of the model and the model thickness are very 
reasonable to estimate both the horizontal and vertical components of groundwater inflow to the pit/pit lake 
and the possible impact of the mining operation on the groundwater system during mining and post-mining 
conditions. 


Geological Representation 


Ten hydrogeological units in the model area (page 12) are represented in the model by only three geological 
units (Section 8.3): 


1. Quaternary and recent alluvium 
2. Late Tertiary to Early Quaternary basin-fill deposits, and 
3. Bedrock. 


Each geological unit was subdivided by different numerical zones where hydraulic conductivity values were 
assigned using the PEST optimization subroutine (to be discussed below) during steady-state calibration of 
the model. In the reviewers’ opinion, the simulated west-east modeled cross section shown on Figure 37 of 
the modeling report poorly matches the geological cross section A-A shown on Figure 4.  


Simulation of Fault Zones 


The groundwater flow model (M & A, 2009c) also does not include structural features that exist in the model 
domain. Page 18 of the report indicates that a fault zone through the Davidson Canyon area is a significant 
hydrogeological feature consisting of at least two major faults; the report states that the “potential hydraulic 
influence of this fault zone is evaluated as part of this investigation.” It is not clear why this very important 
feature was not incorporated into the model. Even in the case of a lack of data, a sensitivity analysis could be 
applied for this zone.  
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Hydraulic Parameters Used in Model 


It is not clear how hydraulic conductivity values (K) were assigned in the model. The Parameter ESTimation 
(PEST) code was used for a model calibration to match water levels in individual monitoring points. 
However, without consideration of geological and structural features and without histograms or tabulations 
of the distribution of K by rock type and layer, the validity and accuracy of the results cannot be verified. As 
an example, it is not clear why the bedrock unit in layer 2 on Figure 37 (K=0.1 to 1 m/day, right part of cross 
section) is more permeable than it is in layers 1 and 3; or why bedrock in layer 3 on Figure 38 (with 
K=0.0001 - 0.001 m/day, right part of cross section also) is less permeable than it is in layers 2 and 4, above 
and below, respectively.  


The report does not clearly indicate: 


1. Modeled distribution of parameters within different hydrogeological zones, 
2. The limits of K used for the PEST iterations, nor the criteria for selecting the limits, and 
3. Measured values of K from hydrogeological tests conducted in the field (min, max, and average). 


Table 4 does not provide information as to which hydrogeological units are screened, nor is it clear how the 
aquifer thickness was defined, i.e., is it a real aquifer thickness or the partial-penetrated screen interval? 
Figures 29 through 36 show simulated horizontal hydraulic conductivity values (zones where K values vary 
within one order of magnitude). Measured values interpreted from the field test data, are not shown on these 
figures, and it is difficult to judge how reasonable these distributions are of K values. 


The following requests of information are to clarify how the geology and measured hydraulic conductivity/ 
transmissivity values correspond with the model parameters: 


1. A table or tables that correlate model layers to rock type, and rock type to measured permeability 
values. 


2. Addition of measured permeability values at the appropriate locations on the model layer cross 
sections of Figures 37 and 38. 


3. Histograms of measured permeability values by rock type. 


There is no assessment of vertical anisotropy in the report. M & A (2009c) used Kh:Kv = 10:1 for Qal and 
QTg units and Kh:Kv = 1:1 for bedrock. However, it is not clear how these ratios were confirmed by 
hydraulic test data. 


Vertical hydraulic conductivities used in the model were assumed but not measured. Kv is a particularly 
important parameter in models where significant drawdown occurs next to an open pit. It is requested that 
values of Kv be calculated from available field test data to verify the adequacy of the assumptions of vertical 
anisotropy. The manner in which the individual screened zones of some pumping wells were isolated by 
packers and the completion geometry of a number of wells suggest that such an analysis is possible. A 
sensitivity analysis would show the relative importance of Kv (as well as the other input variables) in 
predictive simulations. 


Storage parameters, generally, look reasonable. However, the values used do not cover the possible range of 
values. It is entirely possible that the simulated drawdown could be larger in extent than the prediction 
presented in the report.  


Boundary Conditions 


General head boundary (GHB) conditions, applied at the lateral model boundaries, are not clearly described. 
Section 8.1 of the report (M & A, 2009c) indicates that GHB conditions “were derived from estimates of 
equilibrium groundwater levels and hydraulic conductivity of the aquifer at model boundaries.”  However, it 
is not clear what parameters of the GHBs were used (specified head, distance, and transmissivity) nor how 
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they were chosen. The choice of layers, where they were applied on Figure 26 (layers 1 and 2 in most areas, 
layers 2 and 3, 3 and 4 at the northwestern corner of the model), is not described in the text of the report. 
Description and assessment of the boundary conditions for the other layers are absent (by definition the 
MODFLOW code authors assumed them to be no-flow). 


Recharge and Evapotranspiration 


M & A (2009c) conducted thorough research for precipitation and evaporation data in the region of the 
Rosemont project. A conservative estimate of precipitation was used: 405,000 acre feet /year (ac-ft/yr). M & 
A’s use of such units (ac-ft/yr) for precipitation, recharge, and evapotranspiration, however, makes it difficult 
for the reviewers to compare the model to precipitation, since precipitation typically is reported in inches per 
year (in/yr). The estimated precipitation of 405,000 ac-ft/yr converts to 16.62 in/yr, using the model area of 
457 square miles (292,480 acres). The regional data indicate this is a reasonable estimate of annual 
precipitation. The applied recharge from precipitation is 7,016 ac-ft/yr, or about 1.73 percent of annual 
precipitation. This is a reasonable infiltration for southern Arizona.  


It is stated in Section 8.4 of the report (last section of the first paragraph) that “A net inflow of 1,670 ac-ft/yr 
to upper Cienega Creek basin via the GHB boundaries is considered analogous to basin recharge…” This is 
not obvious and needs more explanation because the assignment of GHB conditions is not clearly described 
(see above). The inclusion of inflow from the GHB increases the recharge rate to 9,779 ac-ft/yr, 2.41 percent 
of the annual precipitation, which is considerably higher. The recharge is summarized at the bottom of page 
52, Section 8.4, including the contribution from the upper and lower GHB boundaries. However, the steady-
state water balance in Section 8.7.2 does not include the contribution to recharge from the upper and lower 
portions of the Cienega Creek basin via the GHB boundaries.   


The applied evapotranspiration is reported as 4,240 ac-ft/yr. This appears to be reasonable, given the 
vegetation reported in Table 1 and for conditions in southern Arizona. But again, it is not clear whether this 
value was adjusted during model calibration. 


Groundwater Interaction with Streams 


Two perennial reaches along Cienega Creek were simulated. Extraction wells were used to simulate the two 
perennial, gaining reaches of the creek and injection wells were used to simulate the losing reaches at the 
downstream end of the creek. Simulating the stream reaches with flux-dependent boundaries does not allow 
for impacts from groundwater withdrawals during pit dewatering or for any potential production wells to 
affect the surface water flows in Cienega Creek. Cienega Creek should be simulated with either the 
MODFLOW River Package or Stream Routing Package. Both of these packages are head-dependent methods 
for simulating groundwater/surface water interactions, and will allow for the flow in Cienega Creek to be 
affected by the groundwater stresses due to the Rosemont project. Using extraction/injection wells with fixed 
rates to simulate interaction between groundwater and surface water systems during mining and post-mining 
conditions is a significant model limitation and needs to be corrected by using the appropriate MODFLOW 
package. It also is not clear why Davidson Creek was not incorporated into the model using the MODFLOW 
Stream Routing Package. 


Springs 


Five springs with sustained base flows, described on page 7 of the report, were not incorporated into the 
model, and spring discharge rates were not used for model calibration. If they had been incorporated in the 
model, this would have provided an additional calibration tool and would allow prediction of the long-term 
effect of the future pit dewatering on the springs.  
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3 Model Calibration 


The model was calibrated only to water levels under steady state, pre-mining conditions. Although the 
quality line on Figure 41 looks reasonable, it is not clear how good the model reproduces the measured 
values of hydraulic conductivity (transmissivity) in the field and the measured discharges in the five springs 
having sustained base flow. 


No transient calibration was completed. It is not clear why such a calibration was not completed using data 
from the long-term multi-well pumping test (30-day pumping test from five wells) in the Rosemont project 
area. In the reviewers’ opinion, the predictive capability of this model is significantly limited by (1) the lack 
of a description of the results of the steady-state calibration (described above) and (2) the absence of a 
transient calibration of the model.  


4 Predictive Simulations 


Predictive simulations were completed to predict groundwater inflow to the proposed open pit, pit-lake 
infilling after mining ceases, and possible impacts to groundwater and surface water systems during both 
mining and post-mining conditions. 


Simulation of Open Pit 


The open pit excavation is a major stress to the groundwater system, and requires a detailed description of 
how it was incorporated into the model. The following data were not found in the M & A (2009c) report: 


1. A drawing showing the ultimate pit plan. 
2. A graph showing the ultimate pit bottom vs. time (this information also can be added to the existing 


Table 5). 
3. The number of drain cells used for simulation of the pit excavation. 
4. The number of pit plans incorporated into the model (32?). 
5. The location of simulated drain cells in plan view. 


It should be noted that the drain cells shown on the cross section on Figure 42 depict an ultimate pit-bottom 
elevation of 3,050 ft above mean sea level (amsl) after 22 years of mining. However, it is not clear whether 
the model cells above the drain cells shown on this figure also are specified as drain cells within the same 
column of cells. Figure 42 also does not show the simulated water table within the open pit on the cross 
section. Figure 45 shows a simulated water table in plan view at the end of mining; however, the water table 
elevation of 3,300 ft amsl is 250 feet above the ultimate pit-bottom elevation. This fact most likely indicates 
that all cells within the simulated pit were not completely drained and pit inflow was underestimated (either 
the conductivity of the drain cells was not large enough, or the entire column of cells above the pit bottom 
elevation were not specified as drain cells). 


Results of Predictive Simulations 


M & A’s (2009c) model gives one set of solutions without a range of possible predictive values. A 
comprehensive sensitivity/uncertainty analysis (which has not been done) is required to define the possible 
ranges of pit inflows, pit-lake stages, and the extent of drawdown.  


A steady-state post-mining prediction also is required to understand the permanent impacts of the proposed 
mining on the groundwater system.  


A groundwater budget simulated by the model was presented only for pre-mining conditions. No budgets 
were presented for end-of-mining and post-mining conditions, so changes in flow from individual 
components due to mining could not be evaluated. 
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5 Conclusions 


The descriptions of the model provided in the reviewed report do not allow SRK to determine the reliability 
of the predictions of possible impacts to the groundwater system from the proposed open pit excavation.  


In the opinion of the SRK reviewers: 


1. It is unclear whether the model sufficiently represents known geology and structures. 
2. The assignment of parameters is unclear with respect to how representative the assigned values are 


of the field-determined test values and the geologic units/rock types. 
3. Simulation of groundwater interaction with Cienega Creek by extraction/injection wells with fixed 


rates does not allow for the groundwater impacts from the Rosemont project to affect the flow 
system in Cienega Creek. 


4. Full calibration of the model has not been completed due to the lack of a transient calibration to the 
long-term, multi-well pumping test. The model has a limited predictive capability due to the absence 
of a transient calibration. 


5. Drain cells, representing the open pit excavation, most likely were not assigned properly and as 
result, the model under predicts inflow/drawdown propagation. 


6. The model provides one set of solutions without a discussion of a range of possible predictive values. 
Due to existing uncertainties in hydrogeological parameters and boundary conditions, a sensitivity/ 
uncertainty analysis should be added to the predictive simulation to illustrate a range of possible 
impacts to the groundwater system from the proposed pit operation. 
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open-pit, underground and ISR mines. 
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Key Experience:  Mining Hydrogeology 


• Grasberg Copper/Gold Mine, West Papua (Indonesia): Conducted site characterization, design of 
hydrogeologic testing, and review of Grasberg open pit and EESS underground mine dewatering on 
semi-annual and annual basis.  Developed a series of conceptual hydrogeologic models and groundwater 
flow models of the Ertsberg Mining District.  Modeling has included development of regional and 
"window" models, the latter for detailed analysis of pore pressures related to slope stability in open pit 
and dewatering of underground block caves.  Predicted inflow and pore pressures in Grasberg open pit as 
input to slope stability analysis Predicted inflow to underground mines (the existing IOZ and DOZ block 
cave mines and the proposed Kucing Liar, and Grasberg Deep block caves, and Big Gossan mine) from 
karstic limestones under very high (but variable) precipitation.  Estimated the persistence of mill water 
supply during periods of El Niño-induced drought.  Evaluated major groundwater sources in vicinity of 
Grasberg pit and EESS underground mine based on water chemistry fingerprints.  Conducted ARD study 
and predicted quantity and quality of groundwater captured by existing developments and proposed ARD 
capture drifts and missed water in Wanagon basin. Conducted regional hydrogeology study and 
developed regional groundwater flow model of Ertsberg mining district to predict potential migration of 
ARD during post-mining conditions as part of Integrated Control and Capture Plan (ICCP).  Conducted 
training in hydrogeologic data analysis and groundwater flow modeling for PTFI personnel. Developed a 
special numerical algorithm to simulate non-Darcian flow into underground openings from highly 
transmissive geologic structures.   


• Snap Lake Diamond Project, Northwest Territories (Canada): Developed a conceptual 
hydrogeological, numerical groundwater flow, and hydrogeochemical mixing modes.  Work has included 
a) planning and evaluating the results of hydrogeologic drilling, testing, and groundwater sampling from 
existing underground workings, b) developing a conceptual hydrogeologic model of the kimberlite dyke 
partially beneath a lake within open talik and partially below a permafrost, c) predicting inflow to the 
proposed underground mine, d)simulating hydrologic effect of paste backfilling on mine water discharge, 
and e) predicting the water quality of the mine discharge under lake and lake draining scenarios by using 
mixing simulations based on TDS vs. depth profile.  Participated in numerous Technical Group meetings 
to provide hydrogeological input in design and instrumentation of mine test panels for geotechnical 
analysis. All work was completed for pre-production studies of existing mine and business case 
improvement studies for expanded mine. 


• Gahcho Kué  Diamond Project, Northwest Territories (Canada): Conducted hydrogeological 
investigation for desktop and pre-feasibility studies including: a) planning and analyzing results from 
hydrogeologic testing program (packer and airlift recovery tests and from Westbay monitoring wells, b) 
developing a comprehensive conceptual hydrogeologic model including kimberlite pipes, permafrost, 
and open/closed taliks, c) developing a series of numerical groundwater flow and solute transport 
models, d) predicting inflow to multiple open pits, e) estimating impacts to surface-water bodies in the 
vicinity of the pits, f) predicting the water quality of the mine water discharge, g) estimating leakage 
around/under man-made dykes for lake drainage scenario, and f) simulating pit lake infilling and post-
mining hydrogeologic conditions taking into consideration a density effect.  Represented client at 
numerous meetings with permitting agencies. 


• Fort à la Corne and Star Diamond Projects, Saskatchewan (Canada): Conducted hydrogeologic 
investigations for three diamond  projects, including: a) planning and analyzing results of hydrogeologic 
drilling and testing (including 4 pumping tests), b) developing a comprehensive conceptual 
hydrogeologic model, c) developing numerical axisymmetric and 3D groundwater flow models, d) 
predicting inflow to the open pits and designing dewatering systems,  e) predicting pore pressures in pit 
walls as input for the slope-stability analysis, and f) estimating potential environmental impacts to water 
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levels and streamflows during  mining/dewatering and pit lake infilling.  Represented client at meeting 
with permitting agencies. 


• Victor Diamond Project in Ontario (Canada): Developed a series of conceptual hydrogeologic and 
numerical groundwater flow models for desktop, pre-feasibility, feasibility, and pre-production studies.  
Work has included a) planning and analyzing results of hydrogeologic investigations (drilling and 
testing, including 3 long-term pumping tests), b) developing a comprehensive conceptual hydrogeologic 
model of a karstified limestone groundwater system recharged by surface water through overburden, c) 
predicting inflow to the proposed open pit, d) designing an dewatering system with an optimal pumping 
rates and schedule of installation, and e) estimating potential environmental impacts to streamflows, 
ponds, and muskeg during mining/dewatering and pit- lake infilling. Represented client at numerous 
meetings with regulators and at public hearings, and prepared detailed discussions of potential 
environmental impacts. 


• Aquarius Gold Project, Ontario (Canada): Developed conceptual hydrogeologic model of area of the 
proposed Aquarius open pit mine.  Conducted groundwater flow modeling of inflow to proposed open pit 
and designed an optimal dewatering system by using traditional pumping wells. Predicted potential 
effects of dewatering on trout-bearing streams and lake levels within a nearby provincial park and 
designed potential groundwater mitigation measures.  Completed groundwater flow modeling of freeze 
wall system around the proposed pit and developed hydrogeological input for freeze wall design.  


• Skyline Coal Mine, Utah: Conducted groundwater flow modeling to evaluate various alternative 
sources and pathways of groundwater inflow to the underground mine and estimated the effect of mine 
inflow and pumping on surface-water resources.  Predicted long-term dewatering requirements for mine 
expansion, and assessed Probable Hydrologic Consequences to surface resources using numerical 
groundwater flow model.  Represented client at numerous meetings with permitting agencies, water 
boards, and plaintiff groups. 


• Premier Diamond Project, South Africa: Developed axisymmetric groundwater model to predict 
passive inflow to the open pit and pore pressures in pit walls during future mining development. 


• Confidential Mine Dewatering Project, Russia: Analysis of all available hydrogeological data and 
developing recommendations regarding dewatering requirements for different alternative mining 
methods. Developed groundwater flow model to predict a) inflows to open pit and underground mine 
(under different mining methods) and b) associated environmental impacts to the surface-water bodies 
and shallow groundwater system. 


• Confidential Coal Project, Virginia: Developed groundwater flow model to a) predict inflow to 
underground coal mine and b) evaluate possible hydrogeologic effect of underground mining on water 
levels within shallow groundwater systems.  


• Confidential Mine Dewatering of Silver and Gold Deposits in Mexico (states of Durango and 
Nayarit): Conducted a technical audit of existing hydrogeological data and developed plan for an 
effective dewatering system of underground mine workings for the first deposit. Conducted 
hydrogeological investigations to evaluate possible groundwater inflows to proposed underground mine 
at the Scoping Study level for the second deposit.  


• Uranium Deposits in the Athabasca Basin (Central Canada) – two confidential projects: Developed 
a program of field hydrogeological work and performed an analysis for the collected hydrogeological 
data to make assessment of groundwater inflow to proposed underground mine for the first project. 
Comprehensive data analysis and predictions of possible inflows were made based on developed 
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numerical groundwater model. Peer review of the dewatering requirements for an underground mine was 
completed for the second project at the Feasibility Study level, based on additional groundwater flow 
modeling conducted. 


• Uranium ISR Projects in Russia and Kazakhstan – three confidential projects: Completed a 
technical audit of possible uranium recovery by ISR mining. Conducted a comprehensive ISR numerical 
modeling of one of the projects, including simulation of streamlines and reactive mass transport along 
them, to evaluate maximum uranium recovery from four paleochannels. 


• Hard Rock Uranium Deposits in Russia – five confidential projects: Implemented a technical audit 
and hydrogeological study of groundwater inflow to proposed underground mines, quality of mine water 
discharge, possible impact to the surface-water bodies. Two 3-D numerical groundwater flow models 
were developed for two projects at the Pre-Feasibility Study level. 


• Uranium deposit in Niger – a confidential project: Completed an analysis of available 
hydrogeological data and made an expert opinion on the possibilities of using ISR method to mine the 
uranium deposit.  


• Coal deposit in Russia – a confidential project:  Completed hydrogeological study of possible water 
inflow into underground longwall mine workings and impact to a river flow. Predictions and sensitivity 
analysis were conducted based on developed 3-D numerical groundwater flow model, calibrated to all 
available hydrogeological data collected for both pre-mining steady state and trial dewatering transient 
conditions. Recommendations were developed to reduce uncertainties in hydrogeological 
characterization, to bring project to the required Feasibility Study level.  


• Confidential Mine Dewatering Project in Columbia: Technical audit of available hydrogeological 
data, development and implementation of field hydrogeological program, and assessment by 
groundwater modeling of possible groundwater inflow to expanded open pit operation mined in vicinity 
of the river. 


• Polimetallic Ore Deposit in Russia (Kola Peninsula): Analysis of the available hydrogeological data 
and the previously performed studies to substantiate the possible impact of proposed in-pit dewatering to 
a shallow groundwater system and surface water bodies as part of the ESIA.  


• Gold Deposit Project in Pakistan: Analysis of the available hydrogeological data and the previously 
performed studies to substantiate the possible impact of proposed in-pit dewatering and mine water 
supply wellfield to a shallow groundwater system as part of the ESIA. 


Key Experience:  Russia and Former USSR (1978-1995) 


Hydrogeological investigation and numerical modeling of groundwater development for potable, thermal, 
and industrial water supplies and mine dewatering in complex hydrogeologic settings.  Developed and 
implemented numerical algorithms for optimizing groundwater management under hydrogeologic, 
environmental, and economic constraints.  


 Specific project experience includes: 


• Groundwater flow modeling to estimate inflow and design dewatering system for Vorontsovskoy open 
pit gold mine in Ural region of Russia. 
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• Wellfield optimizing based on the groundwater flow models to quantify safe yield at the Priokskii 
(Moscow region), Lesnoe (Tataria), Pozhneyal-Sediuskii (Komi), Avatchinskii (Kamchatka), and Minsk 
(Belarus) water-supply projects. 


• Optimizing pumping from the extraction wells at low salinity groundwater system in Mangyshlak Basin 
(West Kazakhstan) based on numerical 3-D groundwater flow model. Developing an analytical solution 
of a complex aquifer-well-pump-pipeline system and selecting appropriate pumping equipment to 
provide optimal withdrawal. Applying basic principles and methods of automated groundwater 
monitoring systems for water resource management.  


• Developing conceptual, analytical, and numerical methods of wellfield optimization to design cost-
effective water supply systems in complex hydrogeologic settings for Sredne-Kliazminsky site in 
Moscow region. 


• Determining safe yield and optimal pumping rates of water-supply wells in multi-aquifer systems, within 
Malkin groundwater basin in North Caucasus area, and plan protection against contamination and 
depletion. 


• Developing integrated numerical modeling system including groundwater flow, mass transport, and heat 
transport for Slaviansko-Troitsky iodine-bearing groundwater basin in Kuban to maximize safe yield, 
optimize wellfield of extraction and injection wells, and develop most rational method of water 
management. 


• Using groundwater flow models to optimize locations and pumping rates of wells to minimize 
operational and environmental costs at Donetsk (Ukraine) and Ala-Artchinsky (Kirgizstan) water-supply 
projects. 


• Designing and conducting laboratory column tests, experimenting with physical models, and evaluating 
field infiltration ponds to assess feasibility of purifying waste water through sandy deposits for the 
uranium mine in Western Kazakhstan. 


• Developing numerical code (OPTLIB) for simulation of groundwater flow and wellfield optimization 
under multi-disciplinary constraints. This code was used during hydrogeological studies for all projects 
in Russia and Former USSR listed above. 
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'
Cc: 'Beverley Everson'; 'Terry Chute'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: SRK Review of Tetra Tech Mine Site Groundwater Model Construction & Calibration Memos
Date: 08/17/2010 08:15 AM
Attachments: TechReview_GW_Model_Constr&Calibration_memo_183101_vu_20100817_draft_FINAL.pdf

Salek & Roger,
 
Attached is the SRK technical review memorandum regarding their review of both the Flow Model
Construction and Calibration & Steady-State Sensitivity Analysis memoranda submitted by Tetra
Tech.  Please review and provide any comments; however to expedite issue resolution I am
providing this document to Rosemont with the cautionary note that it is to be considered
preliminary pending formal comment by the CNF.
 
Please forward review comments at your earliest possible convenience.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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Memorandum - DRAFT 
 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. 


 


Date: August 17, 2010 


cc: Tom Furgason, SWCA 


Cori Hoag, SRK 


File 


From: Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D. 


Larry Cope, M.S. 


Mike Sieber, P.E. 


Subject: Review of Tetra Tech Documents 
Groundwater Flow Model 
Construction and Calibration and 
Steady-State Sensitivity Analyses 


Project #: 183101/2000 


 
This memorandum provides a technical review of the two Technical Memoranda, Groundwater Flow Model 
Construction and Calibration dated July 26, 2010 (Tetra Tech, 2010a) and Calibration and Steady-State 
Sensitivity Analyses dated July 30, 2010 (Tetra Tech, 2010b). This review was undertaken, and our 
Memorandum prepared by Vladimir Ugorets, Larry Cope, and Mike Sieber of SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. 
(SRK), at the request of SWCA and the Coronado National Forest, as transmitted to SRK by Mr. Dale 
Ortman in email requests dated August 5 and August 9, 2010. 


1 Description of Groundwater Flow Model Setup 


Tetra Tech has a developed 3-D numerical regional groundwater flow model based on a framework model 
that was reviewed by SRK previously (SRK, 2010a). The geologic formations were grouped by Montgomery 
& Associates (2009a) into ten (10) hydrogeologic units on the basis of their age and material properties. The 
following four additional units were incorporated into the model by Tetra Tech (2010a): 
 


1. Paleozoic units in the western side of the pit area (Zone 11 – Pz_Pit) that cover the Backbone  
  Fault along the ridge of the Santa Maria Mountains, 


2. Quaternary-Tertiary gravel in the Tucson Basin (Zone 15 – QTg_TB), 
3. Quartz-Porphyry Dike (simulated as the HFB package in MODFLOW), and 
4. Streambed material (simulated by the SFR package of MODFLOW). 


 
The model domain and the external lateral model boundaries are the same as those applied by M&A (2009b). 
 
The description of the model development in the reviewed document is detailed, comprehensive, and easy to 
follow. However, it should be noted that SRK did not find an explanation of modification of the western 
model boundary (assumed to be C-HEAD for the steady-state conditions) for transient mining and post-
mining simulations. 


2 Simulation of Recharge 


Tetra Tech (2010a) methodology for building recharge into the model used a combination of Geographic 
Information System (GIS) analysis, empirical surface-runoff modeling, and water balance calculations. The 
model domain was divided into 21 sub-watersheds based on topography. The sub-watersheds were further 
divided into bedrock, alluvial fan, and valley floor. Precipitation distribution data obtained from the PRISM 
Group at Oregon State University were applied to each sub-basin using GIS methods. Precipitation data from 







SRK Consulting  Page 2 of 5 


 


VU/LEC/MS TechReview_GW_Model_Constr&Calibration_memo_183101_vu_20100817_draft_FINAL.docx  


the Santa Rita Experimental Range were used to simulate precipitation events and to develop runoff 
estimates for each sub-basin. Water balance calculations were performed to normalize the recharge rates for 
each sub-basin; the total recharge for all of the sub-basin was 10,100 acre-feet per year (ac-ft/yr), which is 
approximately 5.4 percent of annual precipitation. Six recharge zones were incorporated into the model with 
rates that varied from 0.33 inch per year (in/yr) to 1.31 in/yr. The total recharge calculated by the steady-state 
model was 9,909 ac-ft/yr.   
 
The simulation of mining impacts and post-closure changed the recharge that was used in the steady-state 
calibration. SRK provides the following observations about these changes:  
 Recharge from precipitation was not applied into the pit area during transient mining simulations 


assuming that all water will be captured by drain cells and removed from the model. SRK agrees that this 
is a valid approach to simulate water levels in the vicinity of the proposed pit; however, it is our opinion 
that this method would underestimate dewatering requirements. 


 Post-closure recharge from the waste rock storage area and the heap leach facility is assumed to be zero, 
based on the Tetra Tech (2010c) report, Infiltration, Seepage, and Fate and Transport Modeling Report. 
It should be noted that the review of that report by SRK (2010b) indicated that zero recharge is likely 
unrealistic. However, the zero value was also applied by Tetra Tech. SRK is of the opinion that recharge 
through the facilities should be revised or otherwise explained.  


 It is not clear from the reviewed Technical Memorandum why the recharge from the tailings is assumed 
to be a constant value for the entire duration of the post-closure simulation, given initial dewatering of 
the tailings following cessation of mining, followed by an asymptotic equilibration to average climatic 
conditions. 


3 Simulation of Evapotranspiration 


Tetra Tech simulated groundwater losses to evapotranspiration (ET) along the reaches of Cienega Creek and 
Davidson Canyon where riparian vegetation is present. ET was simulated with MODFLOW’s evapo-
transpiration (EVT) package. Maximum ET rates were assigned to each model cell, and simulated ET varied 
with groundwater level. The extinction depth was set to a constant depth of 16.4 ft (5 meters) below land 
surface. Simulated maximum evapotranspiration rates are shown in Figure 7 of the reviewed Technical 
Memorandum and vary from 10.9 in/yr to 39 in/yr. The bases for the following two model decisions are not 
clear to SRK: 
 
 Assumption for extinction depth that was uniformly applied throughout the model domain  (The Tetra 


Tech memorandum states that extinction depth varies with the types of the soil and vegetative cover, 
ranging from about 1.5 feet under bare conditions in sandy soil to about 27 feet under forest cover 
conditions in clayey soil). SRK requests an explanation of why a uniform extinction depth was applied. 


 Distribution of maximum evapotranspiration rates along the reaches of Cienega Creek and Davidson 
Canyon. SRK suggests a better explanation for the basis in the data for the distribution. 


4 Simulation of Groundwater—Stream Flow Interaction 


Cienega Creek has two U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) stream gauges and there is one USGS gauge in 
Davidson Canyon with historical stream flow data between 1968 and 1981. Tetra Tech simulated the    
interaction between surface water and groundwater along Cienega Creek and Davidson Canyon with 
MODFLOW’s Stream Flow Routing Package. Stream boundaries were assigned to model layers 
corresponding to the stream elevation. Stream flows were used as calibration targets in a qualitative manner 
due to the regional model scale that limits the accuracy of stream-channel aquifers. 


5 Model Calibration and Simulated Groundwater Budget 


Tetra Tech calibrated the groundwater model to measured steady-state pre-mining water levels by using a 
weighting approach. All water-level targets (377 wells, 12 piezometers, and 67 springs) were assigned 
calibration weights (ranging from 0 to 1) based on: 
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 Availability and completeness of well construction information; 
 Well completion interval depth and screen length; 
 Water level trends; and 
 Period of water-level data. 


 
Simulated groundwater budgets for the pre-mining steady-state conditions are shown in Table 1. The process 
of steady-state model calibration to the measured water levels is well described. 
 


Table 1: Comparison of Component of Groundwater Budget Simulated by Tetra Tech 
(2010a) and M&A (2009b) Models. 


Components of 
Groundwater 
Budget 


M&A, 2009b Tetra Tech, 2010a Difference 


Rate [ac-ft/yr] Rate [ac-ft/yr] Rate [ac-ft/yr] 


Recharge 7,010 9,909 2,899 


Groundwater 
recharge from 
streams 2,172 8,344 6,172 


Evapotranspiration 4,240 5,638 1,398 


Groundwater 
discharge to streams 2,172 10,962 8,790 


Net of boundary 
outflow 2,770 1,653 -1,117 


 
SRK comments regarding the model calibration are: 


 
1. It is not clear how the results of the interpretation of a 30-day pumping test by 2-D radial flow 


models (Tetra Tech, 2010d) were used for the model calibration. The comparison shown in Table 2 
indicates that the hydraulic conductivity values calibrated and used in the model are less than those 
estimated from the 30-day pumping test data. 


 


          Table 2: Comparison of Hydraulic Conductivity Values for Lower Cretaceous 
Sedimentary Unit Used in Model and Derived from 30-Day Pumping Test. 


Hydraulic Conductivity of Lower Cretaceous 
Sedimentary Unit 


Kh 


(ft/d)  Kv (ft/d) 


Used in Model  0.066  0.005 


Estimated from PC‐5 pumping test (piezometer PZ‐
5)  0.16  2.8 


Estimated from PC‐5 pumping test (piezometer 
PC‐2)  0.1  0.006 


 
2. Table 1 shows that the components of the groundwater budget simulated by the Tetra Tech (2010a) 


and M&A (2009b) numerical models both were calibrated to measured pre-mining water levels. Yet 
the components of the budget are substantially different. The differences in the components of the 
groundwater budget are as much as 2,900 ac-ft/yr for recharge and 8,800 ac-ft/yr in groundwater 
discharge into streams. Such differences indicate a non-unique calibration of the model to pre-
mining only water levels.  


 







SRK Consulting  Page 4 of 5 


 


VU/LEC/MS TechReview_GW_Model_Constr&Calibration_memo_183101_vu_20100817_draft_FINAL.docx  


3. The Tetra Tech Technical Memorandum indicates that the streambed hydraulic conductivity of 3.28 
ft/day was increased by a factor of 2 during the steady-state calibration to better match data from 
stream flow gauges. However, SRK was not able to find a comparison of simulated stream flows 
(shown in Figure 40) to measured values. 
 


4. Different pairs of values for recharge/vertical hydraulic conductivity can simulate the same 
distribution of the water levels, resulting in the same calibration to steady-state water levels. 
Calibrations of the model to steady-state fluxes (results have not been found) and transient 
conditions (not completed) are additionally required in SRK’s opinion to decrease the non-
uniqueness of the parameters used for the predictive simulations. 
 


6 Models to Predict Mining and Post-Mining Conditions 


Both models used for prediction of mining and post-mining conditions are very clearly described in the 
reviewed documents with the exceptions described below. SRK has the following observations and 
questions:  
 
a) The specific storage parameter for bedrock units was assumed to be Ss=9.86 x 10-6 ft-1 based on  the 


geometric mean of the values estimated from the radial flow modeling analysis of the 30-day pumping 
test. SRK is of the opinion that this number represents the high range of specific storage values and is not 
conservative enough to estimate the possible maximum extent of the cone of depression during mining 
and post-mining conditions. Storage parameters derived from the short stress tests tend to overestimate 
values. Based on SRK experience for low permeability bedrock units, a more realistic and conservative 
value could be Ss=1.0 x 10-6 ft-1,, which is recommended for use in a Best Case, or, as the value for the 
transient sensitivity analysis. 


b) It is not clear how the values for conductance of the lake cells were assigned and how groundwater 
inflow to the pit was simulated by drain cells at the end of mining, as compared to the inflow by the lake 
cells at the beginning of pit lake infilling 


c) It is not clear what boundary conditions are along the western model boundary for mining and pre-
mining simulation. SRK requests an explanation of how the boundary conditions were constructed for 
mining and post-mining conditions. 


d) It was assumed that the pit lake will reach a steady-state elevation 1,000 years after mining has ceased. 
This was estimated by extending the predicted post-mining conditions estimated in the 100-year 
prediction in M&A (2009b).  It is not clear whether the assumption is appropriate and representative. 
SRK recommends completing an assessment of timing to reach steady-state post-mining conditions by 
using the Tetra Tech model, not M&A model. 


7 Results of Model Calibration and Steady-State Sensitivity Analyses 


Tetra Tech has completed a sensitivity analyses of model parameters to the steady-state pre-mining water 
levels by varying 13 parameters (recharge values in 6 model zones and horizontal/vertical hydraulic 
conductivity values in 6 hydrogeologic units), plus the horizontal flow barrier and streambed hydraulic 
conductivities values. Based on the completed analyses, Tetra Tech concluded that the steady-state 
calibration has a “nearly optimal parameter value for matching water level in the model.” SRK agrees that 
mathematically this statement is correct. However, as mentioned above, the model should be calibrated to 
both water level and flow data. It should be noted that SRK did not find the results of the sensitivity analyses 
of model parameters to the data for groundwater/stream flow interaction. 
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Katherine Arnold'
Cc: 'Salek Shafiqullah'; 'Roger D Congdon'; 'Terry Chute'; 'Beverley Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Jonathan Rigg';

'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: SRK Review of Tetra Tech Model Construction & Calibration and Steady-State Calibration Memos
Date: 08/17/2010 08:30 AM
Importance: High
Attachments: TechReview_GW_Model_Constr&Calibration_memo_183101_vu_20100817_draft_FINAL.pdf

Kathy,
 
Attached is a preliminary copy of SRK’s review of Tetra Tech’s Groundwater Model Construction &
Calibration and Steady-State Calibration memoranda.  Please consider this copy as preliminary until
the CNF has had the opportunity to offer review comment; however I am forwarding this version to
expedite the response.  It is pertinent to note that SRK still has an issue regarding the calibration
and questions the defensibility of a unique solution without a transient calibration.  The Predictive
Modeling Results memorandum is in SRK’s hands for review and I expect their comments in the
near future; however I believe there are remaining issues that are clearly summarized in the
submitted Technical Review memoranda that should be resolved before the CNF can accept the
predictive results.  FYI, both Vladimir Ugorets and Larry Cope, SRK’s primary reviewers, are out of
the country until the first of September; this should give Tetra Tech a bit of time to review the SRK
comments and respond or determine that we need a teleconference or face-to-face meeting to
expedite issue resolution.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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Memorandum - DRAFT 
 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. 


 


Date: August 17, 2010 


cc: Tom Furgason, SWCA 


Cori Hoag, SRK 


File 


From: Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D. 


Larry Cope, M.S. 


Mike Sieber, P.E. 


Subject: Review of Tetra Tech Documents 
Groundwater Flow Model 
Construction and Calibration and 
Steady-State Sensitivity Analyses 


Project #: 183101/2000 


 
This memorandum provides a technical review of the two Technical Memoranda, Groundwater Flow Model 
Construction and Calibration dated July 26, 2010 (Tetra Tech, 2010a) and Calibration and Steady-State 
Sensitivity Analyses dated July 30, 2010 (Tetra Tech, 2010b). This review was undertaken, and our 
Memorandum prepared by Vladimir Ugorets, Larry Cope, and Mike Sieber of SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc. 
(SRK), at the request of SWCA and the Coronado National Forest, as transmitted to SRK by Mr. Dale 
Ortman in email requests dated August 5 and August 9, 2010. 


1 Description of Groundwater Flow Model Setup 


Tetra Tech has a developed 3-D numerical regional groundwater flow model based on a framework model 
that was reviewed by SRK previously (SRK, 2010a). The geologic formations were grouped by Montgomery 
& Associates (2009a) into ten (10) hydrogeologic units on the basis of their age and material properties. The 
following four additional units were incorporated into the model by Tetra Tech (2010a): 
 


1. Paleozoic units in the western side of the pit area (Zone 11 – Pz_Pit) that cover the Backbone  
  Fault along the ridge of the Santa Maria Mountains, 


2. Quaternary-Tertiary gravel in the Tucson Basin (Zone 15 – QTg_TB), 
3. Quartz-Porphyry Dike (simulated as the HFB package in MODFLOW), and 
4. Streambed material (simulated by the SFR package of MODFLOW). 


 
The model domain and the external lateral model boundaries are the same as those applied by M&A (2009b). 
 
The description of the model development in the reviewed document is detailed, comprehensive, and easy to 
follow. However, it should be noted that SRK did not find an explanation of modification of the western 
model boundary (assumed to be C-HEAD for the steady-state conditions) for transient mining and post-
mining simulations. 


2 Simulation of Recharge 


Tetra Tech (2010a) methodology for building recharge into the model used a combination of Geographic 
Information System (GIS) analysis, empirical surface-runoff modeling, and water balance calculations. The 
model domain was divided into 21 sub-watersheds based on topography. The sub-watersheds were further 
divided into bedrock, alluvial fan, and valley floor. Precipitation distribution data obtained from the PRISM 
Group at Oregon State University were applied to each sub-basin using GIS methods. Precipitation data from 
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the Santa Rita Experimental Range were used to simulate precipitation events and to develop runoff 
estimates for each sub-basin. Water balance calculations were performed to normalize the recharge rates for 
each sub-basin; the total recharge for all of the sub-basin was 10,100 acre-feet per year (ac-ft/yr), which is 
approximately 5.4 percent of annual precipitation. Six recharge zones were incorporated into the model with 
rates that varied from 0.33 inch per year (in/yr) to 1.31 in/yr. The total recharge calculated by the steady-state 
model was 9,909 ac-ft/yr.   
 
The simulation of mining impacts and post-closure changed the recharge that was used in the steady-state 
calibration. SRK provides the following observations about these changes:  
 Recharge from precipitation was not applied into the pit area during transient mining simulations 


assuming that all water will be captured by drain cells and removed from the model. SRK agrees that this 
is a valid approach to simulate water levels in the vicinity of the proposed pit; however, it is our opinion 
that this method would underestimate dewatering requirements. 


 Post-closure recharge from the waste rock storage area and the heap leach facility is assumed to be zero, 
based on the Tetra Tech (2010c) report, Infiltration, Seepage, and Fate and Transport Modeling Report. 
It should be noted that the review of that report by SRK (2010b) indicated that zero recharge is likely 
unrealistic. However, the zero value was also applied by Tetra Tech. SRK is of the opinion that recharge 
through the facilities should be revised or otherwise explained.  


 It is not clear from the reviewed Technical Memorandum why the recharge from the tailings is assumed 
to be a constant value for the entire duration of the post-closure simulation, given initial dewatering of 
the tailings following cessation of mining, followed by an asymptotic equilibration to average climatic 
conditions. 


3 Simulation of Evapotranspiration 


Tetra Tech simulated groundwater losses to evapotranspiration (ET) along the reaches of Cienega Creek and 
Davidson Canyon where riparian vegetation is present. ET was simulated with MODFLOW’s evapo-
transpiration (EVT) package. Maximum ET rates were assigned to each model cell, and simulated ET varied 
with groundwater level. The extinction depth was set to a constant depth of 16.4 ft (5 meters) below land 
surface. Simulated maximum evapotranspiration rates are shown in Figure 7 of the reviewed Technical 
Memorandum and vary from 10.9 in/yr to 39 in/yr. The bases for the following two model decisions are not 
clear to SRK: 
 
 Assumption for extinction depth that was uniformly applied throughout the model domain  (The Tetra 


Tech memorandum states that extinction depth varies with the types of the soil and vegetative cover, 
ranging from about 1.5 feet under bare conditions in sandy soil to about 27 feet under forest cover 
conditions in clayey soil). SRK requests an explanation of why a uniform extinction depth was applied. 


 Distribution of maximum evapotranspiration rates along the reaches of Cienega Creek and Davidson 
Canyon. SRK suggests a better explanation for the basis in the data for the distribution. 


4 Simulation of Groundwater—Stream Flow Interaction 


Cienega Creek has two U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) stream gauges and there is one USGS gauge in 
Davidson Canyon with historical stream flow data between 1968 and 1981. Tetra Tech simulated the    
interaction between surface water and groundwater along Cienega Creek and Davidson Canyon with 
MODFLOW’s Stream Flow Routing Package. Stream boundaries were assigned to model layers 
corresponding to the stream elevation. Stream flows were used as calibration targets in a qualitative manner 
due to the regional model scale that limits the accuracy of stream-channel aquifers. 


5 Model Calibration and Simulated Groundwater Budget 


Tetra Tech calibrated the groundwater model to measured steady-state pre-mining water levels by using a 
weighting approach. All water-level targets (377 wells, 12 piezometers, and 67 springs) were assigned 
calibration weights (ranging from 0 to 1) based on: 
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 Availability and completeness of well construction information; 
 Well completion interval depth and screen length; 
 Water level trends; and 
 Period of water-level data. 


 
Simulated groundwater budgets for the pre-mining steady-state conditions are shown in Table 1. The process 
of steady-state model calibration to the measured water levels is well described. 
 


Table 1: Comparison of Component of Groundwater Budget Simulated by Tetra Tech 
(2010a) and M&A (2009b) Models. 


Components of 
Groundwater 
Budget 


M&A, 2009b Tetra Tech, 2010a Difference 


Rate [ac-ft/yr] Rate [ac-ft/yr] Rate [ac-ft/yr] 


Recharge 7,010 9,909 2,899 


Groundwater 
recharge from 
streams 2,172 8,344 6,172 


Evapotranspiration 4,240 5,638 1,398 


Groundwater 
discharge to streams 2,172 10,962 8,790 


Net of boundary 
outflow 2,770 1,653 -1,117 


 
SRK comments regarding the model calibration are: 


 
1. It is not clear how the results of the interpretation of a 30-day pumping test by 2-D radial flow 


models (Tetra Tech, 2010d) were used for the model calibration. The comparison shown in Table 2 
indicates that the hydraulic conductivity values calibrated and used in the model are less than those 
estimated from the 30-day pumping test data. 


 


          Table 2: Comparison of Hydraulic Conductivity Values for Lower Cretaceous 
Sedimentary Unit Used in Model and Derived from 30-Day Pumping Test. 


Hydraulic Conductivity of Lower Cretaceous 
Sedimentary Unit 


Kh 


(ft/d)  Kv (ft/d) 


Used in Model  0.066  0.005 


Estimated from PC‐5 pumping test (piezometer PZ‐
5)  0.16  2.8 


Estimated from PC‐5 pumping test (piezometer 
PC‐2)  0.1  0.006 


 
2. Table 1 shows that the components of the groundwater budget simulated by the Tetra Tech (2010a) 


and M&A (2009b) numerical models both were calibrated to measured pre-mining water levels. Yet 
the components of the budget are substantially different. The differences in the components of the 
groundwater budget are as much as 2,900 ac-ft/yr for recharge and 8,800 ac-ft/yr in groundwater 
discharge into streams. Such differences indicate a non-unique calibration of the model to pre-
mining only water levels.  
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3. The Tetra Tech Technical Memorandum indicates that the streambed hydraulic conductivity of 3.28 
ft/day was increased by a factor of 2 during the steady-state calibration to better match data from 
stream flow gauges. However, SRK was not able to find a comparison of simulated stream flows 
(shown in Figure 40) to measured values. 
 


4. Different pairs of values for recharge/vertical hydraulic conductivity can simulate the same 
distribution of the water levels, resulting in the same calibration to steady-state water levels. 
Calibrations of the model to steady-state fluxes (results have not been found) and transient 
conditions (not completed) are additionally required in SRK’s opinion to decrease the non-
uniqueness of the parameters used for the predictive simulations. 
 


6 Models to Predict Mining and Post-Mining Conditions 


Both models used for prediction of mining and post-mining conditions are very clearly described in the 
reviewed documents with the exceptions described below. SRK has the following observations and 
questions:  
 
a) The specific storage parameter for bedrock units was assumed to be Ss=9.86 x 10-6 ft-1 based on  the 


geometric mean of the values estimated from the radial flow modeling analysis of the 30-day pumping 
test. SRK is of the opinion that this number represents the high range of specific storage values and is not 
conservative enough to estimate the possible maximum extent of the cone of depression during mining 
and post-mining conditions. Storage parameters derived from the short stress tests tend to overestimate 
values. Based on SRK experience for low permeability bedrock units, a more realistic and conservative 
value could be Ss=1.0 x 10-6 ft-1,, which is recommended for use in a Best Case, or, as the value for the 
transient sensitivity analysis. 


b) It is not clear how the values for conductance of the lake cells were assigned and how groundwater 
inflow to the pit was simulated by drain cells at the end of mining, as compared to the inflow by the lake 
cells at the beginning of pit lake infilling 


c) It is not clear what boundary conditions are along the western model boundary for mining and pre-
mining simulation. SRK requests an explanation of how the boundary conditions were constructed for 
mining and post-mining conditions. 


d) It was assumed that the pit lake will reach a steady-state elevation 1,000 years after mining has ceased. 
This was estimated by extending the predicted post-mining conditions estimated in the 100-year 
prediction in M&A (2009b).  It is not clear whether the assumption is appropriate and representative. 
SRK recommends completing an assessment of timing to reach steady-state post-mining conditions by 
using the Tetra Tech model, not M&A model. 


7 Results of Model Calibration and Steady-State Sensitivity Analyses 


Tetra Tech has completed a sensitivity analyses of model parameters to the steady-state pre-mining water 
levels by varying 13 parameters (recharge values in 6 model zones and horizontal/vertical hydraulic 
conductivity values in 6 hydrogeologic units), plus the horizontal flow barrier and streambed hydraulic 
conductivities values. Based on the completed analyses, Tetra Tech concluded that the steady-state 
calibration has a “nearly optimal parameter value for matching water level in the model.” SRK agrees that 
mathematically this statement is correct. However, as mentioned above, the model should be calibrated to 
both water level and flow data. It should be noted that SRK did not find the results of the sensitivity analyses 
of model parameters to the data for groundwater/stream flow interaction. 
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Salek,
 
Attached are the SRK Technical Memos reviewing the TetraTech pit lake geochemistry and waste
rock/heap/tailings infiltration fate & transport reports.  Both review memoranda raise issues that
need to be addressed before SRK can defensibly agree with the findings.  I recommend that both
memos be forwarded to Rosemont with the suggestion that we pursue the same collaborative
approach to resolution that we are using for the mine site groundwater model review.  As the same
SRK personnel are involved in both the pit lake geochem and infiltration reviews I also recommend
that we deal with both reports at the same time.
 
Please let me know how you want to handle these SRK review and, assuming you agree they should
be submitted to Rosemont, when that occurs.  I will gladly deal with Rosemont to resolve the issues
raised by SRK, but I will need your approval to take on that task.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
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(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
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Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. Date: May 3, 2010 


cc: Tom Furgason, SWCA  
Cori Hoag, SRK 
File, SRK 


From: Vladimir Ugorets, PhD, SRK 
Stephen Day, P.Geo. SRK 


Subject: Technical Review of (Tetra Tech, 2010) 
Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model, 
Rosemont Copper Project   


Project #: 183101 


 


This memorandum provides a technical review of the report, Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model, 
Rosemont Copper Project (Tetra Tech, 2010). This review was undertaken, and the Technical 
Memorandum prepared, at the request of SWCA and the Coronado National Forest, in accordance with 
a Statement of Work and Request for Cost Estimated from Mr. Dale Ortman dated February 17, 2010. 
This memorandum was prepared by Vladimir Ugorets and Stephen Day of SRK Consulting, Inc. (SRK).  


Additional supporting documents from Tetra Tech on geochemical characterization (Tetra Tech, 2007a, 
and Tetra Tech, 2007b) and the Mine Plan of Operations (WestLand Resources, 2007) also were 
reviewed as background for preparing this memorandum. The report, Groundwater Flow Modeling 
Conducted for Simulation of Proposed Rosemont Pit Dewatering and Post-Closure (M&A, 2009), 
prepared for Rosemont Copper, was reviewed by SRK in February 2010 (SRK, 2010).  


Tetra Tech used the results from the Montgomery & Associates M&A) (2009) groundwater model, 
which is being revised. The M&A revisions may affect the conclusions from the Tetra Tech pit lake 
predictive model and, therefore, SRK may modify their conclusions in this memorandum when the 
revised model results are made available.  


The comments in the present review are grouped into three topics: (1) pit lake water balance, (2) 
dynamic system model (DSM) integration, and, (3) geochemical modeling. In general, the comments are 
requests for information and recommendations that will clarify the use of output from the groundwater 
model to predict pit-lake hydrogeochemistry, set up the DSM, and more accurately represent pit wall 
chemistry. Without the requested information and model outputs, SRK cannot adequately judge the 
model as suitable and defensible.  


1 Pit Lake Water Balance 


Components of the post-mining pit lake water balance include groundwater inflow and outflow, direct 
precipitation, pit wall runoff, and evaporation—as described below.  


General Comments 


SRK found three different sets of simulated lake stage and components of the water balance 
(groundwater inflow, precipitation, evaporation, and runoff) during our review process, as follows: 


1. Source 1—Figure 46 of Montgomery and Associates (M&A) (2009): All components of the pit 
lake water balance simulated by the groundwater model during 100 years of pit lake infilling are 
shown in gallons per minute (gpm). See Figure 1 below.  
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2. Source 2—Illustration 5.04 of Tetra Tech (2010): All components of the pit lake water balance 
for the 200-year period of simulation of pit lake infilling are shown in acres-feet/year. See 
Figure 2 below. 


Figure 1. Figure 46 from M&A, 2009, in gallons per minute 


 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
Figure 2. Figure 5.04 from Tetra Tech, 2010, in acre‐feet/year 
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3. Source 3—Electronic Excel DSM input file, Appendix D - DSM Input.xls (Tetra Tech, 2010): 
All components of the pit lake water balance for the 100-year period of simulation of pit lake 
infilling are listed in cubic feet per day. These data were plotted by SRK in units of gpm and 
acre-feet/year for comparison with the M&A (2009) and Tetra Tech (2010) graphs. See Figure 
3, below. 
 


 


 


Figure 3. Tetra Tech (2010) data plotted in gpm (upper) and acre‐feet/year (lower) (SRK, this 
review) 
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SRK found significant differences in the components of the pit lake water balance in these graphs, 
which were used as input data for the hydrogeochemical analysis. To better illustrate these differences 
SRK changed all data to the same unit and summarized them at Year 100 (for example) of pit lake 
infilling. See Table 1, below. 


     Table 1. Year 100 of pit lake infilling, data from three sources, in gallons per minute 


Component of Balance 
M&A (2009)(1)


(Source 1) 


Tetra Tech (2010)(2)


(Source 2)


Tetra Tech (2010)(3)


(Source 3) 


Precipitation to Pit Lake (gpm)  37  121  60 


Evaporation from Pit Lake (gpm)  182  273  540 


Runoff to Pit Walls (gpm)  150  142  117 


Groundwater Inflow (gpm)  120  120  452 


Net of Inflow (gpm)  125  110  89 


Pit Lake Stage (ft msl)  3,869  3,869  4,142 (?) 


Notes:   1 – Estimated from the graph (M&A, 2009, Figure 46) by SRK Consulting. 
              2 – Estimated from the graph (Tetra Tech, 2010, Figure 5.04) and unit conversions by SRK Consulting. 
              3 – Appendix D (Tetra Tech, 2010) and unit conversions by SRK Consulting. 


It should be noted that SRK found a fourth source of data in the Tetra Tech (2010) electronic Excel 
DSM output file, Appendix E - DSM Output.xls. This file shows simulated groundwater inflow to the pit 
lake in gpm units for a period of 200 years. Data for the first 100 years are consistent with Figure 46 of 
M&A (2009), but are very different from input data in the Tetra Tech (2010) DSM input file, Appendix 
D - DSM Input.xls. 


The following points are unclear to SRK: 


a. The nature of these inconsistencies, 
b. How results of the predictions of pit lake infilling during the period of 100 years simulated by 


the groundwater flow model (M&A, 2009) were incorporated into the 200-year predictions, 
completed by Tetra Tech (2010), and 


c. Exactly what data were used in the Tetra Tech simulation (reported in Appendix D or the input 
data reported in Appendix E)? 


The inconsistencies in the components of the pit lake water balance make it impossible to evaluate 
the correct use of these components in the analysis performed by Tetra Tech. 


Groundwater Inflow  


Tetra Tech (2010) used groundwater inflow to the pit lake from results of the 3-D numerical modeling 
completed by M&A (2009). Tetra Tech states on page 19 of their report that, “The lake stage versus 
groundwater inflow relationship was taken exactly from the M&A model and was not critically 
evaluated for consistency with expected or standard pit inflow curves (M&A, 2009). This data is 
presented in electronic format in Appendix D.” 


Groundwater inflow is a significant component of the pit lake water balance and depends on hydraulic 
heads adjacent to and below the pit, the lake stage, and the hydraulic properties of the surrounding 
country rock. The pit lake stage depends on the depth, size, and geometry of the final pit configuration, 
and on the other components of the pit lake water balance. Finally, groundwater inflows into the pit lake 
and lake stage depend on pre-mining hydrogeological conditions and the rate and duration of pit 
dewatering. The water-balance components can be evaluated precisely only by using a numerical 
groundwater model, by simulating pit-lake stage iteratively for each time step, and by considering and 
varying all components of the water balance listed above. 
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Groundwater Outflow 


Tetra Tech assumed groundwater outflow from the pit lake equals zero based on M&A (2009) modeling 
results that predicted the pit lake to be a permanent hydrologic sink. SRK agrees with this assumption.  


Direct Precipitation 


Average monthly precipitation data of 22.2 inches per year (in/yr) were taken from the Santa Rita 
Experimental Range 8 miles to the southwest of the project area, due to the limited duration of the data 
record at the Rosemont site. The data from both stations closely correspond (where data from the 
Rosemont site are available). SRK considers the amount of a direct precipitation of 22.2 in/year as 
reasonable for this study. 


Pit Wall Runoff 


Pit wall runoff was simulated using a fraction of the precipitation that ultimately reaches the pit lake. 
This fraction was varied from 15 to 35 percent and was applied to the area of exposed pit walls above 
the pit lake elevation. (A runoff value of 30 percent from precipitation was used by M&A (2009) to 
simulate groundwater inflow to the pit lake.)  


SRK did not find a value for the area of the ultimate pit in the text of the report (information 
shown in Tetra Tech, 2010, Illustration 5.01, does not look complete), and was not able to verify 
the volume of pit wall runoff into the pit lake geochemistry model. 


Tetra Tech did not incorporate upgradient drainage runoff into the model, assuming that the upgradient 
areas will be bermed and the existing drainages will be diverted around the pit. 


Evaporation 


Tetra Tech estimated a pan evaporation rate of 71.52 in/year. The value was derived from data from the 
Nogales station adjusted to the Rosemont site, based on a linear trend with each station elevation. The 
monthly average projected pan evaporation data were converted to a lake evaporation rate using a 
coefficient 0.7. SRK considers a lake evaporation of 50 in/year as very reasonable for this study. 


Components of Water Balance Simulated by M&A (2009) Groundwater Flow Model 


SRK reviewed the M&A (2009) groundwater flow model (SRK, 2010) and concluded that this model: 


a. Has uncertainties in representing known geology and structures, 
b. Does not have the proper external and internal boundary conditions, 
c. Needs to be calibrated to transient conditions measured during a 30-day pumping test from 


multiple pumping wells to increase the limited predictive capability, and 
d. Needs to be re-developed and re-run with elements of a sensitivity/uncertainty analysis to 


illustrate the possible range of predicted parameters. 


SRK is of the opinion that direct precipitation, pit lake evaporation, and runoff data used in the M&A 
(2009) groundwater model may have been used incorrectly. The model uses an evaporation rate from 
the pit lake of about 34 in/year and precipitation to the pit lake of about 6.8 in/year, instead of 50 in/year 
and 22 in/year, respectively. 


SRK disagrees with the Tetra Tech (2010, pages 1, 2, and 31) statement that “about 95 percent of the 
contribution to the pit lake will be from groundwater.” Figure 46 of M&A (2009) and Illustration 5.04 of 
Tetra Tech (2010) do not support this statement. If the authors meant the chemical load instead of the pit 
lake inflow, it is not clear from the text of the report. 
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2 Dynamic System Model (DSM) Integration 


SRK’s evaluation of the DSM computer model, which is discussed in this section, is preliminary 
because the input data to the model are based on outputs from the M&A (2009) groundwater flow 
model, which is being revised.  


The DSM computer model for the proposed Rosemont mine pit lake was developed in GoldSimTM to 
simulate the hydrologic water balance and the mixing of chemical loads from the different components 
of the water balance (e.g. groundwater inflow, pit wall runoff, precipitation). The DSM outputs from the 
predictive simulations were used as inputs to a final simulation model using PHEEQC. 


The DSM includes both stochastic (variable) and deterministic (fixed) parameters. The stochastic 
parameters were used to assess the uncertainty in the predictions due to the data and analytical 
constraints and the natural variability in the input parameters (such as precipitation, pit wall runoff, and 
lake evaporation). Groundwater inflow to the pit was assumed to be a deterministic parameter and was 
incorporated into the model by a simplified relationship between groundwater inflow and lake stage. 
This relationship was developed on the basis of outputs from the post-mining predictions made by the 
numerical groundwater flow model (M&A, 2009). 


SRK is of the opinion that this approach of using precipitation, evaporation, and pit wall runoff as 
stochastic parameters and combining them with a deterministic relationship between groundwater inflow 
and pit lake stage (QGW = f(HPL)) is very approximate because both groundwater inflow and lake stage 
depend on these stochastic parameters. It is not clear from the Tetra Tech report how groundwater 
inflow to the pit lake was simulated (from previous time step based on used relationship QGW = 
f(HPL), or not?) As mentioned above, it is SRK’s opinion that the water-balance components can be 
evaluated precisely only by using a numerical groundwater model, by simulating pit-lake stage 
iteratively, and by considering and varying all components of the water balance for the same time 
period. 


SRK also has noticed that the groundwater inflow flow data presented in the file Appendix D - 
DSM Input.xls do not match output data in the file Appendix E - DSM Output.xls, as described 
above. 


3 Geochemical Modeling 


Components of the geochemical model include characterization of the pit walls as the source of loadings 
to the pit lake, conceptualization of the pit lake (“Conceptual Geochemical Model”), calculation of 
loadings from the pit walls, and calculation of concentrations in the pit lake. 


General Comment 


The overall approach used for the modeling is conventional and reasonable. The characterization data 
that form the basis for the model are suitable for the intended purpose. The model combined geometrical 
characterization of the pit with geological and geochemical description of the pit walls with other 
geochemical inputs (groundwater, precipitation) to calculate the chemistry of water in the pit lake. 
Geochemical modeling was used to calculate final water quality by considering the solubility of 
secondary minerals and water-solid interactions. 


Details of each step in the geochemical method are reviewed below. SRK has identified concerns with 
the approach that suggest the pit wall source terms should be re-calculated. SRK’s overall impression is 
that re-calculation could result in increases in concentrations but due to the abundance of acid 
neutralizing minerals in the host rocks it is unlikely that the modeled pH of the pit water will change. 
The water is expected to be basic. 
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In the following sections, a pre-amble review is provided, followed by specific bulleted items for 
follow-up. 


Review of Modeling Steps 


Characterization of Pit Walls 
The geological setting of the project is described as a “wall rock porphyry system” (Tetra Tech, 2010, p. 
3). This contradicts Vector Arizona (2006), which describes the deposit as skarn. The mineralization is 
hosted by sedimentary and volcanic rocks intruded by porphyry stocks. The mineralization is described 
as disseminated and vein-controlled copper, zinc, molybdenum, and iron sulfides. 


 The deposit type needs to be more fully described because the skarn and porphyry 
mineralization types have important different implications for geochemical performance. 


 It was not clear in the description whether classic porphyry hydrothermal alteration (e.g. 
potassic, argillic, propylitic) is present at Rosemont, which in some porphyry deposits can exert 
a control on the geochemical characteristics of the pit walls. Vector (2006, p. 2) indicated “most 
of the porphyry system including the pyrite shell is absent due to structural controls.”  


 
About 10 percent of the ore is described as oxide (Tetra Tech, 2010, p. 3), which presumably occurs as a 
supergene cap on the hypogene mineralization.  


 The Tetra Tech (2010) report lacks a mineralogical description of the supergene zone, which 
could have different geochemical characteristics from the hypogene zone.  


 
The pit walls were characterized using samples collected from drill core samples. Tetra Tech (2010) 
determined that sufficient samples had been collected to determine statistically the average 
characteristics of each rock type in the pit walls. The following limitations to the assessment of sample 
coverage were noted by SRK: 


 Samples were dominantly collected from drilling focused on the core of the deposit. Depending 
on the type, intensity, and distribution of alteration, the assumption that the samples can be used 
to characterize the pit walls needs to be investigated. Should a “pyrite halo” be present, it is 
possible the pit walls have a different style of mineralization from the core of the deposit used to 
characterize the rock types. Conversely, mineralization intensity may decrease near the pit 
walls.  


 Since lead and zinc vein mineralization can be associated with distal propylitic porphyry 
alteration and skarn mineralization, the statistical characterization of metal distribution in the pit 
walls should be considered in addition to acid rock drainage (ARD) potential. 


 The statistical evaluation should be extended to consider hydrothermal alteration as a variable. 
 The characteristics of wall rock oxide materials should be provided. 


 
Geochemical analysis of the pit walls used various methods that included acid-base accounting (ABA), 
short-term extraction tests, and kinetic tests. ABA was used to characterize the potential for acidic 
conditions to develop in the pit walls but the effect of site mineralogy on the method was not presented: 


 Calibration of the conventional ABA method to site mineralogy needs to be considered. A more 
detailed description of the relevant mineralogy including acid generating, acid neutralizing, and 
water soluble minerals should be provided.  


 The calculation of acid potential (AP) appears to have been based on sulfide sulfur though 
description of the method used to calculate this could not be located. It appears that soluble 
sulfur is an important component of the rock (Tetra Tech, 2007b, Illustration 3.1). The 
mineralogical form of soluble sulfur is important as it may be acid generating (e.g. jarosite) or 
non-acid generating (e.g. gypsum) and should be evaluated for its contribution to AP.  
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 The Sobek Neutralization Potential (NP) method can lead to over-statement of site-available NP 
if silicate minerals react in the test. To address this concern, the carbonate mineralogy of the site 
should be described (e.g. presence of iron carbonates), carbonate analytical data should be 
presented and compared with NP, and the effect of silicates on NP should be investigated by 
comparing carbonate and NP determinations. 


 The possible effect of blasting on the release of mineral components to blast fines in the pit 
walls should be considered because the mineralization is described as “vein controlled.” 


 Based on these considerations, the application of conventional ARD criteria may need to be re-
considered for the site.  


Conceptual Geochemical Model 
The conceptual geochemical model for the pit lake is presented on page 5 of Tetra Tech (2010). The 
model should be expanded to include the following considerations: 


 The assumed configuration of broken rock in the pit walls; 
 The processes leading to leaching of potential contaminants from the pit walls considering the 


roles of oxidation, dissolution, and water rock interactions; 
 Mechanisms for attenuation of acidity and metal loadings from pit walls; 
 The effect of submergence of pit walls by the rising pit lake; 
 Geochemical reactions between pit lake and walls;  
 The potential role of limnological processes in pit lake development (e.g. meromixis); and 
 In the event that chemically reducing conditions develop in the pit lake, the effect on attenuation 


and mobilization of potential contaminants (e.g. arsenic). 


Pit Walls Source Term 
SRK understands the pit wall source term was developed by assigning runoff water chemistry to each 
rock type component of the walls and then allowing this loading to enter the pit lake in proportion to the 
exposure of these rock types in the pit walls (Tetra Tech, 2010, Illustration 4.01).  


SRK understands from Tetra Tech (2010, page 13) that loading calculations for the pit walls were based 
on concentrations taken directly from short-term leach tests (STLTs) because the sulfide content of the 
rock is low and the tests represent short term contact between water and rock. Assuming our 
understanding is correct, SRK disagrees with this approach and suggests it may significantly under-
predict concentrations in the wall runoff. STLTs use a much higher liquid to solid ratio than will occur 
under field conditions, contact time in the test may not be sufficient to represent the contact of slow 
moving water in pit walls, and single pass leachate contact does not demonstrate equilibration of the 
solids with contact water. Further, testing of core samples may not represent the accumulation of 
secondary minerals that occurs in pit walls between flushing caused by intermittent storm events.  


These concerns are illustrated by the sulfate source term. For the majority of rock types, sulfate source 
terms are well below 20 mg/L (exceptions are the Epitaph and Horquilla Limestones at 254 and 110 
mg/L, respectively). These concentrations are well below the theoretical solubility of gypsum (1600 
mg/L), which appears to be present to varying degrees in the pit walls. The effect of solution ratio is 
shown by comparing field and laboratory kinetic tests (Tetra Tech, 2007b, Illustration 3.7). The field 
kinetic tests commonly produced sulfate concentrations exceeding 200 mg/L compared to 
concentrations well below 100 mg/L for the parallel laboratory tests. The kinetic tests also produced 
concentrations above 100 mg/L for the initial flush, which would appear to represent initial contact 
water. 


 To address this concern, the pit wall source terms should be re-calculated using an approach that 
considers scale-up from laboratory to site conditions. The approach could consider differences 
in solution ratios for extraction tests, or scale-up of kinetic test results. Both approaches should 
ensure that secondary mineral dissolution controls are incorporated. 







SRK Consulting     
Review of Geochemical Pit Lake Predictive Model     Page 9 of 11 


 


DRAFT AND DELIBERATIVE. NOT FOR PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 


Pit_Lake_Predict_Model_Techmemo_183101_VIU& SJD_20100503_FNL_2.Docx 


 The revised source terms should include the potential effect of acidification. It is understood that 
one of the model runs considered acidification of the Bolsa Quartzite (Tetra Tech, 2010, page 
26), but the use of humidity cell data may not be appropriate with scaling of the results to site 
conditions. 


 The use of sub-detection limit values should be explained. For example, the detection limits for 
selenium in the SPLPs is 0.04 mg/L, which is well above the water quality standard. The 
modeling inputs (Tetra Tech, 2010, Appendix D) show a large number of parameters as “0” 
mg/L.  


 
The source terms presented are for pit wall runoff. Should that not already be included, additional source 
terms are needed for: 


 Leaching of oxidized walls that occurs as the pit lake water-level rises; and 
 Possible reactions of pit lake water with wall rock due to chemically reducing conditions, should 


these develop. 


Pit Lake Water Chemistry 
SRK understands the pit lake water chemistry model was based on mass balance, then the final output 
from the DSM model at Year 200 was evaluated for thermodynamic controls using PHREEQC (Tetra 
Tech, 2010, page 25). The modeling used a selection of mainly plausible secondary minerals to control 
water chemistry (Tetra Tech, 2010, Table 6.01). Minerals like barium arsenate, huntite, and magnesite 
may form theoretically but they rarely form from natural surface waters. Other components may co-
precipitate rather than form discrete minerals (e.g. radium sulfate). The modeling also incorporated the 
effect of adsorption by iron oxides. This latter effect may be limited because most of the walls are 
predicted to be non-acidic and iron solubility will be limited. Additional clarification is suggested to 
improve understanding of the model: 


 Provide sample calculation of mass balance. 
 Update Table 6.02 (Tetra Tech, 2010) to compare mass balance chemistry and chemistry 


calculated by PHREEQC, to allow the effect of modeling assumptions to be evaluated. 
 Provide graphs to illustrate the progress of concentrations as the pit lake fills. 
 Provide a culpability analysis to illustrate sources of loading for each parameter in addition to 


TDS (Tetra Tech, 2010, Illustration 5.05).  
 


For review purposes, it is useful to consider whether the modeled calculations can be reproduced using a 
simple scoping level calculation. SRK used the various graphical (Illustration 5.03) and tabulated (Table 
4.01, 4.02, 4.03) input models in Tetra Tech (2010) and was able to calculate within 5 percent the 
predicted concentrations of sulfate and chloride in the pit lake at year 200. The calculation confirmed the 
significance of groundwater in terms of loading contribution. Using the scoping level calculation, it was 
determined that re-evaluation of source terms to reflect scale-up could lead to pit walls having a greater 
influence on pit lake chemistry including elements mobile under non-acidic conditions and with limited 
sorption capacity. For example, sulfate concentrations could be four times those predicted, and based on 
experience, selenium concentrations will likely be greater than predicted.  


 As a further check on the model, the report might consider adding regional comparisons of 
actual pit lake chemistry, such as that of the ASARCO Mission mine, which has similar pit wall 
formations and deposit chemistry. 


4 Conclusions and Recommendations 


The descriptions of the model provided in the reviewed report do not allow SRK to determine the 
reliability of the predictions of pit lake water chemistry during post-mining conditions.  
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In our opinion: 


a. Existing inconsistencies in the description of components of the water balance should be 
resolved; components of the water balance should be consistent with parameters used in the 
groundwater flow model. 


b. Groundwater inflow to the pit lake should be re-evaluated. The re-evaluation should be based on 
the groundwater model presently being updated by M&A using the recommendations described 
in SRK (2010) and the correct application of precipitation, evaporation, and run-off data for pit 
lake simulations. 


c. Use of the DSM with stochastic parameters of precipitation, runoff, and evaporation combined 
with deterministic groundwater output from the numerical groundwater model is a very 
preliminary and inaccurate approach. This is due to the fact that both groundwater inflow and 
pit lake elevation depend on the meteorological parameters simulated in the groundwater model 
deterministically. By stochastically varying these parameters (precipitation, runoff, and 
evaporation), groundwater inflow will be different in time from that simulated in the 
groundwater model under an assumption of constant values of these parameters. 


d. The conceptual geochemical model for the pit lake does not appear to consider additional 
factors, as described above, that may influence pit water chemistry 


e. The current model may understate pit lake concentrations due to the method used to predict the 
chemistry of pit wall runoff. Revision of the wall source terms is recommended. 
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6 Reviewer Qualifications 


The Senior Reviewer for Geochemistry, Stephen Day, P. Geo., is a Principal Geochemist with SRK 
Consulting in Vancouver, Canada (résumé attached). Mr. Day has more than 30 years of experience in 
geochemistry; in particular, he has more than 10 years of experience in the development of waste 
management plans to address acid rock drainage and leaching of mine wastes in general, as related to 
hard rock mining. One area of Mr. Day’s expertise relevant to the present review is in the development 
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of prediction methods for mine planning and modeling of leachate chemistry. Mr. Day was directly 
responsible for reviewing the geochemistry of the pit lake predictive model. 


The Senior Reviewer for Hydrogeology, Vladimir Ugorets, Ph.D., is a Principal Hydrogeologist with 
SRK Consulting in Denver, Colorado (résumé attached). Dr. Ugorets has more than 31 years of 
professional experience in hydrogeology, developing and implementing groundwater flow and solute-
transport models related to mine dewatering, groundwater contamination, and water resource 
development. Dr. Ugorets’ areas of expertise are in design and optimization of extraction-injection well 
fields, development of conceptual and numerical groundwater flow and solute-transport models, and 
dewatering optimization for open-pit, underground and in-situ recovery mines. Dr. Ugorets was directly 
responsible for reviewing the hydrogeology of the pit lake predictive model. 
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Profession Professional Geoscientist 


Education M.Sc, Geochemistry, University of British Columbia 1988. 
B.Sc., Geology, University of British Columbia 1985. 


Registrations/
Affiliations 


Professional Geoscientist (BC) No. 18,467. 
Professional Geologist (Northwest Territories and Nunavut) No 
L1283. 
Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of B.C. 
Fellow of the Geological Association of Canada. 
Fellow, The Association of Applied Geochemists. 


 
Specialisation Stephen Day is Principal Geochemist at SRK's Vancouver office. He is an 


experienced specialist in the development of waste management plans to address 
acid rock drainage and leaching of mine wastes in general. He has particular 
expertise in the development of prediction methods for mine planning and modeling 
of leachate chemistry. His project experience includes development of innovative 
approaches to management of potentially acid generating wastes at new mines, 
assessment of existing waste disposal facilities at operating and abandoned mines to 
determine options for reduction or elimination of contaminated drainage, and 
environmental audits of mines. 


 
Certification Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). 


Hazardous Wastes Operations and Emergency Response (OSHA 29 CFR 1910)  
40-hour course. 


 
Employment Record 
1998 – Present  SRK Consulting (Canada) Inc., Principal Geochemist 


 
1992 – 1998 Dames & Moore, Senior Geochemist/Manager, Geosciences 


 
1989 – 1992 Norecol Environmental Consultants Ltd., Geochemist 


 
1987 – 1989 British Columbia Geological Survey, Geochemist 
 
Publications Fifteen technical papers on metal leaching and acid rock drainage studies, stream 


sediment sampling, formation of placer deposits, mineral exploration in glacial 
terrains. 
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Key Experience: New Mine Approvals and Permitting 
 
PolyMet Mining Corp., Northmet Project, Minnesota (1999-2001, 2004-current) 
• Development and implementation of geochemical test program, and water quality predictions for 


proposed open pit PGM, nickel and copper mine at the facilities of an existing iron mine. 
 
Taseko Mines, Properity Project (2006-current) 
• Geochemical assessment of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit copper-gold mine. 
 
Niblack Mining, Niblack Project (2006) 
• Review of geochemical aspects for permitting of underground exploration development. 
 
Teck Cominco, Morelos Project (2006-2008) 
• Geochemical assessment of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit gold mine. 
 
Miramar, Doris North Project (2006-current). 
• Geochemical characterization of quarry rock 
 
AES Wapiti Coal Project, Hillsborough Resources (2006) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and coal for proposed drag line coal mine. 
 
Horizon Project, Hillsborough Resources (2006) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and coal processing products for proposed underground and 


open pit coal project. 
 
Barrick Gold, Donlin Creek Project (2006-current) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for proposed open pit gold mine. 


 
Westhawk Development Corp., Coal Creek Project (2006). 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and proposed small coal mine. 
 
Crowflight Minerals, Bucko Mine (2005) 
• Geochemical characterization of rock and tailings for proposed underground nickel mine. 


 
Doublestar Resources, Catface Project 
• Geochemical characterization of rock and tailings for proposed open pit copper mine. 
 
Novagold Corporation, Galore Creek Project (2004-current) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold mine 
 


Pebble Partnership, Pebble Project (2004-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization. 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold-molybdenum mine 
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bcMetals Corporation, Red Chris Project (2003-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed open pit 


copper-gold mine 
 


Brule Project, Western Canadian Coal (2004-2006) 
• Geochemical characterization, water chemistry predictions and input to waste management planning for 


a coal mine 
 
Dillon Mine, Western Canadian Coal (2004) 
• Geochemical characterization, water chemistry predictions and input to waste management planning for 


small coal mine 
 
Doublestar Resources Limited, Sustut Copper Project (2001-2003) 
• Assessment of geochemical issues for proposed copper mine 
• General permitting assistance under the BC Environmental Assessment Process 
 


 
Barrick Gold Corp, Pascua Project, Chile/Argentina (1999-2001) 
• Assessment of waste rock and tailings geochemistry and prediction of drainage quality 
 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources, True North Project (2000-2002) 
• Review of expansion proposals for the Fort Knox Mine 
 


BHP Billiton Diamonds, Ekati Diamond MineTM, Northwest Territories (2001-Current) 
• Characterization of waste rock and prediction of water quality for the Sable, Pigeon and Beartooth Pipes 
• Compilation of Waste Rock Management Plans 
 


Crystal Graphite Corporation, Black Crystal Graphite Project, British Columbia (2001-2002) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for a proposed graphite mine 
 


Teck Corp, Pogo Project, Alaska (1996-2004) 
• Geochemical characterization 
• Prediction of water quality impacts and recommendations for waste handling at a proposed underground 


gold mine 
 


Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, Northwest Territories (1999-2001) 
• Review of geochemical aspects of Diavik Diamond Mines 
 


Coeur d’Alene Mines, San Bartolome Project, Bolivia (2001-2002) 
• Geochemical characterization of waste rock and tailings for a proposed silver mine 
 


Manalta Coal, Telkwa Coal Project, B.C. (1991-2000) 
• Development of waste management plan to address acid drainage potential 
 


Sutton Resources, Bulyanhulu Project, Tanzania (1997-1998) 
• Waste management planning and prediction of impacts for proposed underground gold mine 
 


Teck Corp, Marte Lobo Project, Chile (1997) 
• Assessment of potential impacts to groundwater due to waste rock leaching at proposed open pit gold 


mine 
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Pine Valley Coal, Willow Creek Coal Project, B.C. (1996-1997) 
• Baseline evaluation of acid generation potential and water quality for proposed coal mine 
 


Teck Corp, Petaquilla Project, Panama (1996-1997) 
• Prediction of potential impacts due to leaching of waste rock at proposed open pit copper mine 
 


Cominco, Kudz-Ze-Kaya project, YT (1996) 
• Retained to address acid generation issues in waste management plan for proposed zinc-copper-lead 


mine 
 


Termopacifico, Colombia (1994) 
• Assessment of existing waste management for small coal mines as part of proposed thermal power plant 
 
Manhattan Minerals, Moris Mine, Mexico (1993) 
• Developed closure plan for proposed heap leach gold mine.  Also addressed acid generation issues 
 
TVI, Canatuan Project, Philippines (1993) 
• Development of waste management plan for proposed gold mine 
 


El Condor, Kemess South Project, B.C. (1992) 
• Evaluated natural weathering of rock and soil in support of waste management plan for proposed copper 


mine 
 


Brewery Creek (1991) 
• Soil and vegetation geochemistry study 
 


Galore Creek Project (1991) 
• Conducted initial assessment of acid generation at proposed large porphyry copper mine 
 


Snip Mine (1991) 
• Developed cyanide degradation model for tailings pond 
 


Berg Project (1990) 
• Investigated acid generation in waste rock and proposed waste handling approach for porphyry copper 


mine 
 


Taiwan Limestone Project (1990) 
• Conducted environmental assessment of proposed limestone quarry 
 


Geddes Resources, Windy Craggy Project, B.C. (1989-1991) 
• Investigated acid generation in waste rock, tailings, and underground workings and developed waste 


management plan for proposed massive sulphide copper mine 
 


Cinola Project (1989-1990) 
• Development of waste rock and tailings management plan for proposed epithermal gold mine 
 


Cheni Gold Mines (1989) 
• Developed waste rock handling plan for potentially acid generating rock at gold vein mine 
 


Silver Butte Mine (1989) 
• Interpreted acid generation data for waste rock and underground development for proposed massive 


sulphide base metal mine 
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Confidential Client 
• Due diligence audit for a proposed porphyry copper mine  
• Prediction of impacts due to rock and tailings leaching and recommendation of waste management 


strategies 
 


Key Experience:  Operating Mines  
 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation and Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company, 
Greens Creek Mine 
• Team leader for environmental audit of an underground silver mine. 


 
Elk Valley Coal Corporation (2007-current) 
• Development of a geochemical model for leaching of selenium to the Elk River  and Cardinal River from 


six large open pit coal mines. 
 
Imperial Metals, Mount Polley Mine (2004-Current) 
• Geochemical characterization and water quality predictions for mine expansion. 
• Water quality predictions for closure of copper heap leach. 
 
Inmet, Troilus Mine (2005) 
• Development of an approach for waste rock segregation at open pit copper gold mine. 
 
BHP Billiton, Mina Tintaya (2005-2006) 
• Evaluation of selenium sources in waste rock and downstream attenuation and transport. 
• Geochemical characterization for closure planning. 
 
TeckCominco, Elkview Coal Mine (2003) 
• Detailed assessment of occurrence and release of selenium from mine facilities, and recommendations 


for management approaches 
 
Teck Cominco Alaska, Red Dog Mine, Alaska (1997-Current) 
• Development of innovative methods for characterization of the geochemical behaviour of waste rock 
• Ongoing geochemical advice and interpretation 
 


Thompson Creek Mining, Endako Mine (1999-2000) 
• Assessment of waste rock geochemistry 
 


Huckleberry Mines Limited (1996-current) 
• Ongoing advice to operating open pit copper and molybdenum on waste management and prediction of 


long term water quality impacts 
 


TeckCominco, Luscar Ltd., Fording Coal, Elk Valley Coal Mines, British Columbia (1999-2002) 
• Technical review of university research on the occurrence and release of selenium from waste rock 
 


Hudson Bay Mining and Smelting (1998) 
• Environmental audit of more than ten massive sulphide copper and zinc mines, mills and associated 


smelter 
 


Confidential, Colombia (1997) 
• Assessment of existing environmental liabilities and scoping of environmental impact assessment for an 


operating coal mine as part of due diligence review 
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Cominco Trail Operations, B.C. (1993) 
• Developed slag pile leachate model for proposed slag disposal site 
 


Gold Mine Yellowknife, NWT (1993) 
• Environmental assessment of operating gold mine as part of due diligence 
 


Macrae Mining, New Zealand (1993) 
• Presented arguments on acid generation thresholds in tailings.  Evaluated reports on arsenic leaching 


from waste rock and tailings 
 


Equity Silver Mines (1991) 
• Developed water quality model for an acid generating open pit to address disposal of water treatment 


sludge in pit 
 
Tanco Mining company (1991) 
• Environmental audit of tantalum mine and mill 
 
Endako Mines (1990) 
• Evaluated acid generation potential of waste rock and tailings at molybdenum mine 
 
Key Experience:  Mine Closure Planning 
 
Barrick Gold, Nickel Plate Mine (2005) 
• Geochemical characterization for closure planning of waste rock, mine workings and tailings from open 


pit gold mine. 
 
Teck Cominco, Pine Point Mine (2006) 
• Evaluation of monitoring requirements for tailings discharge. 
 
Teck Cominco Alaska, Red Dog Mine (2003-Current) 
• Water quality predictions for mine closure planning 
 
Deloitte & Touche, Faro Mine (2002-Current) 
• Design and implementation of geochemical studies for closure planning 
 


BHP Billiton, Island Copper Mine (2001-2005) 
• Geochemical studies for closure planning 
• Chemical load modelling 
 
Hudson Bay Mining and Smelting, Flin Flon Operations (2005) 
• Input to estimation of closure costs. 
 
Teck Cominco, HB Mine (2005) 
• Review of geochemical issues for tailings. 
 
Viceroy Resources, Brewery Creek Mine (2002-2004) 
• Evaluation of water quality aspects related to closure. 
• Assessment of selenium leaching. 
 
Inmet, Samatosum Mine (2003) 
• Environmental audit of former open pit copper-silver mine. 
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BHP Billiton, Confidential Internal Reviews (2002) 
• Reviewed geochemical aspects of closure plans for two mines 
 


BHP Billiton, Robinson Mine, Nevada (2001-2002) 
• Geological and geochemical characterization of waste rock as part of closure planning for a large open 


pit copper mine 
• Operation of a field laboratory for determination of leachable metal concentrations 
 


British Columbia Ministry of Water Land and Air Protection, Britannia Mine, British Columbia 
(2001-Current) 
• Evaluation of the effects of the use of mine workings for storage of contaminated mine water prior to 


treatment 
 


Highland Valley Copper, Highmont Mine, BC (2000-2001) 
• Geochemical assessment of tailings for closure planning 
 


Dupont Canada, Baker Mine, B.C. (1999-Current) 
• Evaluation of long term drainage quality for an inactive underground gold and silver mine 
• Closure Planning 
 


TeckCominco Ltd., Sa Dena Hes Mine, Yukon Territory (1999-Current) 
• Assessment of geochemical characteristics of underground lead-zinc mines, waste rock and tailings, and 


downstream loading and impact assessment 
 


Environment Canada, Mount Washington Mine, B.C. (1999-2000) 
• Assessment of geochemistry as part of closure planning for a inactive open-pit copper mine 
 


Holden Mine, Washington State (1998-Current) 
• Support for Feasibility Study for closure of underground mine, waste rock and tailings 
• Development of a site geochemical model to support selection of closure measures for a disused 


underground copper and zinc mine 
 


Westmin Resources, Premier Gold Mine, B.C. (1998-2002) 
• Prediction of long term geochemical behaviour of waste rock and tailings at an open pit gold mine 
 


Homestake, Snip Mine, B.C. (1998) 
• Prediction of post-closure impacts due to leaching of mine wastes at underground gold mine 
 


Confidential Client (1996) 
• Evaluated leaching of mercury from a former mercury mine as part of decommissioning 
 
COMIBOL, Bolivia (1996-1997) 
• Assessment of environmental issues for operating and closed mines as part of due diligence review 
 
Weldwood Canada, Various Properties, B.C. (1996) 
• Environmental evaluation of large area of former coal mining to assess remediation measures and 


potential costs 
 


Stronsay, B.C. and Sa Dena Hes, Y.T. projects (1993) 
• Initial assessment of potential environment liabilities 
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Kinross Gold, QR Gold Mine, B.C (1993, 1998-2000) 
• Predictions of post-closure impacts due to long term leaching of waste rock and pit walls at open pit gold 


mine 
 


Cominco, Sullivan Mine, B.C. (1992-1998) 
• Evaluation of metal leaching from oxidized waste rock and tailings as part of closure planning. 


Geochemical interpretation of regional groundwater chemistry downgradient of tailings facility.  
Modelling of dry cover materials for acid generating tailings 


 


Cominco, Pinchi Lake Mine (1994-1995) 
• Evaluation of mercury distribution and leaching from mine wastes as part of closure planning 
 
Survey of Abandoned Mines (1991) 
• Compiled data relating to acid generation potential at more than 1000 abandoned mines in British 


Columbia.  Assessed five coal and metal mine sites 
 
Key Experience:  Government Projects 
 
Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of British Columbia (2006-2007) 
• Delivered a short course acid rock drainage assessment (five venues 
 
MEND Program (2005-2006) 
• Lead author for a report on the effect of low temperatures on geochemical processes. 
 
U.S. Trade and Development Agency, Dominican Republic (2002) 
• Delivered part of a short course to federal government personnel on acid rock drainage assessment and 


remediation 
 
State of Alaska (2001) 
• Workshop on mine site geochemical assessment 
 
Canadian International Development Agency, Peru (2000-2001) 
• Preparation of guidelines for inspection of mines 
 
MEND Program (2000-2001) 
• Managed and co-authored preparation of report titled Acidic Rock Drainage and Technology Gap 


Analysis 
 


MEND Program (1996-2000) 
• Co-author of technology manual on acid rock drainage prediction, control and treatment 
 


MEND Program (1998) 
• Reviewed and assisted with selection section of Procedures for Assessing the Subaqueous Stability of 


Oxidized Waste Rock 
 


MEND Program (1997) 
• Co-authored Blending and Layering Waste Rock to Delay, Mitigate or Prevent Acid Generation 
 


MEND Program (1996) 
• Co-authored Guide for predicting water geochemistry from waste rock piles 
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Japan International Cooperation Agency, Brazil (1995-1996) 
• Part of a multi-disciplinary team led by Mitsubishi that evaluated remediation of coal mines in the State 


of Santa Catarina 
 


Indian and Northern Affairs (1994) 
• Prepared a long range research plan for acid rock drainage 
 


Mine Environment Neutral Drainage Program, Cinola Project, B.C. (1994) 
• Assessed long term potential for acid generation in waste rock and evaluated limestone addition to 


prevent acid release from waste rock 
 
QA/QC for Acid Generation Studies (1990) 
• Prepared manual for BC Acid Mine Drainage Task Force 
 


Review of Acid Generation Determination Methods (1990) 
• Assessed methods and recommended new approaches to testing for Energy, Mines and Resources 


Canada 
 


Acid Rock Drainage Technical Guide (1989) 
• Co-authored state-of-the-art manual covering prediction and monitoring of acid mine drainage 
 
Key Experience:  Contaminated Sites and Other Projects  
 
Ministry of Health 
• Directed sampling of 240 wells to assess potential pesticide contamination 
 


Fullerton Lumber 
• Assessed soil contamination and potential approaches to on-site processing and soil remediation 
 


Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
• Assessed soil, sediment and water contamination at a marine repair station.  Developed and costed 


remediation options 
 


Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
• Assessed contaminated woodfill on Crown lands.  Developed and costed remediation options 
 


Western Steel 
• Interpretation of arsenic sludge chemistry. 
 


Grand Metropolitan 
• Assessment and management of several hydrocarbon underground storage tanks 
 


Transport Canada 
• Senior review of project to assess liabilities associated with underground fuel storage tanks at 28 remote 


beacon sites 
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Profession Principal Hydrogeologist 
 


Education M.S. (Mining Engineering/Hydrogeology) Geology-
Prospecting Institute, Moscow Russia 


Ph.D. (Hydrogeology) Geology-Prospecting 
Institute, Moscow Russia 


 
Registrations/ 
Affiliations 


Senior Scientist in Hydrogeology, USSR/Russia 
National Ground Water Association 
MSHA 
 


 
 
Specialization Mining Hydrogeology, Groundwater Modeling, and Wellfield Optimization. 


 
Expertise Dr. Ugorets has more than 31 years of professional experience in hydrogeology, 


developing and implementing groundwater flow and solute-transport models 
related to mine dewatering, groundwater contamination, and water resource 
development.  Dr. Ugorets’ areas of expertise are in design and optimization of 
extraction-injection wellfields, development of conceptual and numerical 
groundwater flow and solute-transport models, and dewatering optimization for 
open-pit, underground and ISR mines. 


 
Employment Record 
 
2007 – Present  SRK Consulting (U.S.), Inc., Principal Hydrogeologist 


Denver, CO 
 


1996 – 2007  Hydrologic Consultants Inc. (HCI), Senior Hydrogeologist 
Lakewood, CO 
 


1991 – 1995  Hydrogeoecological Research and Design Co (HYDEC), Lead Hydrogeologist  
Moscow, Russia 
 


1978 – 1990  Geology-Prospecting Institute (MGRI), Senior Scientist in Hydrogeology 
Moscow, Russia 
 


 
Languages Russian, English 
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Publications  
English  
 Ugorets V.I. and Howell, R.L. 2008 “3-D Characterization of Groundwater Flow in 


Hard-Rock Uranium Deposits”, presented at 2nd International Symposium – 
Uranium: Resources and Production, VIMS, Moscow, p. 120-121. 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., Howell, R.L., and Mahoney, J.J. 2006 “Challenges to Hydrogeologic 


Investigations in the Canadian North”, presented at 59th Canadian Geotechnical 
Conference and 7th Joint CGS/IAH-CNC Groundwater Specialty Conference 
(seatoskygeo.ca), October 2006, Vancouver. Sea to Sky Geotechnique,  p. 1608-1612 


 
 Ugorets, V.I., and MacDonald, A. K. 2003 “Design and Optimization of Mine 
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Key Experience:  Mining Hydrogeology 


• Grasberg Copper/Gold Mine, West Papua (Indonesia): Conducted site characterization, design of 
hydrogeologic testing, and review of Grasberg open pit and EESS underground mine dewatering on 
semi-annual and annual basis.  Developed a series of conceptual hydrogeologic models and groundwater 
flow models of the Ertsberg Mining District.  Modeling has included development of regional and 
"window" models, the latter for detailed analysis of pore pressures related to slope stability in open pit 
and dewatering of underground block caves.  Predicted inflow and pore pressures in Grasberg open pit as 
input to slope stability analysis Predicted inflow to underground mines (the existing IOZ and DOZ block 
cave mines and the proposed Kucing Liar, and Grasberg Deep block caves, and Big Gossan mine) from 
karstic limestones under very high (but variable) precipitation.  Estimated the persistence of mill water 
supply during periods of El Niño-induced drought.  Evaluated major groundwater sources in vicinity of 
Grasberg pit and EESS underground mine based on water chemistry fingerprints.  Conducted ARD study 
and predicted quantity and quality of groundwater captured by existing developments and proposed ARD 
capture drifts and missed water in Wanagon basin. Conducted regional hydrogeology study and 
developed regional groundwater flow model of Ertsberg mining district to predict potential migration of 
ARD during post-mining conditions as part of Integrated Control and Capture Plan (ICCP).  Conducted 
training in hydrogeologic data analysis and groundwater flow modeling for PTFI personnel. Developed a 
special numerical algorithm to simulate non-Darcian flow into underground openings from highly 
transmissive geologic structures.   


• Snap Lake Diamond Project, Northwest Territories (Canada): Developed a conceptual 
hydrogeological, numerical groundwater flow, and hydrogeochemical mixing modes.  Work has included 
a) planning and evaluating the results of hydrogeologic drilling, testing, and groundwater sampling from 
existing underground workings, b) developing a conceptual hydrogeologic model of the kimberlite dyke 
partially beneath a lake within open talik and partially below a permafrost, c) predicting inflow to the 
proposed underground mine, d)simulating hydrologic effect of paste backfilling on mine water discharge, 
and e) predicting the water quality of the mine discharge under lake and lake draining scenarios by using 
mixing simulations based on TDS vs. depth profile.  Participated in numerous Technical Group meetings 
to provide hydrogeological input in design and instrumentation of mine test panels for geotechnical 
analysis. All work was completed for pre-production studies of existing mine and business case 
improvement studies for expanded mine. 


• Gahcho Kué  Diamond Project, Northwest Territories (Canada): Conducted hydrogeological 
investigation for desktop and pre-feasibility studies including: a) planning and analyzing results from 
hydrogeologic testing program (packer and airlift recovery tests and from Westbay monitoring wells, b) 
developing a comprehensive conceptual hydrogeologic model including kimberlite pipes, permafrost, 
and open/closed taliks, c) developing a series of numerical groundwater flow and solute transport 
models, d) predicting inflow to multiple open pits, e) estimating impacts to surface-water bodies in the 
vicinity of the pits, f) predicting the water quality of the mine water discharge, g) estimating leakage 
around/under man-made dykes for lake drainage scenario, and f) simulating pit lake infilling and post-
mining hydrogeologic conditions taking into consideration a density effect.  Represented client at 
numerous meetings with permitting agencies. 


• Fort à la Corne and Star Diamond Projects, Saskatchewan (Canada): Conducted hydrogeologic 
investigations for three diamond  projects, including: a) planning and analyzing results of hydrogeologic 
drilling and testing (including 4 pumping tests), b) developing a comprehensive conceptual 
hydrogeologic model, c) developing numerical axisymmetric and 3D groundwater flow models, d) 
predicting inflow to the open pits and designing dewatering systems,  e) predicting pore pressures in pit 
walls as input for the slope-stability analysis, and f) estimating potential environmental impacts to water 
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levels and streamflows during  mining/dewatering and pit lake infilling.  Represented client at meeting 
with permitting agencies. 


• Victor Diamond Project in Ontario (Canada): Developed a series of conceptual hydrogeologic and 
numerical groundwater flow models for desktop, pre-feasibility, feasibility, and pre-production studies.  
Work has included a) planning and analyzing results of hydrogeologic investigations (drilling and 
testing, including 3 long-term pumping tests), b) developing a comprehensive conceptual hydrogeologic 
model of a karstified limestone groundwater system recharged by surface water through overburden, c) 
predicting inflow to the proposed open pit, d) designing an dewatering system with an optimal pumping 
rates and schedule of installation, and e) estimating potential environmental impacts to streamflows, 
ponds, and muskeg during mining/dewatering and pit- lake infilling. Represented client at numerous 
meetings with regulators and at public hearings, and prepared detailed discussions of potential 
environmental impacts. 


• Aquarius Gold Project, Ontario (Canada): Developed conceptual hydrogeologic model of area of the 
proposed Aquarius open pit mine.  Conducted groundwater flow modeling of inflow to proposed open pit 
and designed an optimal dewatering system by using traditional pumping wells. Predicted potential 
effects of dewatering on trout-bearing streams and lake levels within a nearby provincial park and 
designed potential groundwater mitigation measures.  Completed groundwater flow modeling of freeze 
wall system around the proposed pit and developed hydrogeological input for freeze wall design.  


• Skyline Coal Mine, Utah: Conducted groundwater flow modeling to evaluate various alternative 
sources and pathways of groundwater inflow to the underground mine and estimated the effect of mine 
inflow and pumping on surface-water resources.  Predicted long-term dewatering requirements for mine 
expansion, and assessed Probable Hydrologic Consequences to surface resources using numerical 
groundwater flow model.  Represented client at numerous meetings with permitting agencies, water 
boards, and plaintiff groups. 


• Premier Diamond Project, South Africa: Developed axisymmetric groundwater model to predict 
passive inflow to the open pit and pore pressures in pit walls during future mining development. 


• Confidential Mine Dewatering Project, Russia: Analysis of all available hydrogeological data and 
developing recommendations regarding dewatering requirements for different alternative mining 
methods. Developed groundwater flow model to predict a) inflows to open pit and underground mine 
(under different mining methods) and b) associated environmental impacts to the surface-water bodies 
and shallow groundwater system. 


• Confidential Coal Project, Virginia: Developed groundwater flow model to a) predict inflow to 
underground coal mine and b) evaluate possible hydrogeologic effect of underground mining on water 
levels within shallow groundwater systems.  


• Confidential Mine Dewatering of Silver and Gold Deposits in Mexico (states of Durango and 
Nayarit): Conducted a technical audit of existing hydrogeological data and developed plan for an 
effective dewatering system of underground mine workings for the first deposit. Conducted 
hydrogeological investigations to evaluate possible groundwater inflows to proposed underground mine 
at the Scoping Study level for the second deposit.  


• Uranium Deposits in the Athabasca Basin (Central Canada) – two confidential projects: Developed 
a program of field hydrogeological work and performed an analysis for the collected hydrogeological 
data to make assessment of groundwater inflow to proposed underground mine for the first project. 
Comprehensive data analysis and predictions of possible inflows were made based on developed 
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numerical groundwater model. Peer review of the dewatering requirements for an underground mine was 
completed for the second project at the Feasibility Study level, based on additional groundwater flow 
modeling conducted. 


• Uranium ISR Projects in Russia and Kazakhstan – three confidential projects: Completed a 
technical audit of possible uranium recovery by ISR mining. Conducted a comprehensive ISR numerical 
modeling of one of the projects, including simulation of streamlines and reactive mass transport along 
them, to evaluate maximum uranium recovery from four paleochannels. 


• Hard Rock Uranium Deposits in Russia – five confidential projects: Implemented a technical audit 
and hydrogeological study of groundwater inflow to proposed underground mines, quality of mine water 
discharge, possible impact to the surface-water bodies. Two 3-D numerical groundwater flow models 
were developed for two projects at the Pre-Feasibility Study level. 


• Uranium deposit in Niger – a confidential project: Completed an analysis of available 
hydrogeological data and made an expert opinion on the possibilities of using ISR method to mine the 
uranium deposit.  


• Coal deposit in Russia – a confidential project:  Completed hydrogeological study of possible water 
inflow into underground longwall mine workings and impact to a river flow. Predictions and sensitivity 
analysis were conducted based on developed 3-D numerical groundwater flow model, calibrated to all 
available hydrogeological data collected for both pre-mining steady state and trial dewatering transient 
conditions. Recommendations were developed to reduce uncertainties in hydrogeological 
characterization, to bring project to the required Feasibility Study level.  


• Confidential Mine Dewatering Project in Columbia: Technical audit of available hydrogeological 
data, development and implementation of field hydrogeological program, and assessment by 
groundwater modeling of possible groundwater inflow to expanded open pit operation mined in vicinity 
of the river. 


• Polimetallic Ore Deposit in Russia (Kola Peninsula): Analysis of the available hydrogeological data 
and the previously performed studies to substantiate the possible impact of proposed in-pit dewatering to 
a shallow groundwater system and surface water bodies as part of the ESIA.  


• Gold Deposit Project in Pakistan: Analysis of the available hydrogeological data and the previously 
performed studies to substantiate the possible impact of proposed in-pit dewatering and mine water 
supply wellfield to a shallow groundwater system as part of the ESIA. 


Key Experience:  Russia and Former USSR (1978-1995) 


Hydrogeological investigation and numerical modeling of groundwater development for potable, thermal, 
and industrial water supplies and mine dewatering in complex hydrogeologic settings.  Developed and 
implemented numerical algorithms for optimizing groundwater management under hydrogeologic, 
environmental, and economic constraints.  


 Specific project experience includes: 


• Groundwater flow modeling to estimate inflow and design dewatering system for Vorontsovskoy open 
pit gold mine in Ural region of Russia. 
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• Wellfield optimizing based on the groundwater flow models to quantify safe yield at the Priokskii 
(Moscow region), Lesnoe (Tataria), Pozhneyal-Sediuskii (Komi), Avatchinskii (Kamchatka), and Minsk 
(Belarus) water-supply projects. 


• Optimizing pumping from the extraction wells at low salinity groundwater system in Mangyshlak Basin 
(West Kazakhstan) based on numerical 3-D groundwater flow model. Developing an analytical solution 
of a complex aquifer-well-pump-pipeline system and selecting appropriate pumping equipment to 
provide optimal withdrawal. Applying basic principles and methods of automated groundwater 
monitoring systems for water resource management.  


• Developing conceptual, analytical, and numerical methods of wellfield optimization to design cost-
effective water supply systems in complex hydrogeologic settings for Sredne-Kliazminsky site in 
Moscow region. 


• Determining safe yield and optimal pumping rates of water-supply wells in multi-aquifer systems, within 
Malkin groundwater basin in North Caucasus area, and plan protection against contamination and 
depletion. 


• Developing integrated numerical modeling system including groundwater flow, mass transport, and heat 
transport for Slaviansko-Troitsky iodine-bearing groundwater basin in Kuban to maximize safe yield, 
optimize wellfield of extraction and injection wells, and develop most rational method of water 
management. 


• Using groundwater flow models to optimize locations and pumping rates of wells to minimize 
operational and environmental costs at Donetsk (Ukraine) and Ala-Artchinsky (Kirgizstan) water-supply 
projects. 


• Designing and conducting laboratory column tests, experimenting with physical models, and evaluating 
field infiltration ponds to assess feasibility of purifying waste water through sandy deposits for the 
uranium mine in Western Kazakhstan. 


• Developing numerical code (OPTLIB) for simulation of groundwater flow and wellfield optimization 
under multi-disciplinary constraints. This code was used during hydrogeological studies for all projects 
in Russia and Former USSR listed above. 
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Technical Memorandum 
 


To: Dale Ortman, P.E. Date: April 30, 2010 


cc: Tom Furgason, SWCA  


File, SRK 


From: Mike Sieber, P.E, SRK 
Stephen Day, P.Geo. SRK 
Vladimir Ugorets, PhD, SRK 


Subject: Technical Review of Infiltration, Seepage, 
Fate and  Transport Modeling Report,  
Tetra Tech, 2010, Prepared for Rosemont 
Copper Company   


Project #: 183101 


 


A technical review has been undertaken, and this Technical Memorandum prepared at the request of 
SWCA and the Coronado National Forest, in accordance with a request for a Statement of Work dated 
February 17, 2010. Provided here are comments related to the review of the, Infiltration Seepage, Fate 
and Transport Modeling Report, prepared for the Rosemont Copper Company by Tetra Tech (2010b). 
These comments were prepared by Mike Sieber, Stephen Day, and Vladimir Ugorets of SRK 
Consulting, Inc. (SRK). Editorial review was completed by Cori Hoag and Larry Cope, also of SRK. 


The seepage, fate and transport modeling report and supporting documents from Tetra Tech regarding 
the 2007 geochemical characterization (Tetra Tech, 2007a and Tetra Tech, 2007b) and the Dry Stack 
Tailings Storage Facility Design Report (AMEC, 2009, Appendix D) and the Mine Plan of Operations 
(WestLand Resources, 2007) were reviewed as part of this effort.  


This memorandum is organized into two sections, corresponding to the two topics under review:  


Section 1 - Infiltration and seepage modeling; and, 


Section 2 - Fate and transport (geochemical) modeling. 


The 2010 Tetra Tech report is well presented and well written, and as supported by the appendices, is in 
general comprehensive in scope. The GEO-SLOPE VADOSE/W code is industry standard infiltration-
seepage modeling software. However, SRK requests clarifications and additional supporting data, as 
well as an explanation for several methodologies not clearly understood by the reviewers. The requests 
are indicated below in relevant sections. The models cannot be adequately judged as suitable and 
defensible without the requested information. 


1 INFILTRATION AND SEEPAGE MODELING 


1.1 Input Data  


This section summarizes the review of the climatic data and the saturated and unsaturated material 
properties used for the infiltration models. 
 


1.1.1 Site Climatic Data 
The Nogales 6 N weather station was selected for the Waste Rock Storage Area and Heap Leach Facility 
infiltration models. The precipitation and maximum and minimum temperature data appear reasonable. 
However, the Santa Rita weather station is closer to the Rosemont Project area and is at an elevation 
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closer to that of the project elevation than is the Nogales 6 N weather station. It is stated in Appendix B 
of the report that the Nogales 6 N pan evaporation data were adjusted to the Rosemont project site based 
on a linear extrapolation with each station’s elevation. However, illustration 3.2 in the text does not 
appear to be a simple linear extrapolation. Section 4.1.4 states that a correlation was performed to 
translate the Nogales pan evaporation data to the Rosemont Project, please explain the method used. 
Three climate conditions were used for the transient model, average climate conditions, 24-hour, 100 
year storm event, and multi-storm (approximately six inches of rain in seven days). What statistical 
method used to determine the 7-day storm event, it is not clear and cannot be understood form the 
description provided. 
 
The report states that precipitation was applied in a “sinusoidal function that peaks at noon. The 
distribution pattern in the model allows for peak rainfall over a short period around noon.” The transient 
log header in Appendix C states that average annual conditions are sinusoidal; however, the 
precipitation appears to be applied from 0 to 24 hours and nearly every day of the year. This does not 
appear to be average conditions in southern Arizona. A hydrograph of the simulated precipitation would 
aid in understanding the temporal distribution of precipitation. 
 


1.1.2 Site Material-Soil Data 
Section 5.3 of the report provides an explanation of unsaturated flow theory. Illustration 5.5 shows a 
generic soil water characteristic curve (SWCC) for two soils, however, an illustration of hydraulic 
conductivity as a function of capillary function or moisture content is not presented or discussed. 
Section 5.5.5 presents saturated hydraulic conductivity values for three waste rock materials, alluvium, 
and bedrock without providing either a range of values, or a source for the saturated hydraulic 
conductivity data. 
 
The conceptual model for the Waste Rock Storage Area shows three layers of waste rock, benches-
buttress, alluvial deposit, and bedrock, each with different properties. The model logs in Appendix C 
give a brief description of the material—Andesite—for unconsolidated waste rock and list the 
unsaturated properties. Section 5.5 state that laboratory and library parameters were used for unsaturated 
flow parameters. The laboratory work that was completed should include the data, laboratory name, and 
the ASTM methods that were used. The GEO-SLOPE library data should also be presented. SWCC and 
unsaturated hydraulic conductivity charts for the materials modeled should be presented in either the 
report or appendices. The charts in Figure 1 and Figure 2 below are examples of what is necessary to 
present a defensible infiltration-seepage model. In Appendix A, AMEC presented the SWCCs and a 
hydraulic conductivity function for the Dry Stack Tailings Storage Facility infiltration and seepage 
model. 
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Figure 1  Example of soil water characteristic curve (SWCC) 
 


 
 
Figure 2 Example of unsaturated hydraulic conductivity function 
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1.2 Heap Leach Facility Conceptual Model 


Infiltration-seepage modeling was completed to estimate the time required for draindown of the Heap 
Leach Facility (Heap) to drop to about 10 gpm. Appendix E describes the draindown modeling. Page 4 
paragraph 4 of the report states, “The primary difference between the spent ore and the waste rock is the 
moisture content of the materials.” Oxide ore placed on the heap is not the same material as waste rock 
in terms of mineral concentrations of copper-bearing minerals (oxide/carbonate/silicate/sulfide), 
associated gangue minerals like iron oxides/silicates/sulfides, clay, and calcite, and secondary minerals 
that will form in response to leaching. Although both the oxide ore and waste rock (bedrock) have been 
hydrothermally altered, the materials on the Heap will likely break into smaller size fractions owing to 
the intensity of alteration, and disaggregation that will occur during placement, exposure to raffinate, 
and ripping in the upper layer of each lift; the lifts within the Heap will also compact with burial depth. 
Raffinate leaching will cause the Heap material to break down to smaller particles and the leaching of 
the calcitic material will cause the formation of secondary sulfate minerals and gypsum. These reactions 
will likely significantly decrease saturated hydraulic conductivity. In addition, simulating the Heap 
Leach Facility materials as run-of-mine material may significantly under-estimate the duration for 
draindown.  SRK experience with draindown of an 89 MT heap in Arizona (larger than the estimated 60 
MT Rosemont heap) indicates a decrease in draindown to 20 gpm in 8 years. An estimate for the 
Rosemont Heap is that a decrease in draindown to about 10 gpm probably will take 8 to 10 years. 
During and after reclamation, the continued drainage from the Heap will have to be managed. 


1.3 Waste Rock Storage Area 


Based on the conceptual model text and the low-resolution figures SRK cannot ascertain the depth of the 
three simulated stages.   


1.4 Steady-State and Transient Solutions 


Section 5.7 states that the sequence of steady-state simulations were to “offer non-zero stating values for 
the subsequent transient modeling scenarios.” We assume the non-zero refers to the moisture content of 
the material. The water balance illustrations presented in the report begin with the water content at zero. 
Can this be explained. 


It is stated on Section 5.8, page 26 that, “Transient modeling provides a reasonable simulation of flow 
conditions within the Waste Rock Storage area, Heap Leach area, and the Dry Stack tailings facility.” 
The transient simulations reported in this report are one in year duration using average climatic 
conditions. However, movement of moisture through such materials often takes many years, a 
reasonable approach would be to conduct the 50-year transient simulations utilizing the entire 50-year 
climatic data set from the Nogales 6 N weather station.  


In addition, the averaging of daily climatic conditions into a single year likely miss-represents measured 
daily climate conditions. The apparent miss-representation may be evidenced in the simulated daily 
climate input data presented in Appendix C. Those data indicate that precipitation fell virtually every 
day of the year, the ranges in values for relative humidity are shown as broad and relatively invariable, 
and precipitation is shown to occur at all hours of the day for all days. Because of the muting of the data 
by the process of averaging, small amounts of precipitation (0.001 inch to 0.248 inches with a mean of 
0.048) falls on 255 days of the year. With evaporation exceeding precipitation on most days, such small 
precipitation values might be evaporated before infiltrating to depth, resulting in an under-estimate of 
the flux of water through the material. In reality, a few heavy rains can fall on humid days producing a 
significant source of water for infiltration. 


1.5 Illustrations and Tables 


Illustrations 5.6, 5.7, 5.10, 5.12, and 5.13 of the waste rock and heap leach conceptual models and 
numerical model results are too small to read annotations and the horizontal and vertical scales. The 
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values for moisture content and flux are often not legible. Illustration 5.22, presents the simulated 
volumetric moisture content distribution within the closed Heap, indicates upward flux from the base of 
the Heap. It is not clear to us how such a condition can exist, and we request that it be explained in text. 
 


2 FATE AND TRANSPORT (GEOCHEMICAL) MODELING 


2.1 General Comment 


The overall approach to modeling the water chemistry for each facility (waste rock, heap leach, dry 
stack) is similar. The models combine understanding about the composition of the waste facilities with 
data on leaching behavior and water flow to predict pore water chemistry. Geochemical modeling was 
used in some cases to predict final water chemistry. The overall approach is consistent with general 
practice and the data used as a basis for the model are suitable for the intended purpose.  
 
Details of each step in the geochemical method are reviewed below. SRK has identified concerns with 
the approach that are similar to those with the pit lake predictions (SRK, 2010b). The main factor that 
does not appear to have been addressed, however, is the degree to which the onset of acidic conditions 
in some components of the waste rock could affect overall water quality. In the following sections, a 
pre-amble review is provided, followed by specific bulleted items for follow-up. 


 


2.2 Review of Modeling Steps 


2.2.1 Waste Characteristics 


Waste Rock 


SRK (2010a) previously reviewed the overall geochemical database. Additional comments were 
provided by SRK (2010b). Acid-base accounting is used to acid rock drainage (ARD) potential while 
leachability was characterized using SPLP and MWMP. SRK (2010b) provided the following 
recommendations for the use of acid-base accounting data at the site: 
 


 Calibration of the conventional ABA method to site mineralogy needs to be considered. A more 
detailed description of the relevant mineralogy including acid generating, acid neutralizing, and 
water-soluble minerals should be provided.  


 The calculation of acid potential (AP) appears to have been based on sulfide sulfur though 
description of the method used to calculate this could not be located. It appears that soluble 
sulfur is an important component of the rock (Tetra Tech, 2007b, Illustration 3.1). The 
mineralogical form of soluble sulfur is important as it may be acid generating (e.g. jarosite) or 
non-acid generating (e.g. gypsum) and should be evaluated for its contribution to AP.  


 The Sobek Neutralization Potential (NP) method can lead to over-statement of site-available NP 
if silicate minerals react in the test. To address this concern, the carbonate mineralogy of the site 
should be described (e.g. presence of iron carbonates), carbonate analytical data should be 
presented and compared with NP, and the effect of silicates on NP should be investigated by 
comparing carbonate and NP determinations. 


 The possible effect of blasting on the release of mineral components to blast fines in the pit 
walls should be considered because the mineralization is described as “vein controlled.” 


 Based on these considerations, the application of conventional ARD criteria may need to be re-
considered for the site.  


The bulk waste rock geochemical characteristics did not appear to be presented in the report. Table 6.2 
provided the lithological composition of the waste rock while Tables 3.3 and 3.4 of Tetra Tech (2007) 
indicate the distribution of the ARD potential in waste rock. ARD potential is very low on the whole, 
but SRK notes that arkose is a major unit (44%) and 15% of samples from this unit were classified as 
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potentially ARD generating (PAG) by ABA. This indicates that at least 7% of the rock could be 
composed of PAG rock.   
 
To complement this work and support the subsequent development of source terms, the following 
additional information should be presented: 
 


 Explanation of how the waste rock proportions were calculated. 
 Presentation of the overall acid-base account of the waste rock (sulfur content, neutralization 


potential) based on the rock type characteristics and proportion of rock types. 
 An evaluation of the timing of release of PAG materials because if the PAG materials are 


released at certain stages of the mine rather than being continuously mixed in with the non-PAG 
materials local acidification could occur. 


Heap Leach Facility  


No geochemical description of the heap leach materials could be located. 
 


 Geochemical data for the heap leach materials should be presented. 


Dry Stack Tailings 


Tetra Tech (2007) provided geochemical data for the tailings. These data indicate that tailings have very 
low potential for ARD due to mostly low sulfide content. SRK noted that like waste rock, sulfate content 
was variable. It is assumed that sulfate occurs as gypsum rather than acidic salts.  
 


 Discussion of how the tailings characteristics might change as mining progresses because some 
tailings have ARD potential. 


 


2.2.2 Conceptual Geochemical Models 
Section 6.1 of the report provided the “Conceptual Fate and Transport Model”; however, the description 
did not include geochemical processes.  
 


 This section should be updated to include geochemical processes, for example, the role of 
sulfide mineral oxidation, gas partial pressures, temperature variations, and the precipitation and 
dissolution of secondary minerals. 
 


2.2.3 Source Terms 


Waste Rock 


It is understood the waste rock source term was developed by developing source terms for individual 
waste rock types, combining the source terms according to the rock type proportions, and then 
equilibrating the resulting chemistry using PHREEQC. The details of the method were not provided and 
should include: 
 


 Further discussion of the role of local acidification and the need for a source term to reflect 
acidic conditions. This may be unnecessary if it can be demonstrated that PAG rock becomes 
intimately mixed with non-PAG rock during mining. 


 Explanation and discussion of justification for use of zero concentration in the source term for 
rocks with undetectable solid phase concentration (NA in Table 6.1). The description “not part 
of the rock’s composition” should be re-worded to indicate undetected. It is noted that arkose is 
shown as NA but in Illustration 3.4 in Tetra Tech (2007) arkose is shown as having an 
enrichment ratio of 10, which seems to indicate detection (as shown in Illustration 3.5). 


 The methodology used to mix the waters. 
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 Which minerals were used to model the waste rock source term resulting in the concentrations 
in Table 6.6. This table indicates very high sulfur concentrations and extreme ion imbalance. It 
is assumed that this sulfate not sulfur. 


 How the nitrate concentration was calculated. The concentrations seem very low given that 
explosives residuals will be present. 
 


To perform a reality check on the concentrations, SRK compared them to compiled seepage chemistry 
data for calc-alkalic and alkalic porphyry deposits in British Columbia, Canada (Day and Rees 2006; 
Red Chris Development Company 2004) (Table 1). While it is acknowledged that Rosemont has some 
skarn characteristics, predictions for cadmium, copper, selenium and zinc seemed atypical. These 
elements are associated with sulphides which can occur in skarn deposits. 
 


 Further discussion is needed about how the very dilute concentrations obtained from SPLP and 
MWMPs are scaled up to the much drier conditions at the site. A similar concern was raised for 
the pit wall source term during review of the geochemical pit lake model report (SRK 2010b). 


 
Table 1. Statistics for Waste Rock Seepage from Porphyry Deposits 


 
Annotations refer to footnotes about data sources for each of five sites in the compilation. 


Heap Leach 


The methodology used to develop the heap leach source term was unclear.  
 Description of the input data and methodology is requested following the same format as the 


waste rock. 
 


Comparison of the sources terms in Table 6.7 of the report with Table 1 (above) leads to similar 
observations as for waste rock. Concentrations of many parameters seem very low. For example, an iron 
concentration of 0.3 mg/L is predicted at pH 3.23. As iron is highly soluble at this pH, much higher iron 
concentrations would be expected from dissolution of silicates. In addition, the biological system is 


Parameter Unit n Max1
P95


1 P50 n Max1
P95


1 P50 n Max1
P95


1 P50


Acidity mgCaCO3/L 58 25400 6412 1822 24 560 544 151 63 214 36 15


Alkalinity1
mgCaCO3/L 4 0 0.15 1 32 1.2 2 5 262 1 7.525 43.6


SO4
2 mg/L 93 30910 7969 3220 46 2930 2440 1260 299 1896 1531 464


Al mg/L 42 766 436 239 25 47 40 5 66 0.6 0.2 0
Sb mg/L 8 0.13 0.09 0.020 0 - - - 40 0.09 0.08 0.010
As mg/L 0 - - - 2 0.0006 0.0006 0.00 26 0.04 0.03 0.01


Cd3 mg/L 19 0.02 0.02 0.007 1 0.04 0.04 0.040 27 0.03 0.007 0.000
Ca mg/L 54 804 748 532 39 832 793 361 147 964 727 247


Cu4 mg/L 42 655 512 249 25 370 340 66 107 1 0.14 0.02


Fe5 mg/L 42 1310 480 14 24 5 3 0.2 81 0.3 0.2 0


Hg6 mg/L 3 0.00110 0.0011 0.00070 1 0.0006 0.0006 0.00060 24 0.002 0.00043 0.00005


Pb7 mg/L 12 0.04 0.04 0.0155 7 0.02 0.02 0.012 27 0.01 0.0036 0.00007
Mg mg/L 54 213 163 61 39 201 180 39 147 115 101 24
Mn mg/L 37 56 41 4 26 31 26 9 113 6 4 1


Mo8 mg/L 3 0.009 0.009 0.006 15 0.03 0.03 0.0068 114 0.4 0.3 0.03
Ni mg/L 31 2 2 0.8 12 1 1 0.4 48 0.4 0.21 0.006
K mg/L 47 148 134 67 16 112 87 3 77 58 39 4
Se mg/L 29 0.2 0.2 0.09 7 0.09 0.08 0.07 34 0.3 0.3 0.06


Ag9 mg/L 0 - - - 1 0.01 0.010 0.01 19 0.00001 0.00001 0.00001
Na mg/L 54 204 91 20 35 64 49 14 127 126 54 11


Zn3 mg/L 35 6 5 2 18 4 4 2 84 1 0.8 0.03


pH1 s.u. 99 2.1 2.5 3.1 46 4.0 4.1 5.3 311 6.0 6.4 7.5


pH<4 4<pH<6 pH>6
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predicted to produce water with low Eh but this is not reflected in elevated iron concentrations in ferrous 
form. 


 
 SRK recommends the source terms be re-visited and then used to re-assess the water treatment 


systems. The iron source term in particular will affect the performance of the water treatment 
systems. 


Dry Stack Tailings 


As with the other source terms: 
 


 Further explanation of the modeling method and inputs is needed to address the scale-up of 
dilute leach tests to the full scale facility. 


 The possible effect of timing of production of PAG tailings should be considered in the source 
term. 


 
Concentrations reported in Table 6.8 do not appear to be consistent with equilibration with major 
minerals in the tailings, which would presumably include gypsum and calcite. Both minerals are 
probably present according to the acid-base accounting data. Concentrations of sulfate, alkalinity, and 
calcium would be expected to be comparable to the waste rock source term (Table 6.6). 


3 Conclusions 
For the infiltration and seepage component of the model report, SRK has the following 
recommendations: 


 Results from the transient simulations do not indicate that a long-term solution has been 
reached at the end on one year. The transient simulations should be performed over the 50-year 
climatic data period of record, or at a minimum until the transient analysis demonstrates an 
asymptotic stabilization of results. 


 Given the apparent need to extend the length of transient runs, the one year of averaged daily 
climate data may become mute. Actual climate data over the length of transient simulations 
should be applied as input.   


 Present SWCC and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity functions on charts for all of the waste 
material and the alluvial deposit and bedrock. 


 The Heap Leach Facility draindown model should use material typical of leached oxide ore. 
Alternatively, a review of actual draindown data from similar closed heap leach facilities could 
be considered. 


 Several figures are difficult to read 
 For the geochemical component of the model, SRK has recommended further explanation 


and/or re-visiting of source terms to address potential for local acidification in waste rock and 
tailings, and scale-up of laboratory leach tests to full scale. 
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: SRK
Date: 02/25/2008 04:15 PM

Hi Bev, 

Dale Ortman from SRK is interested in meeting with you to discuss what he feels SRK can bring
to the SWCA in terms of the Rosemont EIS analysis.  He has extensive experience with
reclamation and is also familiar with pit lake issues and dry tailings.  Are you open to meeting
Dale?

Also, I’m sure that Rebecca Miller from MWH would be interested in the same type of
meeting.  I’d like to get moving on this so that we can bring them under contract prior to
scoping so that they will be available to attend the scoping meetings.  Please let me know
how you would like to proceed.

Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us


From: Emily Belts
To: husman@ag.arizona.edu; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;

kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; marshall@magruder.org; deadlass14@msn.com; biannarino@diamondven.com;
beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; vailaz@hotmail.com

Cc: tubaclawyer@aol.com; linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com; tfurgason@swca.com;
gcheniae@cox.net; Lauren Weinstein

Subject: Stakeholder Group Meeting #4 - date availability for the first week of March
Date: 02/09/2010 04:16 PM

Hi All,
We would like to schedule Stakeholder Group Meeting #4 for the first week of March.  As the
previous meeting, it will be held from 11:00-2:00pm. 
 
Please let us know by this Friday which day is best for your schedule the week of March 1, so we
can begin to make arrangements.  Thanks
 
Emily Belts
Environmental Planner
 
EPG
Environmental Planning Group
Phoenix, Arizona
602-956-4370 phone
602-956-4374 fax
http://www.epgaz.com
 
 
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It
may contain information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise protected from
disclosure or use under applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
return e-mail, and delete this e-mail from all affected databases. Thank you.
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub

blindenlaub@westlandresources.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;
jrigg@swca.com; tjchute@msn.com; Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Robert Cordts

Cc: Melinda D Roth; Debby Kriegel
Subject: Status Meeting Friday, July 23
Date: 07/22/2010 08:47 AM

We will be meeting in room 6V6 at the Forest Service office beginning at 1:00.  The
call in number is (520) 388-8437.

Topics/agenda include:
Visual presentation
financial update
DEIS progress and status report
Schedule
Tech report status and delivery schedule
Coordination activities
Public participation planning
Other?

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub

blindenlaub@westlandresources.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;
jrigg@swca.com

Cc: Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us; tjchute@msn.com; Robert Cordts
Subject: Status Meeting, 8:00-12:00, August 6 at SWCA
Date: 08/04/2010 10:07 AM

Special topics: Mitigation update - Terry 
                               Conf call with Army Corps legal counsel - Reta 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Status mtg notes for your review and input
Date: 11/13/2009 03:48 PM
Attachments: 11122009MeetingNotes.docx

Let me know if you see missing, incorrect, or poorly worded information.  Thx.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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)Proposed Rosemont Copper Project 
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Meeting Notes

November 12, 2009



Attendees:

		Forest Service

		SWCA

		Other



		Jeanine Derby

Reta Laford

Bev Everson

Mindee Roth 

		Tom Furgason

Dale Ortman 

		Jamie Sturgess – RCC

Kathy Arnold – RCC

Gordon Chienae – Cheniae and Assoc.

Brian Lindenlaub – Westland

Mary Rowley – Strongpoint 





 

Topics Discussed:

· Conceptual Alternatives, Cooperating Agency alternative development facilitation and technical review

· Project Schedule and EIS Status

· Data Gaps

· Collection Agreement and Annual Operating Plan 

· Forest Service News Release announcing EIS Schedule

· Administrative Record

 

Decisions Made:

· SWCA apply mitigation to alternatives and present to forest IDT on November 16, 2009.  To be presented to Rosemont for discussion in the future.

· Alternatives Considered but Dropped  is a critical path item.

· Pit backfill design in progress.  RCC to complete by December 17-20.

· Chapter 2 to be modeled after Idaho Cobalt EIS format.

· Minor change to EIS Timeline for modification to MOU.

· Gap analysis is progressing.  One critical gap is the Stormwater management design incorporating landforming.  Rosemont will continue to finalize its design to be applied to MPO and possibly the Phased tailings alternative.  Stormwater design incorporating natural landforming will continue to be explored by SWCA sub-contractors. 

· Collection Agreement Modification and attached Annual Operating Plan to be review by Rosemont, signed, and returned to the Forest Service. 

· Administrative record direction finalized.  Work funded and proceeding.

 

Action Items/Assignments:

· Next meeting Friday, December 4, 2009, 10:00-2:00 in room 6V6 Forest Service Offices.  Discuss alternatives and mitigation measure applications, update on Cooperating Agencies alternative development.

· Mindee – get call in phone number to Gordon.





From: Sarah L Davis
To: Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; tjchute@msn.com
Subject: status of Dark Sky resource information  - Rosemont DEIS Chapter 3
Date: 07/22/2010 03:25 PM

I heard back from Tom Ferguson that he will check with Dark Sky Partners (their
subcontractor) on the status.  I requested the date that I would receive the affected
environment and environmental consequences to review.

Also, I had not heard back from a June 21 message requesting this information that
I sent my SWCA dark sky contact, Ben Gaddis.  Tom will be my contact for now and
he will assign another person in the future.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332

mailto:CN=Sarah L Davis/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tjchute@msn.com


From: DeAnne Rietz
To: Salek Shafiqullah
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; tjchute@msn.com; mroth@fs.fed.gov; Dale Ortman PE; Tom Furgason; CHRISTOPHER

GARRETT; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Status of Rosemont surface water sections
Date: 08/16/2010 03:39 PM
Attachments: Rosemont SW-Status.pdf

Hello Selek,
 
As discussed and requested in last Tuesday’s meeting, attached is our memo outlining the status of
the surface water section.  For this memo we looked at (1) what significant  surface water issues
were identified during scoping, (2) what resource indicators we are using to assess those issues, (3)
what technical documents were provided and any associated third-party reviews, and (4) what
deficiencies exist that are critical to the impacts assessment. 
 
I am still working on the springs GIS layers and will be in touch with you on that shortly.
Thank you for your time,
DeAnne
 
DeAnne Rietz, MS
Hydrologist
 

SWCA Environmental Consultants
3033 N. Central Ave, Suite 145
Phoenix, AZ 85012
drietz@swca.com
Tel 602.274.3831, ext. 1141
Fax 602.274.3958
 

mailto:drietz@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tjchute@msn.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.gov
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mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:lcgarrett77@msn.com
mailto:lcgarrett77@msn.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com



 


MEMORANDUM 
 


To: Salek Shafiqullah, Coronado National Forest 


From: DeAnne Rietz and Chris Garrett, SWCA Environmental Consultants 


Date: August 16, 2010 


Re: Status of Rosemont DEIS Surface Water Sections 


The purpose of this memo is to provide a brief status update of progress on the Rosemont surface water 
sections (quantity and quality), specifically with respect to available and missing information. 


WHAT ISSUES WERE BROUGHT UP IN SCOPING? 


Three significant issues were identified in the issue statements concerning surface water quality and 
quantity (emphasis added). 


Issue 3D: Construction and operation of the pit, waste rock, and tailings facilities may result in changes 
in surface water discharge to Davidson Canyon and Cienega Creek. The availability of water for stock 
water tanks may be reduced.  


Issue 3E: Construction and operation of tailings, waste rock, and leach facilities may result in sediment 
or other pollutants reaching surface water and degrading water quality, leading to a loss of beneficial 
uses. Sediment (see soil issue above) may enter streams, increase turbidity, and violate water quality 
standards.  


Issue 4: This issue relates to the potential impacts on riparian habitat resulting from the alteration of 
surface and subsurface hydrology from the pit and other operations. Potential impacts may include loss of 
riparian habitat and fragmentation of riparian habitat and corridors.  


WHAT RESOURCE INDICATORS WERE SELECTED TO ASSESS THESE ISSUES? 


Issue 3D 


• Hydrologic modeling of storm flows resulting from design precipitation events (peak flow and 
total flow volume) 


• Stock tanks directly impacted by mine activities 


• Stock tanks indirectly impacted due to reduction of ephemeral flows 
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Issue 3E 


• Qualitative assessment of potential for Acid Rock Drainage (ARD) impacts to surface water 


• Modeling of expected changes in sediment yield from watershed (average annual sediment 
delivery and peak sediment concentration) 


• Qualitative assessment for contaminants other than sediment to enter natural drainage ways  


• Qualitative assessment of the requirements for discharge control under Clean Water Act permits 
(Section 402/AZPDES) 


Issue 4 


• Acreage of Waters of the U.S. directly impacted by mine activities 


• Acreage of important riparian areas directly impacted by mine activities 


• Springs directly impacted by mine activities 


• Qualitative assessment whether decreases in water quantity will indirectly affect downstream 
riparian resource 


WHAT TECHNICAL REPORTS RELATED TO SURFACE WATER ARE AVAILABLE 
AND WHAT IS THEIR REVIEW STATUS?  


Site Water Management Plan – April 1, 2007 – Tetra Tech 


• Contains overall water management plan, including details of planned diversions. 


• Contains modeling of design flows using HEC-1, and sediment yield using RUSLE and 
SEDCAD. Sediment yield is analyzed under baseline and proposed action conditions, but no 
other alternatives. 


• Two additional Technical Memoranda were produced to support the approach: 
o Design Storm and Precipitation Data/Design Criteria (Technical Memorandum) – April 


7, 2009 – Tetra Tech 
o Hydrology Method Justification (Technical Memorandum) – January 27, 2010 – Tetra 


Tech 


• Pima County later reviewed these last two technical memoranda and provided detailed criticism 
in March 2010. 


• Apparently in response, several additional documents were produced: 
o Site Water Management Plan Update Volumes 1-5 Rosemont Copper Project – April 


2010 – Tetra Tech 
o A series of five March 5, 2010 Technical Memoranda detailing revised stormwater flow 


analyses for each alternative. These memoranda assess peak discharge and average 
annual runoff. 


o A series of two April 2010 Technical Memoranda detailing revised sediment yield 
analyses for each alternative. These memoranda assess peak sediment concentration and 
average annual sediment delivery at a single compliance point in Barrel Canyon. 
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Maguire & Pierce Letter to the Coronado November 20, 2007 


• Contains water rights data associated with Rosemont Copper Company purchase and from an 
Arizona Department of Water Resources database search 


Rosemont Project Preliminary Springs Assessment – December 3, 2007 
WestLand Resources 


• This is a summary of work performed by Errol L. Montgomery & Associates 


• Contains water quality analysis of springs in Rosemont project area 


• Contains spring flow measurements 


• Contains cadastral locations of the springs and a map 


Davidson Canyon Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Assessment of Spring 
Impacts – April 2010 – Tetra Tech 


• Presents a hydrogeologic model for the groundwater/surface water connection with Davidson 
Canyon riparian areas, and draws on the Montgomery & Associates groundwater flow modeling 
to help assess changes. 


• Independent peer-review was conducted by SRK in May 2010. 


• A revised, final Davidson Canyon report was produced in July 2010 apparently in response to 
these criticisms. 


Technical Memorandum Rosemont Surface Water QUALITY Baseline Analysis – 
April 13, 2010 – TetraTech 


• Contains water quality data collected during 2 on-site storm events 


• Compares water quality results to surface water quality standards 


Clean Water Act Section 404(b) Alternatives Analysis – April 2010 – Westland 
Resources 


• This report summarizes the impacts to potentially jurisdictional waters and important riparian 
areas by each alternative, as part of the 404 permitting process. 


• A series of jurisdictional delineations (not listed here) were also produced to support this 
document. 


WHICH DATA SOURCES WERE USED FOR THE SURFACE WATER IMPACTS 
ASSESSMENT? 


Hydrologic modeling of storm flows 


• Peak discharge and average annual runoff under baseline and each alternative were taken directly 
from the March 5, 2010 Technical Memoranda 


Stock tanks directly impacted by mine activities 


• A stock tank inventory was created from scratch by SWCA, drawing on USGS and ADWR data 
sets 
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• GIS was used to overlay alternative boundaries and determine whether each tank was directly 
impacted by alternative footprints 


Stock tanks indirectly impacted by reductions in ephemeral flows 


• GIS was also used to identify which stock tanks were downstream of surface disturbance, and 
would likely experience less ephemeral flow 


Qualitative assessment of potential for Acid Rock Drainage (ARD) impacts to 
surface water 


• The qualitative assessment for the potential of ARD was taken from the July 2007 Mine Plan of 
Operations by Westland Resources; where only a narrative explanation was given in the Plan, and 
from the TetraTech April 2010 baseline water quality analysis. 


Modeling of expected changes in sediment yield  


• Baseline conditions and alternative sediment yield were obtained from the two April 2010 
Technical Memoranda from Tetra Tech.  


• These memos depart from the original RUSLE and SEDCAD methodology, and instead use the 
PSIAC method for calculating sediment yield. 


Qualitative assessment for contaminants other than sediment to enter natural 
drainage ways  


• The qualitative assessment for the potential of other contaminants to enter natural drainage ways 
was based on the various diversions and flow patterns described in the June 2007 Site Water 
Management Plan by Tetra Tech. 


Qualitative assessment of the requirements for discharge control under Clean 
Water Act permits (Section 402/AZPDES) 


• The qualitative assessment as to whether requirements for discharge control would be met were 
taken solely from the July 2007 Mine Plan of Operations by Westland Resources. 


Acreage of Waters of the U.S. directly impacted by mine activities 


• Acreage of Water of the U.S. directly impacted under each alternative was taken from the April 
2010 404(b) Alternatives Analysis by Westland Resources.  


Acreage of important riparian areas directly impacted by mine activities 


• Acreage of important riparian areas directly impacted under each alternative was taken from the 
April 2010 404(b) Alternatives Analysis by Westland Resources.  


Springs directly impacted by mine activities 


• A spring inventory was created from scratch by SWCA, drawing on ADWR data sets, the 
November 2007 Maguire/Pearce water rights memo, USGS data, and the December 2007 Spring 
Assessment. 


• GIS was used to overlay alternative boundaries and determine whether each spring was directly 
impacted by alternative footprints 
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Qualitative assessment whether decreases in water quantity will indirectly affect 
downstream riparian resources 


• The qualitative assessment whether decreases in water quantity will indirectly affect downstream 
riparian resources was taken solely from conclusions presented in the July 2010 Davidson 
Canyon report by Tetra Tech. 


WHAT DEFICIENCIES EXIST AND ARE THESE CRITICAL TO THE IMPACTS 
ASSESSMENT? 


Hydrologic modeling of storm flows 


• Possibly no deficiencies, but needs further research by SWCA. The conclusions about this 
resource indicator are drawn solely from the Tetra Tech March 2010 Technical Memoranda. The 
first estimates of storm flows were presented in the June 2007 Site Water Management Plan, with 
subsequent descriptions provided in the April 2009 and January 2010 Technical Memoranda. 
These estimates were peer-reviewed by Pima County (March 2010) and the Tetra Tech March 
2010 memoranda presumably were updated in response to those Pima County criticisms—
although timing is questionable. 


• The Pima County criticisms should be reviewed and compared to the March 2010 Tetra Tech 
Technical Memoranda to determine if revised approach is responsive. 


Stock tanks directly impacted by mine activities  


Stock tanks indirectly impacted by reductions in ephemeral flows 
• No deficiencies. Stock tank inventory is believed to be reasonably complete and GIS 


analysis is unambiguous. 


Qualitative assessment of potential for Acid Rock Drainage (ARD) impacts to 
surface water 


• Possibly no deficiencies, but needs further research by SWCA. The conclusions that ARD is not 
an issue due to natural buffering come solely from the July 2007 Mine Plan of Operations by 
Westland Resources. It seems unlikely that additional questions haven’t been raised or additional 
research conducted on this issue over the last three years. 


• Need to research all available reports and identify any peer-review of this topic and any follow-up 
work. 


Modeling of expected changes in sediment yield  


• Possibly no deficiencies, but needs further research by SWCA. The conclusions about this 
resource indicator are drawn solely from two Tetra Tech April 2010 Technical Memoranda. The 
first estimates of sediment yield were presented in the June 2007 Site Water Management Plan. 
The underlying streamflow assumptions leading to the sediment yield analysis were peer-
reviewed by Pima County (March 2010) and the Tetra Tech April 2010 memoranda presumably 
were updated in response to those criticisms. 


• The Pima County criticisms should be reviewed and compared to the April 2010 Tetra Tech 
Technical Memoranda to determine if revised approach is responsive. 


• In addition, the modeling only assesses sediment yield at one compliance point in the watershed 
(Barrel Canyon gage), and does not assess at all potential changes in geomorphology or sediment 
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concentrations elsewhere (upstream) in the system. However, based on the issue statements, this 
lack of further modeling does not appear to be critical to the impacts assessment, since the stated 
concern was sediment yield to downstream waters, presumably those beyond Barrel Canyon.  


• While the modeling appears to be responsive to the issue statement, suggest that the decision lies 
with Coronado resource specialist as to whether the existing modeling is sufficient to respond to 
more detailed concerns raised in scoping. 


Qualitative assessment for contaminants other than sediment to enter natural 
drainage ways  


• No deficiencies. Stormwater contacting all mine processes is segregated and recycled, with little 
to no potential for entering natural drainage ways.  
 


Qualitative assessment of the requirements for discharge control under Clean 
Water Act permits (Section 402/AZPDES) 


• No deficiencies. Qualitative assessment relies on fact that discharge control is mandated by law, 
with limits and actions specifically defined by AZPDES permitting conditions. 


Acreage of Waters of the U.S. directly impacted by mine activities 


• Deficiency: Waters of the U.S. delineation has not been approved by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. Underlying assumption is that the submitted delineation will stand as is. 


• This deficiency is not critical to impact analysis, as relative impacts between alternatives are 
likely to stand even if delineation is revised by the Corps. In addition, approval of delineation by 
Corps is not expected in any timely fashion. 


Acreage of important riparian areas directly impacted by mine activities 


• No deficiencies. Important riparian areas are designated by Pima County, and GIS analysis is 
unambiguous.  


Springs directly impacted by mine activities 


• Deficiency: spring inventory is incomplete, and needs to be revised with additional Forest Service 
GIS data.  


• SWCA to obtain necessary data and revise. 


Qualitative assessment whether decreases in water quantity will indirectly affect 
downstream riparian resources 


• Possibly no deficiencies, but needs additional research by SWCA. The conclusions about this 
resource indicator are drawn solely from the Tetra Tech July 2010 Davidson Canyon report. The 
first incarnation of this report was peer-reviewed by SRK (May 2010), and the July 2010 version 
presumably was updated in response to those criticisms. 


• The SRK criticisms should be reviewed and compared to the updated Tetra Tech report to 
determine if revised approach is responsive. 


 







From: Tom Furgason
To: Horst
Cc: Debby Kriegel; Melinda D Roth; Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Subconsultant Agreement
Date: 11/30/2009 11:29 AM

Horst,
 
I have executed the subconsultant agreement and a copy will be sent out today.  I’ll be meeting with
the Coronado tomorrow to discuss the project status in general and to establish the itinerary for your
visit next week.  Please let Melissa Richard in my office know if you would like assistance in making a
reservation at the Hotel Arizona, which is located across the street from the Coronado National Forest
Supervisor’s Office in downtown Tucson.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax

 

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:hjschor@jps.net
mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com


From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Beverley Everson
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Subject: Supplemental Mitigation (Coop Agencies)
Date: 12/23/2009 02:29 PM

Bev,

 

Here's the supplemental mitigation table:
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=161636> .

 

Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:notify@weboffice.com
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Kathy Arnold'; Tom Furgason - SWCA
Subject: Surface Water Control Tech Transfer Meeting
Date: 09/04/2009 04:48 PM

Bev,
 
I have queried MWH regarding the proposed surface water control tech transfer presentation and

their specialist, Charlie Tang, is not available the week of September 14th , also I am not available
that week either.  Both Charlie Tang and myself are available on Tuesday (September 22) or Friday
(September 25) with Friday being the preferred day.  Please let me know if either of these days
works for you, Rosemont, and TetraTech.  If these days are workable we’ll need to schedule the
meeting to fit Charlie’s schedule as he will be flying to and from Sacramento on that day.
 
Cheers,
 
Dale
 
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Mary M Farrell; Robert Lefevre; Larry Jones; Tami Emmett; Salek

Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie
Subject: SWCA Scope of Work - FS Comments
Date: 06/25/2010 09:50 AM

I have reviewed SWCA's February 12, 2010 scope of work, and edited the document
Bev started.  For Visual Resources, Revegetation, Landforming, and Recreation, I
simply made comments on what needs to be changed in the new scope of work.

The document is located in J:\fsfiles\fstmp\Rosemont_SOW_for_SWCA_June_2010.  

Others (Heritage, Air, Reclamation, Plants and Animals, Lands, Water, Night skies,
Roads, etc.) may still need to add or revise their comments.
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: SWCA status report and other questions
Date: 06/29/2009 03:45 PM

Tom was glad I just called because he forgot to get the status report together for
tomorrow's meeting with Rosemont.  He will work on it and send it to Bev, TA and
me.

When I asked about role clarification between Tom and Charles, this is what Tom
said:
    Tom - Monthly status reports
    Tom - Alternatives
    Charles - Issues
    Charles - Chapter 3
    Melissa - Project Record

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Mindee Roth; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford; Beverly Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Sycamore/Barrel Map and Vicinity Map changes
Date: 10/08/2009 08:47 AM

Ladies-

Our GIS lady was able to work late last night and make the changes to the vicinity
map and create a map for Sycamore. This link will get you to Sycamore and the
Vicinity map is in the same folder.

Thanks!

Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=155255>

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:notify@weboffice.com
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Beverley Everson
Cc: Mindee Roth
Subject: Table of Contents Oct 16, 2009
Date: 10/20/2009 03:16 PM

Here's the link to the Table of Contents:  <https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?
a=5&id=156835>

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:notify@weboffice.com
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From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; tfurgason@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com
Subject: Table of Cooperating Agency Jurisdiction and Specialized Experience
Date: 08/25/2009 11:50 AM
Attachments: 2009 08 25 Table of Cooperating Agency Jurisdiction and Specialized Experience.docx

Bev - 
Here is the tool I promised you for the interdisciplinary team.  Note that not all
agencies have information because not all have executed their MOU's yet.  As more
information comes, I will update the table and resend to you.

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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Rosemont Copper Project	

Cooperating Agency Jurisdiction and Specialized Experience

From Memoranda of Understanding Executed as of August 25, 2009

	



		AGENCY

		TECHNICAL CONTACT(S)

		JURISDICTION

		SPECIALIZED EXPERTISE



		TRIBES



		Tohono O’odham Nation

		

		

		



		FEDERAL



		Air Force – 162nd Fighter Airwing

		LTC Mark L. Harting

162nd FW Airspace Manager

1660 East El Tigre Way

Tucson, Arizona  85706-6086

Phone:  520-295-7078

FAX:  520-295-6766

E-Mail:  mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil



		Primary scheduling agency for VR-259, a Military Training Route (MTR) within the airspace directly over the project area



Expertise regarding the scheduling of MTR/VR-259, its annual utilization, and the restrictions and notes associated with this MTR on a daily basis for all users – both Military and General Aviation (GA).  

		Ensures proactive management of 162nd Fighter Wing established airspace in accordance with I.A.W. AFI 13 – 201 and FAA Orders 7400.2 and 7610.4.  



Develops and coordinates agreements and procedures to support 162nd Fighter Wing flight operations in meeting both student syllabi and instructor continuation training requirements



Enforces AFI 13-201 Air Force Airspace Management regulation that provides guidance and implements instructions identified in AFI 13-201, December 1, 2006, AIRSPACE MANAGEMENT, which specifies guidance and procedures for developing and processing special use airspace (SUA) including aeronautical matters governing the efficient planning, acquisition, use, and management of airspace required to support Air Force flight operations.  This guidance is designed to assist in preparation for the Command ORI and is not intended as the sole source of inspection material but should be used in conjunction with the applicable governing directives.  Items pertaining to AFI 13-201 apply to Air National Guard (ANG) and AFRC gained units.



The 162nd Fighter Wing has title and management responsibility for VR-259 through which it conducts annual aerial route surveys of VR-259, as required by AFI 13 – 201.  The Rosemont Copper Mine Project lies directly underneath VR-259 at point “E” Echo, which is an alternate VR entry control point.



		Army Corps of Engineers

		

		

		



		USDI Bureau of Land Management

		

		

		



		Smithsonian Institution – Whipple Observatory

		

		

		



		STATE OF ARIZONA



		Arizona Department of Environmental Quality

		Dennis L. Turner

Water Quality Division

Surface Water Section

1110 West Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Phone:  (602) 771-4501

E-mail:  dt1@azdeq.gov

		

		State legislative authority and statutory mandates to protect public health and the environment through regulation and pollution prevention



Expertise in evaluating project development to minimize the effects of less desirable environmental conditions



Four programmatic divisions – Air Quality, Water Quality, Tank Programs, and Waste Programs:  

Pollution Control

· Issue permits, approvals, and certifications to ensure that facilities are legally constructed and operated and that any discharges to the air, water, and soil are within healthful standards established by law.

· Develop management practices and control strategies in areas where standards are not being met.

Monitoring and Assessment

· Collection of air, water, and soil samples for laboratory analyses to monitor for the presence of contaminants.

· Data interpretation from field research to draw conclusions about environmental indicators and trends and form the basis for future planning and policy decisions.



		Arizona Department of Transportation

		

		

		



		Arizona Department of Water Resources

		Laura Grignano

Water Resources Specialist IV

ADWR

Tucson Active Management Area

400 West Congress, Suite 518

Tucson, AZ 85701

Phone: 520-770-3805

Fax: 520-628-6759 

E-Mail: lagrignano@azwater.gov



Jeff Tannler

Tucson AMA Area Director

ADWR Tucson AMA

400 West Congress, Suite 518

Tucson, AZ  85701

Phone: 520-770-3800

Fax: 520-628-6759

E-Mail: jmtannler@azwater.gov

		

		Expertise relating to water rights and uses within the State of Arizona, and the laws relating to such rights and uses.  



Administration of surface water and groundwater rights, claims and uses, “except distribution of water reserved to special officers appointed by courts under existing judgments or decrees.”    



Authorized and directed, subject to the limitations in A.R.S. §45-106, for and on behalf of the State of Arizona, to consult, advise and cooperate with the Secretary of the Interior of the United States (“Secretary”) with respect to the exercise by the Secretary of congressionally authorized authority relative to the waters of the Colorado River (including, but not limited to, the Boulder Canyon Project Act of 1928, 43 U.S.C. §617, and the Colorado River Basin Project Act of 1968, 43 U.S.C. §1501).  

Responsible for the regulation of underground storage facilities and the storage and recovery of water, including Colorado River water, pursuant to A.R.S. Title 45, Chapter 3.1.



		Arizona Department of Game and Fish

(Commission and Department jointly)

		Tucson Habitat Program Manager

Arizona Game and Fish Department

Tucson Regional Office

555 North Greasewood Road

Tucson, Arizona   85704

Phone:  520-628-5376

FAX:  520-628-5080

		

		Jurisdiction and responsibility under Arizona law to manage wildlife within the State  



Expertise on wildlife and wildlife habitat needs in Arizona



Charged under Arizona law, with jurisdictional responsibilities and special expertise in matter related to the following subjects: 

· Wildlife, including impacts to game, non-game, threatened and endangered species and other species with special values, e.g. wildlife of greatest conservation need and special status species

· Wildlife habitat 

· Access through and around the Rosemont Copper Project site 

· Public recreation, including wildlife recreation such as birding, wildlife watching, and hunting

· Off-highway vehicle use

· Water quality and quantity, particularly how the withdrawal of water and resulting cone of depression could impact water availability in wildlands and wildlife habitat 

· Changes in the amount of water flow into the ground from natural rainwater and how such  changes could cause direct impacts to vegetation and indirect impacts to wildlife

· Risk of impacts to off-site wildlife habitat from potential pollution sources such as downstream impacts from mine-related spills

· Impacts to wildlife corridors 

· Vision on how the Forest could manage the Forest land around the mine, in light of the impact at the mine and tailings sites 

· Possibility of new land being protected (e.g. acquisition) to mitigate the loss of public land for public use and wildlife. 

· Noise impacts to wildlife 

· Lights impacts to wildlife 

· Increases in traffic on public land (impacts to wildlife and recreation on Forest lands) 

· Catastrophic event planning, including 100-year or 1000-year rainfall events

· Reclamation planning 

· Non-mining waste, such as tires and sanitary waste 

· Visual impacts to wildlife recreationists 

· Determination of appropriate scope of alternatives 

· Monitoring and adaptive management 

This list is not comprehensive and does not preclude soliciting the Commission’s or the Department’s participation in other matters that may be determined as the EIS process progresses



		Geological Survey

		Dr. Michael Conway

Chief

Geologic Extension Service

Arizona Geological Survey

416 West Congress Street

Suite 100

Tucson, Arizona 85701

Phone:  520-770-3500, x 3505 

E-mail:  Michael.conway @azgs.az.gov



		

		Primary source of geologic information for the State of Arizona, including the development and use of the mineral resources of the State 



Primary agency for providing objective scientific information on the geology and mineral resources of Arizona.  



Primary source of geologic information in the State of Arizona to enhance public understanding of the State’s geologic character, geologic hazards and limitations, and mineral resources



Informs, advises, and assists the public in matters concerning geological processes, materials and landscapes, and the development and use of the mineral resources of the State of Arizona



Encourages wise use of the lands and mineral resources of the State of Arizona toward its development 



Provide technical advice and assistance in geology to other State and local governmental agencies engaged in projects in which the geologic setting, character, or mineral resources of the State of Arizona are involved



Provide technical advice and assistance in geology and industry toward the wise development and use of the mineral and land resources of the State of Arizona



		Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral Resources

		Nyal J. Niemuth

State of Arizona

Department of Mines and Mineral Resources

1502 West Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona   85007-3210

Phone: 602-771-1604

FAX: 602-771-1616



		

		 Under Arizona law has legislative authority and statutory mandate to promote the development of the mineral resources of the State of Arizona through technical and educational processes and by providing technical expertise to persons and governmental entities interested in developing Arizona’s mineral resources



Areas of expertise:

· Arizona State laws regarding mining, including mineral rights

· Laws and regulations related to permitting

· Mineable mineral deposits, including copper

· Practices and technology related to copper mining

· Past experience in reviewing EIS’s and related documents

· Mine design review

· Review of geotechnical data – pit, tailings, dumps

· Information on dry tailings

· Capability to analyze economic data on mining

· Regional economic impact – overview 

· Review of some aspects of economic and national security



Serves the State of Arizona by providing specialized and technical expertise in the following areas:

· Promotion and advocacy of mineral resource and product development

· Studying properties and claims of companies and individuals to assist in exploration and development of mineral resources

· Maintenance of a repository of mineral and mining information, including databases, books, periodicals, individual mine files, mine map repository files, mining district data, and an archive of mine data

· Provide quality mining data, evaluation, and assistance related to promoting mineral development to federal agencies and the public

· Make surveys of potential economic mineral resources

· AZDMMR will provide the Forest Service with access to its direct contract for an economic study of the need for copper

· Conducting field and other investigations which may interest capital in the development of the State of Arizona’s mineral resources

· Serving as a source of mining information in matters relating to mineral resources

· Monitoring current mining and exploration activities



		Arizona State Mine Inspector

		

		

		



		Arizona State Parks

		

		

		Technical and professional expertise in surface and groundwater characterization, geology, and water monitoring and management



Technical and professional expertise including:

· Knowledge of and work experience with surface and groundwater characterization

· Experience in:

· Subsurface and economic geology, soils, and fluvial geomorphology studies

· Mining operations and engineering

· Geoengineering

· Geohazards

· Water monitoring

· Water management

· Skill and expertise in spatial data analysis and mapping



		LOCAL



		City of Tucson

		Nicole Urban-Lopez

City of Tucson Office of Conservation and Sustainable Development

Post Office Box 27210

Tucson, Arizona 85726-7210

Phone:  520-791-4675

FAX:  520-791-4089

E-Mail:  nicole.urban-lopez@tucsonaz.gov

		

		Expertise in land use planning, economic development, environmental issues, and public services



		Pima County

		

		

		Downstream landowner and local land use regulator with limited jurisdictional and management responsibility as well as authority to regulate some aspects of mining operations including air quality floodplain use permits 



Specialized technical expertise regarding environmental impacts associated with:

· Water resources

· Air quality

· Mining

· Hydrology

· Transportation

· Archeology

· Ecology

· Outdoor recreation

· Flood plain permitting

· Drafting scope of work documents for technical including specifying the type of investigations needed to quantify the likely effects upon flood frequency, travel time, magnitude, infiltration rates, natural overbank storage, and streambed recharge in downstream areas



		Town of Sahaurita

		

		

		Land use management responsibility and limited management responsibility over some aspects of use of non-federal lands within and adjacent to the study area



Specialized technical expertise regarding environmental impacts associated with:

· Land use on adjacent non-federal lands

· Water resources

· Air quality

· Transportation

· Culture and heritage

· Ecology

· Public Safety
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From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Beverley A Everson; Deborah K Sebesta
Cc: Jamie Sturgess; Kathy Arnold; Jim Tress
Subject: Talussnails
Date: 09/09/2008 10:56 AM

Bev/Debbie,
 
As you know, we have been evaluating the potential for occurrence and distribution of Sonorella at the
Rosemont site for several weeks now.  I understand that our technical presentations to the Forest have
been moved back to November, but I believe it would be quite worthwhile to meet with you and your
biology team to share what we’ve found so far.  Likewise, I believe it may prove helpful to incorporate
some field time with your biologists. 
 
We would also very much like to include Mike Martinez with the Fish and Wildlife Service in these
discussions, as we have seen his name on some of the email exchanges.  We have been able to
locate some of the literature that I believe he’s been looking for and this would prove an ideal time for
some information sharing.
 
I look forward to hearing back from you.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson, AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518
 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

mailto:blindenlaub@westlandresources.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
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mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
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From: Salek Shafiqullah
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Task: Summary and classification of "Alternatives not considered for detailed analysis"
Date: 10/01/2009 04:23 PM

Hello Tom, 
Thanks for meeting with me earlier today to discuss a work product I am needing.  Per our
conversation, I am interested in obtaining a summary and classification of "Alternatives not considered
for detailed analysis".  It appears that this request is within your present scope of work with Rosemont
and therefore, scheduling this work should not be a concern. 
Deliverables: 
Task 1:  review all existing documents created from the scoping comments and IDT deliberations and
categorize the "alternatives not considered for detailed analysis" by rational for dismissal.  Rationals for
dismissal would include but not be limited to:  not consistent with purpose and need, illegal,
economically infeasible, technologically infeasible, etc. 
Task 2:  Review all information presented to cooperating agencies and subsequent comment letters
forwarded by cooperating agencies regarding alternatives and compare them to the Task 1 data.
 Include any new alternatives to the Task 1 product.     
Schedule: 
Phase 1:  Due Friday Oct 2, 2009 before 10:00am. 
Phase 2:  Due Tuesday Oct 6, 2009 

Questions or concerns?  Lets discuss at your leisure.  Thanks. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377

mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Trent Reeder; Debby Kriegel
Subject: team addresses and Dale's office number
Date: 07/06/2009 04:16 PM

Trent,

Please just send me the files that need to be distributed to the team, and I'll forward
them.  It looks like this will be the easiest way to distribute.

Dale's two phone numbers are:
(520) 896-2404 - Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile

Bev

 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:treeder@swca.com
mailto:CN=Debby Kriegel/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Arthur S Elek; ccoyle@swca.com; Christopher C LeBlanc; Debby Kriegel; Deborah K Sebesta; Eli Curiel; George

McKay; Heidi Schewel; John Able; Kendall Brown; Kent C Ellett; Larry Jones; Mary M Farrell;
mreichard@SWCA.com; Reta Laford; Robert Lefevre; S@FSNOTES; Salek Shafiqullah; Sarah L Davis; Tami
Emmett; tfurgason@swca.com; Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie; Marc Kaplan; Andrea W Campbell

Subject: team preparation for the May 13 Rosemont Copper Project extended IDT meeting, 4B
Date: 05/08/2009 01:56 PM

Our discussion of alternatives and mitigation in this meeting is going to be a little
more "hands on" than in the previous meetings we've had on these topics.  We'll
have multiple copies of aerial photographs and maps of the project area that we'll
use to demonstrate potential alternatives and mitigation, for example, an alternative
tailings disposal site.  Bring your markers! and be prepared to role up your sleeves. 

More importantly, in particular for the core team and for heritage, bring resource
maps and/or whatever other tools and information you need to be able to discuss
specific aspects of and impacts to, your resource.  This will involve the use of GIS
layers and maps, and because of this, I've asked Marc Kaplan to be available to help
you get the data that you need.

Come see me, or give me a call if you have any questions about how you will need
to prepare for this meeting.  

Thank you.

Bev
   
Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Debbie Sebesta; Beverley Everson; Reta Laford; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Technical Documents
Date: 04/15/2009 01:54 PM

Larry,

 

All three of Westland's reports have been posted on WebEx: 
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=22989>

 

Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:notify@weboffice.com
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:dsebesta@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: USDA Forest Service, Roger Congdon
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Technical Reports- Rosemont
Date: 05/27/2009 02:04 PM

Roger-
 
Per Bev’s request, I have uploaded the technical reports for Geology, Water and Tailings to our
client workspace. This is how you can access it:
 
Go to www.swca.com
Click on “Login” in the top right corner
Make sure that “Client Workspace Access” is selected
Login: CNF
Pswd: coronado
Click on the “Rosemont” folder
 
This should bring you to the files. Please let me know if you have any issues.
 Thanks!

Melissa  Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 
  
Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 
  
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes

 

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:rcongdon@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
Cc: 'Tom Furgason'
Subject: Technical Subconsultant SOW for Water Resource Review
Date: 01/27/2010 03:23 PM

Bev & Salek,
 
As we have a teleconference with Golder regarding the landform work scheduled for Monday
(2/1/2010) 9:00 AM MST, I propose you, Tom, and myself meet immediately following the
teleconference to discuss the scopes-of-work for the various technical subconsultants.  To that end
you are welcome to attend the Golder teleconference at SWCA’s office and we meet there
following the teleconference; however, feel free to propose and alternate location and time.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
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From: Teresa Ann Ciapusci
To: Beverley A Everson; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Telephone Call Log:  Public Comment on the Rosemont Copper Project
Date: 06/22/2009 08:43 AM

I received the following comment via telephone call this morning:

Mr. Robert Mcaloney of 8763 East Wallen Ridge Drive, Tucson, Arizona 86710 called
in support of the Rosemont Mine.  He stated he only sees opposition comments in
the media and believes that there is not enough being said publicly about the need
for copper in our economy.  He also wanted the Forest Service to know that
"Everyone in Pima County is not opposed to the proposed mine."  He stated "we
need to mine the minerals where they are located."

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona   85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax

mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
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From: Vail Arizona
To: biannarino@diamondven.com; jwood@epgaz.com; chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov; daniel_j_moore@blm.gov; emerald5@cox.net;

kabrahams@diamondven.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; marshall@magruder.org; nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com;
ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us; husman@ag.arizona.edu; tbolton@land.az.gov; markkonharting@gmail.com;
mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil; deadlass14@msn.com

Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; cindy_alvarez@blm.gov; John Able; tubaclawyer@aol.com; labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com;
linda_hughes@blm.gov; mweinberg@diamondven.com; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; cjohnson@epgaz.com; tfurgason@swca.com;
cpintor@tep.com; ebeck@tep.com; ebelts@epgaz.com; gcheniae@cox.net; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; llucero@tep.com;
lweinst@epgaz.com; law@krsaline.com; laitken@tep.com; sbreslin@tep.com; Eric (TEP) Bakken

Subject: TEP/Rosemont Copper Stakeholder Group Field Trip
Date: 01/27/2010 08:11 PM

Hi All!
 
Thank you for the tour. It was extremely informative and fun too. Lunch was nice as well.
 
Here are photos I took of the field trip. different ways to view them
 
1. Go to main page and click on TEP/Rosemont Field Trip under Albums on the left. If you click on the other
Rosemont Field Trip you will see photos from a previous trip and not the current one. The TEP photos are labeled in
the file name. Do a mouseover and you will see the title on your bottom internet tool bar. I also included photos of
the freshly minted Cienega Transmission poles along I-10 from Houghton to the Vail exit. These poles are NOT the
large steel lattice structures you see.  
 
http://s482.photobucket.com/albums/rr189/VailCoronaAZ/
 
 
2. Here is the link to the slide show of the trip 

 
http://s482.photobucket.com/albums/rr189/VailCoronaAZ/TEPRosemont%20Copper%20Stakeholders%20Field%20Trip/?
albumview=slideshow
 
If anyone needs GPS coordinates from the stops or larger files sizes, let me know. Also, if you wish to use them
please feel free, without photo credit.
 
And bad pictures, repeats, wrong information are my fault but I was running low on patience! 

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day:
 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 
 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged

and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any
information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender

immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does
not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be

reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Test Plot Summary
Date: 09/15/2009 08:31 AM
Attachments: Test_Plot_Summary.pdf

Bev and Kathy,

I reviewed this and it looks good.  However, I have a handful of comments if Holly is
still open to changes.

1.  In the 2nd paragraph there is a statement about "gentle" slopes.  3 to 3.5:1
slopes are the maximum slopes that revegetate with any real success (though
sometimes they fail), and slopes at this grade are steep enough to be difficult to
walk on.  I recommend deleting the word "gentle".
2.  Will the straw be certified weed free?
3.  On page 2 there is a comment about straw helping to "aesthetically blend with
surrounding semi-desert grassland".  Although straw has benefits to revegetation,
aesthetics are not generally one of them.  Straw tends to look pretty awful for quite
a while.  I recommend omitting this statement.
4.  Is the seed mix native specifically to the Rosemont mine's elevations and the
Santa Rita Mountains?  If so, I recommend mentioning this.  Just being native to
southeastern Arizona isn't really helpful, as it's such a diverse place.  And the
statement about the "seed mix was allocated using Natural Resource Conservation
Services Ecological Site Description to represent the target focus group" should be
explained; readers like me have no idea what this means.

I don't have Holly's email address.  Would you please forward this to her?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment!

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
(520) 388-8427

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

09/11/2009 05:38 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA RECLAMATION TEST PLOTS 
 


 
The purpose of the test plot project is to evaluate different reclamation techniques in order to 
establish successful reclamation methods.  There have been two previous phases to the project 
that tested 29 different native species from the site and compiled into 4 seed mixes.  The 
different seed mixes were tested in the University of Arizona greenhouses using 3 different 
rainfall scenarios, 3 soil types, and 3 amendments with 4 replications of each scenario.  The test 
plots are the third phase of the project, which will evaluate the established native species seed 
mix and methods while exposed to the environmental conditions of the site. Two reclamation 
methods will be evaluated using three levels of straw mulch (no mulch, mulch placed on the soil 
surface, and mulch incorporated into the soil), and two levels of soil roughness (smooth surface 
and rough surface).  A soil conditioner will be used when mulch is placed on the surface to 
prevent movement from wind or water.  Research results will help land owners across Southern 
Arizona transform disturbed or degraded lands into properly functioning plant communities.  
 
The objective of reclamation is to create a self-sustaining, self-repairing ecosystem.  Re-
establishing vegetation will create a positive feedback loop, which will help repair hydrological 
processes and site stability.  There are two test plot sites located at two elevations; these 
elevations represent the lower and upper elevations of the future buttress, at approximately 4600 
and 5400 feet above sea level.  To mirror future reclamation of the outer buttress, one-foot of 
growth media consisting of two topsoil-types will be used: Gila and Arkose, which will be 
placed at both sites.  The majority of the buttress will expose an east-facing slope with a gentle 3 
to 3.5-to-1 slope.  Heavy equipment traffic during the construction of the test plots will be 
limited to decrease compaction, which will increase infiltration and reduce soil erosion.  
Vegetation establishment will help to hold soil in place which will prevent soil erosion and loss 
and retain water quality.  Roots will reach down into the soil and bind the soil beneath, while the 
plant cover helps to intercept the rainfall impact and to infiltrate into the soil.  Successful 
revegetation will have many positive effects for a permanent, natural solution. Seedbed 
preparation is a key factor for successful revegetation.   
 
Soil surface roughness can have a significant impact on seedling germination.  A rough soil 
surface will reduce wind erosion, create micro-niches and will retain soil moisture better than a 
smooth surface.  A rough surface may be scarified by using a tine ripper, chisel, drill, or disc to 
name a few.  A smooth surface may be created by a land roller, or dragging a chain or blade and 
will provide more consistent soil-seed contact, but is subject to higher rates of evaporation.  The 
test plots will use both methods with the combination of a mulch treatment; a smooth surface 
will allow better mulch contact to the soil surface. 
 
Mulch can be made out of a variety of materials, including straw, hay, native grasses, wood 
chips, or gravel.  Plant litter is nature’s mulch and is composed of dead organic materials, such as 
leaves, bark, or branches.  Mulch reduces soil moisture evaporation and soil erosion from wind 
and water, which can make a significant difference in when rebuilding an ecosystem.  Mulch can 







be applied to the surface or be incorporated into the soil and is a way to enhance the 
microtopography.  If the mulch is applied to the surface, it is often crimped or used in 
conjunction with soil tackifier to keep the mulch protected from the wind and water.  The light 
color of the straw will also help to reflect sunlight and allow it to aesthetically blend with the 
surrounding semi-desert grassland.  Adding mulch can serve as a protective layer to seeds, 
shielding them from sunlight, heat, wind and predators, though different species require different 
conditions to germinate. 
 
The seed mix currently being tested has six warm-season perennial grasses, one cool-season 
perennial grass, one annual forb, one perennial forb, and one shrub.  These species are native to 
the Southeast Arizona and were chosen from the results of the University of Arizona greenhouse 
studies.  The seed mix was allocated using the Natural Resource Conservation Service 
Ecological Site Description to represent the target functional group.  The mix will produce 
similar productivity rates and biomass to the natural ecosystem, which will support future 
grazing and wildlife needs.  Selecting native seeds will improve success rates, as the seeds are 
adapted to the arid Southeast Arizona region. 
 
There are many different ways to spread seed in an area; this project is testing broadcast seeding 
for use across large areas, where a tractor spreads seed evenly.  The seeding rate is slightly 
higher than other methods, like hydroseeding or drill seeding, since not all seeds will not end up 
at its optimal burying depth or have optimal seed-soil contact.  Broadcast seeding with a rough 
soil surface is anticipated have favorable results due to small amounts of particle movement, 
which will bury the seeds naturally.  Timing is an important factor when seeding; warm-season 
species must be seeded when soil temperatures are high and before monsoon rains begin in July 
and cool-season species before the winter rains begin in January.  Seeds need a sufficient 
precipitation event to germinate the seeds, followed by additional events to establish the plants.  
Seeding too early may leave the seeds exposed to predators and unfavorable conditions that may 
terminate the seeds.  If climatic conditions are not optimal during a season, most seeds will lie 
dormant and viable until the next opportunity comes for germination.   
 
Continuous and repeated monitoring of each key element will be used to assess reclamation 
success.  Vegetation can be measured using transects and quadrats to measure species 
composition, diversity, cover, and biomass.  Hydrological processes will be measured by means 
of soil erosion, including soil topography, moisture content, infiltration, compaction and 
crusting.  Precipitation, temperature and other climatic conditions will be examined in 
association to vegetation response with the various treatments.  The seed mix, soil roughness and 
mulch treatments will then be evaluated to find the most successful techniques.  The test plots 
were placed on private Rosemont Copper property, in areas that will not be disturbed in the 
future; additional, long-term tests may be conducted to ensure successful reclamation of the 
Project. 
 
 
 
 
 







DEFINITIONS 
 
 
Annual:  A plant which germinates, flowers, and seeds in a single season (NRCS 2005). 
 
Arkose:  A topsoil material that is characterized predominantly by sandstone sediment. 
 
Buttress:  The perimeter structure composed of the waste rock and tailings, capped with  
  topsoil and revegetated. 
 
Compaction: When a force is applied to soil particles, like sand, silt or clay, and becomes  
  denser and pores between soil particles become smaller, resulting in a hard soil  
  layer. 
 
Ecosystem:  An ecological system or unit that includes living organisms and nonliving   
  substances which interact to produce an exchange or cycling of nutrients. 
 
Forb:   Flowering annual, biennial, or perennial plant, with leaves and stem.  
 
Gila:   A topsoil material that is characterized predominantly by alluvial deposits of  
  sediment grains and pebbles. 
 
Infiltration:  The process in which water enters the soil; factors such as soil crust, soil texture,  
  compaction, organic matter, aggregation and structure, pores, temperature, and  
  water content all affect infiltration (USDA, 1998). 
 
Invasive Species:  An alien species whose introduction is currently or is likely to cause  
   economic or environmental harm or harm to human health.  
 
Mulch:  Protective cover typically placed over the soil to modify conditions for plant  
  growth. 
 
Quadrat: A measured square or rectangular unit that is used in ecology to sample an area.  
 
Reclamation: The process designed to adapt a natural ecosystem to serve a utilitarian human  
  purpose. It may put a natural ecosystem to a new or altered use, most often using  
  introduced plants. It is often used to refer to processes that replace native   
  ecosystems and convert them to agricultural, mining or urban uses (NRCS 2005). 
 
Shrub:  A woody perennial plant differing from a tree by its low stature and by generally  
  producing several basal shoots instead of a single stem. 
 
Topography:  The study of the Earth’s surface shape and features. 
 
3 to 3.5-to-1 slope:  A raise of 1 foot for every 3 to 3.5 feet horizontal feet.   
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cc

Subject One more project status update item

Please see the information from Kathy Arnold,  below.  This concerns
revegetation testing that Rosemont Copper is doing in the project
area. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 09/11/2009 05:35 PM ----- 
Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

09/10/2009 07:22 AM 
To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

Subject FW: Test Plot Summary

Bev – 
For your information in case you have further questions.  The test plots are located near
our Hidden Valley Offices (T18S R16E Section 21 NE4), and the other is between the
proposed pit and our proposed substation location (T18S R16E Section 30 near the middle
of the NW4). 
  
Cheers!
Kathy 
  
Kathy 
  
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 



karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company   
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately. 

  
From: Holly Lawson 
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2009 4:11 PM
To: Dennis Fischer; Fermin Samorano; Kathy Arnold; Jeff Cornoyer; Kelly Medlock;
Lance Newman; Oscar White; Rod Pace; Scott Walston; Jamie Sturgess
Subject: Test Plot Summary 
  
Hello, 
  
I have attached the test plot summary, updated with revisions. Please read through the
summary and let me know if you find any changes that need to be made. 
  
Thank you, 
Holly 
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From: Debby Kriegel
To: Beverley A Everson; karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Test Plot Summary
Date: 09/15/2009 08:31 AM
Attachments: Test_Plot_Summary.pdf

Bev and Kathy,

I reviewed this and it looks good.  However, I have a handful of comments if Holly is
still open to changes.

1.  In the 2nd paragraph there is a statement about "gentle" slopes.  3 to 3.5:1
slopes are the maximum slopes that revegetate with any real success (though
sometimes they fail), and slopes at this grade are steep enough to be difficult to
walk on.  I recommend deleting the word "gentle".
2.  Will the straw be certified weed free?
3.  On page 2 there is a comment about straw helping to "aesthetically blend with
surrounding semi-desert grassland".  Although straw has benefits to revegetation,
aesthetics are not generally one of them.  Straw tends to look pretty awful for quite
a while.  I recommend omitting this statement.
4.  Is the seed mix native specifically to the Rosemont mine's elevations and the
Santa Rita Mountains?  If so, I recommend mentioning this.  Just being native to
southeastern Arizona isn't really helpful, as it's such a diverse place.  And the
statement about the "seed mix was allocated using Natural Resource Conservation
Services Ecological Site Description to represent the target focus group" should be
explained; readers like me have no idea what this means.

I don't have Holly's email address.  Would you please forward this to her?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment!

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Debby Kriegel
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
(520) 388-8427

▼ Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS 

09/11/2009 05:38 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,
dkriegel@fs.fed.us, dsebesta@fs.fed.us,
ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, jable@fs.fed.us,
kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
ljones02@fs.fed.us, Mary M
Farrell/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, mreichard@swca.com,
rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, Tami
Emmett/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com,
Walter Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William B
Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA RECLAMATION TEST PLOTS 
 


 
The purpose of the test plot project is to evaluate different reclamation techniques in order to 
establish successful reclamation methods.  There have been two previous phases to the project 
that tested 29 different native species from the site and compiled into 4 seed mixes.  The 
different seed mixes were tested in the University of Arizona greenhouses using 3 different 
rainfall scenarios, 3 soil types, and 3 amendments with 4 replications of each scenario.  The test 
plots are the third phase of the project, which will evaluate the established native species seed 
mix and methods while exposed to the environmental conditions of the site. Two reclamation 
methods will be evaluated using three levels of straw mulch (no mulch, mulch placed on the soil 
surface, and mulch incorporated into the soil), and two levels of soil roughness (smooth surface 
and rough surface).  A soil conditioner will be used when mulch is placed on the surface to 
prevent movement from wind or water.  Research results will help land owners across Southern 
Arizona transform disturbed or degraded lands into properly functioning plant communities.  
 
The objective of reclamation is to create a self-sustaining, self-repairing ecosystem.  Re-
establishing vegetation will create a positive feedback loop, which will help repair hydrological 
processes and site stability.  There are two test plot sites located at two elevations; these 
elevations represent the lower and upper elevations of the future buttress, at approximately 4600 
and 5400 feet above sea level.  To mirror future reclamation of the outer buttress, one-foot of 
growth media consisting of two topsoil-types will be used: Gila and Arkose, which will be 
placed at both sites.  The majority of the buttress will expose an east-facing slope with a gentle 3 
to 3.5-to-1 slope.  Heavy equipment traffic during the construction of the test plots will be 
limited to decrease compaction, which will increase infiltration and reduce soil erosion.  
Vegetation establishment will help to hold soil in place which will prevent soil erosion and loss 
and retain water quality.  Roots will reach down into the soil and bind the soil beneath, while the 
plant cover helps to intercept the rainfall impact and to infiltrate into the soil.  Successful 
revegetation will have many positive effects for a permanent, natural solution. Seedbed 
preparation is a key factor for successful revegetation.   
 
Soil surface roughness can have a significant impact on seedling germination.  A rough soil 
surface will reduce wind erosion, create micro-niches and will retain soil moisture better than a 
smooth surface.  A rough surface may be scarified by using a tine ripper, chisel, drill, or disc to 
name a few.  A smooth surface may be created by a land roller, or dragging a chain or blade and 
will provide more consistent soil-seed contact, but is subject to higher rates of evaporation.  The 
test plots will use both methods with the combination of a mulch treatment; a smooth surface 
will allow better mulch contact to the soil surface. 
 
Mulch can be made out of a variety of materials, including straw, hay, native grasses, wood 
chips, or gravel.  Plant litter is nature’s mulch and is composed of dead organic materials, such as 
leaves, bark, or branches.  Mulch reduces soil moisture evaporation and soil erosion from wind 
and water, which can make a significant difference in when rebuilding an ecosystem.  Mulch can 







be applied to the surface or be incorporated into the soil and is a way to enhance the 
microtopography.  If the mulch is applied to the surface, it is often crimped or used in 
conjunction with soil tackifier to keep the mulch protected from the wind and water.  The light 
color of the straw will also help to reflect sunlight and allow it to aesthetically blend with the 
surrounding semi-desert grassland.  Adding mulch can serve as a protective layer to seeds, 
shielding them from sunlight, heat, wind and predators, though different species require different 
conditions to germinate. 
 
The seed mix currently being tested has six warm-season perennial grasses, one cool-season 
perennial grass, one annual forb, one perennial forb, and one shrub.  These species are native to 
the Southeast Arizona and were chosen from the results of the University of Arizona greenhouse 
studies.  The seed mix was allocated using the Natural Resource Conservation Service 
Ecological Site Description to represent the target functional group.  The mix will produce 
similar productivity rates and biomass to the natural ecosystem, which will support future 
grazing and wildlife needs.  Selecting native seeds will improve success rates, as the seeds are 
adapted to the arid Southeast Arizona region. 
 
There are many different ways to spread seed in an area; this project is testing broadcast seeding 
for use across large areas, where a tractor spreads seed evenly.  The seeding rate is slightly 
higher than other methods, like hydroseeding or drill seeding, since not all seeds will not end up 
at its optimal burying depth or have optimal seed-soil contact.  Broadcast seeding with a rough 
soil surface is anticipated have favorable results due to small amounts of particle movement, 
which will bury the seeds naturally.  Timing is an important factor when seeding; warm-season 
species must be seeded when soil temperatures are high and before monsoon rains begin in July 
and cool-season species before the winter rains begin in January.  Seeds need a sufficient 
precipitation event to germinate the seeds, followed by additional events to establish the plants.  
Seeding too early may leave the seeds exposed to predators and unfavorable conditions that may 
terminate the seeds.  If climatic conditions are not optimal during a season, most seeds will lie 
dormant and viable until the next opportunity comes for germination.   
 
Continuous and repeated monitoring of each key element will be used to assess reclamation 
success.  Vegetation can be measured using transects and quadrats to measure species 
composition, diversity, cover, and biomass.  Hydrological processes will be measured by means 
of soil erosion, including soil topography, moisture content, infiltration, compaction and 
crusting.  Precipitation, temperature and other climatic conditions will be examined in 
association to vegetation response with the various treatments.  The seed mix, soil roughness and 
mulch treatments will then be evaluated to find the most successful techniques.  The test plots 
were placed on private Rosemont Copper property, in areas that will not be disturbed in the 
future; additional, long-term tests may be conducted to ensure successful reclamation of the 
Project. 
 
 
 
 
 







DEFINITIONS 
 
 
Annual:  A plant which germinates, flowers, and seeds in a single season (NRCS 2005). 
 
Arkose:  A topsoil material that is characterized predominantly by sandstone sediment. 
 
Buttress:  The perimeter structure composed of the waste rock and tailings, capped with  
  topsoil and revegetated. 
 
Compaction: When a force is applied to soil particles, like sand, silt or clay, and becomes  
  denser and pores between soil particles become smaller, resulting in a hard soil  
  layer. 
 
Ecosystem:  An ecological system or unit that includes living organisms and nonliving   
  substances which interact to produce an exchange or cycling of nutrients. 
 
Forb:   Flowering annual, biennial, or perennial plant, with leaves and stem.  
 
Gila:   A topsoil material that is characterized predominantly by alluvial deposits of  
  sediment grains and pebbles. 
 
Infiltration:  The process in which water enters the soil; factors such as soil crust, soil texture,  
  compaction, organic matter, aggregation and structure, pores, temperature, and  
  water content all affect infiltration (USDA, 1998). 
 
Invasive Species:  An alien species whose introduction is currently or is likely to cause  
   economic or environmental harm or harm to human health.  
 
Mulch:  Protective cover typically placed over the soil to modify conditions for plant  
  growth. 
 
Quadrat: A measured square or rectangular unit that is used in ecology to sample an area.  
 
Reclamation: The process designed to adapt a natural ecosystem to serve a utilitarian human  
  purpose. It may put a natural ecosystem to a new or altered use, most often using  
  introduced plants. It is often used to refer to processes that replace native   
  ecosystems and convert them to agricultural, mining or urban uses (NRCS 2005). 
 
Shrub:  A woody perennial plant differing from a tree by its low stature and by generally  
  producing several basal shoots instead of a single stem. 
 
Topography:  The study of the Earth’s surface shape and features. 
 
3 to 3.5-to-1 slope:  A raise of 1 foot for every 3 to 3.5 feet horizontal feet.   
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cc

Subject One more project status update item

Please see the information from Kathy Arnold,  below.  This concerns
revegetation testing that Rosemont Copper is doing in the project
area. 

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 09/11/2009 05:35 PM ----- 
Kathy Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com> 

09/10/2009 07:22 AM 
To Beverley A Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com> 

Subject FW: Test Plot Summary

Bev – 
For your information in case you have further questions.  The test plots are located near
our Hidden Valley Offices (T18S R16E Section 21 NE4), and the other is between the
proposed pit and our proposed substation location (T18S R16E Section 30 near the middle
of the NW4). 
  
Cheers!
Kathy 
  
Kathy 
  
Kathy Arnold | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs 
Cell:   520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724 



karnold@rosemontcopper.com 
  

Rosemont Copper Company   
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com 
  
PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all  copies and notify us immediately. 

  
From: Holly Lawson 
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2009 4:11 PM
To: Dennis Fischer; Fermin Samorano; Kathy Arnold; Jeff Cornoyer; Kelly Medlock;
Lance Newman; Oscar White; Rod Pace; Scott Walston; Jamie Sturgess
Subject: Test Plot Summary 
  
Hello, 
  
I have attached the test plot summary, updated with revisions. Please read through the
summary and let me know if you find any changes that need to be made. 
  
Thank you, 
Holly 

  

mailto:karnold@augustaresource.com
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Lara Mitchell
Subject: Tetra Tech figure- follow up
Date: 09/10/2009 10:54 AM

Bev-
Can we get your go ahead to contact Rosemont or TetraTech directly to obtain any GIS files
necessary?
Please let us know as soon as possible.
Thanks!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Lara Mitchell 
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2009 9:08 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: RE: Tetra Tech figure
 
Hi Melissa
Have you been able to get in touch with anyone regarding this CAD file?  We would like to be able to
get these geology figures finished.  Please let me know where we are at with this.
Thanks
Lara
 

From: Melissa Reichard 
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2009 10:52 AM
To: beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melinda D Roth; Lara Mitchell
Subject: FW: Tetra Tech figure
 
Bev-
Could you ask Rosemont for this? Is this something you are comfortable with me contacting Kathy
directly?
 
Thanks!
 
Melissa
 
"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Lara Mitchell 
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2009 10:50 AM
To: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Tetra Tech figure
 
Hi
Ryan Rausch has a Geology map he would like to use, it is from Tetra Tech (see attached).  I only
have it in pdf. It would be easier if I could get the CAD file from Tetra Tech, I don’t see that we already

mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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mailto:lmitchell@swca.com


have it.  Let me know.
Thanks
Lara



From: Jonathan Rigg
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: Tetra Tech Groundwater Modeling tech memos
Date: 07/12/2010 12:53 PM

Hi Kathy,
 
Just wanted to let you know that we received the Hydraulic Property Estimates and Hydrologic
Framework Model technical memos from Tetra Tech on Friday.  I will have Melissa post the
electronic versions on WebEx and deliver the FS’s copy to them. 
 
Best,
 
Jonathan Rigg
Environmental Planner
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona
Phone: (520) 325-9194
Fax: (520) 325-2033
Email: jrigg@swca.com

mailto:jrigg@swca.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson; Terry Chute; Debby Kriegel
Cc: Jonathan Rigg; Tom Furgason
Subject: The layer list by TetraTech
Date: 07/13/2010 12:43 PM
Attachments: Alternative_Layer_List.xlsx

All-
This is the list of needed layers that I put together that TT updated with the dates that they have
given various GIS layers to Trent.
 
Thanks!

Melissa Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520)325-9194 ofc.  (520)250-6204 cell
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it
is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable
law. If you are not the intended recipient or an authorized representative of the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any review, dissemination or copying of this email and its attachments, if any, or the information contained
herein is prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by return email and
delete this email from your system. Thank you.
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Sheet1

		GIS Layer- Operations/Facilities		MPO		Phased Tails		Barrel Only		Scholefield		By		Description

		90 ft dam												N/A

		AZ trail relocation		7/6/10		7/6/10		7/6/10		7/6/10		TT

		Conveyor belt alignment								7/1/10		TT

		Conveyor/Slurry roads or catchments										TT

		Facility layout- including building labels and elevations

		Groundwater monitoring wells

		Haul Roads										TT

		Heap Leach		6/29/10		6/29/10		6/29/10		6/29/10		TT

		Highway 83 intersection changes

		Highway 83 		6/28/10		6/28/10		6/28/10		6/28/10		TT

		Hydrogeologic characterization wells		7/8/10		7/8/10		7/8/10		7/8/10

		Perimeter Access Road- including grading and elevation				6/18/10						TT

		Perimeter security fence		7/6/10		7/6/10		7/6/10		7/6/10		TT

		Pit fence on remote side

		Pit fence on road side

		Pit YR 19		6/29/10		6/29/10		6/29/10		6/29/10		TT

		Power lines

		Powerline around perimeter of pit

		Powerline roads

		Primary Access Road- including grading contours and ROW		6/29/10		6/18/10		6/25/10		6/28/10		TT		Scolefield road is not graded

		Reclamation		6/30/10		6/29/10		6/29/10		?		TT		MPO landform not graded to accommodate sw controls

		Resource protection fences?

		Roads to re-connect public access

		Secondary access road- including grading contours and ROW		6/29/10		629/2010		6/29/10		6/29/10

		Septic system

		Stormwater- Central drain- MPO only		6/18/10								TT

		Stormwater- Compliance dam		7/1/10		7/1/10		7/1/10		7/1/10		TT

		Stormwater- Diversion channels		6/30/10		7/6/10		7/6/10		7/6/10		TT		Only pit diversion channel included

		Stormwater- other info

		Stormwater- settling ponds										TT

		Tailings- including contours & elevations		6/17/10		6/17/10		6/17/10		6/17/10		TT		Stacking 

		Vegetation test plots		7/2/10		7/2/10		7/2/10		7/2/10				Holly

		Waste Rock- including contours & elevations		6/17/10		6/17/10		6/17/10		6/17/10		TT

		Water pipeline

		Water pipeline roads

		Water pumps & booster facilities







From: Beverley A Everson
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: There was a 6.9 magnitude quake just south of the border on the San Andreas Fault...it wasn't our imagination
Date: 04/04/2010 04:08 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com


From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Subject: Things to get Rosemont
Date: 04/28/2009 03:41 PM

Information that needs to be provided to Rosemont:
The FS requirement to access mineral rights for all/some of Ore?
Meaning of “partial” backfill
Arch sites in the area and level of importance
Rosemont’s role in OHV on East side of SR83
Clarification of public easement and public road- location requested and why?
Small Tracts Act regulations and restrictions
Legalities of earth removed and ownership for sale of waste rock and tails
 
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: aelek@fs.fed.us; Deborah K Sebesta; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us;

kbrown03@fs.fed.us; kellett@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; Mary M Farrell; Melinda D Roth;
mreichard@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us;
Walter Keyes; William B Gillespie

Subject: Thursday IDT
Date: 11/10/2009 03:33 PM

The meeting will start at 9:00 and will end by noon.  See you there (once again,
we'll be in 6V6).

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Jamie Sturgess
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Mary M Farrell; bgillespie@fs.fed.us
Subject: Tohono O'odham Employees
Date: 07/16/2010 03:03 PM

Jamie,
 
SWCA has finally been able to hire two Tohono O’odham Tribal members to work on the Cultural
Resources survey of the alternative footprints.  Our crews have been making good progress and we
should have the survey done at the end of next week and the mapping of the remaining sites
completed early in the week of July 26.  The survey of the area between the footprints of the
alternatives and SR 83 is completed.  We focused on this area first because it has the highest site
density.  The areas to the south, north, and west are now being surveyed and the work is going
quickly.  We are on pace to have maps, site descriptions, and an end of the field visit letter
completed by the end of the month.  This will allow for the completion of Chapter 3, as it relates to
archaeological sites, on time.  We’ll follow-up with an addendum to the Heritage report shortly
afterwards.
 
Have a good weekend.
 

Tom Furgason
Office Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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From: Tom Furgason
To: Debby Kriegel; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth
Cc: Melissa Reichard; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Tomorrow's status meeting
Date: 11/30/2009 11:36 AM

Debby, Bev, and Mindee,
 
I think it would be very productive if Debby attended our weekly status meeting tomorrow at 9:30 to
discuss her expectations for logistical support required for Horst’s visit.  Debby left a message for me
asking about reserving a vehicle for the visit and schedule for events.  Up to now, I have left these
tasks largely up to Debby, but it makes sense for us to formalize Debby’s expectations of SWCA for
working with Horst.  We’d be happy to provide a vehicle, maps, etc. for the visit.
 
Debby has also asked if I was planning on giving a presentation.  I’m wide open as how you would like
for me to proceed.  I can give a presentation or Bev can as the IDT lead, but we should all be getting
on the same page asap.
 
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub@westlandresources.com;

karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; tfurgason@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Jeanine Derby; Heidi Schewel
Subject: Topic for this Friday's meeting
Date: 12/01/2009 09:07 AM

At this point, topics include Status of alternatives, review of mitigation application,
EIS progress and schedule, MOU modifications needed.
Do you have others?

Also, the call in number is 877-937-7556 and the access code is 6494499#
We will be meeting at 10:00 in Room 6V6 at the Forest Service office.  Plan to
continue after the lunch hour.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub blindenlaub@westlandresources.com;

karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; tfurgason@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; Jeanine Derby; Heidi Schewel
Subject: Topic for this Friday's meeting
Date: 12/01/2009 09:07 AM

At this point, topics include Status of alternatives, review of mitigation application,
EIS progress and schedule, MOU modifications needed.
Do you have others?

Also, the call in number is 877-937-7556 and the access code is 6494499#
We will be meeting at 10:00 in Room 6V6 at the Forest Service office.  Plan to
continue after the lunch hour.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford; tfurgason@swca.com
Cc: Melinda D Roth
Subject: Topics for Tuesday Coord. Mtg.
Date: 04/16/2010 03:40 PM
Attachments: 20100420_agenda.docx

What other items should I include?

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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SWCA Environmental Consultants/Coronado National Forest

Rosemont Copper Project Coordination Meeting Agenda

April 20, 2010



Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701

Attendees: Forest Service: Reta Laford, Mindee Roth, Bev Everson 

                     SWCA: Tom Furgason, Melissa Reichard, Dale Ortman.



Topics:

Questions for Dale about alternatives

Tech Transfer meeting for reclamation/reveg/landforming

Needed details for alternative descriptions

Recent report findings and needs

EIS story board, MPO analysis due date

Other business







From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: sldavis@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; mthrash@swca.com; cbellavia@swca.com; rmraley@fs.fed.us;

tfurgason@swca.com; rbowers@swca.com; mjfitch@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; awcampbell@fs.fed.us;
beverson@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; jhesse@swca.com; klgraves@fs.fed.us;
aelek@fs.fed.us; treeder@swca.com; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us;
mfarrell@fs.fed.us; khouser@swca.com; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;
jgrams@swca.com; temmett@fs.fed.us; gsoroka@swca.com; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; ecuriel@fs.fed.us;
ljones02@fs.fed.us; ehornung@swca.com; kpohs@swca.com; sgriset@swca.com; tklarson@swca.com;
hhall@swca.com; mbidwell@swca.com; rellis@swca.com; jconnell@swca.com; dkeane@swca.com;
mroth@fs.fed.us; daleortmanpe@live.com; kellett@fs.fed.us; lcgarrett77@msn.com;
bschneid@email.arizona.edu; rlaford@fs.fed.us; mrobertson@swca.com; rlefevre@fs.fed.us;
abelauskas@fs.fed.us; kkertell@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com; bgaddis@swca.com; kserrato@swca.com;
dsebesta@fs.fed.us; devinquintana@fs.fed.us

Subject: Transmittal 071709 w/list of updated figures
Date: 07/17/2009 04:23 PM

Rosemont Copper Company delivered a draft package of 14 revised figures based on
some engineering updates that they have been working on.  The list of figures is
contained in the a transmittal on WebEx (https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?
a=5&id=150426). These figures were submitted in hard copy format only.  Bev and
SWCA each have two complete packets for review by the specialists.

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Beverley A Everson
To: tfurgason@swca.com; Melinda D Roth; Walter Keyes
Subject: transportation needs from SWCA
Date: 06/28/2010 05:09 PM

Tom,

Here are some things that Walt mentioned needing when I queried him about
additions to the SOW.  They may not really belong to the SOW work list, but need to
be passed on to you, and so here they are:

    He would like to see someone with SWCA interface with ADOT on transportation
for the intersection development and other project affected areas of SR 83, including
from I-19 south to the primary     
    access road.

    Where do road improvements pass from being paid for by the tax payer to
Rosemont, ie., what will Rosemont be responsible for the costs of with SR and other
roads?

Walt, do you have anything to add?

Thank you -

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Tues mtg discussion topics
Date: 12/07/2009 03:12 PM

Complete mitigation lists
Project record - be ready to respond when Scoping Report #3 goes out.
Scoping Report #3 "bucket tables"
Summary DEIS and Summary FEIS documents expected
Consistency comparison of EIS outlines to issues/units

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: Tues SWCA mtg topics
Date: 12/14/2009 10:42 AM

Possible meeting topics with SWCA this Tues.:

Salek's message about Annendale/Schor contracts
Project Record - share the index with FS on a regular basis - bi-weekly?
IDT meeting?
12/21 meeting w/ RCC - appliction of mitigation 
Scoping Rept #3 and Chapter 1- needs and timeframes

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford
Subject: Tuesday coordination meeting agenda
Date: 06/14/2010 01:53 PM
Attachments: 20100615_agenda.docx

0930 Jeanine's office 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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SWCA Environmental Consultants/Coronado National Forest

Rosemont Copper Project Coordination Meeting Agenda

June 16, 2010



Location:  Coronado National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ  85701

Attendees: Forest Service:  Mindee Roth, Bev Everson, Reta Laford  

                     SWCA: Tom Furgason, Jonathan Rigg, Melissa Reichard



Topics:

Project Record

Chapter 2 review and comment schedule, alternative naming convention, Rosemont’s input on MPO description details, review deliverables against Chapter 2 outline 

Chapter 3 MPO livestock/water review and comment schedule

Mitigation Table – next steps

Status - Water source alternatives review by SRK

Personnel - TEAMS, NEPA Sr. project manager, hydrology and geology specialists

Next deliverables/expectations

Scope of Work - development and review timeframes

Schedule/tasks – Section 106 template, Mitigation lands example

Upcoming meetings – schedule review

Other business







From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub

blindenlaub@westlandresources.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;
jrigg@swca.com; jan@strongpointpr.com; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us

Subject: Upcoming Rosemont meetings list
Date: 06/11/2010 02:06 PM

Upcoming meeting schedule as requested... 

Friday, June 18, Mitigation lands meeting, 1:00 at SWCA. 
Friday, June 25, Status meeting, 1:00 at Forest Service 6V6. 
Thursday, July 8, Status meeting, 1:00, location TBD 
Monday, July 19, Mitigation lands meeting w/ACOE, 1:00, location TBD 
Friday, July 23, Status meeting, 1:00, location TBD 

other meetings... 
Monday, June 15, Geochemistry phone conference 
Thursday, June 17, Coop Agencies - 9:30 room 4B w/ heritage discussion to follow 
Tuesday, June 22, Groundwater hydrology model meeting 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; gcheniae; Brian Lindenlaub

blindenlaub@westlandresources.com; mary@strongpointpr.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com;
jrigg@swca.com; jan@strongpointpr.com; Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us; beverson@fs.fed.us

Subject: Upcoming Rosemont meetings list
Date: 06/11/2010 02:06 PM

Upcoming meeting schedule as requested... 

Friday, June 18, Mitigation lands meeting, 1:00 at SWCA. 
Friday, June 25, Status meeting, 1:00 at Forest Service 6V6. 
Thursday, July 8, Status meeting, 1:00, location TBD 
Monday, July 19, Mitigation lands meeting w/ACOE, 1:00, location TBD 
Friday, July 23, Status meeting, 1:00, location TBD 

other meetings... 
Monday, June 15, Geochemistry phone conference 
Thursday, June 17, Coop Agencies - 9:30 room 4B w/ heritage discussion to follow 
Tuesday, June 22, Groundwater hydrology model meeting 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Jeanine Derby
To: Robert Cordts; Karen M Carter
Cc: Corbin Newman; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Rochelle Desser; Melinda D Roth
Subject: update for Rosemont
Date: 03/03/2010 11:33 AM

We met today with Rosemont and gave them a list of 12 reports that we have not
received and which we need to have in order to proceed with the analysis.   I told
them that from my perspective we should wait until we have received and reviewed
this missing information before addressing the affect on our schedule.    I suggested
that when we get media requests about the schedule we should simply say that we
are in the process of reviewing some very complex reports and are not ready yet to
predict how this is affecting the timeline.   Jaime Sturgis said that we would receive
all of the missing reports by March 15.    In response to the time crunch, Jaime
proposed  a more collaborative process for  review of the groundwater modeling
report.  This would be conducted with regular conference calls among the water
specialists, SWCA and the sub-contractor for the model (Montgomery).   It might
also include another convening of all parties face to face.  We want Roger Congdon
to be part of those calls/meeting and Bev Everson will be in touch with him to
arrange this.   This more collaborative strategy should shorten the review time of
this important document.    Jaime also agreed with me that having SWCA produce
another "draft" version of the EIS isn't productive right  now.    

Jaime  said that he is preparing to send a letter to tell the Forest which of the
proposed alternatives will not work for the company and why.    I said that when I
receive the letter, I would review the rationale for having proposed the alternative
and then determine whether I believe that it still deserves a detailed analysis.     We
still do not have firm design features for several of the proposed alternatives, nor
final mitigations associated with them.   (The exception is the MPO -07 and updated
MPO -09.)  

We also discussed needing inventory of the recently identified orchid plant that has
potential for federal listing and that has been identified within the vicinity of the
mine.   Rosemont says they will conduct a survey (this is a tuberous plant, blooming
period in May-June).  
    
I would like to plan for an early April meeting with the RO to provide an update.   I
am available April  5 or 6.    Bob, could you check on availability of key players
needing to participate in this review and put a hold on one of those dates if it
works?   I want that review before I give the company a firm list of alternatives to
be considered.  

We agreed to close out with Montgomery on the groundwater modeling in mid April
and review our schedule.  We will prepare our next  media release  after that
meeting.    
   
 
Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
phone: 520 388-8306
FAX:  520 388-8305
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle
Cc: Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; Kent C Ellett
Subject: Update on Issue binder
Date: 03/25/2009 11:31 AM

I spoke with TA. She approved our previous coversheet with minor edits. She has given me the
following guidelines for the binder:
Label Issue Statements with letters for tracking- I am doing that in the order that they were
previously presented for my work now. We need to make sure that their letters get added to the
document.
 
Jeanine’s signature page that I am creating is to have a checklist with all of the final issue
statements as well as the Not Significant and Non-Issue themes for her approval. I will be sending
her my draft for her to put on FS letterhead.
 
The binder will be like this:
 
Recommendations
Bev’s letter
Signature page
Tracking Sheet
 
Table of Contents
 
Issues
All issue narratives in alpha order with
C&E worksheets and the
Theme worksheets in numerical that correspond together in one packet per issue
 
Not Significant
Coversheet
Wksht 1
Wksht 2
Wksht 4
 
Non-Issue
Coversheet
Wksht 1
 
Because of the time crunch on all that will be involved with getting all of the appropriate
worksheets and forms created/completed, I have enlisted Victoria for help to meet our deadline.
 
Let me know if you have any thoughts. Thanks!
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Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
 



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com;

beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Updated mitigation table for June 8th meeting
Date: 06/04/2010 03:44 PM
Attachments: 20100604MitigationMeasures.docx

The meeting to review and "finalize" this table is June 8, 2010 at SWCA beginning at 9:00.  There may
be a few last-minute changes on Tuesday, as I have not yet received the information from all assigned
forest specialists. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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Rosemont Copper Project PDEIS: Chapter 2 Mitigation Comment Compilation

June 4, 2010



		Updated Item #

		Initial #

		Proposed Mitigation Measure

		To which Alt(s)? 

		Source

		Driver and/or Law, Regulation, and Policy

		Target Issue(s) and Quantitative Units of Measure



		

		

		Air

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		5

		Onsite dust control on Rosemont facilities shall be maintained on access, haul, service, and maintenance roads on site during construction, operation, and closure periods through uses of:

· gravel, 

· water spray, 

· treatment with dust control agents, 

· otherwise as specified in the Air Quality Permit

Specifications for each class of facility to be according to the Air Quality Permit and documented in a Dust Control Plan to maintain compliance with PDEQ air quality regulations or other applicable regulation.

		 

		FS

		Clean Air Act regulations as delegated to Pima County Department Environmental Quality (Dust Control Plan to be updated as needed to comply with PDEQ permit)

		Air Quality – PM10

Plant and Animals – Dust Impacts to plants

Visual – Change in landscape character

Public Safety – CAA standards, PM and GHG

Socioeconomics – Quality of Life

Dark Skies – PM





Green highlights reflect changes from 5/10/2010 version



		

		8

		Set and enforce speed limits within project area

		 

		FS

		 

		See 1.1.1



		

		12

		Rosemont shall use dust control technology at material transfer points and other point sources at crushing, conveyor, and bulk material handling facilities, as required in the air quality permit, these technologies include:

· water sprays, 

· cover, 

· wind barriers, 

· mechanical controls, or other appropriate measures.

		 

		FS

		Clean Air Act and PDEQ permit (Shall be specified and monitored as per the PDEQ permit requirement)

		See 1.1.1



		

		14

		Apply soil stabilizers to tails as required by the Air Quality Permit

		 

		FS

		 

		 See 1.1.1



		

		15

		Rosemont shall maintain MSDS sheets on site as appropriate for chemical materials used onsite, such as:

· chemical or physical dust control agents, 

· organics, 

· inorganic binders, or 

· stabilizing polymers.

Materials to be used on site shall be subject to review and approval as part of the Materials Management Plan/Procedures

		 

		FS

		Mine Safety and Health Act 

		Drop?  Having MSDS sheets doesn’t mitigate anything



		

		17

		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		 

		FS

		 

		 Move to Monitoring



		

		18

		Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in the air quality permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or closure

		 

		FS

		

		See 1.1.1



		

		19

		Use acid mist controls in electrowinning tank house as required by the Air Quality Permit

		 

		FS

		 

		Air 

Public Safety



		

		22

		Rosemont shall stipulate to usage of low-sulfur diesel fuel on-site for all stationary equipment as per Clean Air Act, and as per the Mine Plan of Operations for mobile equipment

		 

		FS

		Clean Air Act,

PDEQ Air Permit



Arizona Revised Statutes Articles 2, 3, 5, and 7 contain a lot of requirements for combustion engines and fuel.  Some engines may be required by law to use low-sulfur diesel fuel, others may not. To be researched.

		See 1.1.1

Also Air – GHG emission in tons



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		Use exact MPO wording



		

		13

		Compact the tails as specified in the Tailings Operations and Maintenance Plan as they are placed in selected locations within the tailings facilities 



Compaction specifications shall be dependent on location within the tailings area, as specified in the Tailings Operations and Management Plan, to meet both geotechnical stability 

		 

		FS

		

		See 1.1.1



		

		16

		Use emitters, similar to drip irrigation, to apply the acid leaching solution to the heap

		 

		FS

		 

		 See 1.1.1



		

		21

		Establish truck specifications to reduce emissions

		 

		FS

		 

		 Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		24

		RCC shall develop a Transportation Reduction Plan to include a Park and Ride Program and van pooling for workers during all phases of the project to reduce the number of personal vehicle miles driven to and from the project.

		 

		FS

		 

		 Air – GHG emissions in tons 





		

		25

		Construct electric lines as a first step in developing the time to eliminate the need for on-site electrical generation

		 

		FS

		 

		  Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		26

		Use alternative methods for power generation such as solar for administration buildings

		 

		FS

		 

		  Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		32

		Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks and heavy equipment.

		All

		Public

		

		 See 1.1.1



		

		 

		RCC considered and accepted 

		

		

		

		



		

		6

		Offsite dust management on access road includes development and implementation of a Dust Control Plan for:

· the unpaved section of Santa Rita Road

· dedicated BLM roads used for access

· Forest Service access roads used f to access other areas used for Rosemont project activities on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains.

		 

		FS

		

		See 1.1.1



		

		20

		Use modern design, progressive operation methods and air quality control strategies as appropriate to the contemporary equipment specified for use at site

		 

		FS

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		23

		Operational considerations such as energy, water, and fuel conservation shall be considered as well as dust management at the facility.  Therefore, Rosemont shall select and operate mobile equipment in a manner that takes into consideration the number of road miles driven, and balance the dust control efforts to the activities and miles driven (more haul truck miles = more water truck miles)  HUH?

		 

		FS

		

		Air – PM and GHG



		

		 

		Clarification/more information needed

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		34             

		Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained at all times and does not unnecessarily idle, is tuned to manufacturer's specifications, and is not modified to increase horsepower except in accordance with established specifications. Needs rewording  See Bob’s Note

		All

		Public

		 

		Move to monitoring



		

		38     

		Plants and Animals (Formerly Biology)

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		S8

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specific provisions to prepare seedbed, reseed any project-related disturbances along Pima County ROW or roadway.  Use wording from MPO

		

		CA

		

		???



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		40

		Rosemont shall finalize and implement a Rosemont Reclamation Plan that includes planting of native grasses, Palmer agave, shrubs, and trees. Non-native species may be used with FS approval. 



The Rosemont Reclamation Plan will integrate the requirements of State Mine Inspector, BLM, and USFS, as well as the reclamation-related requirements of cooperating agencies.



Whereas specific plans may apply differently to private, state and federal lands, Rosemont has committed to reclaim all lands to the highest standards identified in the respective plans.

		 

		FS,  Tribes

		BLM, USFS, SMI, USFWS, AZG&F permit requirements

		Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Long-term stability and risks

· Reveg. Success

· Sediment delivery 

Air - PM

Water – sediment

Plants and Animals

· Change in veg community

· Area reclaimed

· Ecological concerv. Plans

· Noxious weeds

Visual – change in landscape character

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		

		41

		Rosemont Copper Company shall develop a Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan that includes initial eradication, as practicable, and periodic monitoring and eradication of designated noxious plants and invasive animals (e.g., warmwater fishes) on Forest Lands. Prior to ground disturbance, non-native aquatic species must be eradicated from within the boundaries of the Rosemont Copper Company patented and unpatented mining claims, to ensure there is no downstream transport of invasive aquatic organisms during any phase of mining operations.  The Plan must ensure there will not be concomitant deleterious effects to threatened, endangered, and sensitive species of plants and animals coexisting with undesirable non-natives during control operations, except as authorized under the federal regulatory framework (e.g., Endangered Species Act consultation). Changed per L. Jones 5/24/10 input



The Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan shall be reviewed periodically and adjusted as needed to apply to all project-related land disturbances on Forest Lands.

		 

		FS

		 

		 Plants and Animals – noxious weeds



























Move to Monitoring



		

		42

		Rosemont shall develop a Water Source Enhancement and Mitigation Plan (RWSEMP) within the expanse of the Rosemont Ranch lands that surround the Helvetia and Rosemont Mining District.



The RWSEMP shall demonstrate no net loss in numbers of surface water sources for livestock and wildlife.  













For each individual source of seasonal or permanent surface water lost to wildlife or grazing use, whether through direct or indirect project-related impact, sufficient mitigation sources shall be created to provide a replacement water source in the area impacted.  



The sustainable sources shall be created by a combination of methods, to include:

· well drilling,

· solar pumps, 

· windmills, 

· earth fill dams, 

· sumps, 

· impoundments, 

· guzzlers, 

· storage tanks

· rain-harvesting, 

· or other means as practicable.



Piping and other appropriate conveyance shall be used to transport sustainable sources of water to storage or distribution sites.



Where access allows, the Water Source Enhancement and Mitigation Plan shall incorporate the concept of standing water catchments along surface water and storm water diversions, preferably with slow flow-through design.  



These structures shall allow for seeps, springs, and extended seasons of surface water available to wildlife from release of base-flow storage.  (Such structures shall not be located close to the mineral processing facilities).  Needs rewording

		 

		FS

		 

		Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number seeps, springs

Plants and Animals – 

· botanical species

· animal habitat

· corridors

Heritage – sacred springs

Water – beneficial uses









Water – beneficial uses, stock tanks

S Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number seeps, springs

Socioeconomic – rural landscape



Unnecessary detail



		

		46

		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor.  This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		 

		FS

		 

		Move to monitoring



		

		52

		Process water ponds, such as raffinate ponds, pregnant leach solution collection ponds, or chemical or fuel storage areas, shall be enclosed, covered, or otherwise managed to protect wildlife, livestock, and public safety.   Location and construction criteria for project facilities shall prevent deleterious exposure of livestock, wildlife, or birds to toxic chemicals or hazardous conditions created by, used in, or resulting from processing operations.

		All

		Public

		

		Plants and Animals – habitat?

Public Safety – public health risk



		

		60 (new)

		Rosemont shall provide funds to relocate AZ trail away from existing bat roost.

		

		

		

		Animals – avoid impacts



		

		167  

		Fence off selected exclusion areas of highest-value riparian habitat to restrict livestock access from critical breeding areas for sensitive wildlife species within the Rosemont Ranch land system,

		 

		FS, FWS, ACOE

		 

		Animals – avoid impacts, habitat lost



		

		178    

		The Noxious Weed Control Program shall include specifics on reducing noxious weed introduction and weed control throughout the project area. The Reclamation Plan shall acknowledge that noxious weed prevention is preferable to remedial action, and include provisions to this effect. 



If noxious weeds invade revegetated areas, Rosemont shall be responsible to remove by hand, spray, mechanical, or other approved methods as included in the noxious weed control plan. The effectiveness of the noxious weed control plan shall be reported as specified in the approved MPO/Reclamation Plan.

		 

		FS

		 

		Plants – prevent invasions



		

		 

		Needs Clarification

		

		

		

		



		

		51

		Upon indication or discovery of a cave, sinkhole, underground drainage into a solution cavern, or similar karst features, all ground disturbing work will halt, and a Forest Service geologist and biologist will investigate the discovery before work is re-initiated.  Investigation by other specialists may also be required upon discovery of any of these features.  Any void in rock that is large enough for a human to enter constitutes a cave.  Any collapse feature in or over carbonate rock constitutes a sinkhole.

		

		FS

		

		Animals – habitat lost



		

		58

		Restoration of fragmented corridors of native biological communities.  RCC to reword

		All

		Public

		 

		Animals - Corridors



		

		New





New

		Protect rocky hillsides, such as talus features, from sloughing downhill.  RCC to reword



All populations and subpopulations of Hexalectris revoluta var. colemanii within the proposed project area that can be avoided during mining activities will be protected by a perimeter fence and at least one lockable access gate (exclosure).  The perimeter of a population/subpopulation is identified by connecting the outermost localities (minimum convex polygon) and adding a 100 ft  buffer, wherever possible.  It is important to design the perimeter fence such that it will not be compromised by seasonally high water flows or mining activity.







		All

		FS





FS

		

		Animals – habitat lost





Plants – Number or acres lost, modified, etc, species viability



		

		62  

		Dark/Night Skies

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		63

		Design and operate exterior and access route lighting to recognize and achieve the goals of the 2006 City of Tucson/Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code, while also protecting the safety of the workers and visitors to the project facilities.



Where safety requirements allow outdoor lighting shall use:

· appropriate shields, 

· dimmers and/or full cutoff lighting fixtures

· directional lighting

· limited spectrum technologies

· minimum lumens practicable

MSHA requires a certain level of safety lighting.

		All

		FS

		Corridor Management Plan for the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road objective 3, page 53 bullet 4;  MSHA requires a certain level of safety lighting.

		Dark Skies – sky brightness, meet code

Animals – light effects

Visual – scenic byway 



		

		69 (new)

		RCC shall develop a lighting plan for operational lights, shall identify MSHA lighting requirements, and shall identify Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code applicable measures.

		

		

		

		Dark Skies – meet code



		

		72

		Energy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		76 

		Solar panels shall be used for energy needs of administrative building.

		

		

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		73             

		Initial construction of the project facilities to include an Energy Conservation and Sustainable Source Demonstration Plan. The ECSSD Plan shall consider:

· the use of alternative energy sources such as solar, wind and geothermal to power or supplement energy needs of administrative activities of the mining operations.  

· The project administration building shall be designed to showcase use of LEED and sustainable energy concepts.

		All

		Public

		LEED certification guidelines

		Air – GHG emissions in tons

Water – Quantity?



		

		78     

		Hazardous Materials

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		80             

		Hazardous materials and substances to be managed and contained within appropriately designed, constructed, and maintained facilities. 



These facilities to include as appropriate secondary containment concrete, asphalt, synthetic, clay lining, and adequate stormwater management and drainage systems to prevent contamination outside of containment areas.  



MSHA regulations require Rosemont to maintain MSDS sheets available to workers.  As required under EPCRA and/or CERCLA MSDS information shall be provided to appropriate emergency response departments, hospitals, and available for visitors entering the site

		All

		Public

		MSHA, RCRA, EPCRA, DOT (site specific)

		Water –quality

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number degraded

Plants and Animals – avoid impacts

Public Safety – transportation, public health risk



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		79             

		RCC shall describe and commit to measures to identify and ensure isolation of potentially acid generating waste rock, prevention of acid generation from mine waste, and any additional mitigation measures that may be necessary should prevention measures fail. This will include the development of a plan to identify and manage materials using geo-chemical analysis and acid-base accounting methods. Areas of potential acid generation on the interim and ultimate pit wall shall be identified and appropriate management strategies developed.

		All

		Public

		(Partially described in MPO but no details RE: where in waste rock or tails acid generating materials will be placed, and at what stage of the operation.)

		Water –quality

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number degraded

Plants and Animals – avoid impacts

Public Safety – transportation, public health risk



		

		84     

		Heritage

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		85

		Complete Archaeological Inventory survey for all parts of the Area of Potential Effect not surveyed in the SWCA survey of the initial MPO area and evaluate National Register eligibility for additional sites that are recorded.



Prior to ground disturbing activities for the selected alternative, the FS shall conduct archaeological testing at those sites within the Area of Potential Effect where National Register eligibility is undetermined.



Under the programmatic agreement, the FS shall conduct archaeological data recovery at National Register-eligible sites within the project footprint

		Selected Alt.

		FS,  Public,  

		 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA)

		 Heritage 

· # sites

· Future finds

· Burials





		

		90

		Where human burials can’t be excluded from the project disturbance areas, recover and repatriate remains to appropriate Native American tribe or nation following the provisions of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act and according to a project-specific burial treatment plan.

		Selected Alt.

		FS, Tribes

		 NHPA and Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)

		 Heritage - burials



		

		91

		Protect the Ball court Site (AZ EE:2:105). Although waste rock or tailings deposition would not affect the site in the MPO, backfill previously excavated pithouses, and prevent incursions into the site by fencing the perimeter and closing the road across the site.  Complete an archival record of traditional uses, through on-site oral interviews with tribal members.

		Barrel Canyon

Alt.

		FS, Tribes

		 NHPA Not req by law… Move?

		Heritage - # sites



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		97

		The proposed Santa Rita Mountains Community Endowment Trust is structured to be accessible to heritage and traditional uses and users in the area.  Grants to be made from the annual funds available from the SRMCET can be utilized to:

· provide educational and economic opportunities for public and tribal members 

· Sponsor education or training for tribal students 

· place interns in fields like wildlife biology, hydrology, cultural resource management, impact analysis and mitigation, business, mining technology, and other natural resource-related fields) 

· Develop cultural programs related to the heritage resources in the Santa Rita Mountain area.

· Develop classroom curricula or study units related to Native American history, in collaboration with the tribes whose traditional territories include the mine and Arizona school districts

· Develop displays and educational materials related to heritage resources in the Santa Rita Mountain area.

· Consideration of heritage resources- visual, wildlife, range management, livestock, etc., for the post-mining land use.

		All

		FS

		FS American Indian Relations Policy

		Heritage – qualitative-spiritual, emotional

Socioeconomic – environmental justice























Consideration of heritage resources- visual, wildlife, range management, livestock, etc., for the post-mining land use.



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		92

		RCC shall provide notification of access to tribal interests to facilitate harvesting of traditional food, medicinal, and basketry plants (e.g. agave, beargrass) and traditionally used clays and pigments (generally found in natural cutbanks at springs) before project disturbance.

		 

		FS, Tribes

		 

		Heritage – traditional resource collect areas, sacred springs



		

		99

		Through consultations with tribal experts, identify whether any plants in the project area could be feasibly/practicably transplanted to tribal lands. Plants may include Palmer agave, yucca, beargrass, oak, mesquite and juniper.

		 

		FS,  Tribes

		FS American Indian Relations Policy

		Heritage – TCPs, collection areas



		

		100 (new)

		Complete an archival record of traditional uses shall be developed through on-site oral interviews with tribal members.

		

		FS,  Tribes

		

		Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		

		102   

		Hydrology

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		110

		As required by ADEQ under Aquifer Protection Permit rules and individual facility permit, Rosemont has accepted the design criteria and permit limits as needed to protect groundwater resources. A thorough engineering evaluation was completed for facilities to determine the appropriate Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT) required for design.  Rosemont will develop a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan as per the terms of the APP permit.

Salek to combine with #127

		 

		FS,  Tribes

		 

		Water – groundwater quality, Clean Water Act





		

		116

		Obtain coverage under the AZPDES Construction General Permit and/or Multi-Sector General Permit, as applicable, to control the discharge of pollutants, including sediment, in stormwater discharges from the project. Best management practices associated with these permits include, among others:

· erosion and sediment control,

· good housekeeping,

· routine inspections and maintenance,

Salek to integrate with #120,  #124 and #128

		 

		FS

		 AZPDES

		Water – surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act



Land Stability and Soil Productivity - 

· Area of disturbance

· Sediment to Davidson Cyn.

· Reclamation results





		

		117

		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.



The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.



Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine.  Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities. *** RCC to provide examples

		

		FS

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act







		

		120

		Maintain stormwater and erosion control measures until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released.   Salek to combine with #116,  #124 and #128

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act





		

		124

		  Salek to combine with #120,  #120 and #128 Use non-point source sediment control measures including: 

		 

		FS

		 

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Area of disturbance

· Sediment to Davidson Cyn.

· Reclamation results





		

		

		o   Prepare and implement erosion control actions before starting surface disturbing activities.

		1

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Disturb the smallest area practical.

		1

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Implement concurrent reclamation when feasible.

		2

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Manage runoff from disturbed areas to reduce sediment from leaving the site.

		1

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Use berms and ditches to control runoff from road surfaces.

		Brian to reword per ACOE reqs

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Install settling basins, hay bales, and/or silt fences to control sediment in ditches.

		Brian to reword per ACOE reqs

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Use stormwater dispersion terraces, silt fences, gabion sediment traps, and/or straw bale barriers as needed to minimize road runoff on the undisturbed areas between and downhill of the roads.

		1

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Seed road cuts with an approved seed mix.

		2

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Use hydroseeding on steep or more erodible cuts and fills as appropriate.

		2

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Maintain sediment control measures after storm events.

		1* reword

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Monitor effectiveness of ongoing erosion and sediment control measures and modify where appropriate.

		1

		

		

		



		

		126

		Rosemont shall include as a condition in the Final MPO, a detailed description of methods to implement a Local Groundwater Mitigation Plan.  The target of the Local Plan is the area south of the CAP terminus, north of Green Valley, and east of the Santa Cruz River.  The Local Plan goal is to mitigate impacts to the local aquifer including steps to implement:

· Residential Well Protection Agreement for protection of residential wells in the unincorporated Sahuarita Heights Area.

· Local CAP recharge in Sahuarita/Green Valley near as practicable to the Rosemont supply well field in the area of the cone of depression caused by Rosemont water withdrawal.

· If feasible and practicable, a manner allowing for use of CAP direct delivery to mine site via supply pipeline from CAP terminus (Pima Mine Road Recharge Project).

· If feasible and practicable, a manner allowing for use of waste water effluent direct delivery to mine site via supply pipeline from Green Valley Wastewater Reclamation Facility 

 Salek to reword (FICO facility and Secretary of Interior effluent from TO)



		 

		FS Tribes

		

		Water – groundwater availability Santa Cruz











Not a connected action





Would become an alternative element if feasible





Would become an alternative element if feasible



		

		127

		Obtain and maintain an Aquifer Protection Program permit from the ADEQ that determines the requirements to reduce or eliminate the potential for discharge of pollutants to the aquifer through the employment of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology and monitoring at the Points of Compliance. Permit acquisition requires the preparation of necessary studies and technical reports as prescribed by ADEQ that will be relied upon by the ADEQ to issue the authorizing or regulatory permit.



As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be required to agree in writing to comply with enforceable groundwater protection permit conditions of the ADEQ APP.



The APP permit conditions are issued by the State of Arizona and include to:

· Thorough geotechnical and geological site evaluation as part of engineering design review,

· Review by ADEQ that includes designs that include a demonstration of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology suitable to the site and to the application.  

· Prefunding or guarantee of independent sources of funding for all costs for decommissioning plant facilities with potential to discharge pollutants to groundwater

· Monitor plant operations for compliance with permit standards 

· Build and operate monitor wells for groundwater quality at compliance points required by the APP permit throughout facility operations and after closure.

· Pay all expenses related to groundwater protection, monitoring, and as may be necessary to maintain compliance with permit standards

· Prepare a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan that includes requirements in the permit.



Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

Salek to combine with #110

		All

		CA,  Tribes

		 

		Water – groundwater quality

















		

		128

		Obtain a Multi-sector General Permit from ADEQ’s Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program that regulates stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Obtaining this permit includes the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan and implementation of control measures as outlined by ADEQ’s AZPDES MSGP program.

Salek to integrate with #120,  #124 and #116

		All

		CA

		 

		Water – surface water quality, beneficial uses



		

		129

		Use gray water, wastewater, and/or effluent in place of or to supplement the use of groundwater.

		All

		Public

		 

		Water - quantity



		

		130

		Use CAP water for mine operations.

		All

		Public

		 

		Under feasibility study, drop or include in an alternative.



		

		 

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		103

		As applicable to waste rock and tailings disposal siting alternatives, small retention structures shall facilitate infiltration of storm water on-site to contribute to local groundwater recharge.  These retention, infiltration basins shall be managed to optimize maintenance of surface and ground water quality.

Reword to state alternative dependent

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses



		

		104

		Where stormwater rules and management plans allow, diversions consistent with topography shall be designed and operated to route storm water efficiently through or around project facilities and to transport runoff water to downstream watersheds.

Reword to state alternative dependent

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – surface water beneficial uses



		

		108

		In the vicinity of the Rosemont water supply wells, Rosemont has agreed to a program to mitigate the potential effects of Rosemont pumping on residential water supply wells in the Sahuarita Heights neighborhood.  The USWO Rosemont USWO agreement includes:

· A legally binding instrument negotiated and implemented by the United Sahuarita Well Owners group and Rosemont. 

· Rosemont has agreed to implement and maintain this residential well protection plan throughout the life of its mineral production operations.  

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement has detailed terms related to pump inspection, pump maintenance, pump replacement, well inspection, well maintenance, and well replacement.

· Costs for the USWO/Rosemont agreement are born by Rosemont for the benefit of the USWO members and Rosemont.  

· The agreement has been signed and recorded in Pima County.  

· A third-party insurance company administers the obligations of Rosemont to protect pumps, wells, and water supply to residential wells under the USWO agreement. 

· The benefits of the USWO/Rosemont agreement are transferable to successors of interest to USWO participants.

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement is binding on successors in interest to Rosemont. 

· The right to pump water from the Rosemont Wells is subject to the requirement of the Mineral Extraction Water Right from ADWR.

· The ADWR permitted water right has been pledged as security for the implementation and continued compliance with the USWO/Rosemont agreement.

		 

		FS

		 ADWR

		 Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		

		114

		Monitor pit water quality and minimize impacts of pit dewatering during operations. Monitor pit water quality and make adjustments to mine management based on results.

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – groundwater quality



		

		121

		To minimize infiltration, Rosemont shall either grade the top surface of the tailings storage facility to minimize surface water ponding and infiltration, or grade the surface of the tailings to maximize retention for evaporation without infiltration.

		 

		FS

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA

		Water – groundwater quality



		

		123

		Monitor groundwater levels and make adjustments to mine management based on results. Monitor groundwater levels and minimize impacts to water levels and quality during reclamation.

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – groundwater quality



		

		125

		Rosemont shall include as a condition in the Final MPO, a detailed description of methods to implement Regional Groundwater Mitigation within the TAMA, including plans implemented or to be implemented for:

· Utilize available CAP water as a source to conduct recharge within Tucson Active Management Area (Lower Santa Cruz).

· To the extent practicable, balance CAP storage credits with water to be pumped from mine supply well field, with the intent to maintain a surplus inventory of storage credits prior to pumping groundwater for mineral extraction use.

· Maintain water storage and use inventory records to show that CAP recharge credits are balanced against groundwater removed from the TAMA, and that the offset-credits are extinguished and not recoverable.



		 

		FS

		 





Not connected actions

		Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		

		138

		Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		All

		Public

		 

		Water – groundwater quality



		

		145  

		Land Use

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		149          

		The status and locations of corners and monuments shall be determined during the course of a dependent resurvey performed by the BLM to protect and perpetuate the original corner positions that control property boundaries between NFS and private lands as well as corners for current and future administrative or management purposes. The BLM dependent resurvey shall be completed prior to any ground-disturbing activities occurring on NFS lands. All survey costs shall be borne by the RCC.

		 

		FS

		 43 USC 2 (BLM), 43 USC 722, 43 USC 1364*; Forest Service Manual 7152.03 3(a)(b); ARS 33-103 (D & (E) 



*may have been repealed

		Forest Plan



		

		150          

		A well-monumented control network set outside of the disturbance area using survey grade Global Positioning System (GPS) referenced to the property corner monuments or postions (mineral survey, section, and quarter corners) shall be established by the BLM during the dependent resurvey and completed prior to any ground-disturbing management activities occurring on NFS lands. Costs shall be borne by the RCC.

		 

		FS

		 Title 18, USC Sec 1858 (62 Stat. 789)

		Forest Plan



		

		153          

		The approved field notes and plats for the dependent resurvey and control network are filed in the BLM public room and become official records in the public land system.

		 

		FS

		 43 USC 2 (BLM)

		  Forest Plan



		

		New

		During reclamation of the Rosemont Copper operations, or as needed during operation, and to a standard satisfactory to the Forest Supervisor, re-establish, monument and re-monument all corners that control the property boundaries between NFS and private lands and other surveyed lines needed for administrative or management purposes and post the property line to Forest Service standard.



At minimum, the relocation or reestablishment of corner monuments and posting of the property line between the NFS and the private land shall comply with the following: applicable land surveying principles, procedures and standards as set forth in the appropriate GLO and BLM Manual of Surveying Instructions, publications, and circulars; current USDI BLM Standards and Guidelines for Cadastral Surveys using GPS Methods; current Arizona Boundary Survey Minimum Standards; appropriate local and state laws and regulations; and monument and posting specifications provided by the FS.

		

		

		Title 18, USC Sec 1858 (62 Stat. 789); 43 USC 2 (BLM), 43 USC 722, 43 USC 1364*; Forest Service Manual 7152.03 3(a)(b); ARS 33-103 (D & (E);  Forest Service Manual 7152.3- Land Line Location Program Priorities; ARS 33-103(D); ARS 33-103(E)

		Forest Plan



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		147          

		Facilitate future management associated with irregularly shaped mineral survey fractions that will more or less become an integral part of the adjoining private land and improve administration and management efficiency of NFS lands via the Small Tracts Act of January 12, 1983.



Rosemont shall make a fair market offer for the mineral survey fractions as allowed by the Small Tracts Act (>40 acres and price not to exceed $150,000).

		 All

		FS

		Forest Service Manual 5571.12; 36 CFR 254 Subpart C; Small Tracts Act of 1/12/1983 P.L. 97-465.

		  Forest Plan













		

		New

		Rosemont shall agree to work with the FS regarding administrative control on the Rosemont Ranch parcels under the facility footprint.

		

		

		

		Forest Plan



		

		182          

		Following completion of NEPA process, and as may be applicable at that time, Rosemont and the CNF shall work together to effect transfer of surface ownership and/or surface development rights of the fee land parcels within the waste rock and tailings area footprint that belong to Rosemont Ranch to the Coronado NF to ensure that final or interim reclamation of the waste rock and tailings pile would not be compromised by future non-mineral development or the need for public or private access to these property parcels following completion of approved Rosemont operations.

		 

		FS

		 

		Forest Plan



		

		161   

		Public Health and Safety

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		S42

		Rosemont will maintain a Site Safety and Health Plan and complete the required site-specific training during operations.

		

		FS

		MSHA

		Public Safety – Traffic, Haz. Mat., public exposure

Air – GHG, PM2.5



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		163          

		Rosemont shall prepare a Production and Operation Blasting Plan as part of the Final MPO. The Blasting Plan shall include acknowledgement that approval of the Rosemont Final MPO includes a condition that Rosemont and any successors in interest or ownership of the Mine shall be required to repair or otherwise pay for all damages to area residential, historical, or other structures due to blasting at the Mine. A blast monitoring program shall be included in the blasting plan with monitoring points located between the areas to be blasted, and sensitive receptor sites.  Results of blast monitoring shall be available on request to agencies and local residents. (Pending effects determination)

		All

		Public

		 

		Public Safety – public health risk

Heritage – vibration

Plants and Animals – noise

Socioeconomic – noise, vibration

Recreation  - solitude



		

		S43

		Coronado to hire, at RCC expense, an outside company to conduct spot check noise monitoring.

		All

		FS

		

		See 163



		

		162  

		RCC shall work with local emergency service providers to maintain or increase appropriate level of service.

		All

		Public

		

		Public Safety – public health risk



		

		165   

		Range/Grazing

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		166    

		At least one sustainable surface water source shall be identified in the plan for each of the permanent pastures within the Rosemont Ranch. 

		 All

		FS

		 

		Water – beneficial uses



		

		170

		Reclamation

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		 

		 

		 

		



		

		183    

		Annually, Rosemont Copper Company shall submit a summary of reclamation activities and monitoring to the Coronado NF and other appropriate agencies.  This report would include the use of maps and photos to allow accurate accounting of disturbed and reclaimed acreage, plans that project the following year’s disturbance and reclamation work, details on vegetation removal, treatment, soil salvage, storage, and revegetation, and annual reclamation requirements.  Rosemont Copper Company and the Coronado NF would meet to review the MPO and annual report, and the Forest Service administrator would conduct an annual inspection of site reclamation.  Modify or supplement the MPO as necessary to address reclamation issues.

		 All

		FS

		 

		Monitoring?



Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other

Air – PM 2.5, PM 10

Water – surface water beneficial uses

Plants and Animals 

· Change in veg communities

· Acres reclaimed

· Migration corridors

· Invasive species

Visual Quality – degree of change

Recreation

· Acres unavailable

· Hunting opportunities

Heritage – spiritual/emotional impact

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations





		

		190   

		Require that reclamation performance guarantees be provided upfront.

		All

		Public,  Tribes

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		 See 4.13.1



		

		188   

		Upon finalizing a reclamation plan for the operations, the costs of implementing the plan must be established as per FS funding requirements and other applicable agencies.

		All

		Public

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		

		187  

		The Final Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include a mutually acceptable method for phasing in reclamation performance guarantees and requirements over the life of the approved project.  The Final Reclamation Plan shall also include a mutually acceptable method for phased adjustment of reclamation performance guarantees and requirements over the life of the approved project. 

		All

		Public

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		11.1.1

		172

		Design slopes on waste rock and tailings piles that are flat enough to support successful revegetation where applicable

		All

		FS

		

		Is 3:1 acceptable?



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		96

		The Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specifications for:

· selection of plants and planting methods for trees and shrubs, 

· Selection of native plant species as well as important existing grasses during reclamation. 

· Species of trees and shrubs to be considered include those important to traditional native American cultural uses in the area, including mesquite, juniper, and oak.  

· Traditional and heritage livestock and wildlife uses of local plant species shall be considered in selection of plant species to be used in site revegetation.

· Plant species selection will, as necessary, balance heritage use species with natural environment and stabilization criteria.

		All

		FS,  Tribes

		 

		See 4.13.1





		

		S8

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specific provisions to prepare seedbed, reseed any project-related disturbances along Pima County ROW or roadway.

		All

		CA

		

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other



		

		173          

		Rosemont shall contour and blend edges of topographic disturbances with adjacent undisturbed land to avoid sharp topographic breaks wherever practicable

		All

		FS

		 

		 Visual Quality – change in landscape character



		

		174          

		The updated Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions to treat major erosion and slope failures on reclaimed areas promptly and as they occur.  The Reclamation Plan shall acknowledge that erosion prevention is preferable to remedial action, and include provisions to this effect.  RCC shall provide details in the Reclamation Plan that defines what erosion conditions would require action and how problems shall be addressed.

		All

		FS

		 

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other

Air – PM 2.5, PM 10

Water – surface water beneficial uses



		

		176          

		Identify reference sites in the Rosemont mine vicinity to determine native species occurrence, density, and cover to develop a long-term reclamation plan.  Consider aspect, elevation, and location (ridge vs. canyon bottom).  Based on reference site data, provide appropriate native seed mixes and plant lists for Coronado NF approval prior to any site revegetation.  Select species capable of being self-sustaining on the selected site and include species with the ability to provide erosion control and stability.  Establish vegetation re-establishment criteria for reclaimed areas and ensure that all areas meet criteria prior to bond release. (Kriegel: This is not yet addressed in the MPO)

		All

		FS

Tribes

		 

		  Plants and Animals 

· Change in veg communities

· Acres reclaimed

· Migration corridors

· Invasive species





		

		179          

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions for field surveys as needed to record species composition, seed mixes used, canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species” in selected representative areas as reclamation proceeds.  If seeded/planted species have failed to establish following the first two years, the plan shall provide for supplemental seeding and/or replanting.  

( Jones: Combine with #178)

		All

		FS

		 

		Monitoring?





		

		180          

		RCC shall monitor revegetation annually for the life of the mine operations until successful revegetation is confirmed by the Coronado NF.

		All

		FS

		 

		Monitoring?



		

		181          

		The Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include specifications and goals for the salvage, storage, and reuse of growth media (topsoil) from disturbed areas to provide sufficient cover on all disturbed areas to be reclaimed.  Unless otherwise specified, Rosemont shall:

· provide for a minimum of  1 foot of growth media cover over

· final waste rock slopes,

· waste rock surfaces,

· waste rock benches,

· completed tailings buttress,

· water diversion fill slopes,

· plant site fill slopes,

· construction laydown areas,

· facility plant-site following final removal of equipment.

· Temporary roads

· The areas to be revegetated shall be contoured, graded, prepared, and seeded in accordance with the specifications in the approved Reclamation Plans.



The Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall provide for conservation of growth media on site.  The details for storage of growth media shall require: 

· Placement of growth media stockpiles in locations that are stable, isolated from surface water, gently sloping, and well drained. 

· Growth media stockpiles shall be convex in shape and have no steeper than three to one slopes.  

· Stockpiles shall be revegetated with native species no later than the first growth season following construction to minimize erosion.

· No persistent non-native species shall be used in reclamation except as allowed in the approved Reclamation Plan, where some locally important non-native species may already be established.  

· Install sediment control structures or other Best Management Practices (BMPs) as needed to protect growth media from loss.

· Use growth media stockpiles quickly during concurrent reclamation to minimize the length of storage time.

		 All

		FS

		 

		  Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

Visual Quality – change in landscape character

Plants and Animals - Invasive species

Water – surface water beneficial uses





		

		187          

		The Forest Service may authorize a phased bond adjustment as needed according to reclamation plan stipulations. 



The Final Reclamation Plan shall include well-defined criteria for determining successful completion for each stage and type of reclamation activity and a reasonable amount of holdback for phased bond release to provide assurance of reclamation success.  These criteria to be as developed or approved by the Forest Service.

		All

		Public

		  FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		 Socioeconomic – social costs



		

		193   

		Recreation

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		194          

		Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced recreation.  This may include obtaining off-forest lands for Public recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side of Hwy 83), or a combination.

		 All

		FS

		FSM 2330.2, FSM 2310.2, FSM 2311, LMP Goals p 9 Rec 1

		Recreation – acres available



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		196          

		Relocate or restore access to Arizona Trail and OHV trailheads impacted by the mine. This could include parking, a restroom, OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.



( Jones: These should not be relocated in the same area because it conflicts with the P/A needs of having some contiguous habitat left that hasn’t been altered by the mine.  This same comment applies to the next several.  If carried out, these would be anti-P/A mitigations.)

		 

		FS

		 

		Recreation  - acres available, length and # trails



Apply to one alternative and display the differences



		

		197          

		A Rosemont Recreation Improvement Management Plan (RRIMP) shall be prepared as part of the Final MPO.

· The RRIMP shall include provisions for the Los Colinas Segment of the Arizona Trail. 

· The RRIMP shall provide for a sustainable water station for use by pack stock and horses along the Los Colinas segment of the Arizona Trail.

· Relocate portions of the Arizona Trail as needed to provide a trail for users throughout the mine life and post-mine.

		 

		FS

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25, FSM 2354.43c, National Trails System Act (16 USC 1241)

		Recreation  - acres available, length and # trails

Water – beneficial uses



		

		198          

		The RRIMP shall include and schedule details for installation and maintenance of interpretive signs along the Arizona Trail and at the viewpoint on State Route (SR) 83 where mining activity is visible.

· Sign topics, text, graphics, design, materials locations, and installation requirements shall be reviewed and approved by the Coronado NF.

· Installation of signs on SR 83 shall be coordinated with Arizona Department of Transportation.

· During the time period of mine operations under the MPO, maintenance of signs shall be funded by Rosemont Copper Company.

		 

		FS

		FSM 2353.32

FSM 2333.58

		Recreation  - offset rec losses

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations, tourism revenue changes

Visual – scenic byway



		

		201    

		RCC shall provide:

· A perimeter road reconstructed per FS specifications on the west side of waste rock and tailings pile (east of the pit) that provides both north-south  post-mine legal public access through the site and access for RCC closure monitoring.

· A perimeter road on the east side of the waste rock and tailings pile that provides only administrative access for RCC closure monitoring and is not open to the public (in order to protect the non-motorized setting for the Arizona Trail). Inconsistent with RCC access needs?

		 All

		FS

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25

		Recreation 

· Area available

· Hunting opportunities

· Trails available

· Offset recreation losses



		

		

		Create a multi-use trailhead facility that would:

· Relocate the Rosemont OHV trailhead to a location that better serves OHV users, Arizona Trail users, and Highway 83 travelers.

· Include parking, a restroom OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.

		All

		FS

		

		Recreation  - # trails/THs, ROS



		

		241          

		When consistent with CNF travel management goals, mine roads that are no longer needed for mine operations or access shall be naturalized by restoring natural contours, placing growth media, and revegetating with native plants.

		 

		FS

		 

		Air, Rec, Visual, Heritage, Plants and Animals, Water, Dark Skies, Socioeconomic



		

		205      

		Riparian

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		208          

		As a fundamental effort to protect and allow recovery of riparian areas and sensitive habitat, Rosemont shall design, construct, and operate its transportation system (excluding haul roads) and ancillary systems (pump stations, access roads, etc.) to minimize or remove all project access roads from drainages within waters of the U.S., seasonal tributaries to these jurisdictional waters, and sensitive high value riparian areas.



Mitigation of existing and potential future impacts to riparian areas within the project area may include but not be limited to:

· Fencing to exclude livestock

· Minimize impacts from project activity

· Barriers to public recreational vehicle use

· Notification signage

· Establishment of riparian vegetation where appropriate

		All

		Public

		 

		Riparian – habitat disturbed

Plants and Animals – habitat disturbed

Water – beneficial uses



		

		207        

		The Final Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall identify specific areas to be developed for the post mining land use of “Riparian Habitat and Surface Water Drainage.”  Specify density and sizes of native riparian species to plant along artificial diversions commensurate with the types of vegetation that would naturally occur with that type of flow regime. Specify reclamation goals and methods for that post mining conditions.

		 

		FS

		 

		Riparian – habitat lost/disturbed



		

		210      

		Transportation

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		216          

		Rosemont shall cooperate with ADOT to address SR 83 improvement issues related to mine traffic.

		 

		FS

		P.L. 109-59; AASHTO “Geometric Design of Highways and Streets”, current edition.



		Public Safety – traffic, public risk



		

		227          

		Rosemont shall develop a comprehensive Rosemont Copper Project Transportation Plan consistent with applicable law and USFS regulations and, to the extent possible, policy for all project-related roads on USFS land:

· Maintenance standards

· Levels of appropriate use, 

· Methods to maintain the roadways sufficiently to prevent washboard, rutting and drainage problems

· Commitment to replace surfacing lost to drainage

· Commitment to repair roads damaged by use 

· Install and maintain wildlife-crossing structures (e.g. Corrugated Metal Pipes)  under primary access road at locations of known wildlife concentration. 

		All

		Public

		 

		Air – Visual, Dark Skies

Soils – sediment

Recreation  - access

Public Safety

Water – quality

Socioeconomic – costs

Plants and Animals – traffic conflicts



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		199          

		Wherever practicable and subject to public and employee safety concerns, the RCC shall provide for: 

· Public access to RCC private lands not affected by mine-related operations via Arizona Game and Fish Cooperative Land Owner Program (CLOP) 

· Costs for providing and maintaining public access provisions and/or easements to be the responsibility of Rosemont during the period of mine operations under the approved Final MPO.

· Provide a multiplate (or equivalent) underpass to accommodate bicyclists, livestock, wildlife, hikers, and pack stock under the Primary Rosemont Access Road where the Arizona Trail crosses the access road.  It is understood that equestrians and bicyclists may be required to dismount for passage.

		 All

		FS

		 

		Recreation – access, hunting opps

Socioeconomic – costs

Animals – movement corridors



		

		214 A       

		RCC shall cooperate with CNF travel management goals where feasible on roads under USFS control/jurisdiction within the project area. Travel management details are subject to yearly modification by the USFS.



		

		FS

		36 CFR 212 (Travel Management Rule).



		Forest Plan



		

		214 B

		RCC shall dedicate a perpetual public road easement across RCC private lands for the primary and secondary access roads (Gunsight, Lopez, or other) or equivalent feasible routing, to ensure post-mine legal access to USFS lands.

		

		FS

		

		Recreation - access



		

		228          

		Rosemont shall include in the Rosemont Copper Project Transportation Plan details that:

· Identify carpooling opportunities for employees 

· Establish shifts that reduce peak-hour traffic 

· Distribute peak travel operations during the morning and evening commute periods to minimize congestion

· Manage trucking to minimize loss of level of service to SR83  and minimize overlap with school traffic to the extent possible

Clarify per MPO language

Larry to Reword

		All

		Public

		 

		Air – GHG in tons

Public Safety - traffic



		

		 

		Clarification/more information needed

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		230          

		To minimize truck traffic on SR 83, Rosemont shall evaluate a slurry pipeline carrying concentrate from the mine to the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains to a newly constructed dewatering plant. This evaluation to be completed prior to initiation of plant construction. The evaluation to compare alternatives for:

· Optimum routing

· Cost,

· Truck miles

· Truck numbers

· Truck routes.

· Employment

· Dust control issues

· Spill control issues

· Other issues related to a concentrate dewatering plant on the west side of the divide

Keyes:  This potential mitigation requires a western terminal for the slurry pipeline and either a rail spur, location along an existing rail line, or trucking from the western terminal to the final destination (possibly not be rail).  The impacts are likely to be significant in areas with no or little infrastructure, whereas additional truck use of SR 83 is an incremental change easily accommodated by the managing agency (ADOT).



Kathy to review previous records and studies.

		 

		 

		 

		Add to one alternative ?



		

		233   

		Visual Quality

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		235 A

		RCC shall revegetate tailings and waste rock piles to return to near natural conditions as described in the Reclamation Plan to minimize the spread of noxious weeds. Revegetation will include the use of species and plant distributions from the surrounding landscape.

		All

		FS,  Tribes

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP Goals p 9 R LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3ec 7,  LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Plants and Animals – noxious weeds



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		234      

		 Provide a reclamation plan that shapes the tailings and waste rock piles to mimic natural landforms from the surrounding landscape and encourages revegetation of the mine site with native plant species in densities, distributions, and sizes similar to the surrounding landscape. This will include:



· Avoiding landforms that create monolithic forms, extensive flat tops, long horizontal benches, and monotonous, even side slopes

· Incorporating natural, dendritic drainage patterns on all sides of the new piles that release stormwater off the site and allow it to flow downstream.

· Armoring channels as necessary with rock, but avoiding evenly spaced or linear channels, and utilizing rock that is weathered or treated with desert varnish to achieve darkness similar to weathered rock adjacent to the project area. ***

· Blending edges of the landform with adjacent undisturbed land to avoid sharp topographic breaks.

· Varying the grades along the new drainageways on tailings and waste rock piles, with random flagger areas to slow and/or hold water, which will help support vegetation growth.

· Create topography on side slopes that include warping, random ledges, and varying slope lengths and angles.

· Installing boulders and rocky patches on side slopes that mimic rockform in the surrounding landscape.

*** Use of desert varnish needs to be clarified/researched

		All

		FS

		 Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR part 228 subpart A, Title 36 CFR Part 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP Goals p 9 Rec 7, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management, Corridor Management Plan for the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road objective #3 (p 52-53)

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		

		235 B     

		 Replant with a seed mix that includes grasses, forbs, shrubs, and tree species, and plant larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants) in key areas such as highly visible slopes, and where needed for stability.  Container plants will generally be no larger than 5 gallon size.



Provide irrigation to plants in specific areas for the first dry season as needed for successful revegetation. This applies to larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants), not seeding. Irrigation may be via drip irrigation, Dry Water, or other.

		All





		FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP Goals p 9 R LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3ec 7,  LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management

		  Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %





		

		239          

		 Paint or stain buildings or use of other materials for major facilities non-reflective flat shean earth tones (except facilities where this is prohibited by MSHA or other specific requirements, i.e. water tanks) approved by the CNF.

		 All

		Tribes FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

As admissible per MSHA requirements

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %







		

		240          

		At the end of mine operations, remove all unneeded ore processing, ancillary facilities (including foundations), and utility lines, and naturalize these sites by restoring natural contours, placing growth media on the areas, and revegetating with native grasses, trees, and shrubs.

		 

		FS, 

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP Goals p 9 Rec 7, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed

		  Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		

		 

		Clarification/more information needed

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		236

		If required by CNF biologists, grow seedlings and container plants from seeds collected onsite. This may require propagation one or more years prior to planting.

		All

		FS

		

		Plants and Animals 

· wildlife habitat acres

· Acres reclaimed

· Change in veg. communities

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		

		237

		Apply desert varnish or other treatments to exposed rock faces (tailings and waste rock piles, road cuts, etc.) when exposed rock is lighter than adjacent weathered rock.



*** Use of desert varnish needs to be clarified/researched

		All

		FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %





		

		238          

		Treat all portions of the pit wall that are visible from Concern Level 1 and 2 travelways and residential areas by applying desert varnish to darken rock to match weathered rock on the ridge at the conclusion of operations.



If possible, plant vegetation on broken ledges on visible parts of pit wall.



Debbie to reword; According to MSHA regulations, cannot enter the pit after closure

		

		FS



		 Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %





		

		243          

		Provide funding to the FS for a landscape architect to monitor landforming, revegetation, and other visual quality mitigation throughout the project, and modify or supplement visual quality mitigation measures to address concerns. 

		 

		FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

		Move to monitoring?



		1. 

		233   

		Off-site Mitigation Land

		

		

		

		



		1.1.1. 

		S9

		Mitigate at a 100% level, where feasible, for actual or potential habitat losses through the development of a Habitat Compensation Plan per the AGFD Wildlife Habitat Compensation Procedures (Department Policy I2.3).



The habitat impacted by the project includes Resource Categories I (highest habitat value), II (high habitat value), and III (high to medium habitat value). Mitigation goals (again, where feasible) for impacts to these Resource Categories are as follows:

· Resource Category I (Cienega Creek area, springs, and riparian habitat): all potential losses of existing habitat be prevented

· Resource Categories II and III (facility footprint): all potential losses be avoided or minimized. If significant losses are likely to occur, AGFD recommends that alternatives to immediately rectify, reduce, or eliminate these losses over time be developed. Such alternatives might include mitigation lands of equal or higher value be purchased or made accessible for public benefit.

SWCA to combine with S10

		

		CA

		AGFD’s Wildlife Habitat Compensation Procedures (Department Policy I2.3)

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation - access



		1.1.2. 

		S10

		Develop and provide for implementation of a Rosemont Mitigation Land Plan to show details of efforts to:

· Mitigate loss of public trust lands, water resources, riparian lands, wildlife habitat, and recreational access, in cooperation with the CNF, ACOE,  AZ Game Fish, US Fish Wildlife, with input from other cooperating agencies.

· Include specific parcels, areas, or types of lands for non-development agreements, conservation easements, acquisition or exclusion of public access, and Cooperative Land Owner Programs.

· Include specific criteria from agencies with applicable regulations to identify lands that may be suitable for direct or cooperative acquisition efforts where high-value lands may be available for purchase.

SWCA to combine with S9

		

		CA

		

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation – access

Heritage



		1.1.3. 

		39

		Federal, state, or local land or habitat management agencies may require or recommend compensatory land provisions, acre-for-acre habitat offsets, or other programs for mitigating habitat loss.



Rosemont shall work with relevant agencies to develop an integrated regional habitat mitigation solution as near to the impacted areas as possible. 



Agencies shall provide Rosemont with recommended selection criteria to allow Rosemont to negotiate for applicable lands that meet the agency criteria.  Reword – No authority to decide this.



Duplicative of #142

		 

		FS

		ACOE, AZ Game Fish, USFWS

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation - access



		1.1.4. 

		53

		The goals of the onsite and offsite mitigation plans are to provide replacement quantity and quality habitat to users of the USFS, BLM, State, and private lands in the area.  The mitigated uses of these lands include recreational opportunities enjoyed by surrounding communities for the displaced habitat, species, and tourist activities that will attend the proposed project.

Duplicative of #142

		All

		Public

		

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations, change in tourism revenue

Recreation - access



		1.1.5. 

		55

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Biological Core Management Areas. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 80 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space, with mitigation required at a 4:1 ratio.

		All

		Public

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors, population viability





		1.1.6. 

		56

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Important Riparian Area. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 95 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved in a natural and undisturbed condition.

		All

		Public

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers





		1.1.7. 

		57

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Multiple Use Management Area. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 66 2/3 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space, with mitigation required at a 2:1 ratio

		All

		Public

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations, change in tourism revenue

Recreation - access



		1.1.8. 

		59

		Mitigation land purchase adjacent to the CNF of equal size and wildlife values

		All

		Public

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors





		1.1.9. 

		93

		Provide in-lieu-of compensatory conservation easements on endangered land with similar historical and tribal significance.

		 

		FS,  Tribes

		 

		Heritage – Acres, numbers



		1.1.10. 

		107

		Purchase and set aside areas of off-site mitigation to comply with ACOE and/or ESA requirements.

Duplicative of #142

		 

		FS

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Water – Quantity, surface water





		1.1.11. 

		142 and S29

		Mitigate for loss of waters of the U.S. in accordance with the April 10, 2008 Final Rule for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (73 FR 19594), including, potentially, the purchase and set-aside of offsite mitigation areas, payment in-lieu to an established restoration program, and/or permittee-responsible onsite mitigation.  As examples of this requirement, Rosemont shall:

· Work with Department of Game and Fish, US Fish and Wildlife Service, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and cooperating agencies as appropriate, to evaluate the potential for inclusion of purchase or assignment of surface water rights for Cienega Creek

· Work with private interests  and/or other interested parties in the Rosemont Mitigation Program as described elsewhere in this mitigation summary table.

· Work with regional Land Trusts, The Nature Conservancy, The Audubon Society, and other non-profits and Non-Governmental Organizations as may be interested in land set-asides, water conservation, habitat restoration, and habitat protection.

		 

		 

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation – access



Duplicative – combine w/ others?



		1.1.12. 

		155 

		Land administration controls (fee, lease, etc) and land mitigation commitments shall be recorded and/or enforceable as specified in the land mitigation plan.

		All

		Public

		 

		Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		1.1.13. 

		194  

		Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced recreation.  This may include obtaining off-forest lands for Public recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side of Hwy 83), or a combination.

		 All

		FS

		FSM 2330.2, FSM 2310.2, FSM 2311, LMP Goals p 9 Rec 1

		  Recreation - access



		1.1.14. 

		203 

		Mitigate for loss of hunting on Unit 34A

		All

		Public

		 

		Recreation - hunting



		2. 

		233   

		Other

		

		

		

		



		2.1.1. 

		146

		Rosemont shall consider providing public access across private lands within or adjacent to public lands.

		 All

		FS

		 None

		 Duplicative of 4.15.5?

Recreation  - access



		3. 

		233   

		Monitoring Required by Mitigation Measures Compilation

		

		

		

		



		3.1.1. 

		17

		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		 

		FS

		 

		 Air



		3.1.2. 

		18

		Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in the air quality permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or closure

		 

		FS

		

		Air

Dark Skies



		3.1.3. 

		41

		Rosemont shall develop a Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan  that includes periodic monitoring and eradication of designated noxious plants on Forest Lands. 



The Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan shall be reviewed periodically and adjusted as needed to apply to all project-related land disturbances on Forest Lands.

		 

		FS

		 

		 Plants – noxious weeds



		3.1.4. 

		46

		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor.  This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		 

		FS

		 

		Plants and Animals



		3.1.5. 

		47

		Provide endowment for managing invasive species.

		

		FS

		

		Plants – noxious weeds



		3.1.6. 

		48

		Monitor the nearby Lesser Long-nosed Bat roosts before, during, and after the mine project using accurate exit counts (e.g., infrared video counts).

		

		FS

		

		Animals



		3.1.7. 

		110

		As required by ADEQ under Aquifer Protection Permit rules and individual facility permit, Rosemont has accepted the design criteria and permit limits as needed to protect groundwater resources. A thorough engineering evaluation was completed for facilities to determine the appropriate Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT) required for design.  Rosemont will develop a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan as per the terms of the APP permit.



Throughout the life of the mine, monitor ground disturbance at known heritage sites for human remains and sites not previously detected.  Monitor revegetation  for factors important to Tribes.

		 

		FS















FS

		 

		Will be combined with #127



Water – east-side quality











Heritage – sites, burials, collection areas



		3.1.8. 

		117

		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.



The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.



Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine.  Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities. ***

		

		FS

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Combined with #115 and #119



*** RCC to provide examples



Water – east-side quality



		3.1.9. 

		163          

		Rosemont shall prepare a Production and Operation Blasting Plan as part of the Final MPO. The Blasting Plan shall include acknowledgement that approval of the Rosemont Final MPO includes a condition that Rosemont and any successors in interest or ownership of the Mine shall be required to repair or otherwise pay for all damages to area residential, historical, or other structures due to blasting at the Mine. A blast monitoring program shall be included in the blasting plan with monitoring points located between the areas to be blasted, and sensitive receptor sites.  Results of blast monitoring shall be available on request to agencies and local residents.

		All

		Public

		 

		Pending effects determination



Noise and Vibration 

Public Safety



		3.1.10. 

		179          

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions for field surveys as needed to record species composition, seed mixes used, canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species” in selected representative areas as reclamation proceeds.  If seeded/planted species have failed to establish following the first two years, the plan shall provide for supplemental seeding and/or replanting.  

		 All

		FS

		 

		Integrated into #178



Numerous resources/issues addressed



		3.1.11. 

		243          

		Provide funding to the FS for a landscape architect to monitor landforming, revegetation, and other visual quality mitigation throughout the project, and modify or supplement visual quality mitigation measures to address concerns. 

		 

		FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

		Visual Quality

Socioeconomic



		

		S43

		Coronado to hire, at RCC expense, an outside company to conduct spot check noise monitoring.

		All

		FS

		

		Noise

Public Safety

Socioeconomic – quality of life



		3.1.12. 

		134

		Monitor water quality and collect/dispose of pollutants in the runoff from waste rock and tailings piles.

		Public

		Public

		 

		Duplicative of #124/#128

Water – east-side quality
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Proposed Mitigation Measure
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Alt(s)? 
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Driver and/or Law, Regulation, 
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Air


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Covered under law, regulation, and policy


 


 


 


 


 


1.1.1.


 


 


5


 


Onsite dust control on


 


Rosemont facilities shall be maintained on access, 


haul, service, and maintenance roads on site during construction, 


operation, and closure periods through uses of:


 


·


 


gravel, 


 


·


 


water spray, 


 


·


 


treatment with dust control agents, 


 


·


 


otherwise as specified in the 


Air Quality Permit


 


Specifications for each class of facility to be according to the Air Quality 


Permit and documented in a Dust Control Plan to maintain compliance 


with PDEQ air quality regulations or other applicable regulation.


 


 


 


FS


 


Clean Air Act regulat


ions as 


delegated to Pima County 


Department Environmental 


Quality (Dust Control Plan to be 


updated as needed to comply 


with PDEQ permit)


 


Air Quality 


–


 


PM10


 


Plant and Animals 


–


 


Dust Impacts to plants


 


Visual 


–


 


Change in landscape character


 


Public Safety 


–


 


CA


A standards, PM and GHG


 


Socioeconomics 


–


 


Quality of Life


 


Dark Skies 


–


 


PM


 


 


 


Green highlights reflect changes from 


5/10/2010 version


 


1.1.2.


 


 


8


 


Set and enforce speed limits within project area


 


 


 


FS


 


 


 


See 


1.1.1


 


1.1.3.


 


 


12


 


Rosemont shall use dust control technology at mate


rial transfer points 


and other point sources at crushing, conveyor, and bulk material handling 


facilities, as required in the air quality permit, these technologies include:


 


·


 


water sprays, 


 


·


 


cover, 


 


·


 


wind barriers, 


 


·


 


mechanical controls, or other appropriate m


easures.


 


 


 


FS


 


Clean Air Act and PDEQ permit 


(Shall be specified and monitored 


as per the PDEQ permit 


requirement)


 


See 


1.1.1


 


1.1.4.


 


 


14


 


Apply soil stabilizers to tails as required by the Air Quality Permit


 


 


 


FS


 


 


 


 


See 


1.1.1


 


1.1.5.


 


 


15


 


Rosemont shall maintain MSDS sheet


s on site as appropriate for 


chemical materials used onsite, such as:


 


·


 


chemical or physical dust control agents, 


 


·


 


organics, 


 


·


 


inorganic binders, or 


 


·


 


stabilizing polymers.


 


Materials to be used on site shall be subject to review and approval as 


part of the Mat


erials Management Plan/Procedures


 


 


 


FS


 


Mine Safety and Health Act 


 


Drop?  Having MSDS sheets doesn’t mitigate 


anything


 


1.1.6.


 


 


17


 


Monitor and report on air quality monitoring


 


 


 


FS


 


 


 


 


Move to Monitoring


 


1.1.7.


 


 


18


 


Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in


 


the air quality 


permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation 


measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or 


closure


 


 


 


FS


 


 


See 1.1.1


 


1.1.8.


 


 


19


 


Use acid mist controls in electrowinning tank house as required by the Air 


Q


uality Permit


 


 


 


FS


 


 


 


Air


 


 


Public Safety


 




From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com; mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com;

beverson@fs.fed.us
Cc: Melinda D Roth; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: Updated mitigation table for June 8th meeting
Date: 06/04/2010 03:44 PM
Attachments: 20100604MitigationMeasures.docx

The meeting to review and "finalize" this table is June 8, 2010 at SWCA beginning at 9:00.  There may
be a few last-minute changes on Tuesday, as I have not yet received the information from all assigned
forest specialists. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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Rosemont Copper Project PDEIS: Chapter 2 Mitigation Comment Compilation

June 4, 2010



		Updated Item #

		Initial #

		Proposed Mitigation Measure

		To which Alt(s)? 

		Source

		Driver and/or Law, Regulation, and Policy

		Target Issue(s) and Quantitative Units of Measure



		

		

		Air

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		5

		Onsite dust control on Rosemont facilities shall be maintained on access, haul, service, and maintenance roads on site during construction, operation, and closure periods through uses of:

· gravel, 

· water spray, 

· treatment with dust control agents, 

· otherwise as specified in the Air Quality Permit

Specifications for each class of facility to be according to the Air Quality Permit and documented in a Dust Control Plan to maintain compliance with PDEQ air quality regulations or other applicable regulation.

		 

		FS

		Clean Air Act regulations as delegated to Pima County Department Environmental Quality (Dust Control Plan to be updated as needed to comply with PDEQ permit)

		Air Quality – PM10

Plant and Animals – Dust Impacts to plants

Visual – Change in landscape character

Public Safety – CAA standards, PM and GHG

Socioeconomics – Quality of Life

Dark Skies – PM





Green highlights reflect changes from 5/10/2010 version



		

		8

		Set and enforce speed limits within project area

		 

		FS

		 

		See 1.1.1



		

		12

		Rosemont shall use dust control technology at material transfer points and other point sources at crushing, conveyor, and bulk material handling facilities, as required in the air quality permit, these technologies include:

· water sprays, 

· cover, 

· wind barriers, 

· mechanical controls, or other appropriate measures.

		 

		FS

		Clean Air Act and PDEQ permit (Shall be specified and monitored as per the PDEQ permit requirement)

		See 1.1.1



		

		14

		Apply soil stabilizers to tails as required by the Air Quality Permit

		 

		FS

		 

		 See 1.1.1



		

		15

		Rosemont shall maintain MSDS sheets on site as appropriate for chemical materials used onsite, such as:

· chemical or physical dust control agents, 

· organics, 

· inorganic binders, or 

· stabilizing polymers.

Materials to be used on site shall be subject to review and approval as part of the Materials Management Plan/Procedures

		 

		FS

		Mine Safety and Health Act 

		Drop?  Having MSDS sheets doesn’t mitigate anything



		

		17

		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		 

		FS

		 

		 Move to Monitoring



		

		18

		Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in the air quality permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or closure

		 

		FS

		

		See 1.1.1



		

		19

		Use acid mist controls in electrowinning tank house as required by the Air Quality Permit

		 

		FS

		 

		Air 

Public Safety



		

		22

		Rosemont shall stipulate to usage of low-sulfur diesel fuel on-site for all stationary equipment as per Clean Air Act, and as per the Mine Plan of Operations for mobile equipment

		 

		FS

		Clean Air Act,

PDEQ Air Permit



Arizona Revised Statutes Articles 2, 3, 5, and 7 contain a lot of requirements for combustion engines and fuel.  Some engines may be required by law to use low-sulfur diesel fuel, others may not. To be researched.

		See 1.1.1

Also Air – GHG emission in tons



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		Use exact MPO wording



		

		13

		Compact the tails as specified in the Tailings Operations and Maintenance Plan as they are placed in selected locations within the tailings facilities 



Compaction specifications shall be dependent on location within the tailings area, as specified in the Tailings Operations and Management Plan, to meet both geotechnical stability 

		 

		FS

		

		See 1.1.1



		

		16

		Use emitters, similar to drip irrigation, to apply the acid leaching solution to the heap

		 

		FS

		 

		 See 1.1.1



		

		21

		Establish truck specifications to reduce emissions

		 

		FS

		 

		 Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		24

		RCC shall develop a Transportation Reduction Plan to include a Park and Ride Program and van pooling for workers during all phases of the project to reduce the number of personal vehicle miles driven to and from the project.

		 

		FS

		 

		 Air – GHG emissions in tons 





		

		25

		Construct electric lines as a first step in developing the time to eliminate the need for on-site electrical generation

		 

		FS

		 

		  Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		26

		Use alternative methods for power generation such as solar for administration buildings

		 

		FS

		 

		  Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		32

		Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks and heavy equipment.

		All

		Public

		

		 See 1.1.1



		

		 

		RCC considered and accepted 

		

		

		

		



		

		6

		Offsite dust management on access road includes development and implementation of a Dust Control Plan for:

· the unpaved section of Santa Rita Road

· dedicated BLM roads used for access

· Forest Service access roads used f to access other areas used for Rosemont project activities on the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains.

		 

		FS

		

		See 1.1.1



		

		20

		Use modern design, progressive operation methods and air quality control strategies as appropriate to the contemporary equipment specified for use at site

		 

		FS

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		23

		Operational considerations such as energy, water, and fuel conservation shall be considered as well as dust management at the facility.  Therefore, Rosemont shall select and operate mobile equipment in a manner that takes into consideration the number of road miles driven, and balance the dust control efforts to the activities and miles driven (more haul truck miles = more water truck miles)  HUH?

		 

		FS

		

		Air – PM and GHG



		

		 

		Clarification/more information needed

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		34             

		Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained at all times and does not unnecessarily idle, is tuned to manufacturer's specifications, and is not modified to increase horsepower except in accordance with established specifications. Needs rewording  See Bob’s Note

		All

		Public

		 

		Move to monitoring



		

		38     

		Plants and Animals (Formerly Biology)

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		S8

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specific provisions to prepare seedbed, reseed any project-related disturbances along Pima County ROW or roadway.  Use wording from MPO

		

		CA

		

		???



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		40

		Rosemont shall finalize and implement a Rosemont Reclamation Plan that includes planting of native grasses, Palmer agave, shrubs, and trees. Non-native species may be used with FS approval. 



The Rosemont Reclamation Plan will integrate the requirements of State Mine Inspector, BLM, and USFS, as well as the reclamation-related requirements of cooperating agencies.



Whereas specific plans may apply differently to private, state and federal lands, Rosemont has committed to reclaim all lands to the highest standards identified in the respective plans.

		 

		FS,  Tribes

		BLM, USFS, SMI, USFWS, AZG&F permit requirements

		Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Long-term stability and risks

· Reveg. Success

· Sediment delivery 

Air - PM

Water – sediment

Plants and Animals

· Change in veg community

· Area reclaimed

· Ecological concerv. Plans

· Noxious weeds

Visual – change in landscape character

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		

		41

		Rosemont Copper Company shall develop a Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan that includes initial eradication, as practicable, and periodic monitoring and eradication of designated noxious plants and invasive animals (e.g., warmwater fishes) on Forest Lands. Prior to ground disturbance, non-native aquatic species must be eradicated from within the boundaries of the Rosemont Copper Company patented and unpatented mining claims, to ensure there is no downstream transport of invasive aquatic organisms during any phase of mining operations.  The Plan must ensure there will not be concomitant deleterious effects to threatened, endangered, and sensitive species of plants and animals coexisting with undesirable non-natives during control operations, except as authorized under the federal regulatory framework (e.g., Endangered Species Act consultation). Changed per L. Jones 5/24/10 input



The Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan shall be reviewed periodically and adjusted as needed to apply to all project-related land disturbances on Forest Lands.

		 

		FS

		 

		 Plants and Animals – noxious weeds



























Move to Monitoring



		

		42

		Rosemont shall develop a Water Source Enhancement and Mitigation Plan (RWSEMP) within the expanse of the Rosemont Ranch lands that surround the Helvetia and Rosemont Mining District.



The RWSEMP shall demonstrate no net loss in numbers of surface water sources for livestock and wildlife.  













For each individual source of seasonal or permanent surface water lost to wildlife or grazing use, whether through direct or indirect project-related impact, sufficient mitigation sources shall be created to provide a replacement water source in the area impacted.  



The sustainable sources shall be created by a combination of methods, to include:

· well drilling,

· solar pumps, 

· windmills, 

· earth fill dams, 

· sumps, 

· impoundments, 

· guzzlers, 

· storage tanks

· rain-harvesting, 

· or other means as practicable.



Piping and other appropriate conveyance shall be used to transport sustainable sources of water to storage or distribution sites.



Where access allows, the Water Source Enhancement and Mitigation Plan shall incorporate the concept of standing water catchments along surface water and storm water diversions, preferably with slow flow-through design.  



These structures shall allow for seeps, springs, and extended seasons of surface water available to wildlife from release of base-flow storage.  (Such structures shall not be located close to the mineral processing facilities).  Needs rewording

		 

		FS

		 

		Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number seeps, springs

Plants and Animals – 

· botanical species

· animal habitat

· corridors

Heritage – sacred springs

Water – beneficial uses









Water – beneficial uses, stock tanks

S Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number seeps, springs

Socioeconomic – rural landscape



Unnecessary detail



		

		46

		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor.  This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		 

		FS

		 

		Move to monitoring



		

		52

		Process water ponds, such as raffinate ponds, pregnant leach solution collection ponds, or chemical or fuel storage areas, shall be enclosed, covered, or otherwise managed to protect wildlife, livestock, and public safety.   Location and construction criteria for project facilities shall prevent deleterious exposure of livestock, wildlife, or birds to toxic chemicals or hazardous conditions created by, used in, or resulting from processing operations.

		All

		Public

		

		Plants and Animals – habitat?

Public Safety – public health risk



		

		60 (new)

		Rosemont shall provide funds to relocate AZ trail away from existing bat roost.

		

		

		

		Animals – avoid impacts



		

		167  

		Fence off selected exclusion areas of highest-value riparian habitat to restrict livestock access from critical breeding areas for sensitive wildlife species within the Rosemont Ranch land system,

		 

		FS, FWS, ACOE

		 

		Animals – avoid impacts, habitat lost



		

		178    

		The Noxious Weed Control Program shall include specifics on reducing noxious weed introduction and weed control throughout the project area. The Reclamation Plan shall acknowledge that noxious weed prevention is preferable to remedial action, and include provisions to this effect. 



If noxious weeds invade revegetated areas, Rosemont shall be responsible to remove by hand, spray, mechanical, or other approved methods as included in the noxious weed control plan. The effectiveness of the noxious weed control plan shall be reported as specified in the approved MPO/Reclamation Plan.

		 

		FS

		 

		Plants – prevent invasions



		

		 

		Needs Clarification

		

		

		

		



		

		51

		Upon indication or discovery of a cave, sinkhole, underground drainage into a solution cavern, or similar karst features, all ground disturbing work will halt, and a Forest Service geologist and biologist will investigate the discovery before work is re-initiated.  Investigation by other specialists may also be required upon discovery of any of these features.  Any void in rock that is large enough for a human to enter constitutes a cave.  Any collapse feature in or over carbonate rock constitutes a sinkhole.

		

		FS

		

		Animals – habitat lost



		

		58

		Restoration of fragmented corridors of native biological communities.  RCC to reword

		All

		Public

		 

		Animals - Corridors



		

		New





New

		Protect rocky hillsides, such as talus features, from sloughing downhill.  RCC to reword



All populations and subpopulations of Hexalectris revoluta var. colemanii within the proposed project area that can be avoided during mining activities will be protected by a perimeter fence and at least one lockable access gate (exclosure).  The perimeter of a population/subpopulation is identified by connecting the outermost localities (minimum convex polygon) and adding a 100 ft  buffer, wherever possible.  It is important to design the perimeter fence such that it will not be compromised by seasonally high water flows or mining activity.







		All

		FS





FS

		

		Animals – habitat lost





Plants – Number or acres lost, modified, etc, species viability



		

		62  

		Dark/Night Skies

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		63

		Design and operate exterior and access route lighting to recognize and achieve the goals of the 2006 City of Tucson/Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code, while also protecting the safety of the workers and visitors to the project facilities.



Where safety requirements allow outdoor lighting shall use:

· appropriate shields, 

· dimmers and/or full cutoff lighting fixtures

· directional lighting

· limited spectrum technologies

· minimum lumens practicable

MSHA requires a certain level of safety lighting.

		All

		FS

		Corridor Management Plan for the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road objective 3, page 53 bullet 4;  MSHA requires a certain level of safety lighting.

		Dark Skies – sky brightness, meet code

Animals – light effects

Visual – scenic byway 



		

		69 (new)

		RCC shall develop a lighting plan for operational lights, shall identify MSHA lighting requirements, and shall identify Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code applicable measures.

		

		

		

		Dark Skies – meet code



		

		72

		Energy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		76 

		Solar panels shall be used for energy needs of administrative building.

		

		

		

		Air – GHG emissions in tons



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		73             

		Initial construction of the project facilities to include an Energy Conservation and Sustainable Source Demonstration Plan. The ECSSD Plan shall consider:

· the use of alternative energy sources such as solar, wind and geothermal to power or supplement energy needs of administrative activities of the mining operations.  

· The project administration building shall be designed to showcase use of LEED and sustainable energy concepts.

		All

		Public

		LEED certification guidelines

		Air – GHG emissions in tons

Water – Quantity?



		

		78     

		Hazardous Materials

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		80             

		Hazardous materials and substances to be managed and contained within appropriately designed, constructed, and maintained facilities. 



These facilities to include as appropriate secondary containment concrete, asphalt, synthetic, clay lining, and adequate stormwater management and drainage systems to prevent contamination outside of containment areas.  



MSHA regulations require Rosemont to maintain MSDS sheets available to workers.  As required under EPCRA and/or CERCLA MSDS information shall be provided to appropriate emergency response departments, hospitals, and available for visitors entering the site

		All

		Public

		MSHA, RCRA, EPCRA, DOT (site specific)

		Water –quality

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number degraded

Plants and Animals – avoid impacts

Public Safety – transportation, public health risk



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		79             

		RCC shall describe and commit to measures to identify and ensure isolation of potentially acid generating waste rock, prevention of acid generation from mine waste, and any additional mitigation measures that may be necessary should prevention measures fail. This will include the development of a plan to identify and manage materials using geo-chemical analysis and acid-base accounting methods. Areas of potential acid generation on the interim and ultimate pit wall shall be identified and appropriate management strategies developed.

		All

		Public

		(Partially described in MPO but no details RE: where in waste rock or tails acid generating materials will be placed, and at what stage of the operation.)

		Water –quality

Seeps, Springs, Riparian – number degraded

Plants and Animals – avoid impacts

Public Safety – transportation, public health risk



		

		84     

		Heritage

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		85

		Complete Archaeological Inventory survey for all parts of the Area of Potential Effect not surveyed in the SWCA survey of the initial MPO area and evaluate National Register eligibility for additional sites that are recorded.



Prior to ground disturbing activities for the selected alternative, the FS shall conduct archaeological testing at those sites within the Area of Potential Effect where National Register eligibility is undetermined.



Under the programmatic agreement, the FS shall conduct archaeological data recovery at National Register-eligible sites within the project footprint

		Selected Alt.

		FS,  Public,  

		 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA)

		 Heritage 

· # sites

· Future finds

· Burials





		

		90

		Where human burials can’t be excluded from the project disturbance areas, recover and repatriate remains to appropriate Native American tribe or nation following the provisions of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act and according to a project-specific burial treatment plan.

		Selected Alt.

		FS, Tribes

		 NHPA and Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)

		 Heritage - burials



		

		91

		Protect the Ball court Site (AZ EE:2:105). Although waste rock or tailings deposition would not affect the site in the MPO, backfill previously excavated pithouses, and prevent incursions into the site by fencing the perimeter and closing the road across the site.  Complete an archival record of traditional uses, through on-site oral interviews with tribal members.

		Barrel Canyon

Alt.

		FS, Tribes

		 NHPA Not req by law… Move?

		Heritage - # sites



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		97

		The proposed Santa Rita Mountains Community Endowment Trust is structured to be accessible to heritage and traditional uses and users in the area.  Grants to be made from the annual funds available from the SRMCET can be utilized to:

· provide educational and economic opportunities for public and tribal members 

· Sponsor education or training for tribal students 

· place interns in fields like wildlife biology, hydrology, cultural resource management, impact analysis and mitigation, business, mining technology, and other natural resource-related fields) 

· Develop cultural programs related to the heritage resources in the Santa Rita Mountain area.

· Develop classroom curricula or study units related to Native American history, in collaboration with the tribes whose traditional territories include the mine and Arizona school districts

· Develop displays and educational materials related to heritage resources in the Santa Rita Mountain area.

· Consideration of heritage resources- visual, wildlife, range management, livestock, etc., for the post-mining land use.

		All

		FS

		FS American Indian Relations Policy

		Heritage – qualitative-spiritual, emotional

Socioeconomic – environmental justice























Consideration of heritage resources- visual, wildlife, range management, livestock, etc., for the post-mining land use.



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		92

		RCC shall provide notification of access to tribal interests to facilitate harvesting of traditional food, medicinal, and basketry plants (e.g. agave, beargrass) and traditionally used clays and pigments (generally found in natural cutbanks at springs) before project disturbance.

		 

		FS, Tribes

		 

		Heritage – traditional resource collect areas, sacred springs



		

		99

		Through consultations with tribal experts, identify whether any plants in the project area could be feasibly/practicably transplanted to tribal lands. Plants may include Palmer agave, yucca, beargrass, oak, mesquite and juniper.

		 

		FS,  Tribes

		FS American Indian Relations Policy

		Heritage – TCPs, collection areas



		

		100 (new)

		Complete an archival record of traditional uses shall be developed through on-site oral interviews with tribal members.

		

		FS,  Tribes

		

		Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		

		102   

		Hydrology

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		110

		As required by ADEQ under Aquifer Protection Permit rules and individual facility permit, Rosemont has accepted the design criteria and permit limits as needed to protect groundwater resources. A thorough engineering evaluation was completed for facilities to determine the appropriate Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT) required for design.  Rosemont will develop a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan as per the terms of the APP permit.

Salek to combine with #127

		 

		FS,  Tribes

		 

		Water – groundwater quality, Clean Water Act





		

		116

		Obtain coverage under the AZPDES Construction General Permit and/or Multi-Sector General Permit, as applicable, to control the discharge of pollutants, including sediment, in stormwater discharges from the project. Best management practices associated with these permits include, among others:

· erosion and sediment control,

· good housekeeping,

· routine inspections and maintenance,

Salek to integrate with #120,  #124 and #128

		 

		FS

		 AZPDES

		Water – surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act



Land Stability and Soil Productivity - 

· Area of disturbance

· Sediment to Davidson Cyn.

· Reclamation results





		

		117

		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.



The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.



Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine.  Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities. *** RCC to provide examples

		

		FS

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act







		

		120

		Maintain stormwater and erosion control measures until the reclamation effort has met established standards and bonds have been released.   Salek to combine with #116,  #124 and #128

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – surface water beneficial uses, Clean Water Act





		

		124

		  Salek to combine with #120,  #120 and #128 Use non-point source sediment control measures including: 

		 

		FS

		 

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Area of disturbance

· Sediment to Davidson Cyn.

· Reclamation results





		

		

		o   Prepare and implement erosion control actions before starting surface disturbing activities.

		1

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Disturb the smallest area practical.

		1

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Implement concurrent reclamation when feasible.

		2

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Manage runoff from disturbed areas to reduce sediment from leaving the site.

		1

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Use berms and ditches to control runoff from road surfaces.

		Brian to reword per ACOE reqs

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Install settling basins, hay bales, and/or silt fences to control sediment in ditches.

		Brian to reword per ACOE reqs

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Use stormwater dispersion terraces, silt fences, gabion sediment traps, and/or straw bale barriers as needed to minimize road runoff on the undisturbed areas between and downhill of the roads.

		1

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Seed road cuts with an approved seed mix.

		2

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Use hydroseeding on steep or more erodible cuts and fills as appropriate.

		2

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Maintain sediment control measures after storm events.

		1* reword

		

		

		



		

		

		o   Monitor effectiveness of ongoing erosion and sediment control measures and modify where appropriate.

		1

		

		

		



		

		126

		Rosemont shall include as a condition in the Final MPO, a detailed description of methods to implement a Local Groundwater Mitigation Plan.  The target of the Local Plan is the area south of the CAP terminus, north of Green Valley, and east of the Santa Cruz River.  The Local Plan goal is to mitigate impacts to the local aquifer including steps to implement:

· Residential Well Protection Agreement for protection of residential wells in the unincorporated Sahuarita Heights Area.

· Local CAP recharge in Sahuarita/Green Valley near as practicable to the Rosemont supply well field in the area of the cone of depression caused by Rosemont water withdrawal.

· If feasible and practicable, a manner allowing for use of CAP direct delivery to mine site via supply pipeline from CAP terminus (Pima Mine Road Recharge Project).

· If feasible and practicable, a manner allowing for use of waste water effluent direct delivery to mine site via supply pipeline from Green Valley Wastewater Reclamation Facility 

 Salek to reword (FICO facility and Secretary of Interior effluent from TO)



		 

		FS Tribes

		

		Water – groundwater availability Santa Cruz











Not a connected action





Would become an alternative element if feasible





Would become an alternative element if feasible



		

		127

		Obtain and maintain an Aquifer Protection Program permit from the ADEQ that determines the requirements to reduce or eliminate the potential for discharge of pollutants to the aquifer through the employment of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology and monitoring at the Points of Compliance. Permit acquisition requires the preparation of necessary studies and technical reports as prescribed by ADEQ that will be relied upon by the ADEQ to issue the authorizing or regulatory permit.



As a condition of Forest Service approval of Augusta's MPO, Augusta and any successors in ownership of the Mine must be required to agree in writing to comply with enforceable groundwater protection permit conditions of the ADEQ APP.



The APP permit conditions are issued by the State of Arizona and include to:

· Thorough geotechnical and geological site evaluation as part of engineering design review,

· Review by ADEQ that includes designs that include a demonstration of Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology suitable to the site and to the application.  

· Prefunding or guarantee of independent sources of funding for all costs for decommissioning plant facilities with potential to discharge pollutants to groundwater

· Monitor plant operations for compliance with permit standards 

· Build and operate monitor wells for groundwater quality at compliance points required by the APP permit throughout facility operations and after closure.

· Pay all expenses related to groundwater protection, monitoring, and as may be necessary to maintain compliance with permit standards

· Prepare a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan that includes requirements in the permit.



Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

Salek to combine with #110

		All

		CA,  Tribes

		 

		Water – groundwater quality

















		

		128

		Obtain a Multi-sector General Permit from ADEQ’s Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program that regulates stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Obtaining this permit includes the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan and implementation of control measures as outlined by ADEQ’s AZPDES MSGP program.

Salek to integrate with #120,  #124 and #116

		All

		CA

		 

		Water – surface water quality, beneficial uses



		

		129

		Use gray water, wastewater, and/or effluent in place of or to supplement the use of groundwater.

		All

		Public

		 

		Water - quantity



		

		130

		Use CAP water for mine operations.

		All

		Public

		 

		Under feasibility study, drop or include in an alternative.



		

		 

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		103

		As applicable to waste rock and tailings disposal siting alternatives, small retention structures shall facilitate infiltration of storm water on-site to contribute to local groundwater recharge.  These retention, infiltration basins shall be managed to optimize maintenance of surface and ground water quality.

Reword to state alternative dependent

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – groundwater quality, surface water beneficial uses



		

		104

		Where stormwater rules and management plans allow, diversions consistent with topography shall be designed and operated to route storm water efficiently through or around project facilities and to transport runoff water to downstream watersheds.

Reword to state alternative dependent

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – surface water beneficial uses



		

		108

		In the vicinity of the Rosemont water supply wells, Rosemont has agreed to a program to mitigate the potential effects of Rosemont pumping on residential water supply wells in the Sahuarita Heights neighborhood.  The USWO Rosemont USWO agreement includes:

· A legally binding instrument negotiated and implemented by the United Sahuarita Well Owners group and Rosemont. 

· Rosemont has agreed to implement and maintain this residential well protection plan throughout the life of its mineral production operations.  

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement has detailed terms related to pump inspection, pump maintenance, pump replacement, well inspection, well maintenance, and well replacement.

· Costs for the USWO/Rosemont agreement are born by Rosemont for the benefit of the USWO members and Rosemont.  

· The agreement has been signed and recorded in Pima County.  

· A third-party insurance company administers the obligations of Rosemont to protect pumps, wells, and water supply to residential wells under the USWO agreement. 

· The benefits of the USWO/Rosemont agreement are transferable to successors of interest to USWO participants.

· The USWO/Rosemont agreement is binding on successors in interest to Rosemont. 

· The right to pump water from the Rosemont Wells is subject to the requirement of the Mineral Extraction Water Right from ADWR.

· The ADWR permitted water right has been pledged as security for the implementation and continued compliance with the USWO/Rosemont agreement.

		 

		FS

		 ADWR

		 Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		

		114

		Monitor pit water quality and minimize impacts of pit dewatering during operations. Monitor pit water quality and make adjustments to mine management based on results.

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – groundwater quality



		

		121

		To minimize infiltration, Rosemont shall either grade the top surface of the tailings storage facility to minimize surface water ponding and infiltration, or grade the surface of the tailings to maximize retention for evaporation without infiltration.

		 

		FS

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA

		Water – groundwater quality



		

		123

		Monitor groundwater levels and make adjustments to mine management based on results. Monitor groundwater levels and minimize impacts to water levels and quality during reclamation.

		 

		FS

		 

		Water – groundwater quality



		

		125

		Rosemont shall include as a condition in the Final MPO, a detailed description of methods to implement Regional Groundwater Mitigation within the TAMA, including plans implemented or to be implemented for:

· Utilize available CAP water as a source to conduct recharge within Tucson Active Management Area (Lower Santa Cruz).

· To the extent practicable, balance CAP storage credits with water to be pumped from mine supply well field, with the intent to maintain a surplus inventory of storage credits prior to pumping groundwater for mineral extraction use.

· Maintain water storage and use inventory records to show that CAP recharge credits are balanced against groundwater removed from the TAMA, and that the offset-credits are extinguished and not recoverable.



		 

		FS

		 





Not connected actions

		Water – groundwater quantity Santa Cruz



		

		138

		Should monitoring indicate a failure to comply with water quality standards set by permit, Rosemont shall comply with all surface and groundwater permit monitoring, reporting and contingency conditions.

		All

		Public

		 

		Water – groundwater quality



		

		145  

		Land Use

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		149          

		The status and locations of corners and monuments shall be determined during the course of a dependent resurvey performed by the BLM to protect and perpetuate the original corner positions that control property boundaries between NFS and private lands as well as corners for current and future administrative or management purposes. The BLM dependent resurvey shall be completed prior to any ground-disturbing activities occurring on NFS lands. All survey costs shall be borne by the RCC.

		 

		FS

		 43 USC 2 (BLM), 43 USC 722, 43 USC 1364*; Forest Service Manual 7152.03 3(a)(b); ARS 33-103 (D & (E) 



*may have been repealed

		Forest Plan



		

		150          

		A well-monumented control network set outside of the disturbance area using survey grade Global Positioning System (GPS) referenced to the property corner monuments or postions (mineral survey, section, and quarter corners) shall be established by the BLM during the dependent resurvey and completed prior to any ground-disturbing management activities occurring on NFS lands. Costs shall be borne by the RCC.

		 

		FS

		 Title 18, USC Sec 1858 (62 Stat. 789)

		Forest Plan



		

		153          

		The approved field notes and plats for the dependent resurvey and control network are filed in the BLM public room and become official records in the public land system.

		 

		FS

		 43 USC 2 (BLM)

		  Forest Plan



		

		New

		During reclamation of the Rosemont Copper operations, or as needed during operation, and to a standard satisfactory to the Forest Supervisor, re-establish, monument and re-monument all corners that control the property boundaries between NFS and private lands and other surveyed lines needed for administrative or management purposes and post the property line to Forest Service standard.



At minimum, the relocation or reestablishment of corner monuments and posting of the property line between the NFS and the private land shall comply with the following: applicable land surveying principles, procedures and standards as set forth in the appropriate GLO and BLM Manual of Surveying Instructions, publications, and circulars; current USDI BLM Standards and Guidelines for Cadastral Surveys using GPS Methods; current Arizona Boundary Survey Minimum Standards; appropriate local and state laws and regulations; and monument and posting specifications provided by the FS.

		

		

		Title 18, USC Sec 1858 (62 Stat. 789); 43 USC 2 (BLM), 43 USC 722, 43 USC 1364*; Forest Service Manual 7152.03 3(a)(b); ARS 33-103 (D & (E);  Forest Service Manual 7152.3- Land Line Location Program Priorities; ARS 33-103(D); ARS 33-103(E)

		Forest Plan



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		147          

		Facilitate future management associated with irregularly shaped mineral survey fractions that will more or less become an integral part of the adjoining private land and improve administration and management efficiency of NFS lands via the Small Tracts Act of January 12, 1983.



Rosemont shall make a fair market offer for the mineral survey fractions as allowed by the Small Tracts Act (>40 acres and price not to exceed $150,000).

		 All

		FS

		Forest Service Manual 5571.12; 36 CFR 254 Subpart C; Small Tracts Act of 1/12/1983 P.L. 97-465.

		  Forest Plan













		

		New

		Rosemont shall agree to work with the FS regarding administrative control on the Rosemont Ranch parcels under the facility footprint.

		

		

		

		Forest Plan



		

		182          

		Following completion of NEPA process, and as may be applicable at that time, Rosemont and the CNF shall work together to effect transfer of surface ownership and/or surface development rights of the fee land parcels within the waste rock and tailings area footprint that belong to Rosemont Ranch to the Coronado NF to ensure that final or interim reclamation of the waste rock and tailings pile would not be compromised by future non-mineral development or the need for public or private access to these property parcels following completion of approved Rosemont operations.

		 

		FS

		 

		Forest Plan



		

		161   

		Public Health and Safety

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		S42

		Rosemont will maintain a Site Safety and Health Plan and complete the required site-specific training during operations.

		

		FS

		MSHA

		Public Safety – Traffic, Haz. Mat., public exposure

Air – GHG, PM2.5



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		163          

		Rosemont shall prepare a Production and Operation Blasting Plan as part of the Final MPO. The Blasting Plan shall include acknowledgement that approval of the Rosemont Final MPO includes a condition that Rosemont and any successors in interest or ownership of the Mine shall be required to repair or otherwise pay for all damages to area residential, historical, or other structures due to blasting at the Mine. A blast monitoring program shall be included in the blasting plan with monitoring points located between the areas to be blasted, and sensitive receptor sites.  Results of blast monitoring shall be available on request to agencies and local residents. (Pending effects determination)

		All

		Public

		 

		Public Safety – public health risk

Heritage – vibration

Plants and Animals – noise

Socioeconomic – noise, vibration

Recreation  - solitude



		

		S43

		Coronado to hire, at RCC expense, an outside company to conduct spot check noise monitoring.

		All

		FS

		

		See 163



		

		162  

		RCC shall work with local emergency service providers to maintain or increase appropriate level of service.

		All

		Public

		

		Public Safety – public health risk



		

		165   

		Range/Grazing

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		166    

		At least one sustainable surface water source shall be identified in the plan for each of the permanent pastures within the Rosemont Ranch. 

		 All

		FS

		 

		Water – beneficial uses



		

		170

		Reclamation

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		 

		 

		 

		



		

		183    

		Annually, Rosemont Copper Company shall submit a summary of reclamation activities and monitoring to the Coronado NF and other appropriate agencies.  This report would include the use of maps and photos to allow accurate accounting of disturbed and reclaimed acreage, plans that project the following year’s disturbance and reclamation work, details on vegetation removal, treatment, soil salvage, storage, and revegetation, and annual reclamation requirements.  Rosemont Copper Company and the Coronado NF would meet to review the MPO and annual report, and the Forest Service administrator would conduct an annual inspection of site reclamation.  Modify or supplement the MPO as necessary to address reclamation issues.

		 All

		FS

		 

		Monitoring?



Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other

Air – PM 2.5, PM 10

Water – surface water beneficial uses

Plants and Animals 

· Change in veg communities

· Acres reclaimed

· Migration corridors

· Invasive species

Visual Quality – degree of change

Recreation

· Acres unavailable

· Hunting opportunities

Heritage – spiritual/emotional impact

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations





		

		190   

		Require that reclamation performance guarantees be provided upfront.

		All

		Public,  Tribes

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		 See 4.13.1



		

		188   

		Upon finalizing a reclamation plan for the operations, the costs of implementing the plan must be established as per FS funding requirements and other applicable agencies.

		All

		Public

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		

		187  

		The Final Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include a mutually acceptable method for phasing in reclamation performance guarantees and requirements over the life of the approved project.  The Final Reclamation Plan shall also include a mutually acceptable method for phased adjustment of reclamation performance guarantees and requirements over the life of the approved project. 

		All

		Public

		FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		Socioeconomic – social costs



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		11.1.1

		172

		Design slopes on waste rock and tailings piles that are flat enough to support successful revegetation where applicable

		All

		FS

		

		Is 3:1 acceptable?



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		96

		The Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specifications for:

· selection of plants and planting methods for trees and shrubs, 

· Selection of native plant species as well as important existing grasses during reclamation. 

· Species of trees and shrubs to be considered include those important to traditional native American cultural uses in the area, including mesquite, juniper, and oak.  

· Traditional and heritage livestock and wildlife uses of local plant species shall be considered in selection of plant species to be used in site revegetation.

· Plant species selection will, as necessary, balance heritage use species with natural environment and stabilization criteria.

		All

		FS,  Tribes

		 

		See 4.13.1





		

		S8

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan to include specific provisions to prepare seedbed, reseed any project-related disturbances along Pima County ROW or roadway.

		All

		CA

		

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other



		

		173          

		Rosemont shall contour and blend edges of topographic disturbances with adjacent undisturbed land to avoid sharp topographic breaks wherever practicable

		All

		FS

		 

		 Visual Quality – change in landscape character



		

		174          

		The updated Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions to treat major erosion and slope failures on reclaimed areas promptly and as they occur.  The Reclamation Plan shall acknowledge that erosion prevention is preferable to remedial action, and include provisions to this effect.  RCC shall provide details in the Reclamation Plan that defines what erosion conditions would require action and how problems shall be addressed.

		All

		FS

		 

		Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

· Sediment delivery to Davidson, Cienega, other

Air – PM 2.5, PM 10

Water – surface water beneficial uses



		

		176          

		Identify reference sites in the Rosemont mine vicinity to determine native species occurrence, density, and cover to develop a long-term reclamation plan.  Consider aspect, elevation, and location (ridge vs. canyon bottom).  Based on reference site data, provide appropriate native seed mixes and plant lists for Coronado NF approval prior to any site revegetation.  Select species capable of being self-sustaining on the selected site and include species with the ability to provide erosion control and stability.  Establish vegetation re-establishment criteria for reclaimed areas and ensure that all areas meet criteria prior to bond release. (Kriegel: This is not yet addressed in the MPO)

		All

		FS

Tribes

		 

		  Plants and Animals 

· Change in veg communities

· Acres reclaimed

· Migration corridors

· Invasive species





		

		179          

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions for field surveys as needed to record species composition, seed mixes used, canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species” in selected representative areas as reclamation proceeds.  If seeded/planted species have failed to establish following the first two years, the plan shall provide for supplemental seeding and/or replanting.  

( Jones: Combine with #178)

		All

		FS

		 

		Monitoring?





		

		180          

		RCC shall monitor revegetation annually for the life of the mine operations until successful revegetation is confirmed by the Coronado NF.

		All

		FS

		 

		Monitoring?



		

		181          

		The Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include specifications and goals for the salvage, storage, and reuse of growth media (topsoil) from disturbed areas to provide sufficient cover on all disturbed areas to be reclaimed.  Unless otherwise specified, Rosemont shall:

· provide for a minimum of  1 foot of growth media cover over

· final waste rock slopes,

· waste rock surfaces,

· waste rock benches,

· completed tailings buttress,

· water diversion fill slopes,

· plant site fill slopes,

· construction laydown areas,

· facility plant-site following final removal of equipment.

· Temporary roads

· The areas to be revegetated shall be contoured, graded, prepared, and seeded in accordance with the specifications in the approved Reclamation Plans.



The Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall provide for conservation of growth media on site.  The details for storage of growth media shall require: 

· Placement of growth media stockpiles in locations that are stable, isolated from surface water, gently sloping, and well drained. 

· Growth media stockpiles shall be convex in shape and have no steeper than three to one slopes.  

· Stockpiles shall be revegetated with native species no later than the first growth season following construction to minimize erosion.

· No persistent non-native species shall be used in reclamation except as allowed in the approved Reclamation Plan, where some locally important non-native species may already be established.  

· Install sediment control structures or other Best Management Practices (BMPs) as needed to protect growth media from loss.

· Use growth media stockpiles quickly during concurrent reclamation to minimize the length of storage time.

		 All

		FS

		 

		  Land Stability and Soil Productivity 

· Stability

· Stability risk

· Lost soil productivity – acres

· Reveg potential

Visual Quality – change in landscape character

Plants and Animals - Invasive species

Water – surface water beneficial uses





		

		187          

		The Forest Service may authorize a phased bond adjustment as needed according to reclamation plan stipulations. 



The Final Reclamation Plan shall include well-defined criteria for determining successful completion for each stage and type of reclamation activity and a reasonable amount of holdback for phased bond release to provide assurance of reclamation success.  These criteria to be as developed or approved by the Forest Service.

		All

		Public

		  FSM 2800, 6500, 36CFR 228A, ARS 27-901-997, AAC R11-2-201

		 Socioeconomic – social costs



		

		193   

		Recreation

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		194          

		Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced recreation.  This may include obtaining off-forest lands for Public recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side of Hwy 83), or a combination.

		 All

		FS

		FSM 2330.2, FSM 2310.2, FSM 2311, LMP Goals p 9 Rec 1

		Recreation – acres available



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		196          

		Relocate or restore access to Arizona Trail and OHV trailheads impacted by the mine. This could include parking, a restroom, OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.



( Jones: These should not be relocated in the same area because it conflicts with the P/A needs of having some contiguous habitat left that hasn’t been altered by the mine.  This same comment applies to the next several.  If carried out, these would be anti-P/A mitigations.)

		 

		FS

		 

		Recreation  - acres available, length and # trails



Apply to one alternative and display the differences



		

		197          

		A Rosemont Recreation Improvement Management Plan (RRIMP) shall be prepared as part of the Final MPO.

· The RRIMP shall include provisions for the Los Colinas Segment of the Arizona Trail. 

· The RRIMP shall provide for a sustainable water station for use by pack stock and horses along the Los Colinas segment of the Arizona Trail.

· Relocate portions of the Arizona Trail as needed to provide a trail for users throughout the mine life and post-mine.

		 

		FS

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25, FSM 2354.43c, National Trails System Act (16 USC 1241)

		Recreation  - acres available, length and # trails

Water – beneficial uses



		

		198          

		The RRIMP shall include and schedule details for installation and maintenance of interpretive signs along the Arizona Trail and at the viewpoint on State Route (SR) 83 where mining activity is visible.

· Sign topics, text, graphics, design, materials locations, and installation requirements shall be reviewed and approved by the Coronado NF.

· Installation of signs on SR 83 shall be coordinated with Arizona Department of Transportation.

· During the time period of mine operations under the MPO, maintenance of signs shall be funded by Rosemont Copper Company.

		 

		FS

		FSM 2353.32

FSM 2333.58

		Recreation  - offset rec losses

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations, tourism revenue changes

Visual – scenic byway



		

		201    

		RCC shall provide:

· A perimeter road reconstructed per FS specifications on the west side of waste rock and tailings pile (east of the pit) that provides both north-south  post-mine legal public access through the site and access for RCC closure monitoring.

· A perimeter road on the east side of the waste rock and tailings pile that provides only administrative access for RCC closure monitoring and is not open to the public (in order to protect the non-motorized setting for the Arizona Trail). Inconsistent with RCC access needs?

		 All

		FS

		FSM 2350.2, FSM 2350.3, FSM 2353.02, FSM 2353.03, FSM 2353.04g, FSM 2353.04i, FSM 2353.11, FSM 2353.25

		Recreation 

· Area available

· Hunting opportunities

· Trails available

· Offset recreation losses



		

		

		Create a multi-use trailhead facility that would:

· Relocate the Rosemont OHV trailhead to a location that better serves OHV users, Arizona Trail users, and Highway 83 travelers.

· Include parking, a restroom OHV loading ramps, and other appropriate facilities.

		All

		FS

		

		Recreation  - # trails/THs, ROS



		

		241          

		When consistent with CNF travel management goals, mine roads that are no longer needed for mine operations or access shall be naturalized by restoring natural contours, placing growth media, and revegetating with native plants.

		 

		FS

		 

		Air, Rec, Visual, Heritage, Plants and Animals, Water, Dark Skies, Socioeconomic



		

		205      

		Riparian

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		208          

		As a fundamental effort to protect and allow recovery of riparian areas and sensitive habitat, Rosemont shall design, construct, and operate its transportation system (excluding haul roads) and ancillary systems (pump stations, access roads, etc.) to minimize or remove all project access roads from drainages within waters of the U.S., seasonal tributaries to these jurisdictional waters, and sensitive high value riparian areas.



Mitigation of existing and potential future impacts to riparian areas within the project area may include but not be limited to:

· Fencing to exclude livestock

· Minimize impacts from project activity

· Barriers to public recreational vehicle use

· Notification signage

· Establishment of riparian vegetation where appropriate

		All

		Public

		 

		Riparian – habitat disturbed

Plants and Animals – habitat disturbed

Water – beneficial uses



		

		207        

		The Final Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall identify specific areas to be developed for the post mining land use of “Riparian Habitat and Surface Water Drainage.”  Specify density and sizes of native riparian species to plant along artificial diversions commensurate with the types of vegetation that would naturally occur with that type of flow regime. Specify reclamation goals and methods for that post mining conditions.

		 

		FS

		 

		Riparian – habitat lost/disturbed



		

		210      

		Transportation

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		 

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		216          

		Rosemont shall cooperate with ADOT to address SR 83 improvement issues related to mine traffic.

		 

		FS

		P.L. 109-59; AASHTO “Geometric Design of Highways and Streets”, current edition.



		Public Safety – traffic, public risk



		

		227          

		Rosemont shall develop a comprehensive Rosemont Copper Project Transportation Plan consistent with applicable law and USFS regulations and, to the extent possible, policy for all project-related roads on USFS land:

· Maintenance standards

· Levels of appropriate use, 

· Methods to maintain the roadways sufficiently to prevent washboard, rutting and drainage problems

· Commitment to replace surfacing lost to drainage

· Commitment to repair roads damaged by use 

· Install and maintain wildlife-crossing structures (e.g. Corrugated Metal Pipes)  under primary access road at locations of known wildlife concentration. 

		All

		Public

		 

		Air – Visual, Dark Skies

Soils – sediment

Recreation  - access

Public Safety

Water – quality

Socioeconomic – costs

Plants and Animals – traffic conflicts



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		199          

		Wherever practicable and subject to public and employee safety concerns, the RCC shall provide for: 

· Public access to RCC private lands not affected by mine-related operations via Arizona Game and Fish Cooperative Land Owner Program (CLOP) 

· Costs for providing and maintaining public access provisions and/or easements to be the responsibility of Rosemont during the period of mine operations under the approved Final MPO.

· Provide a multiplate (or equivalent) underpass to accommodate bicyclists, livestock, wildlife, hikers, and pack stock under the Primary Rosemont Access Road where the Arizona Trail crosses the access road.  It is understood that equestrians and bicyclists may be required to dismount for passage.

		 All

		FS

		 

		Recreation – access, hunting opps

Socioeconomic – costs

Animals – movement corridors



		

		214 A       

		RCC shall cooperate with CNF travel management goals where feasible on roads under USFS control/jurisdiction within the project area. Travel management details are subject to yearly modification by the USFS.



		

		FS

		36 CFR 212 (Travel Management Rule).



		Forest Plan



		

		214 B

		RCC shall dedicate a perpetual public road easement across RCC private lands for the primary and secondary access roads (Gunsight, Lopez, or other) or equivalent feasible routing, to ensure post-mine legal access to USFS lands.

		

		FS

		

		Recreation - access



		

		228          

		Rosemont shall include in the Rosemont Copper Project Transportation Plan details that:

· Identify carpooling opportunities for employees 

· Establish shifts that reduce peak-hour traffic 

· Distribute peak travel operations during the morning and evening commute periods to minimize congestion

· Manage trucking to minimize loss of level of service to SR83  and minimize overlap with school traffic to the extent possible

Clarify per MPO language

Larry to Reword

		All

		Public

		 

		Air – GHG in tons

Public Safety - traffic



		

		 

		Clarification/more information needed

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		230          

		To minimize truck traffic on SR 83, Rosemont shall evaluate a slurry pipeline carrying concentrate from the mine to the west side of the Santa Rita Mountains to a newly constructed dewatering plant. This evaluation to be completed prior to initiation of plant construction. The evaluation to compare alternatives for:

· Optimum routing

· Cost,

· Truck miles

· Truck numbers

· Truck routes.

· Employment

· Dust control issues

· Spill control issues

· Other issues related to a concentrate dewatering plant on the west side of the divide

Keyes:  This potential mitigation requires a western terminal for the slurry pipeline and either a rail spur, location along an existing rail line, or trucking from the western terminal to the final destination (possibly not be rail).  The impacts are likely to be significant in areas with no or little infrastructure, whereas additional truck use of SR 83 is an incremental change easily accommodated by the managing agency (ADOT).



Kathy to review previous records and studies.

		 

		 

		 

		Add to one alternative ?



		

		233   

		Visual Quality

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered under law, regulation, and policy

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Covered/addressed in MPO

		

		

		

		



		

		235 A

		RCC shall revegetate tailings and waste rock piles to return to near natural conditions as described in the Reclamation Plan to minimize the spread of noxious weeds. Revegetation will include the use of species and plant distributions from the surrounding landscape.

		All

		FS,  Tribes

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP Goals p 9 R LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3ec 7,  LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Plants and Animals – noxious weeds



		

		

		RCC considered and accepted

		

		

		

		



		

		234      

		 Provide a reclamation plan that shapes the tailings and waste rock piles to mimic natural landforms from the surrounding landscape and encourages revegetation of the mine site with native plant species in densities, distributions, and sizes similar to the surrounding landscape. This will include:



· Avoiding landforms that create monolithic forms, extensive flat tops, long horizontal benches, and monotonous, even side slopes

· Incorporating natural, dendritic drainage patterns on all sides of the new piles that release stormwater off the site and allow it to flow downstream.

· Armoring channels as necessary with rock, but avoiding evenly spaced or linear channels, and utilizing rock that is weathered or treated with desert varnish to achieve darkness similar to weathered rock adjacent to the project area. ***

· Blending edges of the landform with adjacent undisturbed land to avoid sharp topographic breaks.

· Varying the grades along the new drainageways on tailings and waste rock piles, with random flagger areas to slow and/or hold water, which will help support vegetation growth.

· Create topography on side slopes that include warping, random ledges, and varying slope lengths and angles.

· Installing boulders and rocky patches on side slopes that mimic rockform in the surrounding landscape.

*** Use of desert varnish needs to be clarified/researched

		All

		FS

		 Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR part 228 subpart A, Title 36 CFR Part 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP Goals p 9 Rec 7, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management, Corridor Management Plan for the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road objective #3 (p 52-53)

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		

		235 B     

		 Replant with a seed mix that includes grasses, forbs, shrubs, and tree species, and plant larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants) in key areas such as highly visible slopes, and where needed for stability.  Container plants will generally be no larger than 5 gallon size.



Provide irrigation to plants in specific areas for the first dry season as needed for successful revegetation. This applies to larger plants (seedlings, transplants, and container plants), not seeding. Irrigation may be via drip irrigation, Dry Water, or other.

		All





		FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP Goals p 9 R LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3ec 7,  LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management

		  Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %





		

		239          

		 Paint or stain buildings or use of other materials for major facilities non-reflective flat shean earth tones (except facilities where this is prohibited by MSHA or other specific requirements, i.e. water tanks) approved by the CNF.

		 All

		Tribes FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

As admissible per MSHA requirements

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %







		

		240          

		At the end of mine operations, remove all unneeded ore processing, ancillary facilities (including foundations), and utility lines, and naturalize these sites by restoring natural contours, placing growth media on the areas, and revegetating with native grasses, trees, and shrubs.

		 

		FS, 

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP Goals p 9 Rec 7, LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed

		  Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		

		 

		Clarification/more information needed

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		236

		If required by CNF biologists, grow seedlings and container plants from seeds collected onsite. This may require propagation one or more years prior to planting.

		All

		FS

		

		Plants and Animals 

· wildlife habitat acres

· Acres reclaimed

· Change in veg. communities

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		

		237

		Apply desert varnish or other treatments to exposed rock faces (tailings and waste rock piles, road cuts, etc.) when exposed rock is lighter than adjacent weathered rock.



*** Use of desert varnish needs to be clarified/researched

		All

		FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %





		

		238          

		Treat all portions of the pit wall that are visible from Concern Level 1 and 2 travelways and residential areas by applying desert varnish to darken rock to match weathered rock on the ridge at the conclusion of operations.



If possible, plant vegetation on broken ledges on visible parts of pit wall.



Debbie to reword; According to MSHA regulations, cannot enter the pit after closure

		

		FS



		 Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management

		Visual Quality 

· VQO acres

· Degree of change in landscape character

· Scenic byway %





		

		243          

		Provide funding to the FS for a landscape architect to monitor landforming, revegetation, and other visual quality mitigation throughout the project, and modify or supplement visual quality mitigation measures to address concerns. 

		 

		FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

		Move to monitoring?



		1. 

		233   

		Off-site Mitigation Land

		

		

		

		



		1.1.1. 

		S9

		Mitigate at a 100% level, where feasible, for actual or potential habitat losses through the development of a Habitat Compensation Plan per the AGFD Wildlife Habitat Compensation Procedures (Department Policy I2.3).



The habitat impacted by the project includes Resource Categories I (highest habitat value), II (high habitat value), and III (high to medium habitat value). Mitigation goals (again, where feasible) for impacts to these Resource Categories are as follows:

· Resource Category I (Cienega Creek area, springs, and riparian habitat): all potential losses of existing habitat be prevented

· Resource Categories II and III (facility footprint): all potential losses be avoided or minimized. If significant losses are likely to occur, AGFD recommends that alternatives to immediately rectify, reduce, or eliminate these losses over time be developed. Such alternatives might include mitigation lands of equal or higher value be purchased or made accessible for public benefit.

SWCA to combine with S10

		

		CA

		AGFD’s Wildlife Habitat Compensation Procedures (Department Policy I2.3)

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation - access



		1.1.2. 

		S10

		Develop and provide for implementation of a Rosemont Mitigation Land Plan to show details of efforts to:

· Mitigate loss of public trust lands, water resources, riparian lands, wildlife habitat, and recreational access, in cooperation with the CNF, ACOE,  AZ Game Fish, US Fish Wildlife, with input from other cooperating agencies.

· Include specific parcels, areas, or types of lands for non-development agreements, conservation easements, acquisition or exclusion of public access, and Cooperative Land Owner Programs.

· Include specific criteria from agencies with applicable regulations to identify lands that may be suitable for direct or cooperative acquisition efforts where high-value lands may be available for purchase.

SWCA to combine with S9

		

		CA

		

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation – access

Heritage



		1.1.3. 

		39

		Federal, state, or local land or habitat management agencies may require or recommend compensatory land provisions, acre-for-acre habitat offsets, or other programs for mitigating habitat loss.



Rosemont shall work with relevant agencies to develop an integrated regional habitat mitigation solution as near to the impacted areas as possible. 



Agencies shall provide Rosemont with recommended selection criteria to allow Rosemont to negotiate for applicable lands that meet the agency criteria.  Reword – No authority to decide this.



Duplicative of #142

		 

		FS

		ACOE, AZ Game Fish, USFWS

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation - access



		1.1.4. 

		53

		The goals of the onsite and offsite mitigation plans are to provide replacement quantity and quality habitat to users of the USFS, BLM, State, and private lands in the area.  The mitigated uses of these lands include recreational opportunities enjoyed by surrounding communities for the displaced habitat, species, and tourist activities that will attend the proposed project.

Duplicative of #142

		All

		Public

		

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations, change in tourism revenue

Recreation - access



		1.1.5. 

		55

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Biological Core Management Areas. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 80 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space, with mitigation required at a 4:1 ratio.

		All

		Public

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors, population viability





		1.1.6. 

		56

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Important Riparian Area. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 95 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved in a natural and undisturbed condition.

		All

		Public

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers





		1.1.7. 

		57

		According to the County’s Conservation Lands System, portions of the project area are determined to be Multiple Use Management Area. The CLS requires as mitigation that least 66 2/3 percent of the total acreage of lands within this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space, with mitigation required at a 2:1 ratio

		All

		Public

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations, change in tourism revenue

Recreation - access



		1.1.8. 

		59

		Mitigation land purchase adjacent to the CNF of equal size and wildlife values

		All

		Public

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors





		1.1.9. 

		93

		Provide in-lieu-of compensatory conservation easements on endangered land with similar historical and tribal significance.

		 

		FS,  Tribes

		 

		Heritage – Acres, numbers



		1.1.10. 

		107

		Purchase and set aside areas of off-site mitigation to comply with ACOE and/or ESA requirements.

Duplicative of #142

		 

		FS

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Water – Quantity, surface water





		1.1.11. 

		142 and S29

		Mitigate for loss of waters of the U.S. in accordance with the April 10, 2008 Final Rule for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (73 FR 19594), including, potentially, the purchase and set-aside of offsite mitigation areas, payment in-lieu to an established restoration program, and/or permittee-responsible onsite mitigation.  As examples of this requirement, Rosemont shall:

· Work with Department of Game and Fish, US Fish and Wildlife Service, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and cooperating agencies as appropriate, to evaluate the potential for inclusion of purchase or assignment of surface water rights for Cienega Creek

· Work with private interests  and/or other interested parties in the Rosemont Mitigation Program as described elsewhere in this mitigation summary table.

· Work with regional Land Trusts, The Nature Conservancy, The Audubon Society, and other non-profits and Non-Governmental Organizations as may be interested in land set-asides, water conservation, habitat restoration, and habitat protection.

		 

		 

		 

		Seeps, Springs, and Riparian – acres, numbers

Plants and Animals – habitat acres, migration corridors

Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations

Water – Quantity, surface water

Recreation – access



Duplicative – combine w/ others?



		1.1.12. 

		155 

		Land administration controls (fee, lease, etc) and land mitigation commitments shall be recorded and/or enforceable as specified in the land mitigation plan.

		All

		Public

		 

		Socioeconomic – rural landscape expectations



		1.1.13. 

		194  

		Provide alternative lands and facilities to compensate for displaced recreation.  This may include obtaining off-forest lands for Public recreational use, development of new roads and other facilities elsewhere on the Coronado NF (such as OHV routes and facilities on the east side of Hwy 83), or a combination.

		 All

		FS

		FSM 2330.2, FSM 2310.2, FSM 2311, LMP Goals p 9 Rec 1

		  Recreation - access



		1.1.14. 

		203 

		Mitigate for loss of hunting on Unit 34A

		All

		Public

		 

		Recreation - hunting



		2. 

		233   

		Other

		

		

		

		



		2.1.1. 

		146

		Rosemont shall consider providing public access across private lands within or adjacent to public lands.

		 All

		FS

		 None

		 Duplicative of 4.15.5?

Recreation  - access



		3. 

		233   

		Monitoring Required by Mitigation Measures Compilation

		

		

		

		



		3.1.1. 

		17

		Monitor and report on air quality monitoring

		 

		FS

		 

		 Air



		3.1.2. 

		18

		Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in the air quality permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or closure

		 

		FS

		

		Air

Dark Skies



		3.1.3. 

		41

		Rosemont shall develop a Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan  that includes periodic monitoring and eradication of designated noxious plants on Forest Lands. 



The Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management Plan shall be reviewed periodically and adjusted as needed to apply to all project-related land disturbances on Forest Lands.

		 

		FS

		 

		 Plants – noxious weeds



		3.1.4. 

		46

		Provide funding to Forest Service for a biological monitor.  This person will be a journey-level biologist, partially funded by the proponent, to oversee various aspects of compliance with mitigation measures, terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, monitor and report take, survey for invasive species, etc.

		 

		FS

		 

		Plants and Animals



		3.1.5. 

		47

		Provide endowment for managing invasive species.

		

		FS

		

		Plants – noxious weeds



		3.1.6. 

		48

		Monitor the nearby Lesser Long-nosed Bat roosts before, during, and after the mine project using accurate exit counts (e.g., infrared video counts).

		

		FS

		

		Animals



		3.1.7. 

		110

		As required by ADEQ under Aquifer Protection Permit rules and individual facility permit, Rosemont has accepted the design criteria and permit limits as needed to protect groundwater resources. A thorough engineering evaluation was completed for facilities to determine the appropriate Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT) required for design.  Rosemont will develop a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan as per the terms of the APP permit.



Throughout the life of the mine, monitor ground disturbance at known heritage sites for human remains and sites not previously detected.  Monitor revegetation  for factors important to Tribes.

		 

		FS















FS

		 

		Will be combined with #127



Water – east-side quality











Heritage – sites, burials, collection areas



		3.1.8. 

		117

		As needed for each of the alternatives under comparative analysis and design review, Rosemont shall provide for appropriate capacity of process water and tailings storage to protect against flooding or overtopping.



The long-term nature of mine facilities such as diversion channels requires projects to implement prudent design criteria and methods. Rosemont shall utilize design criteria that meets or exceeds safety factors.



Where long term nature of mine facilities remains, specific Dam Safety Permit limits require Rosemont to install permanent water control structures that may exist beyond the life of the mine.  Specific permit conditions provide for periodic monitoring and maintenance of spillways, diversions, and other permanent facilities. ***

		

		FS

		ADEQ APP,

MSHA, AZ State Dam Safety Permits

		Combined with #115 and #119



*** RCC to provide examples



Water – east-side quality



		3.1.9. 

		163          

		Rosemont shall prepare a Production and Operation Blasting Plan as part of the Final MPO. The Blasting Plan shall include acknowledgement that approval of the Rosemont Final MPO includes a condition that Rosemont and any successors in interest or ownership of the Mine shall be required to repair or otherwise pay for all damages to area residential, historical, or other structures due to blasting at the Mine. A blast monitoring program shall be included in the blasting plan with monitoring points located between the areas to be blasted, and sensitive receptor sites.  Results of blast monitoring shall be available on request to agencies and local residents.

		All

		Public

		 

		Pending effects determination



Noise and Vibration 

Public Safety



		3.1.10. 

		179          

		Rosemont Reclamation Plan shall include provisions for field surveys as needed to record species composition, seed mixes used, canopy cover of seeded/planted and “volunteer species” in selected representative areas as reclamation proceeds.  If seeded/planted species have failed to establish following the first two years, the plan shall provide for supplemental seeding and/or replanting.  

		 All

		FS

		 

		Integrated into #178



Numerous resources/issues addressed



		3.1.11. 

		243          

		Provide funding to the FS for a landscape architect to monitor landforming, revegetation, and other visual quality mitigation throughout the project, and modify or supplement visual quality mitigation measures to address concerns. 

		 

		FS

		Title 36 CFR Part 219 Subpart A, Title 36 CFR 228 Subpart A, FSM 2380.13, FSM 2380.3 (4), FSM 2380.31, FSM 2380.43, FSM 2382 (3), FSM 2382.4 (1, 3, & 8), FSH Landscape Management (p 28-41), FSH 701 Scenery Management,  LMP S&G p28 visual resource mgmt 1-3, LMP p 62 Management Emphasis and Dispersed Recreation Intensity and Visual Resource Management, LMP p 67 Dispersed Recreation 3 and Visual Resource Management.

		Visual Quality

Socioeconomic



		

		S43

		Coronado to hire, at RCC expense, an outside company to conduct spot check noise monitoring.

		All

		FS

		

		Noise

Public Safety

Socioeconomic – quality of life



		3.1.12. 

		134

		Monitor water quality and collect/dispose of pollutants in the runoff from waste rock and tailings piles.

		Public

		Public

		 

		Duplicative of #124/#128

Water – east-side quality
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Proposed Mitigation Measure


 


To which 


Alt(s)? 


 


Source


 


Driver and/or Law, Regulation, 


and Policy


 


Target Issue(s) and Quantitative Units of 


Measure


 


 


 


Air


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Covered under law, regulation, and policy


 


 


 


 


 


1.1.1.


 


 


5


 


Onsite dust control on


 


Rosemont facilities shall be maintained on access, 


haul, service, and maintenance roads on site during construction, 


operation, and closure periods through uses of:


 


·


 


gravel, 


 


·


 


water spray, 


 


·


 


treatment with dust control agents, 


 


·


 


otherwise as specified in the 


Air Quality Permit


 


Specifications for each class of facility to be according to the Air Quality 


Permit and documented in a Dust Control Plan to maintain compliance 


with PDEQ air quality regulations or other applicable regulation.


 


 


 


FS


 


Clean Air Act regulat


ions as 


delegated to Pima County 


Department Environmental 


Quality (Dust Control Plan to be 


updated as needed to comply 


with PDEQ permit)


 


Air Quality 


–


 


PM10


 


Plant and Animals 


–


 


Dust Impacts to plants


 


Visual 


–


 


Change in landscape character


 


Public Safety 


–


 


CA


A standards, PM and GHG


 


Socioeconomics 


–


 


Quality of Life


 


Dark Skies 


–


 


PM


 


 


 


Green highlights reflect changes from 


5/10/2010 version


 


1.1.2.


 


 


8


 


Set and enforce speed limits within project area


 


 


 


FS


 


 


 


See 


1.1.1


 


1.1.3.


 


 


12


 


Rosemont shall use dust control technology at mate


rial transfer points 


and other point sources at crushing, conveyor, and bulk material handling 


facilities, as required in the air quality permit, these technologies include:


 


·


 


water sprays, 


 


·


 


cover, 


 


·


 


wind barriers, 


 


·


 


mechanical controls, or other appropriate m


easures.


 


 


 


FS


 


Clean Air Act and PDEQ permit 


(Shall be specified and monitored 


as per the PDEQ permit 


requirement)


 


See 


1.1.1


 


1.1.4.


 


 


14


 


Apply soil stabilizers to tails as required by the Air Quality Permit


 


 


 


FS


 


 


 


 


See 


1.1.1


 


1.1.5.


 


 


15


 


Rosemont shall maintain MSDS sheet


s on site as appropriate for 


chemical materials used onsite, such as:


 


·


 


chemical or physical dust control agents, 


 


·


 


organics, 


 


·


 


inorganic binders, or 


 


·


 


stabilizing polymers.


 


Materials to be used on site shall be subject to review and approval as 


part of the Mat


erials Management Plan/Procedures


 


 


 


FS


 


Mine Safety and Health Act 


 


Drop?  Having MSDS sheets doesn’t mitigate 


anything


 


1.1.6.


 


 


17


 


Monitor and report on air quality monitoring


 


 


 


FS


 


 


 


 


Move to Monitoring


 


1.1.7.


 


 


18


 


Develop and update the Dust Control Plan as required in


 


the air quality 


permit or as needed, to modify or supplement air quality mitigation 


measures to address compliance during construction, operation, or 


closure


 


 


 


FS


 


 


See 1.1.1


 


1.1.8.


 


 


19


 


Use acid mist controls in electrowinning tank house as required by the Air 


Q


uality Permit


 


 


 


FS


 


 


 


Air


 


 


Public Safety


 




From: Beverley A Everson
To: mreichard@swca.com; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Subject: updated tech report list
Date: 03/16/2010 01:32 PM

Hi Mel,

Could you please cc T.A. with the updated list or notice that it's available on WebEx?

Thanks.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:CN=Teresa Ann Ciapusci/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES


From: Tom Furgason
To: jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Urgent Action Required- Mitigation Meeting
Date: 01/06/2010 08:01 AM
Importance: High

Jamie:
 
Thank you for the update last night.  I will expect to see Rosemont's work on the mitigation later
today.  In order for this to make it into the Jan. 15 draft of the EIS we will need to meet this week with
the FS ID Team members and resolve any outstanding issues.  I recommend:
 
1) SWCA compile all of Rosemont's work and distribute to the Coronado ID Team;
 
2) The Coronado submit to SWCA everything that their specialists have completed to date by COB
today;
 
3) Bev and Mindee schedule meetings with the IDT over the course of Thursday (tomorrow) afternoon
and Friday morning to work through the mitigation list.  It would be best if core members of the
Coronado (Bev, Mindee, Reta), Rosemont, and SWCA (Tom and Jonathan) were available for the
majority or all of the meetings.  We could have the Coronado Specialists schedule 15-45 minute time
slots depending on what they perceive their need is.  I suspect that some specialists won't need much
time if they are already comfortable with the previous mitigation proposed.
 
________________________
 
Bev:
 
Can you work with your team to make this happen?  My feeling is that if we put this off until next week
it will not make the Jan 15 draft and then the specialists may lose their opportunity to comment on the
mitigation section before it is sent to Region on Feb 15. 
 
If this is not possible, would you please recommend an alternate course of action that will still allow us
to keep on schedule.  Thank you.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: jsturgess@augustaresource.com
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Urgent Action Required- Mitigation Meeting
Date: 01/06/2010 08:01 AM
Importance: High

Jamie:
 
Thank you for the update last night.  I will expect to see Rosemont's work on the mitigation later
today.  In order for this to make it into the Jan. 15 draft of the EIS we will need to meet this week with
the FS ID Team members and resolve any outstanding issues.  I recommend:
 
1) SWCA compile all of Rosemont's work and distribute to the Coronado ID Team;
 
2) The Coronado submit to SWCA everything that their specialists have completed to date by COB
today;
 
3) Bev and Mindee schedule meetings with the IDT over the course of Thursday (tomorrow) afternoon
and Friday morning to work through the mitigation list.  It would be best if core members of the
Coronado (Bev, Mindee, Reta), Rosemont, and SWCA (Tom and Jonathan) were available for the
majority or all of the meetings.  We could have the Coronado Specialists schedule 15-45 minute time
slots depending on what they perceive their need is.  I suspect that some specialists won't need much
time if they are already comfortable with the previous mitigation proposed.
 
________________________
 
Bev:
 
Can you work with your team to make this happen?  My feeling is that if we put this off until next week
it will not make the Jan 15 draft and then the specialists may lose their opportunity to comment on the
mitigation section before it is sent to Region on Feb 15. 
 
If this is not possible, would you please recommend an alternate course of action that will still allow us
to keep on schedule.  Thank you.
 
Tom

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlaford@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:jrigg@swca.com


From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Beverley A Everson'
Cc: 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: USFS Reclamation & Bonding Guide
Date: 04/23/2010 09:08 AM

Bev,
 
Following up on the Tuesday meeting please forward the USFS Reclamation and Bonding
document.  Also, please copy Melissa so she can include it in the reference section of the WebEx
documents file.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
 

mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com


From: Tom Furgason
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard; Charles Coyle
Subject: USFWS_Request for ESA Consultation_061009.doc
Date: 06/10/2009 11:10 AM
Attachments: USFWS_Request for ESA Consultation_061009.doc

Bev,
 
Per our meeting yesterday, attached is the revised consultation letter for your consideration.  Feel free
to call me if you have any questions.  Thanks.
 
Tom Furgason
Program Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520) 325-9194

mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com

June 10, 2009

Mr. Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Field Services Office


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service


2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103


Phoenix, Arizona 85021


RE:
REQUEST FOR FORMAL ESA SECTION 7 CONSULTATION ON THE ROSEMONT COPPER PROJECT, CORONADO NATIONAL FOREST, ARIZONA

Dear Mr. Spangle:


The purpose of this letter is to request formal consultation, pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), to address the possible effects of the proposed Rosemont Copper Project on species listed as threatened and endangered under the ESA. The project, as proposed by Rosemont Copper Company, would be constructed in Pima County on private lands, and lands managed by Arizona State Land Department, Bureau of Land Management, and U.S. Forest Service (Forest Service), Coronado National Forest. The Forest Service would serve as the lead federal agency for the consultation.


The Forest Service has received a Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) from Augusta. The MPO provides a detailed project description and can be provided upon request. For compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the Forest Service is currently preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to address potential project impacts.  

As you are aware, the Forest Service typically requests formal consultation once a preferred alternative has been identified.  However, no decision has been made whether to identify the preferred alternative in the Draft EIS or Final EIS. The Forest Service would like to formally involve your agency at this time to provide input on the preparation of a Biological Assessment (BA) and development of appropriate mitigation.  It is our intent to include the findings of the BA, as well as evaluating any proposed mitigation, in the Draft EIS.  This will allow for the public to provide comments on the findings of the BA and consultation history when the Draft EIS is published.  


Once the preferred alternative is identified, we will then request that FWS provide a Biological Opinion. We anticipate that consultation will take longer than standard 135 days.  If you have any questions, please contact Project Lead Bev Everson at (520) 388-8300 or Project Biologist Deborah Sebesta at (520) 281-2296 of the Coronado National Forest. We appreciate your assistance and respectfully request your response as soon as possible.


Sincerely yours,

Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor

enclosure



From: Joggerst, Jamie
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Kathy Arnold; emcguire@usgs.gov; cfsmith@usgs.gov
Subject: USGS Stream Gauge Budget
Date: 08/25/2008 12:11 PM

Bev,
 
I spoke with Chris Smith from the USGS and it looks like all the money for the stream gauge will need
to go through the CNF. It is not possible to work a direct payment from Rosemont into the contract
terms.
 
Therefore, the 2008 budget between you and Rosemont will need to be increased by an additional
$26,000 in order to include costs for annual maintenance and possible cableway installation.
 
In summary, below is a break down of the 2008 costs:
 
$30,000 Stream gauge installation (costs already accounted for)
$16,000 Annual stream gauge maintenance
$10,000 Cableway for high flow measurements
 
Total Cost $56,000
 
Please feel free to call me if you have any questions. I’m in the Elko, NV office all this week so please
call on my cell 520-820-7775.
 
Thanks
 
Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer  
Phone: 520-297-7723 |  Fax: 520-297-7724 |  Cell:  520-820-7775
 
Tetra Tech
3031 West Ina Road  |  Tucson, AZ 85741 |  www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any
distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.
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From: Joggerst, Jamie
To: Beverley A Everson
Cc: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@augustaresource.com; rlaford@fs.fed.us
Subject: USGS Stream Gauge
Date: 07/29/2008 03:01 PM
Attachments: Letter to BEverson RE USGS Stream Gauge.pdf

Bev,
 
The attached letter is also being sent to you and Reta via US mail.
 
Thank you,
 
Jamie Joggerst | Geotechnical Engineer  
Phone: 520-297-7723 |  Fax: 520-297-7724 |  Cell:  520-820-7775
Please note my new email address: Jamie.Joggerst@tetratech.com 
 
Tetra Tech
3031 West Ina Road  |  Tucson, AZ 85741 |  www.tetratech.com

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any
distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.
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July 29, 2008 
 
Ms. Beverly Everson 
Coronado National Forest 
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor 
Tucson, AZ  85701 
 
Re: USGS Stream Gauge 
 
Dear Ms. Everson: 
 
As we discussed, Rosemont has requested that a USGS stream gauge be 
installed along the Barrel drainage on the Fee Land in T18S, R16E, Section 15 
(Figure 1).  On July 28, 2008 representatives from the USGS and Tetra Tech 
visited the area and sited a location for the stream gauge. The USGS has 
proposed to install a bridge-mounted gauge and will be contacting the Arizona 
Department of Transposition for necessary permits. 
 
In order for the USGS to proceed with installation of the stream gauge, they first 
need a signed contact with the Coronado National Forest. Attached is an 
example contract between the USGS and the Tonto National Forest for your 
reference. This was provided only as an example. If your department has specific 
contract requirements, please use them instead. 
 
Below are two contacts at the USGS if you have any questions about the 
contract process or required documents. 
 
Mr. Emmet McGuire 
Supervisory Hydrologic Technician 
520 N. Park Ave, Suite 221 
Tucson, Arizona 85719 
520-670-6671 ext 284 
emcquire@usgs.gov  
 
Mr. Chris Smith 
Assistant Director 
520 N. Park Ave, Suite 251 
Tucson, Arizona 85719 
520-670-6671 ext 284 
cfsmith@usgs.gov  


Tetra Tech  
  3031 West Ina Road, Tucson, AZ 85741 


Tel   520.297.7723    Fax   520.297.7724    www.tetratech.com 
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If you need additional information, please don’t hesitate to contact me. You can 
reach me at (520) 297-7723 or via e-mail at jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com   
 
 
Sincerely, 
Tetra Tech 


 
Jamie Joggerst 
Geotechnical Engineer 
 
 
Attachments: 


Example Contract 
Figure 1 – Proposed Stream Gauge Location 


 
 
Cc: Reta Laford, Coronado National Forest 


Jamie Sturgess, Rosemont Copper Company 
Kathy Arnold, Rosemont Copper Company  


 File Document Number 072/08-320776 
  
 
  
 
 







 


Attachment  
Example Contract 


 


 



























 


Figures  
  
 


 
 







 


 


 
Figure 1 – Proposed Stream Gauge Location 
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From: Sarah L Davis
To: Reta Laford; Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Cc: Beverley A Everson; John Able; tfurgason@swca.com; jmacivor@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com;

mreichard@swca.com
Subject: Video Conference with FS Alaska Region re electronic records
Date: 04/27/2009 05:13 PM

You are invited to attend the video conference call with our  Alaska Region re
electronic record keeping.  They've been to court and have made their records work.

It is scheduled for our office Room 6V6 on Friday, May 8 from 9:00-1:00 pm.  

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA
Plan Revision Team
Coronado National Forest
TEL 520-388-8458
FAX 520-388-8332
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From: Dale Ortman PE
To: 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Tom Furgason'; 'Melissa Reichard'
Subject: Waste Rock Characterization for the Mine Waste Landform Feasibility Evaluation
Date: 11/25/2009 07:09 AM

Kathy,
 
Yesterday’s site visit by George Annandale of Golder Associates, attended by Bev, Salek, & Debbie
from the CNF, me and Tom from SRK, and Jeff with Rosemont, has resulted in a preliminary work
plan to assess the feasibility of a landform approach to the mine waste pile drainage.  The goal for
the day was to develop a work plan for assessing the preliminary feasibility of the landform
approach for a waste pile the scale of Rosemont in the monsoonal climate of southern Arizona;
with the initial focus on constructing a landform drainage scheme using the pit run waste rock.  The
test case will be the east slope (facing SR83) of the Upper Barrel Canyon layout; if we are
successful in developing the concept for the test case it will provide the fundamental design
guidance to inform our judgment as to whether the approach is applicable to other alternatives. 
Golder will provide a cost estimate next week for this phase of the work.
 
In order to expedite the effort I am charged with working with Rosemont to obtain information
relevant to characterizing the gradation, durability, and likely chemical composition of the pit run
waste rock.  I will be reviewing the information in the documents submitted to the CNF and posted
to the WebEx site for applicable data and will contact you next week with a request for additional
information should that appear necessary.
 
Regards,
 
Dale
_______________________
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office
 
daleortmanpe@live.com
 
PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ  85623
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From: Brian Lindenlaub
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Lara Mitchell; Beverley A Everson; Chuck Powell; Kathy Arnold
Subject: Waterline Survey Area
Date: 10/06/2008 08:24 AM

Tom,
 
At our meeting last week you indicated that SWCA had completed an archaeological survey of the
proposed waterline alignment for the Rosemont Project.  We are preparing to survey the same area for
PPC and would appreciate it if you could provide us the CAD or GIS linework for the area that you
surveyed.
 
Also, per your request, we will be providing a hand-delivered CD of the MPO figures you identified in
your email last week.  If you need anything else, please let us know.
 
Regards,
Brian Lindenlaub | Principal
WestLand Resources, Inc.
4001 E Paradise Falls Drive | Tucson, AZ 85712
Office: (520) 206-9585 | Fax: (520) 206-9518
 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Kathy Arnold
Cc: Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg; Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Terry Chute
Subject: We just received your Air and Snail Reports!
Date: 07/29/2010 04:23 PM

Kathy-
Just a quick note that we received your air reports done by AEP just now. We received the snail
report a little earlier today.
 
Thanks!
 

Melissa Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520)325-9194 ofc.  (520)250-6204 cell
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it
is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable
law. If you are not the intended recipient or an authorized representative of the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any review, dissemination or copying of this email and its attachments, if any, or the information contained
herein is prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by return email and
delete this email from your system. Thank you.
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From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: We need your help in pinning down a few things
Date: 06/05/2010 12:35 PM
Attachments: Items needed from Rosemont to complete the DEIS.docx

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

mailto:CN=Melinda D Roth/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:jsturgess@augustaresource.com
mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com
mailto:CN=Reta Laford/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:mreichard@swca.com

June 5, 2010

Items needed from Rosemont to complete the DEIS:

· A list of proposed changes to the MPO after Feb. 2008, including a reference to supporting information and reports. Reta will need to OK such changes.

· Is on-site generation of construction power still proposed?

· Seconday access road through Lopez or Gunsite?

· One-phased heap?

· Freshwater rinsing of heap?

· Other

· A list of all documents describing/representing the Phased Tailings alternative

· Scholefield alternative preliminary design, map, and rough cost analysis including:

· Heap leach to be incorporated in the waste and tailings footprint

· Changes to other facilities, roads, etc.

· Waste/tails footprint expansion area

· Fencing, signs, etc. needed now per MSHA may require NEPA.  What activities and structures are required now?

· When can we expect an air quality model?

· Soil stockpile volume and locations by alternative

· Data supporting the visual quality analysis by June 15th (email sent by Reta June 4th)

As we continue finalizing the descriptions of the alternatives for Chapter 2, we may have additional questions.  

Thanks, 

Mindee



From: Melinda D Roth
To: Jamie Sturgess; karnold@rosemontcopper.com
Cc: Reta Laford; Beverley A Everson; tfurgason@swca.com; mreichard@swca.com
Subject: We need your help in pinning down a few things
Date: 06/05/2010 12:35 PM
Attachments: Items needed from Rosemont to complete the DEIS.docx

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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Items needed from Rosemont to complete the DEIS:

· A list of proposed changes to the MPO after Feb. 2008, including a reference to supporting information and reports. Reta will need to OK such changes.

· Is on-site generation of construction power still proposed?

· Seconday access road through Lopez or Gunsite?

· One-phased heap?

· Freshwater rinsing of heap?

· Other

· A list of all documents describing/representing the Phased Tailings alternative

· Scholefield alternative preliminary design, map, and rough cost analysis including:

· Heap leach to be incorporated in the waste and tailings footprint

· Changes to other facilities, roads, etc.

· Waste/tails footprint expansion area

· Fencing, signs, etc. needed now per MSHA may require NEPA.  What activities and structures are required now?

· When can we expect an air quality model?

· Soil stockpile volume and locations by alternative

· Data supporting the visual quality analysis by June 15th (email sent by Reta June 4th)

As we continue finalizing the descriptions of the alternatives for Chapter 2, we may have additional questions.  

Thanks, 

Mindee



From: Beverley A Everson
To: mreichard@swca.com; tfurgason@swca.com
Subject: Webb FOIA
Date: 03/08/2010 12:52 PM

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ.  85701

Voice: 520-388-8428
Fax: 520-388-8305

----- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 03/08/2010 12:51 PM -----

Vail Arizona
<vailaz@hotmail.com> 

01/19/2010 11:34 AM

To <beverson@fs.fed.us>

cc <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, Reta Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>

Subject Recent Reports Rosemont Copper

Ms. Everson,
 
I spoke with Kathy Arnold a bit ago about receiving hard copies and a
CD/DVD of the most recent/updated Rosemont Copper Reports. We have
satellite internet at home and the files are too large to download. In
addition I have learning difficulties with information exclusively on a
computer screen. Ms. Arnold suggested that I should ask you first and
she would be willing to provide them. (If I understood the conversation
correctly.)
 
Please let me know when we might accomplish this request!
 
Thanks!

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:mreichard@swca.com
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Quote for the Day: 

 

“To avoid criticism, do nothing, say nothing, be nothing"
-Elbert Hubbard

 

 

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain
legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received

this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without
reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This

communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written
consent of the sender.



From: Tom Furgason
To: Kathy Arnold; Brian Lindenlaub
Cc: beverson@fs.fed.us; Melinda D Roth; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Westland Bio Mitigation Report
Date: 11/11/2009 02:28 PM

Kathy and Brian,
 
This email is to confirm that we received two copies of the Westland Bio. Mitigation Report and a CD. 
I know that the Coronado Biologists have already received the report, but we’ll still load it to WebEx
and notify them that the report has been posted.  I did note that this report is still draft and for internal
review purposes.  Thank you.
 

Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile
(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Larry Jones; Geoff Soroka; Ken     Kertell
Cc: Tom Furgason; Mindee Roth; Beverly     Everson
Subject: Westland_BiologicalResource&MitigationConcepts
Date: 11/11/2009 03:58 PM

I posted this report here:

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=158655>

 

Thanks!

Mel
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From: Tom Furgason
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: Larry Jones
Cc: Debbie Sebesta; Melissa Reichard; Mindee Roth; Beverley Everson; Reta     Laford
Subject: Westland's Biological Reports
Date: 07/09/2009 11:42 AM

Larry,

I moved the four Westland Reports to the Biology folder (under the Resources
folder).  The have been on WebEx since we recieved them, but not in an obvious
location.  You can now find them at this link:
<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=24543>.

 

Please let Melissa or I know if you need further assistance with this.

 

Tom
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From: Melissa Reichard
Sent By: rosemonteis
To: rmraley@fs.fed.us; kbrown03@fs.fed.us; aelek@fs.fed.us; rlefevre@fs.fed.us; sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;

awcampbell@fs.fed.us; abelauskas@fs.fed.us; wkeyes@fs.fed.us; temmett@fs.fed.us; devinquintana@fs.fed.us;
kellett@fs.fed.us; ccleblanc@fs.fed.us; gmckay@fs.fed.us; ljones02@fs.fed.us; dsebesta@fs.fed.us;
beverson@fs.fed.us; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; jable@fs.fed.us; sldavis@fs.fed.us; rlaford@fs.fed.us;
mfarrell@fs.fed.us; wgillespie@fs.fed.us; klgraves@fs.fed.us; hschewel@fs.fed.us; jderby@fs.fed.us;
ecuriel@fs.fed.us; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; mjfitch@fs.fed.us

Cc: Melissa Reichard
Subject: Word Track Changes Cheat Sheet
Date: 03/19/2009 11:14 AM

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go
directly to the item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please
note that some email clients require that all the letters and numbers in the link
appear on one line, or else it won't go to the right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=140504>

 

Let me know if you have any questions or is there is anything else I can help you
with!

Thanks!

Mel
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From: Melissa Reichard
To: Beverley A Everson
Subject: You have my name spelled wrong in your emails
Date: 02/26/2009 09:48 AM

I am not receiving any of the emails that you have been sending. Send to: mreichard@swca.com
It seems like you may need to change me in your address book. Thanks!
 
Melissa  Reichard
Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
 
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.
 
"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -
Oliver Wendell Holmes
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Attachment 1


Interdisciplinary Team Identification and Responsibilities


I, Forest Supervisor Jeanine Derby, am the Responsible Official for the Rosemont Copper Project EIS.  In this capacity I have identified four categories of interdisciplinary team participation to support the planning efforts for Rosemont Copper Project EIS:


· Interdisciplinary Team Agency Management Oversight

· Interdisciplinary Team Core Members

· Interdisciplinary Team Extended Members


· Interdisciplinary Team Support Members

I have also noted SWCA Environmental Consultant counterparts to the interdisciplinary team to facilitate coordination.

Interdisciplinary Team Agency Management Oversight

Agency management oversight includes direction, guidance, quality control, and compliance.  Table 1 – Agency Management Oversight, identifies the Forest staff assigned management oversight responsibilities.  These individuals will meet as needed with the interdisciplinary team leader to address emerging management needs, opportunities, and/or concerns.

Table 1 – Agency Management Oversight


		Forest Service Role

		Agency Position, Employee



		Responsible Official

		Forest Supervisor, Jeanine Derby



		Process Management

		Deputy Forest Supervisor, Reta Laford



		Planning Project Management

		Ecosystem Management and Planning, Teresa Ann Ciapusci



		External Communications Management

		Communications Team, John Able



		NEPA Management

		NEPA Compliance /FOIA Officer, Andrea Campbell



		NFMA Compliance

		Forest Planner, Jennifer Ruyle





The process manager provides strategic direction and guidance.  The project manager provides tactical direction and guidance consistent with the strategic framework provided by the process manager.  The project manager is also expected to monitor quality control and compliance.


The external communications manager leads tactical external communication actions within the strategic framework provided by the process manager and the tactical framework provided by the project manager.  Management of external communications will be in consultation with the interdisciplinary team leader.  External communications are to improve public awareness and understanding about the project, facilitate meaningful public involvement, and build long-term relationships.

The NEPA and NFMA managers provide direction and guidance for their respective areas and are expected to monitor quality control and compliance.


Table 2 – SWCA Management Oversight, identifies SWCA staff identified to provide management oversight for their employees working on this project.


Table 2 – SWCA Management Oversight

		SWCA Role 

		SWCA Employee



		Project Leader

		John MacIvor



		Project Manager

		Tom Furgason





Interdisciplinary Team Core Members

Table 3 – Core Team, identifies agency staff assigned as core team members for this project as well as their SWCA counterparts.  Core team members are those individuals who will be actively involved in managing the NEPA process in addition to representing their areas of expertise with oversight and review responsibilities.  They are responsible for ensuring procedural compliance with NEPA and relevant law, regulation, and policy.  They will steer the interdisciplinary effort through team meetings and other integrated actions.  They will bring extended team members into the process at times appropriate for representation of affected resource areas.  I intentionally limited the number of core members to six, based on my belief that smaller core teams tend to be more effective than larger core teams.

The interdisciplinary team leader will direct team operations.  Team leader duties include, but are not limited to:  prioritizing project tasks, scheduling activities and meetings, managing meetings, monitoring work progress and quality, setting deadlines, and record management.

Table 3 – Core Team

		Role

		Forest Service

		SWCA



		Interdisciplinary Team Leader /

Team Project Manager

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

		John MacIvor

Tom Furgason



		Transportation /Engineering

		Engineer, Walter Keyes

		Ralph Ellis



		Geology

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

		Jerome Hesse



		Hydrogeology (Ground Water)

		Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah

		TBD sub consultant



		Hydrology (Surface Water)

		Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah

		TBD sub consultant



		Light (Night Skies)

		Landscape Architect, Debby Kriegel

		Kristen Cox



		Minerals (Administration)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

		Jerome Hesse



		Recreation

		District Ranger, Keith Graves

		Marcie Bidwell



		Social and Economic Environments

		District Ranger, Keith Graves

		Jeff Connell


Cara Bellavia



		Scenery Resources, incl reclamation

		Landscape Architect, Debby Kriegel

		Marcie Bidwell



		Soils

		Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah

		Jerome Hesse



		Vegetation Resources, incl reclamation

		Wildlife Biologist, Deborah Sebesta

		Geoff Soroka



		Wildlife Resources

		Wildlife Biologist, Deborah Sebesta

		Ken Kartell


Geoff Soroka





Interdisciplinary Extended Team Members

Table 4 – Extended Team, identifies agency staff assigned as extended team members for this project as well as their SWCA counterparts.  I have identified a large number of extended team members so as to draw on the expertise of many individuals while reducing the impact that this project might have on any one individual.  Extended team members will be involved in the planning process at points appropriate to represent the resource areas they have been assigned.  Although welcome, extended members will not be required or expected to attend all of the interdisciplinary team meetings.  They will be expected to attend meetings and integration activities upon request by the core team.  However, it is realized that extended members have collateral duties beyond those for this project that the core team needs to consider.  Extended team members will also have oversight and review responsibilities for their area of expertise.  (See ‘Interdisciplinary Team Core Members’ section for a summary of the interdisciplinary team leader’s role.)

Table 4 – Extended Team

		Role

		Forest Service

		SWCA



		Access / Lands / Realty

		Realty Specialist, Tami Emmett


Forest Access Emphasis Mgr, George McKay

		Kristen Cox



		Air Resources

		Soils /Water /Air /Forestry Prog Mgr, Bob Lefevre

		Dave Morrow



		Clean Water Act Compliance

		Soils /Water /Air /Forestry Prog Mgr, Bob Lefevre


TBD

		Rion Bowers



		Environmental Justice

		NEPA Compliance Officer, Andrea Campbell

		Jeff Connell


Cara Bellavia



		Fire / Fuels

		Fire Management Officer, Shane Lyman

		TBD



		Forest Plan Consistency

		Forest Planner, Jennifer Ruyle

		Marcie Bidwell



		Hazardous Waste

		Civil Eng / Hazmat Spec, Eli Curiel

TBD

		Deanne Rietz



		Heritage

		Archaeologist, Chris Leblanc

Archaeologist, William Gillespie

Archaeologist /Tribal Rep, Mary Farrell

		Joe Ezzo

Suzanne Griset



		Minerals 

  (Mining Law)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

TBD

		Jerome Hesse



		Mining 

  (Chemistry)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

TBD

		TBD 


Geochemist



		Mining 

  (Mine Planning /Remediation)

		Civil Eng / Hazmat Spec, Eli Curiel


TBD

		TBD 


Geologic Engineer



		Mining 

  (Processes)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

TBD

		TBD

Mining Engineer



		Mining 

  (Rock Stability /Fracture)

		Geologist, Beverley Everson

TBD

		TBD 


Geotech Engineer



		Noise

		NEPA Compliance Officer, Andrea Campbell

Safety Officer, Alan Belauskas

		Dave Morrow





Table 4 – Extended Team (continued)

		Role

		Forest Service

		SWCA



		Public Health and Safety

		Civil Eng /Hazmat Spec, Eli Curiel

Safety Officer, Alan Belauskas

		Cara Bellavia



		Range

		Range Conservationist, Kendall Brown

		Geoff Soroka



		Soils

		Soils /Water /Air /Forestry Prog Mgr, Bob Lefevre

		Jerome Hesse



		Water Resources /


Riparian Habitat (offsite)

		Wildlife /Fish /Rare Plants / Staff Officer, 


Tom Skinner

		Rion Bowers



		Wildlife Resources

		Wildlife Biologist, Larry Jones

		Ken Kartell


Geoff Soroka





Interdisciplinary Team Support Members

Table 5 – Support, identifies agency staff assigned to provide specialized support for this project as well as their SWCA counterparts.  Assignments and expectations will vary among support staff.  (See ‘Interdisciplinary Team Core Members’ section for a summary of the interdisciplinary team leader’s role.)

Table 5 – Support


		Role

		Forest Service

		SWCA



		Team Administrative Assistant

		Kendra Bourgart

		Melissa Reichard



		Administrative Support

		Resource Assistant, Janet Jones

		TBD



		Data Management

		TBD

		Glenn Dunno


Lara Mitchell



		External Communications

		Communications Team, John Able

		Claire Bingaman


Harmony Hall



		FOIA Administration

		NEPA FIOA Officer, Andrea Campbell

		Tom Furgason


Melissa Reichard



		Geospatial Analysis

		TBD

		TBD



		Technical Editing and Presentation

		TBD

		Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri


Camille Ensle



		Tribal Consultation

		Forest Supervisor, Jeanine Derby


Deputy Forest Supervisor, Reta Laford


Archaeologist /Tribal Rep, Mary Farrell

		Suzanne Griset



		Mailing Database

		Resource Assistant, Roxane Raley

		Melissa Reichard



		Media

		Communications Team, Heidi Schewell

		TBD



		Publications

		TBD

		TBD



		Website Management

		TBD

		TBD





Additional Assistance

Given the highly technical, nature of the proposed action, additional assistance may be sought from other areas or levels of the agency.  Potential areas of assistance needs include:  Hazardous Waste, Hydrogeology (Ground Water), Minerals (Mining Law), Mining (Chemistry), Mining (Mine Planning /Remediation), Mining (Processes), and Mining (Rock Stability /Fracture).

Attachment 2


Expectations of Team relative to Coordination


with SWCA Environmental Consultants

The Forest is responsible for leading the Rosemont Copper Project EIS planning effort, including the content of the EIS and compliance with all applicable law, regulation, and policy.  I have selected SWCA Environmental Consultants to provide third-party NEPA consulting service for this project and to deliver an EIS that complies with law, regulation, and policy.  They will cooperate with and support the Forest in completing the NEPA review process.  The agency interdisciplinary team will oversee the NEPA review process.


In consultation with the interdisciplinary team leader, team members are to work with the SWCA counterpart identified for their assigned area.  Although most communications with SWCA will be informal for efficiency, guidance is to be documented.  Guidance transmitted by email is to be cc’d to the interdisciplinary team leader.  Material transmitted in hardcopy is to be routed through the team leader.

My expectations of interdisciplinary team members relative to coordination with SWCA are summarized below:

· Provide mailing list corrections to SWCA.

· Provide information to SWCA.


· Provide guidance to SWCA.

· Provide oversight to SWCA product development, including the administrative record.

· Participate in technology transfer, field trips /site visits, and meetings with SWCA.

· Confer with SWCA in analyzing public comments.

· Confer with SWCA in developing EIS components such as the issues and alternatives to be addressed, as well as the scope of effects analysis.

· Review work products submitted by SWCA.

· Determine material to be included or excluded from the EIS and supporting record.


· Ensure that SWCA work products are accurate and complete.

· Ensure that SWCA work products are consistent with laws, regulations, agency policies, and regional analysis protocols.


Additional details on the roles of the Forest and SWCA can be found in the February 2008 MOU between the Forest and Rosemont Copper Company, available on the project website.

Attachment 3

Expectations of Team Relative to NEPA Process


The interdisciplinary team is responsible for ensuring that all aspects of this project comply with NEPA, CEQ’s implementing regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508, and Forest Service Handbook 1909.15 (excluding chapters 30 and 40 pertaining to categorical exclusions and environmental assessments).

NEPA comprehension and Training

Interdisciplinary team members are to brush up on their comprehension of NEPA by reviewing NEPA, CEQ’s implementing regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508, and the applicable sections of Forest Service Handbook 1909.15.  Members are also to review the agency’s ‘1900-1 Forest Plan Implementation’ training lesson plans and slides at http://fsweb.wo.fs.fed.us/em/nepa/nepa_coordination_training/00index.html.


Additional books and material about the NEPA processes will be available in the reading room with other project materials.  Currently the following books are available:


The NEPA Book:  A Step-by-Step Guide on How to Comply with the National Environmental Policy Act, 2001 (Second) Edition.

The NEPA Planning Process:  A Comprehensive Guide with Emphasis on Efficiency.

Environmental Impact Statements:  A Comprehensive Guide to Project and Strategic Planning.

As each major component of the NEPA review is undertaken, interdisciplinary team members may be expected to attend and participate in specific training and technology transfer.  Training and technology transfer sessions may in the form of field trips /site visits, meetings, brown-bag lunches, etc.  At a minimum, local training is likely to cover the following components:

· Content Analysis


· Issue Identification


· Development of Alternatives, including the No Action Alternative

· Mitigation and Monitoring

· Effects Analysis (direct, indirect, and cumulative effects)

· Response to Comments

I also expect team members to assess their knowledge and skills as they relate to successful participation in the NEPA process.  Consider comprehension of the NEPA process as well as communication and management skills necessary for effective team participation and timely completion of work products.  The use of mentors and formal training should be considered for areas that would benefit from improvement.

NEPA Process

Note:  Project-specific documents referred to hereafter are available on the project website.

In the following, I describe my expectations for various sections of the environmental review and documentation.  I consider each of these components to be milestones within the overall environmental review process.  I will be coordinating with the interdisciplinary team leader and team throughout the process, but will specifically be seeking input or coordination as noted in the sections defined herein.

Although individuals are assigned areas of specific oversight responsibilities, identified in Attachment 1, I expect all members to hold each other accountable for the timeliness and quality work.  This means that you are expected to participate in review of products outside of your designated role or otherwise provide assistance, if requested by the interdisciplinary team leader.


Additionally, I requested a pre-decisional review by the Southwestern Region.  (The pre-decisional review process is detailed in the Regional Forester’s letter of February 9, 2007, R3 Policy for Regional Level NEP Document Requests.)  This incremental oversight review is designed to support us in our development of a quality NEPA document that is scientifically sound and legally defensible.  It will also make us aware of Regional recommendations regarding compliance with law, regulation, and policy so we can meaningfully incorporate them into our process in a timely manner.

Proposed Action

The proposed action was generated externally by the Rosemont Copper Company.  The proposed action consists of the material provided by the Rosemont Copper Company identified in my letter of October 19, 2007, and the 28 items responsive to my request for additional information.  An electronic composite of this information has been compiled to facilitate its use.  It will be referred to hereafter as the “composite MPO” (Mine Plan of Operation).

A summary of the proposed action is provided in the March 13, 2008, NOI (Notice of Intent) to prepare an EIS published in the Federal Register (see the Summary, Background, and Proposed Action sections).

The proposed action to be carried through the project analysis constitutes the material contained in the composite MPO, which I deemed sufficient to initiate the NEPA process.  I realize that this material may need to be presented differently to better convey in plain language the nature of the action and to fit within the four corners of the EIS, as well as to focus the effects analysis.  However, clarifying actions outside the scope of those defined in the composite MPO are to be handled as alternative design features or mitigation because they were not identified for comment during the public scoping period.

I expect to be briefed by members of the team on its recommended presentation of the proposed action in the DEIS.

Purpose and Need


Interdisciplinary team members are to be familiar with the following regulation and policy regarding purpose and need:


40 CFR 1502.13


Although not required in an NOI (40 CFR 1508.22, FSH 1909.15(21.1)), the March 13, 2008, NOI provided a preliminary purpose and need statement:

“The purpose of the proposed Forest Service action is to grant permission to the Company to use NFS land for certain activities related to operation of the Rosemont Mine.  The agency’s need for action is based on statutes and policy that govern mining on NFS land.”

As the NEPA process proceeds, I expect SWCA and the team to further clarify the purpose and need.  At a minimum, the complete purpose and need will need to explain the proposed action’s relationship to applicable statutes and policies.  I also expect the purpose and need to be expanded to address jurisdictions of cooperating agencies, to disclose Rosemont Copper Company’s corporate objectives, and to otherwise clarify the context of the project.

Ultimately, the EIS shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the Forest is responding in exploring alternatives.

I expect to be briefed by members of the interdisciplinary team on its recommended presentation of the purpose and need in the DEIS.

Decision Framework

The March 13, 2008, NOI described the following nature of the NEPA decision to be made:


“Based on the results of the NEPA analysis, the Forest Supervisor’s ROD regarding the MPO and reclamation plan will recommend implementation of one of the following:  (1) The proposed action and mitigation necessary to minimize or avoid adverse impacts; (2) an alternative to the proposed action and mitigation necessary to minimize or avoid adverse impacts, or (3) the no action alternative.  The ROD will also document the consistency of the proposed action with the Coronado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) (1986, as amended) and approval of Proposed amendments to it.”


The decision framework statement defines only the nature and the character of the decision, not the actual content of that decision.  Like the purpose and need, I expect the decision framework to be refined as the NEPA process progresses.

I will issue a ROD corresponding to the elements of the decision framework that includes identification of my selected alternative and the environmentally preferred alternative, should they differ.  In my ROD, I will also document determinations by various regulatory and resource agencies regarding statutory consultations, permits, and approvals related to the project.


I expect to be briefed by members of the interdisciplinary team on its recommended presentation of the decision framework in the DEIS.

Issue Identification

Interdisciplinary team members are to be familiar with the following regulation and policy regarding issues:


40 CFR 1500.1(b)

40 CFR 1500.4(c) and (g)


40 CFR 1501.1(d)


40 CFR 1501.7(a)(2) and (3)


40 CFR 1502.1

FSH 1909.15(10.4 #5)

FSH 1909.15(11)


FSH 1909.15(12.3b)

Public scoping for this project was initiated in the March 13, 2008, NOI to prepare an EIS published in the Federal Register.  Potential issues were identified in the NOI based on a preliminary review of the proposed action by Forest resource specialists, see Table 1 – Potential Issues identified in NOI.

Table 1 – Potential Issues identified in NOI

		Effects on the economy, public services, quality of life, and other community resources in Pima County, Tucson, and nearby communities



		Effects on the quality and availability of surface water and groundwater resources



		Effects on vegetation and wildlife, including those having special-status designations . . .



		Effects on soils and geology



		Effects on aesthetic resources, including visual quality objectives and State Highway 83, a state-designated scenic highway



		Effects on archaeological, historic, and cultural resources, including Native American interests and values



		Effects on Forest recreational use and compatibility with other Forest land uses



		Effects of increased traffic on local roads and transportation systems



		Effects of mining and processing and vehicle traffic on ambient air quality 1



		Effects of noise on nearby residents, Forest users, and sensitive wildlife





                 1 In the NOI, ‘ambient air quality’ was inadvertently omitted.

A Supplemental NOI was published in the Federal Register on April 29, 2008, to provide notice of additional scoping activities (open houses and public hearings) and extend the comment period to July 14, 2008.

SWCA will lead content analysis on the comments received or postmarked by July 14th, using a thematic coding schema approved by the Forest.  Interdisciplinary team members will be expected to participate in validating the results of content analysis.  Each core team member is encouraged to review all of the received comments and thematic results.  Collectively, the core team needs to be familiar with the comments.  Extended members will be required to review the thematic results for their assigned areas.  I consider validating the results of content analysis to be a very important early step in the NEPA process.


The results of scoping and content analysis will be made available to the public and Rosemont Copper Company.  Public outreach is also to occur that explains the process and solicits external validation of the results.


Comments received after July 14th will continue to be considered in development of the EIS.  However, the best way to incorporate subsequent comments will need to be addressed on a case by case basis.  For example, comments received shortly after the close of the July 14th comment period may be readily incorporated into the content analysis coding process, whereas comments received after substantial completion of the content analysis may not be.  Comments received later as the project progresses may be considered in several ways.  For example, they may serve to validate or augment the results of the content analysis process or they may contribute to other steps in the NEPA process and EIS such as alternative development, defining the affected environment, profiling environmental consequences, etc.

The list of potential issues identified in the NOI is subject to change.  The content analysis results will be used not only to identify significant issues to be analyzed in depth, but also to deemphasize insignificant issues.

Given the highly technical nature of the proposed action, assistance in responding to comments and developing issue statements may be sought from other areas or levels of the agency, Rosemont Copper Company, and cooperating agencies.


Issues are to be presented in a site-specific manner that conveys a clear cause-effect relationship attributed to the proposed action, with appropriate measures of change that link directly to the effects.  Related issues will be combined into comprehensive issue statements.

I expect to be briefed by members of the interdisciplinary team on its recommended presentation of the issues in the DEIS.

Alternative Development

Interdisciplinary team members are to be familiar with the following regulation and policy regarding alternatives:


40 CFR 1500.2(e) and (f)

40 CFR 1501.2(c)

40 CFR 1502.1

40 CFR 1502(d) and (e)


40 CFR 1502.14


40 CFR 1502.25(b)


40 CFR 1508.20


FSH 1909.15(05) Connected Action


FSH 1909.15(05) Environmentally Preferable Alternative


FSH 1909.15(05) Mitigation


FSH 1909.15(05) Preferred Alternative


FSH 1909.15(10.4 #6 and #7)

FSH 1909.15(12.3b and c)

FSH 1909.15(14), (14.1), (14.2), and (14.3)

Responsive to the significant issues, SWCA and the interdisciplinary team is to rigorously explore all reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse effects, or enhance the quality of the human environment.  Do not impose artificial limits on alternative development.  Set aside preconceived notions and exercise creativity and an open mind.  Diligently seek appropriate alternative themes, design elements, and mitigation.  Do not preclude assistance from the public, Rosemont Copper Company, or cooperating agencies in the development of alternatives.

The interdisciplinary team is to formulate a range of action alternatives to the proposed action which addresses in whole or part the purpose and need and the significant issues.  As expressed in the NOI’s Nature of NEPA Decision To Be Made, the no action alternative is part of the range of alternatives.  The purpose of the no action alternative is to provide a bench mark, or point of reference, for describing the environmental effects of the proposed action and alternatives.  It represents the current situation and serves as a basis against which to compare the current situation and demonstrate change in effects resulting from action alternatives.  I expect analysis of the no action alternative to be on an equal basis with the other alternatives considered in detail.

In this case, the no action alternative means that the Mine Plan of Operation, with supporting additional information I deemed sufficient to begin the NEPA process, is not finalized and the proposed project does not take place.  However, the EIS may need to provide further clarification on the scope and implications of the no action alternative.

Think of the alternatives section of the EIS as an executive summary, a section which could stand alone and still give the reader a clear picture of the choices to be made.  Alternatives are to be described in a comparative format so as to sharply define the issues and provide a clear basis for choice among options.  Be objective, neutral, and unbiased in describing the alternatives.  Describe actions, not impacts.

In characterizing each alternative, do not overlook identification of connected actions.


Also, be sure to disclose each alternative’s relationship to the project’s purpose and need, legal requirements, and the Coronado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) (1986, as amended).  The evaluation of consistency with the Forest Plan is required by the National Forest Management Act.  If inconsistencies with the Forest Plan are identified, it may be necessary to modify the alternative to achieve compliance or to include a site-specific amendment to the Forest Plan.  Such amendments would be enduring changes until the Forest Plan is otherwise amended or revised.  The description for each alternative must include any site-specific amendments needed to ensure consistency with the Forest Plan.  The administrative record must also document a consistency review in compliance with the National Forest Management Act and its implementing procedures for each alternative considered.


Within the range of alternatives, alternatives outside of the Forest Service’s jurisdiction may be considered.  Actions outside the agency’s jurisdiction include both actions that the Forest Service cannot impose and actions which must be imposed by another agency or entity.  For example, sometimes it may appear that there would be a way to achieve the purpose and need and deal with significant issues if the State, County, local government, proponent, or other entity first took certain actions.  If an alternative fulfills those two criteria, it may, and perhaps should, be disclosed and analyzed.  Consideration of an alternative outside of the Forest Service’s jurisdiction would have to be explained in the EIS as to why it’s outside our jurisdiction, how it would have to be implemented, and that I cannot select it for implementation.

Alternatives will eventually need to be divided into two categories:  those considered in detail, and those eliminated from detailed analysis.  Do not omit recognition of any alternative considered.  Eliminating an alternative from detailed analysis is a judgment call.  Provide the rationale for eliminating an alternative from detailed analysis.

I expect the interdisciplinary team to recommend a preferred alternative which they believe would best fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to environmental, social, economic, and other factors.


Since NEPA is inherently iterative in the development of alternatives as new information is profiled, I would like to be briefed by members of the interdisciplinary team at key points as the range of alternatives evolves.  I also expect to be briefed on the team’s recommended range of alternatives to be presented in the DEIS, both those considered in detail and those dismissed from detailed analysis.  After completion of the effects analysis, I expect to be briefed on the team’s recommended alternative preferred for implementation and the alternative environmentally preferred.

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Interdisciplinary team members are to be familiar with the following regulation and policy regarding affected environment and environmental consequences:


40 CFR 1502.2(b)

40 CFR 1502.15


40 CFR 1502.16


40 CFR 1502.20


40 CFR 1502.21


40 CFR 1502.22

40 CFR 1502.24

40 CFR 1508.7


40 CFR 1508.8


FSH 1909.15(05) Cumulative Impact, Effects

FSH 1909.15(10)


FSH 1909.15(12.3a)


FSH 1909.15(13)


FSH 1909.15(15)


FSH 1909.15(16)


FSH 1909.15(22.3), (22.31), (22.33), and (22.36)

Commensurate with the importance of the impact, SWCA and the interdisciplinary team is to succinctly describe the affected environment that would be impacted by the alternatives under consideration.


Discussion of the environmental consequences forms the scientific and analytic basis for the comparison of alternatives and needs to disclose enough information to support the comparisons.  It needs to be site-specific, present cause-effect relationships, and include appropriate measures of change.  Most importantly, it needs to answer the “So what?” question.

The impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions within the project area may, in combination with the impacts of the proposed action or alternatives result in cumulative impacts to the environment.  In proportion to their significance, I expect SWCA and the team to document in the EIS a thorough analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts relative to the physical, biological, social, and economic environments – regardless of land ownership.

SWCA and team members will need to review the potential for impacts and reach consensus on the level of analysis appropriate for each resource area.  All need to have a common understanding of the components of each alternative.  Analysis is to be conducted upon the agreed upon alternatives.  Assumptions need to be discussed and agreed upon.  If new design features or mitigation are to be included in an alternative, the alternative description and all effects analyses need to be modified to reflect the change.

I expect to be briefed by members of the interdisciplinary team on its recommended presentation of the affected environment and environmental consequences in the DEIS.

Documentation and Administrative Record

I expect the EIS to be written in plain language.  Your work will not only be scrutinized for its technical accuracy, but also for its brevity and clarity.  Write-ups that are encyclopedic or that contain extraneous information will not be accepted.  Technical material is to be summarized in the body of the EIS with specific reference to supporting information in the appendices and/or record.  Graphics are to be used to the fullest extent where they could improve the reader’s understanding and reduce the amount of text.  Of course, graphics should have appropriate complementary interpretive text.

While I expect the interdisciplinary team to take advantage of communication technologies, I do not want these tools to replace personal interaction and dialogue between members.  The final administrative record must reflect an interdisciplinary and integrated environmental review process.

A designated electronic work area, filing structure, and filing protocol will be established for the team.  Until these are in place, the following guidance is in effect:


· Use dynamic communication when possible such as Sametime, telephone, or in person


· Minimize using internal e-mails

· Delete internal emails after they have served their purpose


· Do not save draft and deliberative materials once the final product is complete, unless it is necessary to document the evolution of the work

· SWCA will maintain the administrative record


I expect, at a minimum, the following documents to be included in the administrative record, in addition to any other information deemed relative to the project:


· Material submitted by Rosemont Copper Company, including the composite MPO and associated supplemental information


· Correspondence received prior to publication of the Notice of Intent


· Memorandums between Rosemont Copper Company and the Forest

· Conflict of interest forms signed by SWCA and its subcontractor staff


· Communication records with Rosemont Copper Company related to the NEPA review

· Communication records with SWCA related to the NEPA review


· Communication records with elected officials and other agencies


· Communication records with the public

· Federal Register notices


· News releases, legal notices, paid advertisements


· Mailed public notices, and identification of to whom they were sent


· Schedules of Proposed Actions containing the project listing

· Comments on the proposed action received any time prior to release of the DEIS

· Content analysis of comments received within the designated comment period

· Records of interactions with cooperating agencies, including, but not limited to, letters of invitation / inquiry, acceptance, and any necessary memoranda of agreement regarding roles and responsibilities


· Records of interactions with work groups and copies of any completed work products


· Interdisciplinary team meeting notes


· Interdisciplinary team member assignments


· Interdisciplinary team reports and process papers


· Final versions of the DEIS and other NEPA-related documents


Public Involvement


Considerable public involvement has occurred to date as part of the scoping process (e.g., Federal Register notices, mailings, news releases, postings, open houses, oral hearings, toll-free comment line, etc.).  Scoping efforts will be detailed in a process paper.


Various efforts are currently underway related to public involvement.  We have a commitment to Congresswoman Gifford to use public work groups.  A public work group educational / awareness session about the content analysis process is being explored.  Use of a more comprehensive public work group is being explored to validate the results of the content analysis.  A new web site is also being developed to improve transparency into the project and facilitate online interaction.

Public involvement will occur throughout the development of the EIS.  A living public involvement plan will be developed to address future public involvement efforts.  Development of this plan will be lead by the team member responsible for external communications management working with SWCA.  The Regional Office public affairs staff will also be briefed and consulted as appropriate.

Project status will continue to be provided in the Schedule of Proposed Actions.

Attachment 4

Project Timeline Expectations 


In February 2008, I signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Rosemont Copper Company for the Rosemont Copper Project EIS that included a two-year project timeline.  Circumstances have changed and a revised timeline will be forthcoming that considers:  a 90-day extension of the scoping comment period, the magnitude and nature of received comments, use of public work groups, pre-decisional review by the Regional Office, FY08 program of work reviews, and FY09 program of work development.  It may be more realistic that planning for this project may take three to five years to complete.

Regardless of the final timeline, I expect interdisciplinary team members to diligently engage in the planning efforts for this project.
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST:  RECORDS RELATED TO THE ROSEMONT COPPER NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT REVIEW


Dear Mr. Davis:

I am writing to acknowledge receipt of the subject FOIA request, which you submitted to       Ms. Heidi Schewel, Communications Staff Officer, Coronado National Forest, in an electronic mail (email) message dated January 11, 2011.  Your request was routed to the Forest FOIA Service Center on January 12, 2011.  In your email, you requested the following information regarding cooperating agency meetings that have been held during the National Environmental Policy Act review of the Rosemont Copper Project:


“…I request all of the minutes and attendance lists under FOIA.”

Your request has been perfected as of January 12, 2011, and we have begun searching for the requested records.  We expect to transmit these to you within 20 business days.


In the future, please direct questions about your request to Mr. Marc G. Kaplan, Assistant FOIA Liaison, at (520) 388-8358, or mkaplan@fs.fed.us.

Sincerely,


		

		



		/s/ Jim Upchurch 

		 



		JIM UPCHURCH

		 



		Forest Supervisor
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